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CITY OF CENTRAL POINT
PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA
November 3, 2015 - 6:00 p.m.

MEETING CALLED TO ORDER

ROLL CALL

CORRESPONDENCE

MINUTES

Review and approval of October 6, 2015 Minutes.

PUBLIC APPEARANCES

BUSINESS

A.

Review the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law in support of the Planning
Commission’s October 6, 2015 decision to approve the White Hawk Transit
Oriented Development (TOD) Master Plan per the Revised Staff Report dated
October 6, 2015. The 18.91 acre project site is in the Eastside TOD district east
of Gebhard Road and north of Beebe Road, and is identified on the Jackson
County Assessor’s Map as 37S 2W 02 Tax Lots 2700 and 2701. The project site
is within the LMR—Low Mix Residential (2.69 acres) and MMR—Medium Mix
Residential (16.22 acres) zoning districts. File No. 14004. Approval Criteria:
CPMC 17.66, Application Review Process for the TOD District and Corridor.
Applicant: People’s Bank of Commerce; Agent: Tony Weller, CES|NW.

Review the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law in support of the Planning
Commission’s October 6, 2015 decision to approve the three (3) lot tentative
partition per the Revised Staff Report dated October 6, 2015. The 18.77 acre lot
is within the White Hawk Master Plan area (File No. 14004) in the Eastside TOD
and is identified on the Jackson County Assessor’s Map as 37S 2W 02 Tax Lot
2700. File No. 14016. Approval Criteria: CPMC 16.10 Tentative Plans.
Applicant: People’s Bank of Commerce; Agent: Tony Weller, CES[NW.

DISCUSSION

A.

B.

Introduction and discussion of amendments to the 2008 Population Element

CP3 URA Consideration



VIII. ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEWS

IX. MISCELLANEOUS

X. ADJOURNMENT
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City of Central Point
Planning Commission Minutes
October 6, 2015

MEETING CALLED TO ORDER AT 6:00 P.M.
Pledge of Allegiance
ROLL CALL

Commissioners: Chuck Piland (Chair), Kay Harrison, Tim Schmeusser, Tom
VanVoorhies, and Mike Oliver, were present. Also in attendance were: Sydnee
Dreyer, City Attorney, Christopher Clayton, City Manager, Tom Humphrey,
Community Development Director, Don Burt, Planning Manager, Stephanie
Holtey, Community Planner, Matt Samitore, Parks & Public Works Director and
Cheryl Adams, Planning Recording Secretary.

Absent: Commissioners Craig Nelson and Susan Szczesniak
CORRESPONDENCE

Stephanie Holtey stated that there was an updated Staff Report regarding items C
and D on the agenda.

MINUTES
There were two corrections to the September 1, 2015, Minutes.
Pagc 1: The addition of Mikc Oliver to the roll call attendance.

Page 4: Last sentence should be 1997 instead of 1977.
Corrections were noted and changes were made to the Minutes.

Motion: Approve the September 1, 2015, Minutes as amended.

Made By: Thomas VanVoorhies Seconded by: Kay Harrison

Roll Call Vote: Commissioners VanVoorhies, Oliver, Schmeusser and Harrison
all voting “yes”.

Motion passed. 4/0

PUBLIC APPEARANCES

None

BUSINESS
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A. Consideration of a Site Plan and Conditional Use Permit for the construction of a
Vietnam War Memorial Replica at Don Jones Memorial Park which includes covered
seating, a memorabilia building, additional parking areas and site landscaping. The
proposed memorial is located in the O-S, Open Space zoning district and is identified on
the Jackson County Assessor’s map as 37S 2W 01BA, Tax Lots 1000 & 1100. Applicant:
Southern Oregon Veteran’s Benefit (SOVB); Agent: John David Duffie’, Architect File
Nos. 15018 & 15020.

Chuck Piland, the Chair of the Planning Commission read the Quasi-judicial
hearing statement, indicated the time limitations for public input and that all input
should be relative to the criteria for each application.

Chair Piland inquired if any of the Commissioners had conflict of interest, ex parte
contact or bias regarding the CUP for the construction of the Vietham War Memorial
Replica at Don Jones Memorial Park.

There were no disclosures by the Commission.

Tom Humphrey presented a Staff Report identifying the criteria for the application and
issues that have arisen relative to the application. He addressed traffic, visual
obstruction, the Park Master Plan, scale of the project, neighborhood issues, site design
and the community garden.

Commissioner Harrison questioned whether the Community Gardens would be, either
removed or relocated?

Matt Samitore, Parks Director, indicated that the Community Gardens would be relocated
next to the entrance to the water reservoir. There is an area on the left side of the access
to the reservoir that was left over that was originally designed to be gardens.

Options are: 1) approve; 2) approve with revisions; 3) postpone a decision pending
receipt of answers to questions raised at the public hearing; or 4) deny the application.

Recommendation: Deny the Site Plan and Conditional use Permit applications for the
construction of a Vietnam War Memorial Replica at Don Jones Memorial Park.

Applicant: John Duffie, Architect. Mr. Duffie is representing the SOVB regarding this
project and presented photos and renderings of the project. He presented design details
of the site plan. The Wall has two sections 180 feet in length, walk ways, raised planters
for shrubs and flowers, presentation area in the center, lined with trees for buffering and
landscaping, retaining wall to address poor soil condition, there are ramps and stairs, it is
all slightly sloped, covered seating for shading which is proposed to have photovoltaic
solar panels and finally a small little flag pole area. We pushed back the area 16 feet as a
buffer from the child soccer field to allow for more open space area. The height of the
Wall is 8 feet at the center and then slopes down to 3 or 4 feet at the ends, it will have
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engraving on both sides. SOVB is also planning a small little storage building, kiosk for
memorabilia left at the Wall. There are additional parking spaces for the Wall (68
spaces) in order to handle the additional visitation to the Wall. Visitation stages:
Passive: Negligible; Weekend Event: 200/hour or 2000 people per day, the additional
parking spaces could handle; Special Event/Speaker: 5000 people; off-site shuttle
service would be needed to handle capacity.

The Commission inquired as to the height of the photovoltaic canopy over the seating.

Mr. Duffie indicated it would be approximately 11 to 12 feet high and the flag pole
height is up to 20 feet.

The Commission asked what would be powered by the panels. Mr. Duffie indicated that
it was not conclusive, but could be lighting, wayfinding system that is built into the
Memorial where there are computer screens programmed for giving people guidance on
where to find a name on the Wall, or whatever other power requirements the Park may
need.

Mr. Duffie showed photos that indicted it would not obstruct the view from the houses to
the park.

The Commission asked Mr. Duffie to give a concept of what the mural on the back of the
Wall would be. Mr. Duffie indicated that so far they are thinking of depictions of war
injured in the Vietnam War, there would be a series of these depictions. There will be
sidewalk on the back side with landscaping also. There would also be downward
directing lighting on the path to avoid glare to the neighbors.

Ron Kuhl, President of Southern Oregon Veterans Benefit (SOVB) and President for the
Vietnam Wall Committee. Mr. Kohl went over a few points in the Staff Report.

1. Lack of adequate parking - There is adequate parking for usual daily parking,
The special event parking is another matter and would be handled differently.
There are no numbers showing the ingress or egress of vehicles to the park on a
daily basis. So we have no idea how to judge how much parking is needed.
However the 68 new spaces should handle the Wall parking. Off-site parking or
shuttling will be used during special events.

2. Increased vehicle activity — It was expressed that the neighbors had a problem
with additional vehicles in their neighborhood. It was assumed that people trying
to get to the Wall would be directed through their neighborhoods to get access to
the parking. This is a false perception. There will be a main entrance. We would
be more than willing to put up signage for the Wall, and no parking signs “during
events” if the City so desired.

3. Conflicting park uses — The Staff Report indicates that this has not been an issue.
We propose the posting of a sign at each end of the Wall indicating that “this is a
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park” additional sounds, persons, recreational equipment in the form of Frisbees,
balls, etc. can be experienced.

4. Visual Obstructions — Residents have expressed that they feel the Wall will be
obstructing their view of the Park and the back side of the Wall will be somewhat
imposing. We went out and took a look we measured and people from the homes
can see. In our proposal there will be a mural on the back side. This is going to
be many pictures of Vietnam, they are going to be scrutinized, family oriented,
and will not be offensive. The City has requested that the meandering of the
walkway be straightened to allow for larger playing field for the youth that use the
park. We will look at that, it will be honored and respected.

5. Master Plan - We are not familiar with the Master Plan but would like to have the
opportunity to address these issues and research them. We want this to be a draw
to the park not something that people will shy away from. For the City for the
revenue that would be coming to the City. All of the examples in Exhibit G were
not of the same type or size as the proposed Wall. Bottom line is we would like
you to consider apples to apples, not apples to oranges. Our Wall is 80%.

Proposal: That the Commission consider

specific questions they would like answered and not use the staff report examples as a
guideline but as a reference and give SOVB ample time to follow-up with better answers.
Further if the Commission would also consider looking at an updated visual of Don Jones
Park so that references could be looked at fresh.

[ would also request that we have a 30 day extension on this matter, and I make a formal
request for that at this time.

Commissioner Harrison stated that she understood SOVB looked at other places before
coming to the Commission with the proposal for Don Jones Park in Central Point. They
have gone before the City of Medford. Did they go to the County as well?

Mr. Kohl said that they looked at some places in the county, however at that time they
had the proposal into the City of Central Point and wished to pursue it.

Commissioner Harrison recommended the Expo and its proximity and capability to
handle parking and a big event.

PUBLIC HEARING OPENED

A. Ralph Nelson — Mr. Nelson was representing the Central Point East neighborhood
and stated that there was an agreement between the City of Central Point and
Central point East regarding ingress and egress to the park and parking spaces on
North Mountain. He also asked if the veterans had approached the VA
Domiciliary regarding the replica and stated that should be done. He was
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concerned about drainage issue and the fact that a 2 to 3 foot foundation would
need to be added thus making the wall 10 feet instead of 8 feet.

Matt Samitore, Parks & Public Works Director stated that there would be no
directional signage in Central Point East and no parking in that area for the park.

Regina Nelson — Ms. Nelson indicated she was the president of the Homeowners
Association for Hidden Grove/Green Valley and was concerned about the impact
to the neighborhood and to their parking.

David Roadman — Mr. Roadman indicated that when Don Jones Park was first
opened the Public Works Department indicated that it was the “Crown Jewel of
Parks”. He would like to make sure it remains that way. His concerns include the
size of the proposed project, that it was not in the Master Plan, the reduction in
Open Spaces, inadequate parking, increased traffic, need for added security and
maintenance, and the added cost to the city and the public. His recommendation
was to support the project, just not at Don Jones Park. Mr. Roadman submitted
his testimony in writing for the record.

Patricia Day -- Ms. Day stated her concerns regarding the Replica. She has
investigated 14 other similar memorials which were underway in other states. Of
those 80% were lacking in needed funds to complete the project. They were all
located in areas specific to Veterans and were in larger areas. One replica was on
a 55 acre park and there were over 100,000 visitors to the memorial the first year
it opened. Her recommendation would be to help the Vets find an appropriate
place for the wall other than the park.

Sandra Thomas -- Ms. Thomas spoke to the need for the memorial to be a solemn
and reverent place so that the Vets and people visiting the memorial could do so
in private without the noise and interference of a child friendly park. She also
repeated the parking issue which could create an unsafe condition around the
park. She would like a traffic study done for Hamrick Road and the ingress and
egress to the new parking spaces.

Don Nadeau -- Mr. Nadeau indicated that this proposal would be contrary to the
Mission Statement of the City and the Parks Department. The monument and the
extra parking would take away the green area. He would like to see the memorial
at a different location, perhaps the VA Domiciliary in White City or the Expo
would be better suited for this type of memorial. His suggestion would be to
check with Expo/Fair Board.

Kyle Mayer — Mr. Mayer agreed with what has previously been stated. His main
objection is with the size (length and width) of the imposing project and with the
reduction in the things that are appreciated about the park if a significant
monument is added. He also had concerns regarding the computer technician that
would be needed to service the kiosk that was mentioned.

David Borum -- Mr. Borum questioned the issue of finances. He indicated that
the project is estimated to cost $500,000, but only $150,000 is needed to start. He
does not want to see the wall partially built then funding run out. He is also
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concerned about the maintenance costs and does not believe that Don Jones Park
is an appropriate location for the memorial.

Mike Whitfield — Mr. Whitfield, with Old Guard Riders indicated that he
appreciated and respected everyone’s opinion on the matter.

Linda Borum -- Ms. Borum is worried about the homeless and has concerns about
vandalism at the park if this memorial is placed here. There is already a homeless
population sleeping in the cemetery. She is also concerned about the community
garden being relocated because of the wall.

Anita Berry -- Ms. Berry asked about the additional motorhomes and travel
trailers that would be using the area. She also stated the traffic on Hamrick Road
is terrible. She also worried that the restrooms were inadequate and that more
would be needed if the wall were constructed in Don Jones Park.

Russ McBride - Mr. McBride addressed the funding and cost of the project. The
cost of the wall is $300,000; $200,000 for construction. The $150,000 needed to
begin is half of the $300,000 above. It takes 6 months to complete the project and
they would have that much time to raise the rest of the $150,000. No tax money
would be used. They have received lots of support from businesses in the area.
SOVB would be raising their own money and have been inquiring as to the
maintenance costs, for which they would also be raising money.

. Cindy Shandel - Ms. Shandel was concerned about the noise, she currently hears

events at the Expo and fears that when there are special events at the memorial,
she will be subject to that noise also. She is also concerned about the cemetery
sleepers (homeless) and parking in her yard.

Ellen Dickerson - Ms. Dickerson presented a petition to be placed in the record
with 135 names.The Petition read: Petition to Preserve Don Jones Memorial
Park, aka Water Spray Park. We the undersigned concerned citizens, urge the
City of Central Point to preserve Don Jones family friendly residential park by
voting “NO” on: Placing the Vietnam Memorial Replica Wall in Don Jones Park
and “NO” on additional parking that would route park traffic through our family
friendly residential streets.

Mike O - Eagle Point understands people’s objection to having the monument in
their back yard and asked who would be willing to volunteer to find an alternate
location.

Rebuttal

A.

Ron Kohl- Mr. Kohl addressed the issues above one by one below:

a. Parking - Angled parking would not be a good idea for this area, rather
regular parallel parking spaces should be used.

b. Signage — there would be ample signage for the Wall at the main entrance
to the park.

c. Master Plan — is unfamiliar with the plan but will investigate

d. Security and Maintenance — SOVB is looking into ways to address
security and maintenance issues. Trying to find a happy medium
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e. Green area concerns, Wall area was moved back to preserve some open
space for the soccer field.

f. Smaller Wall (50% as opposed to 80%) — SOVB will look into a 50%
Wall but the 80% replica is their preference.

g. Finances were addressed by Russ McBride

h. Play/Safety — could assist with signage, maintenance and traffic control.
SOVB will check with the VA Dom for possible volunteer assistance.

1. SOVB will pledge to work with and accommodate the neighbors.

PUBLIC HEARING WAS CLOSED.

The City Attorney advised the Commission of their options to leave the record open to
receive additional information or to continue the public hearing to a date and time
specific and give the applicant opportunity to address the concerns raised by the public.
The applicant reiterated their desire that the meeting be continued. He indicated that he
would submit in writing the extension request to the Planning Department.

Discussion

The Commissioners discussed the issues brought up during the public hearing. Questions
were asked of Parks & Public Works Director Matt Samitore regarding the park master
plan and other issues that were raised by citizens. Matt stated that a master plan for the
park was not adopted and there was never a formal agreement regarding the parking on
North Mountain. As far as bathroom capacity, what the City does for special events is
bring in porta potties. There was discussion regarding bringing back needed information
and concerns to the next Planning Commission meeting so that the SOVB had time to
investigate some issues and costs and make some changes to their proposal

Motion: Continue the public hearing to the Planning Commission meeting of December
1, 2015, at 6:00 p.m.

Made by: Kay Harrison Seconded by: Thomas VanVoorhies

Commissioner VanVoorhies would like a better sense of the discussion that took place at
the Parks Commission about the scale of the proposal.

Commissioner Harrison specified that information needed to include:

a. Financial Impact to the City — additional costs to City and Parks Department

b. Financial benefit to the City — how does this compare with the cost

c. Master Plan Charrettes in 2007— consideration was given to installing a stop
light rather than the pedestrian signal, at New Haven and Hamrick. Would this
proposal necessitate a full signal and what would it cost?

d. Porta-potty expense
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e. How many people rent Don Jones Park especially during the summer time on
any given day, for Birthday Parties, family reunions, etc.
f. Use of Park info — practices for sports groups, etc.

Commissioner Piland also added:

a. What are answers to the unknowns that have been raised during the hearing.
Commission VanVoorhies also added:

a. What is the attendance at the existing memorial in the park

Roll Call Vote: Commissioners VanVoorhies, Oliver, Schmeusser and Harrison voted
“yes77.
Motion passed. 4/0

There was a question from the audience regarding a traffic study being done by the
December 1, 2015, meeting.

City Attorney, Sydnee Dreyer, stated that if there were any questions regarding the
application that people go into the Planning Department and address those questions or
concerns to staff before the hearing.

Five Minute Break

B. Consideration of a Minor Amendment to the Comprehensive Plan, Transportation
System Plan (TSP) incorporating Option “C” from the Gebhard Road Alignment Study as
the preferred routing for the southerly extension of Gebhard Road. File No. 15024.
Applicant: City of Central Point.

Chair Piland inquired if any of the Commissioners had conflict of interest, ex parte
contact or bias regarding the Minor Amendment to the Comprehensive Plan. There were
no disclosures by the Commission.

Don Burt presented a staff report stating the criteria and presented the project realignment
study indicating that Option C was the preferred route. He recounted the opportunities for
community involvement that were part of the alignment study and reviewed previous
options and presentations that were made to the Commission. He reiterated that the
amendment institutionalizes the alignment of Gebhard Road for the benefit of future
development and that the classification of the road as a collector would not change. There
is some language in the TSP that will be amended to support the new alignment.

Recommendation: Recommend approval of the Gebhard Road TSP Amendment to the
City Council based upon findings of fact and Conclusions of Law in the Staff Report and
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information from the public hearing. A Planning Commission Resolution No. 824 is
included as Attachment “C” for the Commission’s consideration.

Commissioner Harrison indicated that she previously was not fond of round-a-bouts but
has grown to like the idea and thinks they will work well to calm traffic.

Commissioner Oliver questioned the phasing of the round-a-bouts, with regard to the
White Hawk development.

Mr. Burt explained that both of the round-a-bouts involved two pieces of property. The
one on the West could be developed fairly soon, but the other on the East end won’t
occur until full development of the property to the east and will be coordinated with that
property owner. He reiterated that this is a realignment study, it is not a traffic study.

Commissioner VanVoorhies asked whether Gebhard Road would remain intact and was
told that it would.

PUBLIC HEARING OPENED

A. Gus Picollo, Beebe Farms — Mr. Picollo stated that if this was approved for future
development of the area, it would cut his orchard in half south of Beebe Road.
He wanted to know if this was a flexible plan or set in stone. He also indicated
that he disapproved of this alignment.

B. Ernest Mingus - Mr. Mingus indicated that the road would be 90” wide right
through Gus’ property so instead of having 9.02 acres he would have 6 acres. He
does not believe this is a workable plan and it needs to be looked at again. He
questioned the amount of traffic that currently uses Beebe Road and would
consequently be routed onto the new Gebhard Road alignment. He indicated that
the phasing should be rated as “poor” not “fair” in the slide presentation. He
doesn’t believe that study period of 2020 is realistic. He is opposed to the
amendment and requests that this is not forwarded to City Counsel, but sent back
to staff.

C. David Webb -- Mr. Webb indicated that right now it is dangerous to get out of his
driveway and with two round-a-bouts it would be more dangerous. There is still a
lot of high speed traffic on Gebhard Road. It is an accident waiting to happen.
Please review again, he is opposed to the Amendment and believes it warrants
more study.

Rebuttal
Don Burt addressed the concerns:
a. Mr. Burt explained that the alignment, specifically the language changes

in the TSP has the flexibility to address, at time of development, Mr.
Picollo’s concerns about the alignment through his orchard property.
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b. Mr. Burt agreed with Mr. Mingus that the study should reflect 2030 and
not 2020.

c. Other options were studied (14 in all), we could revisit those, but they
were eliminated for valid reasons.

d. This realignment is provided to be flexible, but it can be revisited if the
Commission desires.

e. Before property in the study area is developed, a traffic study would be
required of each development.

f. He also indicated that the phasing will not disrupt traffic flow as it
currently exists.

Commissioner Harrison reiterated the fact that traffic studies will be done with each
development in this area and is separate from the alignment that the City wants set at this
time. Mr. Burt agreed.

Mr. Mingus questioned whether Mr. Picollo will have some leeway with the alignment
on his property in the future. Mr. Burt confirmed that he will.

D. Charlotte Proffitt -- Ms. Proffitt asked what is stopping them from going straight
on Gebhard along the creek. She also asked if a road could be extended east from
the second traffic circle to Hamrick Road.

Mr. Burt stated that the topography, flood plain issues, and environmental issues were at
play in extending Gebhard Road south so that an alignment along the creek would not be
a viable alternative.

Commissioner Oliver wanted to make certain that this realignment was not locked in
concrete. Mr. Burt indicated that the section through Gus’ property was not set in
concrete, just the property (White Hawk) north of Beebe Road is locked in at this time.

PUBLIC HEARING CLOSED

Motion: Recommend approval of Resolution No. 824, an Amendment to the
Comprehensive Plan to incorporate option “C” of the Gebhard Road Alignment Study
into the TSP based upon findings of fact and Conclusions of Law in the Staff Report
dated October 6, 2015, and information from the public hearing.

Made by: Kay Harrison Seconded by: Mike Oliver

Roll Call Vote: Commissioners Oliver, Schmeusser and Harrison voted “yes”;
Commissioner VanVoorhies voted “no”.

Motion passed. 3/1

C. Consideration of the White Hawk Transit Oriented Development (TOD) master plan.
The 18.91 acre project site is in the Eastside TOD district east of Gebhard Road and north
of Beebe Road, and is identified on the Jackson County Assessor’s Map as 37S 2W 02
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Tax Lots 2700 and 2701. The project site is within the LMR—Low Mix Residential
(2.69 acres) and MMR—Medium Mix Residential (16.22 acres) zoning districts. File
No. 14004. Approval Criteria: CPMC 17.66, Application Review Process for the TOD
District and Corridor. Applicant: People’s Bank of Commerce; Agent: Tony Weller,
CES|NW.

Chuck Piland, the Chair of the Planning Commission re-read the Quasi-judicial
hearing statement, indicated the time limitations for public input and that all input
should be relative to the criteria for each application.

Chair Piland inquired if any of the Commissioners had conflict of interest, ex parte
contact or bias regarding the White Hawk Transit Oriented Development Master Plan.

There were no disclosures by the Commission.

Stephanie Holtey presented a staff report indicating the criteria for the project. She
addressed the changes that were requested at the July 7™ 2015, Planning Commission
meeting. She outlined the process that this application would go through and indicated
the items that remained intact. The zoning on the property is Low Mix Residential
(LMR) and Medium Mix Residential (MMR). The applicant has indicated they would go
through the DEQ Voluntary Clean-up Plan for the contaminated area of this project. To
participate in the VCP, the applicant will need to submit a formal application and
proposal to the DEQ. A project manager will be assigned to oversee the clean-up
process, including selection of the required clean-up remedy. There is a public
notification portion to this process. The soil contamination will be addressed in Phase 1
of the project. The first phase will be the construction of the apartments.

The Commission expressed concerns regarding the contaminants located on the property
involved. Commissioner Harrison questioned if there were any contaminants in the first
Phase of the project where the apartments were to be constructed. Ms. Holtey indicated
that the only contaminated areas that exceed state limits are in soil management groups A
and B. Soil management group C is everything else on the site and does not contain
arsenic above the statutory background level. Based on the applicant’s draft soil clean up
report prepared in 2006, the proposed clean-up remedy involves: Placing a barrier on
Groups A and B; Digging out the soil from group C and putting that soil C on top of the
barrier to a height of two feet. As conditioned, the Master Plan establishes the timing of
soil remedy selection and clean-up completion relative to the land development process
to assure mitigation is complete prior to occupancy of any phase of development.

Ms. Holtey indicated that the other concern was underground utility construction impacts
on shallow wells in the area. The applicant submitted a water table analysis that
evaluates potential impacts and identifies mitigation measures. In response to concerns
raised at the public hearing, the applicant included further steps for identifying
undocumented wells within the Eastside TOD area and those properties to the west of
White Hawk to Bear Creek, including three residential parcels west of Gebhard Road. As
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conditioned the report would need to be updated with additional information on the
location and any changes in the engineering solutions to mitigate groundwater impacts, if
any. The applicant would then submit engineered plans for the construction of the storm
drains which would be reviewed by the City Engineer for approval to assure that we
agree that those mitigation measures are adequate to protect people as much as possible
from any potential impact, over the short- and long-term.

The major transportation issue that was identified was relative to the Beebe/Hamrick
Road signalization. The applicant submitted a Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) that
indicates generation of 107 p.m. Peak Hour Trips could occur before triggering the need
to install the signal. After 107 p.m. Peak Hour Trips the intersection at Beebe and
Hamrick Road would require signalization. As conditioned, this is resolved through
imposition of a trip cap allowing 96 p.m. Peak Hour Trips commensurate with proposed
development in Phase 1. After that point no further development would be allowed until
the signal is installed. The City will install the traffic signal. The applicant’s
proportional cost share per the TIA is around 11% of this cost, payable through Street
Systems Development Charges (SDCs).

Recommendation: Approve Resolution No. 825 approving the White Hawk Master Plan
subject to conditions in the Revised Staff Report dated October 6, 2015.

Commissioner Oliver had questions regarding the storm drain construction and
installation.

Matt Samitore indicated that they do not normally review engineering plans at a Master
Plan level. Typically Public Works reviews engineered plans as part of the site plan and
architectural review. On this basis, he expects the storm drain plan may change
substantially.

PUBLIC HEARING OPENED

Applicant: People’s Bank of Commerce - Ralph Tahran, Architect - Mr. Tahran
indicated that the Master Plan proposal has shrunk some due to Option C of the
realignment project previously discussed, but otherwise everything is the same. He stated
that they can comply with the conditions of approval for this project including the DDA.
He introduced Tony Weller from CES Engineering to address the engineering aspects of
the project.

Amanda Spencer from Apex addressed the environmental concerns regarding the project,
specifically soil contamination and shallow wells. She indicated that the Oregon DEQ
soil clean-up plan would be adhered to and that a project manager will be assigned to
oversee the clean-up process. The layer between the contaminated and clean soil would
consist of a jute map, usually colored to demarcate the contaminated soil. Relative to
shallow wells, she addressed problems caused by a previous storm drain installation
project including loss of water and property damage. She indicated that proposed utilities
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would not be constructed in the same manner as the previous project and described the
key differences that would avoid adverse impacts to shallow well.

Chair Piland indicated that in the past a meeting could not go past 10:00 p.m.
without a vote of the Commission, therefore a Motion to Extend the meeting is
needed at this time.

Motion: Extend the October 6, 2015, Planning Commission meeting beyond the 10:00
p.m. hour in order to complete the agenda.

Made by: Kay Harrison Seconded by: Thomas VanVoorhies
Voice Vote: All in favor
Motion passed. Unanimously

Two Minute Recess.
Continuation of public hearing:

People’s Bank submitted for the record: Beebe Road Storm Drain Dewatering Liability
and Settlement Brochure prepared by Schroeder Law Offices, PC.

Commissioner VanVoorhies asked for details on the traffic in this area for Phase 1.

Kim Parducci, Southern Oregon Transportation Engineering, addressed the traffic
concerns. She indicated there would be no Gebhard Road access. She also indicated that
the previous traffic impact study had been done based on 350 units and now it would only
be based on 310. Phase 1 includes 144 apartments.

A. David Webb -- Mr. Webb questioned how long before the completion of Phase 1,
and how long before completion of Phase 2 and 3.

B. Marty Mingus -- Mr. Mingus indicated he had met with People’s Bank of
Commerce. Mr. Mingus requested the following of the bank:

a. Voluntary DEQ Clean-up - The bank is willing to do the voluntary clean-
up through the DEQ which will meet the condition of approval. He asked
the bank to send letters to the surrounding property owners indicating
what is going on to avoid rumors.

b. There are nice old trees on the property and he requested preservation of
as many as possible, perhaps getting credit for open spaces.

c. Send a letter explaining the storm drain construction and location. Move
the storm drain from the west side of the property to the east side of the
property, which he noted has already been done.

d. Send a letter to residents within % mile regarding shallow well
identification/potential impact mitigation.
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e. In 1997 there were angry people because of dry wells. If this project does
de-water, he requested a plan for temporary or long-term water for
residents.
Rebuttal

People’s Bank of Commerce will take all these suggestions into consideration. Phase 1
should be completed within 10 to 12 months. The other phases would be market driven.
They are willing to send a letter regarding the DEQ cleanup. Of course trees are valuable
and they would like to save as many as possible, but they will also be planting hundreds
of trees on the site as well. They indicated that they are amenable to looking at a
contingency plan for dry wells if that occurs.

PUBLIC HEARING CLOSED

Deliberation: Stephanie Holtey introduced Don Burt who went over the changes to the
Staff Report for the record.

1. Condition 2.a.2 post bond for soil mitigation plan.

2. Notifying people within 300 feet prior to consent of any DEQ mitigation.

3. Apex Supplemental Report. Certified mailing of all properties — undocumented
wells.

Motion: Approve Resolution No. 825 approving the White Hawk Master Plan subject to
conditions in the Revised Staff Report dated October 6, 2015 and direct staff to prepare
Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law in support of the decision made at the October
6, 2015 meeting and bring back Resolution No. 825 for review at the November 3, 2015,
Planning Commission meeting.

Made by: Mike Oliver Seconded by: Kay Harrison
Roll Call Vote: Commissioners VanVoorhies, Oliver, Schmeusser and Harrison voted
66Yes’7'

Motion passed. 4/0

Chair Piland inquired if any of the Commissioners had conflict of interest, ex parte
contact or bias regarding the Tentative Partition Plan.

There were no disclosures by the Commission.

D. Consideration of a Tentative Partition Plat to create three (3) parcels in the LMR—
Low Mix Residential and MMR—Medium Mix Residential zoning districts within the
Eastside Transit Oriented Development District on property identified on the Jackson
County Assessor’s Map as 37S 2W 02 Tax Lot 2700. File No. 14016. Approval Criteria:
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CPMC 16.10, Tentative Plans. Applicant: People’s Bank of Commerce; Agent: Tony
Weller, CES|NW.

Stephanie Holtey presented a Revised Staff Report and indicated the criteria for the
project. She gave a presentation of the project indicating that the conditions of approval
are consistent with the Master Plan requirements.

Commission Oliver questioned that if on the assumption that we approve this particular
item, does final approval of this have to wait until the previous one has been approved in
November?

Ms. Dreyer had a question regarding phasing, but had not seen the updated Staff Report,
so her concern was alleviated. Since the land division is contingent upon an approved
Master Plan, the Planning Commission can approve the resolution, as was done for the
previous agenda item, and direct staff to prepare Findings of Fact and the final resolution
for review at the November Planning Commission meeting.

Recommendation: Approve Resolution No. 826, granting approval of the tentative plat
per the Revised Staff Report dated October 6, 2015

PUBLIC HEARING OPENED

Applicant - Tony Weller addressed the financing issue facing the applicant on this
project.

A. Marty Mingus - Mr. Mingus inquired as to why there would be a bond.

Ms. Holtey explained the process to Mr. Mingus citing Section 16.36 of the Code. It
gives the City assurance that the developer is going to install all of the public
improvements in a specified timeline. The letter of credit provides financial assurance
that if the developer fails, the City can go back and complete the project and have the
developer pay for doing the work.

PUBLIC HEARING CLOSED

Motion: Approve Resolution No. 826 approving the White Hawk tentative plat subject
to conditions in the Revised Staff Report dated October 6, 2015, and direct staff to
prepare Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law in support of the decisions made at the
October 6, 2015 meeting and bring back Resolution No. 826 for review at the November
3, 2015, Planning Commission meeting.

Made by: Thomas VanVoorhies Seconded by: Mike Oliver
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Roll Call Vote: Commissioners VanVoorhies, Oliver, Schmeusser and Harrison voted
R’}Ilzii(;n passed. 4/0
VHI. MISCELLANEOUS

None

X. ADJOURNMENT

Mike Oliver made a motion to adjourn. Seconded by Thomas VanVoorhies. All
members said “aye”. Meeting adjourned at 11:00 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Cheryl Adams, Recording Secretary

The foregoing Minutes of the October 6, 2015, Planning Commission meeting were
approved by the Planning Commission at its meeting on the 3rd day of November, 2015.

Chuck Piland, Planning Commission Chair



Review the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law in support of the Planning Commission’s October 6,
2015 decision to approve the White Hawk Transit Oriented Development (TOD) Master Plan per the
Revised Staff Report dated October 6, 2015.



City of Central Point, Oregon  (CENTRAL  Community Development
140 S 3rd Street, Central Point, OR 97502 Tom Humphrey, AICP

541.664.3321 Fax 541.664.6384 POI NT Community Development Director
www.centralpointoregon.gov

STAFF REPORT
November 3, 2015

AGENDA ITEM: File No. 14004

Consideration of a Transit Oriented Development (TOD) preliminary master plan on 18.91 acres in the
Eastside TOD district. The project site is located east of Gebhard Road and north of Beebe Road, and is
identified on the Jackson County Assessor’s Map as 37S 2W 02 Tax Lots 2700 and 2701. The project
site is within the LMR—Low Mix Residential (2.69 acres) and MMR—Medium Mix Residential (16.22
acres) zoning districts. Applicant: People’s Bank of Commerce; Agent: Tony Weller, CESNW.

STAFF SOURCE:
Don Burt, Planning Manager
Stephanie Holtey, Community Planner II

BACKGROUND:

On October 6, 2015, the Planning Commission conducted its third duly-noticed public hearing for the
White Hawk Master Plan (“Master Plan”) for a residential development on 18.91 acres within the
Eastside TOD. After hearing testimony from staff, the applicant’s development team, and members
of the public, the public hearing was closed and the Planning Commission approved a duly seconded
motion to approve the White Hawk Master Plan as conditioned in the Revised Staff Report dated
October 6, 2015 (Attachment “A”) and directed staff to prepare Findings of Fact and Conclusions of
Law (Attachment “B”) for review at the November 3, 2015 Planning Commission Meeting. Since
there were no requests to leave the record open, the record for this item was closed.

ATTACHMENTS:

Attachment “A” — Revised Staff Report dated October 6, 2015
Attachment “B” — Planning Department Supplemental Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law
Attachment “C” — Resolution No. 825

ACTION:
Final consideration of Resolution No.825 with Planning Department Findings of Fact and
Conclusions of Law as directed at the Planning Commission’s October 6, 2015 meeting.

RECOMMENDATION:

Approve Resolution No. 825 Approving the White Hawk Master Plan per the Revised Staff Report
dated October 6, 2015 and Planning Department Supplemental Findings of Fact and Conclusions of
Law.
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City of Central Point, Oregon  CENTRAL  Community Development
140 S 3rd Street, Central Point, OR 97502 Tom Humphrey, AICP
541.664.3321 Fax 541.664.6384 POINT

Community Development Director
www.centralpointoregon.gov

REVISED STAFF REPORT
October 6, 2015

AGENDA ITEMs: File No. 14004

Consideration of a Transit Oriented Development (TOD) master plan on 18.91 acres in the Eastside TOD
district. The project site is located east of Gebhard Road and north of Beebe Road, and is identified on
the Jackson County Assessor’s Map as 37S 2W 02 Tax Lots 2700 and 2701. The project site is within the
LMR—Low Mix Residential (2.69 acres) and MMR—Medium Mix Residential (16.22 acres) zoning
districts. Applicant: People’s Bank of Commerce; Agent: Tony Weller, CES|NW.

STAFF SOURCE:

Don Burt, AICP, Planning Manager
Stephanie Holtey, Community Planner II

BACKGROUND:

The proposed White Hawk Master Plan (“Master Plan) establishes a framework for a residential
development on 18.91 acres within the Eastside Transit Oriented Development (ETOD) district
(Attachment “B”). It is the applicant’s objective to obtain master plan approval to facilitate
marketing and sale of the property to a developer who will implement the plan.

The Master Plan serves as a blueprint to instruct future development of the site. Implementation of
the plan will occur through the land use process as follows:

1) Land division—"l'o create new legal lots, it will be necessary to partition and/or subdivide the
site per the Master Plan, which requires a tentative plat and final plat application. A tentative
plat presents the land division proposal, which is often modified as necessary to comply with
all applicable review criteria (i.e. approved master plan, subdivision regulations, zoning
standards, etc.) A final plat is the final map and text that result in the creation of new lots
upon being approved by the City and recorded by the County. Public improvements (i.e.
streets and utilities) are installed before the City grants final plat approval.

At this time, the applicant has submitted an application for a three (3) lot tentative plat (File
No. 14016), which is being reviewed concurrently with the Master Plan application.

2) Site Plan & Architectural Review —Site Plan and Architectural Review is conducted to assess
the proposed private development improvements (i.c. layout and architecture for buildings,
parking areas, landscaping, signage, etc.). For the project it will be necessary that Site Plan
and Architectural Review applications comply with the Master Plan and all applicable design
standards. Upon completion of Site Plan and Architectural Review, the applicant may apply
for building permits to commence construction.

To date there have been no application submittals for a Site Plan and Architectural review for
the project site.

The Master Plan was considered at the July 7, 2015 Planning Commission meeting. At that time staff
provided an evaluation of the Master Plan relative to its compliance with the land use and
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dimensional requirements and design standards for TOD districts and corridors. The Master Plan was
found to be generally consistent with the applicable review criteria; however, staff identified three (3)
major issues and three (3) minor issues relative to the environment and transportation. The public
hearing was continued to September 1, 2015 for the applicant to make the recommended amendments
to the Master Plan Exhibits. Revised submittals were received from the applicant on August 24, 2015
addressing the major issues as follows:

e The Environmental Plan (Attachment “B”) was amended to establish the process for soil
remediation through the Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) Voluntary Clean-up
Program (VCP). Through this pathway, DEQ will assign a project manager who will be
involved in the clean-up remedy selection and implementation to assure remedial actions
protect public health and safety over the short- and long-term.

e The Transportation and Circulation Plan (Attachment “B” Exhibit “7”’) was amended to
provide additional right-of-way as necessary to accommodate the future extension of Gebhard
Road south to East Pine Street per the City’s Transportation System Plan (TSP) and the
Gebhard Road Alignment Study.

e The Environmental Plan (Attachment “B”) was updated to incorporate a report by APEX
(Attachment “D” Appendix “B”) addressing groundwater and shallow well mitigation
measures, as well as future actions required to complete the inventory of undocumented wells
and ground water evaluation within the ETOD.

e A development phasing plan was added to the Master Plan, which identifies up to three
phases of development (Attachment “B” Exhibit “4”).

The September 1, 2015 public hearing was continued to accommodate re-evaluation of these
materials by affected agencies and City staff. Final action by the Planning Commission is required at
this meeting to comply with the statutory limit' for land use decisions.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The revised Master Plan proposal is for a 310 unit residential development consisting of apartments,
townhouses, duplexes and a 4.12 acre public park. The current proposal represents a reduction in the
total number of dwelling units as illustrated in Table 1. The proposal remains within the range of
minimum and maximum density allowed on the site (202 units to 457 units).

Table 1. Housing Comparison

Original Proposal Revised Proposal

Housing No Net Net No. Net Net Difference
Type Units Acres Density Units Acres Density (Units)
Duplexes 16 1.09 - 16 1.05 - 0
Townhouses 20 1.22 - © 18 1.15 - (-2)
Apartments 288 9.45 - 276 9.27 B (-12)
Public Park 0 4.22 - 0 4.12 - 0
TOTAL 324 15.98 20.28 310 15.59 19.89 (-14)

' ORS 227.178



Table 2. Revised Housing, Density and Open Space

Housing Open Space
Housing Type No. Units Net Acres Net Density OS Required  OS Proposed
Duplexes 16 1.05 - 6,400 0
Townhouses 18 1.15 - 7,200 0
Apartments 276 9.27 - 165,600 86,562
Public Park 0 4.12 - 179,671
TOTAL 310 15.98 19.89 179,200 266,233

Aside from slight adjustments in the net acreage to accommodate the Gebhard Road alignment, the
proposal remains consistent with the original transportation and circulation layout, as well as the
parks and open space plan. There have been no changes to the Building Design Plan (Attachment
“C”, Exhibits “9-12”), which proposes an attractive neo-traditional design that is architecturally
consistent with the building design standards in the TOD. Proposed parking meets the minimum
requirements for the number of spaces provided and dimensional standards.

The Master Plan has been evaluated against all applicable review criteria. Based on the evidence

submitted, as demonstrated in the Planning Department Supplemental Findings (Attachment “F”), the
proposal can comply as conditioned.

ISSUES:

There are four (4) issues relative to this application that will require specific conditioning as follows:

1. Soil Contamination/Parks Design & Transfer Timing. The Master Plan sets forth the
general steps necessary to navigate the DEQ Voluntary Clean-up Program (VCP)
requirements to clean-up the soil contamination. To justify acceptance of the park, it is
necessary to coordinate the soil remediation strategy through the VCP with design of the park
to assure that the post-mitigation grades are the final grades identified in the parks design. An
understanding of any long-term monitoring and maintenance requirements must be addressed
to assure 1) safety when equipment is replaced or added to the site and 2) financial
sustainability for the City in on-going maintenance requirements for soil remediation.

Resolution: To assure timely completion of the soil remediation relative to Master Plan
implementation (i.e. tentative plat process and/or Site Plan and Architectural Review), staff is
recommending the following:

a. Prior to final plat approval for any land division and/or Site Plan and Architectural
Review application, including the current tentative plat application (File No. 14016),
the soil mitigation plan shall be completed, approved by DEQ, and accepted by the
City. The mitigation plan shall be coordinated with the parks design such that post-
mitigation site grading is equivalent to the finished site grading per the park design.
A long-term monitoring and maintenance plan must be provided with the mitigation
strategy and include a 20-year maintenance cost analysis. Based on the above
information, the Parks Commission will consider the proposal to transfer the park to
the City’s ownership and will make a recommendation for action by the City
Council.

b. Site Plan and Architectural Review application for any phase of development shall be
conditioned to withhold Certificate of Occupancy for all building permits until DEQ
issues a “No Further Action” letter indicating that the soil contamination has been
resolved per the DEQ approved soil mitigation plan.
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c. Regardless of ownership, the park improvements must be completed prior to
certificate of occupancy for any building within Phase 2 and 3. If the Council votes
to accept the park as public, the transfer to public ownership shall occur no less than
two-years from the date of construction. Landscaping and equipment repairs will be
required prior to the transfer, if necessary.

d. Prior to final plat approval for Phase 1 the City and Developer shall enter into a
disposition and development agreement (DDA) that addresses Developer’s
obligations for soils mitigation, park design and construction, park maintenance
related to soil mitigation, Park SDC reimbursement, and minimum requirements for
transfer to, and City’s acceptance of, the public park.

2. Hamrick — Beebe Road Signalization. Currently the Beebe Road/Hamrick Road intersection
provides an acceptable level of service (LOS D). However, the applicant’s Transportation Impact
Analysis (TIA) shows that the proposed development, at build-out, would generate 2,274 average
daily trips (ADT), which would reduce the level of service to unacceptable levels (LOS F)
warranting intersection signalization. The TIA notes that upon completion of 38
townhouses/duplexes and 140 apartments, the equivalent of 107 P.M. Peak Hour Trips, the LOS
would exceed LOS D, at which point the intersection of Hamrick/Beebe would need to be
signalized.

Resolution: The imposition of a trip cap would assure the timely installation of a signal at the
intersection of Beebe and Hamrick. Sufficient information is provided in the applicant’s TIA to
identify 107 P.M. Peak Hour trips as the trigger for meeting a signal warrant. Based on the TIA, a
trip cap will be applied until such time as the signal is installed. As stated in Condition No. 2(c)
the recommended trip cap is 96 P.M. Peak Hour trips, which is equivalent to the P.M. Peak Hour
trips generated by Phase I. The trip cap shall automatically be removed upon installation of a
signal at the intersection of Beebe and Hamrick Road.

3. Groundwater/Shallow Well Mitigation. Construction of public utilities as part of the
development process may impact the water table and shallow wells within the vicinity of the
project site. The applicant previously submitted a report prepared by APEX dated August 24,
2015 (Attachment “C” Appendix “B”) addressing the potential impacts and necessary mitigation
measures to be used when constructing underground utilities; however, it was brought to staff’s
attention during the public hearing that not all shallow wells have been identified and sampled.

Resolution: To minimize the potential for temporary or permanent impacts to groundwater, staff
is recommending the tentative plat application be conditioned such that prior to final plat
approval and the start of construction for any improvements:

a. The applicant shall meet with the neighborhood stakeholders within the ETOD to identify
all shallow wells;

b. The mitigation report shall be revised to incorporate baseline data for all identified wells
in the ETOD and an updated mitigation strategy (if necessary); and,

c. The revised report shall be submitted to the City for evaluation by the City’s
Engineer and incorporated in final engineering plans.

4. Covered Parking Requirement. In accordance with Section 17.65.050(F)(3)(a), fifty

percent of all off-street parking areas shall be covered. The proposed Site Plan (Attachment
“B” Exhibit “4”) does not provide for any covered off-street parking areas. Instead the
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Master Plan proposes extensive landscaping areas and bioswales with large canopy trees
within the parking areas. Although consistent with the code’s encouragement of pedestrian
oriented landscaping and the use of bioswales, the current proposal does not comply with the
covered parking standard.

Resolution: At the time of Site Plan and Architectural Review, the applicant shall
demonstrate compliance with the covered parking standard or resolve the conflict by
obtaining a Class “C” variance eliminating the covered parking requirement in favor of the
proposed landscaping and stormwater management plan.

5. TOD Block Perimeter Standard. The block perimeter for the apartment site (Phase 1 and
Phase 2 south of Beebe Park Drive) has a 2,306-ft block perimeter. The Applicant’s findings
state that the pedestrian accessway illustrated on the site plan (Attachment “C” Exhibit 4) is
proposed to meet the block standards. In accordance with Section 17.67.040(A)(4), major
off-street public pathways designed in accordance with Section 17.67.040(A)(9)(a) can be
used to meet the block standards. The proposed pathway is designed as a minor pathway and
does not meet this standard.

Resolution: To meet the block standard for perimeter length, the applicant will be required
to design the off-street bicycle and pedestrian pathway near the intersection of Beebe and
Gebhard Road as a major pedestrian accessway per CPMC 17.67.040(A)(9)(a). The redesign
shall be included as part of the Site Plan and Architectural Review application for Phase 1.

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL:

Approval of the master plan shall be subject to the following conditions:

1. The site phasing plan set forth in Attachment “B” Exhibit “4” shall be supported by the tentative
plat for current and future land division applications.

2. Prior to final plat approval for any land division application and/or final approval of any Site Plan
and Architectural Review application, the applicant shall:

a. Complete and receive approval of a soil remediation plan from the Oregon Department of
Environmental Quality (DEQ).

i. The DEQ approved soils remediation plan shall be based on and include the City
approved park design.

ii. For all phases the issuance of certificates of occupancy shall be withheld until a
“No Further Action” letter is received from DEQ. The applicant may bond and
guarantee the timely receipt of a “No Further Action” letter from DEQ provided
the approved remediation plan includes provisions for remediation phasing.

iii. Prior to commencement of soils remediation the applicant shall notify all
properties within 1/4 mile of the Project site with a brief description of the
proposed mitigation plan, mitigation schedule, the DEQ Voluntary Cleanup
Program, and the applicant’s and City’s contact sources and address for further
information and submittal of comments. If upon written request by 10 or more
persons or by a group having 10 or more members, the applicant shall conduct a
public meeting at or near the project site for the purpose of receiving verbal
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comment regarding the proposed mitigation plan. Contents of the notification
shall be reviewed and approved by the City prior to mailing.

b. Enter into a disposition and development agreement (DDA) addressing the park design,
construction, construction timing, remediation timing and requirements, mitigation
maintenance requirements and cost, park SDC reimbursements, and transfer of the park
to the City. If the City does not accept the park site the applicant shall amend the Master
Plan to identify an alternative use of the park site, consistent with the LMR zoning
district.

c. Based on the applicant’s TIA a trip cap of 96 P.M. Peak Hour trips is hereby
imposed. Upon installation of signal improvements at the Beebe/Hamrick
intersection the trip cap shall be removed and development of the remaining Phases 2
and 3 allowed subject to all conditions of approval and other applicable laws and
regulations.

d. Prior to final plat approval for Phase I the applicant shall supplement the Apex report
dated August 24, 2015 with additional information on the location, and depth to
ground water of undocumented wells on all properties within the ETOD and on
properties immediately west of, and abutting, the Project’s Gebhard Road frontage
(Study Area). Preparation of the supplemental report shall include a certified mailing
to all Study Area properties explaining the purpose of the mailing and requesting
assistance with the identification of undocumented wells and their depth to ground
water. Based on the information received the applicant shall complete the inventory
of wells (Exhibit 6), and present and discuss findings at a neighborhood meeting,
including temporary dewatering mitigation, any changes in engineering solutions
proposed in the August 24, 2015 Apex Report. The final report shall be submitted to
the City for evaluation and approval by the City’s engineer and incorporation into
final engineering plans for Phase I.

e. Prior to final plat approval the applicant shall provide a revised master plan showing
White Hawk Way extending to the north of Beebe Park Drive thru the park site as a
ROW reservation.

3. The park improvements shall be completed prior to certificate of occupancy for any building
within Phase 2 and 3.

4. At the time of Site Plan and Architectural Review, the applicant shall comply with the
covered parking requirements per CPMC 17.65.050(F)(3)(a) or submit for a Class “C”
variance application to eliminate the covered parking requirement in lieu of the proposed
bioswales.

5. At the time of Site Plan and Architectural Review for Phase 1, the applicant shall demonstrate
compliance with the block perimeter standard per CPMC 17.67.040(A)(2) and (4).

ATTACHMENTS:

Attachment “A” — Site Location Map

Attachment “B” — Master Plan (Narrative & Exhibits)
Attachment “C” — Applicant’s Findings (Revised)

Attachment “D” — Public Works Staff Report

Attachment “E” — Jackson County Roads Staff Report
Attachment “F” — Planning Department Supplemental Findings
Attachment “G” — Resolution No. 8§25




ACTION:

Consider the White Hawk Master Plan application and 1) approve; 2) approve with revisions; or 3)
deny the application

RECOMMENDATION:

Approve Resolution No. 825 approving the White Hawk Master Plan subject to conditions of
approval per the Revised Staff Report dated October 6, 2015.



ATTACHMENT .5 _»

FINDINGS OF FACT
AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
File No.: 14004

Before the City of Central Point Planning Commission
Consideration of the White Hawk Transit Oriented District Master Plan

Applicant: ) Findings of Fact
People’s Bank of Commerce ) and
750 Biddle Road, Suite 103 ) Conclusion of Law
Medford, OR 97504 )
PART 1
INTRODUCTION

The applicant submitted the White Hawk Master Plan (“Master Plan”) for an 18.91 acre residential development,
including a 4.12 acre public park, in the Eastside Transit Oriented Development (ETOD) district. The Master Plan
proposes a maximum of 310 dwelling units consisting of apartments, townhouses and duplexes to be built in 3
phases over a five year period.

The Master Plan is being reviewed as a Type III application. Type III applications are reviewed in accordance with
procedures provided in Section 17.05.400, which provides the basis for decisions upon standards and criteria in the
development code and the comprehensive plan, when appropriate.

Applicable Review Criteria for TOD master plans are set forth in Chapter 17.66, Application Review Process for
the TOD District and Corridor and include:

CPMC 17.65.040 and 17.65.050 relating to the TOD District

CPMC 17.65.060 and 17.65.070 relating to the TOD Corridor

CPMC 17.67, Design Standards—TOD District and TOD Corridor;

CPMC 17.60, General Regulations unless superseded by Sections 17.65.040 through 17.65.070
CPMC 17.65.050, Table 3, TOD District and Corridor Parking Standard, and CPMC 17.64, Off-Street
Parking and Loading

CPMC 17.70, Historic Preservation Overlay

7. CPMC 17.76, Conditional Use Permits
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Findings will be presented in three (3) parts addressing the requirements of Section 17.05.300 as provided below.
Findings for CPMC 17.67, Design Standards—TOD District and TOD Corridor will include those sections with
standards denoted by “shall” or “must” and not recommended standards denoted by “should.”

1. Introduction

2. Comprehensive Plan

3. Central Point Zoning Ordinance

4. Summary Conclusion
PROPOSAL BACKGROUND

The White Hawk Master Plan proposes a medium density residential development, including a public park, in the
Eastside TOD on lands zoned Low Mix Residential (LMR) and Medium Mix Residential (MMR). The project site
consists of 18.91 acres with frontage on Beebe Road and Gebhard Road. At this time there are no structures on the
project site.



White Hawk Master Plan
C Figure 1. Location Map
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The proposal is the first Master Plan application within the ETOD and encompasses roughly 23.1% of the total
ETOD land area. As the first proposal in the ETOD, land use and circulation patterns will influence development
on surrounding properties.

Of regional significance is the proposal’s ability to accommodate realignment of Gebhard Road to provide
north/south connectivity between Wilson Road and East Pine Street per the City’s Transportation System Plan
(TSP). The master plan narrative and exhibits incorporate the Preferred Alternative by the neighborhood
stakeholders, Citizen’s Advisory Committee and Planning Commission.

Master Plan Narrative

The narrative (Attachment “A”) provides a written summary of the proposed development. These instructions for
the eventual site development establish the scope and limits of the proposal, describe site challenges and how these
are to be addressed throughout the development process. Future land division and development applications will be
required to demonstrate compliance with this document and the exhibits set forth below:
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Exhibit 1 — Title Sheet
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Exhibit 3 — Preliminary Partition Plat
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Exhibit 5 — Master Utility Plan
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Exhibit 6 — Adjacent Land Use/Environmental Plan
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Exhibit 7 — Transportation & Circulation Plan
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Exhibit 8 — Recreation & Open Space Plan
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Exhibit 9 — Building Design Plan

A. Apartments

q}i\‘ 43(;9/
o
" .m/mow ﬂm mm Q LURT RS
| -0 pm PTG
r PASTEES TR MR L -9. iy
| [k o compazira J)EU‘%‘X
Il \ DAANPNLL POWINLOVY AART AR TRIM
A = | " ‘
| L% \. - ,F MLl il EA LA o »
' ' ! FoCE AMD S rem e B fooe poss X5 SEPARATE. BulL fa16 4 OO
\ asrar k PEEAM: RO HASE TO H AN
‘H’ PRI -mv CarpeliTioN r‘rd:" ngt;-":un-a:? BAALL RS BY CoVERED PREEZEWAY

\ : ) BUILOINS Fomg

_ L,

srresT PAGIM Lo
1 Pl mn-';u’.-gs u‘u«rmu
4
e STREET COUKT TARD ELEVATION
. PROTOTTYFPE AMCHITECTURAL CHARACTEM
AR AN CTURE NNING A '
et T R PR e 24 UNIT APARTMENT BUILDIHG
Phom HIS-SI0 00T Byt SIS (99 palphradn st crmcssd twl - K ",“757

ED 4Ry,
S 4
&
5 meHe TR 3
;&mm
72_ 7399 'i;
OF O%
(o8-
SRS EINTRE. BEVEL SIOING SRR
/q i £ MIN. WNDIW § O00R- TRIM .
/ } AR WHLL Z &4
! DUANESS W -
| = rf o ACCENT SHMCET z g £
‘f J" = 3-%—
J 3
g
3 z §
ok
o =
g£92
ERE:]
e w
= ).
5 ] g3=
=X
2
2.3
L
zZz
é @
2i3
e

ﬁ/EJ 30% 07— FO' 9" i
SEE PPRITIVIE TRIRT AL " BEIIA SEATCH

gxmfm'é SSREET

" o da s TTELL EACING ELEVATING

SIPE STREET ELEVATION
ROTOTYPE APARTMENT ABCHIWCTUF\E

= ot T

Page 11 of 54

19



(YL A LA LAY L
| "
; + 4 e 0 4
\ ; 0 e WU dip
[T 1B RO B T o S
= i T \‘_f- : &3 G T
i : e 0 : iy PORILAD, GHEGIN 2
1.y J_| 5 %Q_omnw.&@
T E <5508 BN FO
. 20 ITS e
- ; ! /8% 8% 240 cEE
qf"’] 1¢ 242 /a0 1Az o
— 3 F r#-g) . Zg
e A %°3
F \%‘j =T T LRSS BIIALE :3%;
o . S A u B ELRESSIIN W 45
A oy gy | R i §+/ SLOPES, FLANTED g%
& D s SRR > : WITH NATIVE PLAKES g s
S Lo R N, yi5osEaREA roR £33
t 2 ¥ - = A f”ﬂﬂfl SO piNG 5w
S 5*-‘2{‘1)‘? et T 8.z
vk N om 38 £3
B s it o VO B t_..a.ah ey 1 g¥g
- M 4 Tl ] % APARTMENT — “33
Z A
- 3 srory s, | | | ] — FROTOTYPE ERL
' JHUNITS PN\COURTYARD T
88 288 | Rrex S &82

‘:‘- s g
o AT S A 3 7 N B
e e e
s R T T ATAE A R 7

B. Row houses

iU A4,
%
§ AP TR
% oF 0N
¢ =55
2
sxR
575 0n % 240" . P N . o 22
— - - —_ s e - — - 4 { 5‘ E 5
AsoF LA, £<3
e SHHGLE A I — e [iiodn e 23z
[tk § BN Es N : i | / / S
I ) VEg
Z,%
e 30
foo————— i;g
Vinid o
STREES ———
nry pROH g ENVGLICED COURTYARL
GERHARD ROAL ELEVATIONS
ROWHOUSES -
= o
Page 12 of 54

20



104
O iy,

& >
& RALPHG TAvRAN 3

%Pomu;g snsson Qg
2 op N8

i T =

P A AT My '\AIﬁk'N\'_ 8

2\ KIWIERS :
T2 AN 7 5 g7 %
127 o i { ! <§i
52

ALLEY ACCESS ELEVATIONS
ROWHOUSE S

[

£D 4
I_ %\%‘3‘ A (’@

& >
&5 RALPH G TAHRAN (2
.

z l//’£+)< £ S
¥

e

QREGON

PLANNING

&

LAKE OSWEGO,

ARCIITECTURE

KNAUS  ROAD

Phone: 503-539-8802  linx: 503-697-1958  rulphtahian@comeastuel

TAHRAN

13741

. B .
5 TYFICAL ROWHOUSE SITE FLANS WT}L
. LRI — —=1 7,

Page 13 of 54



C. Duplexes
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PART 2
CITY OF CENTRAL POINT COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

The Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map designates the White Hawk Master Plan area as Eastside Transit Oriented
District (ETOD) Low Mix Residential (LMR) (2.69 acres) and Medium Density Residential (15.22 acres). The
TOD land use designation allows for mixed-use transit oriented development. Development within this land use
classification.

Finding: The Master Plan proposes a mix of housing types (i.e. apartments, townhouses and duplexes) at densities
that are consistent with the Eastside TOD Low Mix and Medium Mix designations.

Conclusion: Consistent

PART 3
TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS

Section 17.05.900 of the Central Point Municipal Code (CPMC) establishes which road authorities participate in
land use decision and implements Section 660-012-0045(2)(e) of the State Planning Transportation Rule. This rule
requires the City to adopt a process to apply conditions to development proposals in order to minimize impacts and
protect transportation facilities.

CPMC 17.05.900(A), When a Traffic Impact Analysis is Required
A. The City shall require a traffic impact analysis (TIA) as part of an application for development, a
change in use, or a change in access in the following situations:

1. If the application includes a residential development, a TIA shall be required when the
development application involves one or more of the following actions:

a. A change in zoning or plan amendment;

b. An increase in site traffic volume generation by two hundred fifty average daily trips or
more;

c. Anincrease in peak hour volume of a particular movement to and from the state highway
by twenty percent or more; or,

d. An increase in use of adjacent streets by vehicles exceeding the twenty thousand pounds
gross vehicle weights by ten vehicles or more per day.

Finding 17.05.900(A4)(1): The White Hawk Master Plan is for a 310-unit residential development, including a
4.12 acre public park. Specifically, the Master Plan would result in 276 new apartment units, 16 duplex units
and 18 townhouse units. The proposal would generate more than 250 average daily trips and as such requires
a TIA. The applicant prepared a TIA in July 2014, which was submitted with the application package.

The TIA evaluates the impacts of the proposed residential development on three intersections as follows: 1)
Beebe/Hamrick Road; 2) Gebhard/Wilson Road,; and 3) Hamrick/East Pine Street. Per the TIA, the
development will generate 2,274 average daily trips (ADT), which would cause the Beebe/Hamrick intersection
to degrade from a Level of Service (LOS) D (i.e. acceptable) to LOS F (i.e. unacceptable). The TIA notes that
upon completion of 38 townhouses/duplexes and 140 apartments, the equivalent of 107 P.M. Peak Hour Trips,
the LOS would exceed LOS D, at which point the intersection of Hamrick/Beebe would need to be signalized.
As conditioned, the Master Plan imposes a Trip Cap of 96 PM Peak Hour Trips, equivalent to the P.M. Peak
Hour Trips generated by Phase I (Exhibit 4) to assure timely installation of the signal at Beebe/Hamrick. Upon
installation of the signal, the trip cap will be removed.

Page 16 of 54
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Conclusion 17.05.900(A)(1): Consistent.

2. If'the application does not include residential development, a TIA shall be required when a land
use application involves one or more of the following actions:

a. A change in zoning or a plan amendment designation;

b. Any proposed development or land use action that a road authority, including the city,
Jackson County or ODOT, states may have operational or safety concerns along its
facility(ies);

¢. An increase in site traffic volume generation by two hundred fifty average daily trips
(ADT) or more;

d. An increase in peak hour volume of a particular movement to and from the state highway
by twenty percent or more;

e. An increase in use of adjacent streets by vehicles exceeding twenty thousand pounds gross
vehicle weight by ten vehicles or more per day;

f. The location of the access driveway does not meet minimum sight distance requirements,
as determined by the city engineer, or is located where vehicles entering or leaving the
property are restricted, or such vehicles queue or hesitate on the state highway, creating a
safety hazard in the discretion of the community development director; or

g. A change in internal traffic patterns that, in the discretion of the community development
director, may cause safety problems, such as backup onto a street or greater potential for
traffic accidents.

Finding 17.05.900(A)(2): The White Hawk Master Plan is for a 310-unit residential development,
including a 4.12 acre public park.

Conclusion 17.05.900(A)(2): Not applicable.

B. Traffic Impact Analysis Preparation. A traffic impact analysis shall be prepared by a traffic engineer or
civil engineer licensed to practice in the state of Oregon with special training and experience in traffic
engineering. The TIA shall be prepared in accordance with the public works department’s document
cntitled “Traffic Impact Analysis.” If the road authority is the Oregon Department of Transportation
(ODOT), consult ODOT’s regional development review planner and OAR 734-051-180.

Finding 17.05.900(B): The applicant’s TIA was prepared by Kimberly Parducci, an Oregon registered
Professional Engineer, with Southern Oregon Transportation Engineering, Inc. The TIA was coordinated with
the Public Works Department and prepared in accordance with the Traffic Impact Analysis requirements set
Jforth in Section 320.10.02 through 320.10.04 of the Public Works Standard Specifications.

Conclusion 17.05.900(B): Consistent.

PART 4
CITY OF CENTRAL POINT ZONING ORDINANCE

Section 17.05.100, Table 17.05.01 of the Central Point Municipal Code (CPMC) establishes application review
procedures for TOD District Master Plan applications. TOD District and Corridor Master Plan approval criteria
are set forth in Chapter 17.66.

Chapter 17.66 — Application Review Process for the TOD District and Corridor

Four application types in the TOD District and Corridor are subject to review procedures and approval criteria
established in Chapter 17.66. TOD District or Corridor Master Plans (“Master Plan”), are one of these
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application types. Master Plan approval is required for development projects or land divisions involving two or
more acres or when a modification to an approved Master Plan involves one of four specific changes as
specified in Section 17.66.030(A)(1)(b).

CPMC 17.66.030(A), Application and Review
A. Application Types. There are four types of applications which are subject to review within the Central
Point TOD district and corridor.
1. TOD District or Corridor Master Plan
a. Development or land division applications which involve two or more acres of land; or
b. Modifications to a valid master plan approval which involve one or more of the following:
i.  An increase in dwelling unit density which exceeds five percent of approved
density;
il.  An increase in commercial gross floor area of ten percent or two thousand square
feet, whichever is greater;
iii. A change in the type and location of streets, accessways, and parking areas where
off-site traffic would be affected; or
iv. A modification of a condition imposed as part of the master plan approval.

Finding 17.66.030(A)(1): The White Hawk Master Plan is for a residential development consisting of 18.91
acres. The current application is to satisfy the master plan requirement for development and land division
proposals greater on two or more acres.

Conclusion 17.66.030(A)(1): Consistent.

2. Site Plan and Architectural Review. The provisions of Chapter 17.72, Site Plan and Architectural
Review, shall apply to permitted and limited uses within the TOD district and corridor. For site
plan and architectural review applications involving two or more acres of land, a master plan
approval, as provided in this chapter, shall be approved prior to, or concurrently with, a site plan
and architectural review application.

Finding 17.66.030(A)(2): At this time, the applicant is requesting approval of a TOD District Master Plan.

Conclusion 17.66.030(A)(2): Not applicable.

3. Land Division. Partitions and subdivisions shall be reviewed as provided in Title 16, Subdivisions.
For a land division application involving two or more acres of land, a master plan approval, as
provided in this chapter, shall be approved prior to, or concurrently with, a land division
application.

Finding 17.66.030(4)(3): The applicant is requesting approval of a TOD District Master Plan. A tentative
three (3) lot partition is the subject of File No. 14016, which is being reviewed concurrently.

Conclusion 17.66.030(A)(3): Not applicable.

4. Conditional Use. Conditional uses shall be reviewed as provided in Chapter 17.76, Conditional
Use Permits.

Finding 17.66.030(4)(4): The proposed park and residential land uses associated with the White Hawk Master
Plan are Permitted Uses in accordance with the TOD District zoning regulations (CPMC 17.65.050). Since

conditional uses are not proposed, they will not be discussed any further in the findings.

Conclusion 17.66.030(A)(4): Not Applicable.
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CPMC 17.66.030(B), Submittal Requirements
A master plan shall include the following elements:

1. Introduction. A written narrative describing:
a. Duration of the master plan;
b. Site location map;
c. Land use and minimum and maximum residential densities proposed;
d. Identification of other approved master plans within the project area (one hundred feet).

Finding 17.66.030(B)(1): The Master Plan narrative is entitled “White Hawk Master Plan Design
Guidelines” (Attachment “A”) and includes the required information as outlined below:

Master Plan Duration. The Master Plan duration is for a maximum duration of 5-years.

Site Location Map. The site location map is illustrated in Exhibit 1.

Density. The Master Plan proposes a residential density that is mixed across the project site (Table 1).

Table 1. Housing, Density & Open Space

Housing Open Space
Housing Type No. Units Net Acres  Net Density | OS Required OS Proposed
Duplexes 16 1.05 - 6,400 0
Townhouses 18 1.15 - 7,200 0
Apartments 276 9.28 - 165,600 86,562
Public Park 0 4.13 - 179,690
TOTAL 310 15.61 19.86 179,200 266,252

All units are within the MMR zoning district, which requires 14 units/acre minimum and 32 units/acre
maximum. The proposed net density of 19.86 units/acre is within the range for minimum and maximum
density in the MMR zone.

Other Approved Master Plans. Since this is the first master plan in the ETOD, there are no approved
master plans in the vicinity of the project site.

Conclusion 17.66.030 (B)(1): Consistent.

2, Site Analysis Map. A map and written narrative of the project area addressing site amenities and
challenges on the project site and adjacent lands within one hundred feet of the project site.

Finding 17.66.030(B)(2): The Master Plan presents a site analysis in Attachment “A,” and is illustrated in
Exhibit 2. Although the site is generally flat, vacant and zoned for the proposed uses, the Master Plan
identifies two site challenges as follows: 1) Soil Contamination and 2) Potential Groundwater/Shallow Well
Impacts. Evaluation and mitigation actions to address these challenges are provided in the Environmental
Plan section of the Master Plan, which includes an updated report dated August 24, 2015 prepared by the
applicant’s environmental consultant, APEX.

Conclusion 17.66.030(B)(2): Consistent.
a. Master Utility Plan. A plan and narrative addressing existing and proposed utilities and

utility extensions for water, sanitary sewer, storm water, gas, electricity, and agricultural
irrigation.
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Finding 17.66.030(B)(2)(a): The Master Utility Plan is illustrated in Exhibit 5 and discussed on page 2 of the
Master Plan narrative (Attachment “A”). The Master Utility Plan identifies existing and proposed utilities for
the project site. A Preliminary Stormwater Management Plan was also submitted addressing the water
quantity and quality management approaches for the site.

Conclusion 17.66.030(B)(2)(a): Consistent.

b. Adjacent Land Use Plan Map. A map identifying adjacent land uses and structures within
one hundred feet of the project perimeter and remedies for preservation of livability of
adjacent land uses.

Finding 17.66.030(B)(2)(b): The Adjacent Land Use Map is presented in Exhibit 6, which identifies
residential, civic and agriculture related uses within 100-feet of the project site. Zoning designations are
provided in Exhibits 1 and 7. The Master Plan narrative (Attachment “A”) states that livability preservation is
to be achieved through street frontage and landscaping improvements, which will buffer the proposed
residential uses from adjacent land uses and structures. The proposed park will provide an additional open
space buffer to preserve livability on the adjoining residences and agricultural operations on properties
immediately north and east of the project site.

Conclusion 17.66.030(B)(2)(b): Consistent.

3. Transportation and Circulation Plan. A transportation impact analysis (TIA) identifying planned
transportation facilities, services and networks to be provided concurrently with the development
of the master plan and addressing Section 17.67.040, Circulation and Access Standards.

Finding 17.66.030(B)(3): The applicant submitted a TIA prepared by Southern Oregon Transportation
Engineers in July 2014. The TIA identifies planned transportation facilities, services and street networks
within the White Hawk Master Plan area, as well as the impacts and necessary mitigation of the proposed
development on the existing transportation system. The proposed transportation layout is illustrated in Exhibit
7 and discussed in the Master Plan Narrative. See Findings 17.67.040(4-B).

Conclusion 17.66.030(B)(3): Consistent.

4. Site Plan. A plan and narrative addressing Section 17.67.050 Site Design Standards.
Finding 17.66.030(B)(4): The site plan (Exhibit 4) illustrates the proposed site layout and development
phasing. The site design standards are addressed in the Master Plan narrative (Attachment “4”). See
Findings 17.67.050(4-M).
Conclusion 17.66.030(B)(4): Consistent.

5. Recreation and Open Space Plan. A plan and narrative addressing Section 17.67.060, Public
Parks and Open Space Design Standards.

Finding 17.66.030(B)(5): Exhibit 8 presents the Recreation and Open Space Plan as described on page 7 of
the Master Plan narrative (Attachment “A”). The proposal is consistent with the area and design requirements
for parks and open space (See findings for 17.67.060(4-D)).

Conclusion 17.66.030(B)(5):Consistent.

6. Building Design Plan. A written narrative and illustrations addressing Section 17.67.070,
Building Design Standards.
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Finding 17.66.030(B)(6): The Building Design Plan is presented in Exhibit 9. The plan identifies a neo-
traditional architectural character to be used throughout all housing types within the Master Plan area. The
designs are consistent with the building design standards in the TOD (See Findings 17.67.070)(4-H)).

Conclusion 17.66.030(B)(6): Consistent.
7. Transit Plan. A plan identifying proposed, or future, transit facilities (if any).

Finding 17.66.030(B)(7): The Master Plan narrative (page 11) includes a Transit Plan section. At this time
there is no transit plan for the ETOD, nor is a transit stop envisioned for this site.

Conclusion 17.66.030(B)(7): Consistent.

8. Environmental Plan. A plan identifying environmental conditions such as wetlands, flood hazard
areas, groundwater conditions, and hazardous sites on and adjacent to the project site.

Finding 17.66.030(B)(8): The Environmental Plan is provided on page 11 of Attachment “A” and illustrated
in Exhibit 6. The Environmental Plan identifies soil contamination and potential groundwater/shallow well
impacts as environmental concerns. The Master Plan sets forth actions necessary to resolve soil contamination
and groundwater/shallow well concerns, as follows:

Soil Contamination — The applicant will resolve soil contamination through the Department of
Environmental Quality (DEQ) Voluntary Clean-up Program (VCP). The VCP provides DEQ oversight
throughout the soil remediation process from remedy selection through completion. At the end of the
process, DEQ will issue a “No Further Action” letter indicating that the site clean-up has been completed
per state standards.

Groundwater/Shallow-Wells — The applicant’s environmental consultant conducted an evaluation of
potential shallow well impacts resulting from underground utility construction. A4 supplemental letter
dated August 24, 2015 outlines the potential impacts, mitigation measures and actions necessary to expand
the report to include undocumented shallow wells in the project vicinity. Per the APEX letter, shallow well
impacts can be successfully mitigated.

As conditioned, the Master Plan establishes timing requirements to assure timely completion of these actions
relative to Master Plan implementation (i.e. the land development process).

Conclusion 17.66.030(B)(8): Consistent.
CPMC 17.66.040, Parks and Open Spaces
This section establishes the requirement for common park and open space to be provided for all residential
development within a TOD District or Corridor in accordance with Section 17.67.060.
Finding 17.66.040: See Findings for 17.67.060(4-D).
Conclusionl7.66.040: Consistent.
CPMC 17.66.050, Application Approval Criteria
A. TOD District or Corridor Master Plan. A master plan shall be approved when the approval authority
finds that the following criteria are satisfied or can be shown to be inapplicable:
1. Sections 17.65.040 and 17.65.050 relating to the TOD district;
Finding 17.66.050(A)(1): Findings for 17.65.040 and 17.65.050.
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Conclusion 17.66.050(1): Consistent.
2. Sections 17.65.060 and 17.65.070 relating to the TOD corridor;
Finding 17.66.050(A)(2): The Master Plan area is within the ETOD district.
Conclusion 17.66.050(2): Not applicable.
3. Chapter 17.67, Design Standards—TOD District and Corridor;
Finding 17.66.050(A)(3): See Findings for 17.67.040 through 17.67.070.
Conclusion 17.66.050(3): Consistent.
4. Chapter 17.60, General Regulations, unless superseded by Sections 17.65.040 through 17.65.070.

Finding 17.66.050(4)(4): Sections 17.65.040 through 17.65.070 supersede Chapter 17.60 General
Regulations.

Conclusion 17.66.050(4): Not applicable.

5. Section 17.65.050, Table 3, TOD District and Corridor Parking Standards, and Chapter 17.64,
Off-Street Parking and Loading;

Finding 17.66.050(A)(5): See Findings for 17.65.050, Table 3.
Conclusion 17.66.050(5): Consistent.
6. Chapter 17.70, Historic Preservation Overlay Zone; and,

Finding 17.66.050(A)(6): The project site is vacant and not identified as a historic site in the Section VI of the
Comprehensive Plan.

Conclusion 17.66.050(6): Not applicable.

7. Chapter 17.76, Conditional use Permits for any conditional uses proposed as part of the master
plan.

Finding 17.66.050(4)(7): All proposed land uses identified in the Master Plan are “permitted” in the LMR—
Low Mix Residential and MMR—Medium Mix Residential zoning district.

Conclusion 17.66.050(7): Not applicable.

B. Site Plan and Architectural Review.
Finding 17.66.050(B):The application is for a TOD District Master Plan approval.
Conclusion 17.66.050(B): Not applicable.

C. Land Division.

Finding 17.66.050(C): The application is for a TOD District Master Plan approval.
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Conclusion 17.66.050(C): Not applicable.
D. Conditional Use.
Finding 17.66.050(D): The application is for a TOD District Master Plan approval.
Conclusion 17.66.050(D): Consistent.
CPMC 17.65.040, Land Use—TOD District

Four special zone district categories are applied in the Central Point TOD districts. The characteristics of these
zoning districts are summarized in subsections A through D of this section.

A. Residential (TOD).

1. LMR--Low Mix Residential. This is the lowest density residential zone in the district. Single-
family detached residences are intended to be the primary housing type; however, attached
single-family and lower density multifamily housing types are also allowed and encouraged.

2. MMR--Medium Mix Residential. This medium density residential zone focuses on higher density
forms of residential living. The range of housing types includes higher density single-family and
a variety of multifamily residences. Low impact commercial activities may also be allowed.

3. HMR--High Mix Residential/Commercial. This is the highest density residential zone intended to
be near the center of the TOD district. High density forms of multifamily housing are encouraged
along with complementary ground floor commercial uses. Low impact commercial activities may
also be allowed. Low density residential uses are not permitted.

Finding 17.65.040(A): The Master Plan is for an 18.91 acre project site within the LMR and MMR zoning
districts. The proposed residential and open space/recreation uses are consistent with use requirements and
character definition of the site zoning designations.

Conclusion 17.65.040(A): Consistent.

B. Employment (TOD).

1. EC--Employment Commercial. Retail, service, and office uses are primarily intended for this
district. Activities which are oriented and complementary to pedestrian travel and transit are
encouraged. Development is expected to support pedestrian access and transit use. Automobile
oriented activities are generally not included in the list of permitted uses. Residential uses above
ground floor commercial uses are also consistent with the purpose of this zone.

2. GC--General Commercial. Commercial and industrial uses are primarily intended for this district.
Activities which are oriented and complementary to pedestrian travel and transit are encouraged.
Residential uses above ground floor commercial uses are also consistent with the purpose of this
zone.

Finding 17.65.040(B): There are no employment zones designated within the Master Plan project site.
Conclusion 17.65.040(B): Not applicable.

C. C—Civic (TOD). Civic uses such as government offices, schools, and community centers are the
primary uses intended in this district. These uses can play an important role in the vitality of the
TOD district.

Finding 17.65.040(C): There are no Civic zones designated on the project site.

Conclusion 17.65.040(C): Not applicable.
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D. Open Space (TOD). Because the density of development will generally be higher than other areas
in the region, providing open space and recreation opportunities for the residents and employees in
the TOD district becomes very important. This zone is intended to provide a variety of outdoor and
recreation amenities.

Finding 17.65.040(D): Although the Master Plan provides for open space and recreation, including a 4.12
acre proposed Public Park, there are no Open Space zones within the project site.

Conclusion 17.65.040(D): Not applicable.

CPMC 17.65.050, Zoning Regulations—TOD District
Regulations are established for each zoning district related to land use, density, dimension standard and
development standards.

A. Permitted Uses. Permitted uses in Table 1 are shown with a “P.” These uses are allowed if they
comply with the applicable provisions of this title. They are subject to the same application and
review process as other permitted uses identified in this title.

Finding 17.65.050(A): The Master Plan proposes open space/recreation and residential uses, and housing
types (i.e. apartments, duplexes and row houses) that are permitted in the LMR and MMR zoning districts per
CPMC 17.65.050, Table 1.

Conclusion 17.65.050(A): Consistent.

B. Limited Uses. Limited uses in Table 1 are shown with an “L.” These uses are allowed if they
comply with the specific limitations described in this chapter and the applicable provisions of this
title. They are subject to the same application and review process as other permitted uses identified
in this title.

Finding 17.65.050(B): The Master Plan proposal does not include any Limited Uses listed in CPMC
17.65.050, Table 1.

Conclusion 17.65.050(B): Not applicable.

C. Conditional Uses. Conditional uses in Table 1 are shown with a “C.” These uses are allowed if they
comply with the applicable provisions of this title. They are subject to the same application and
review process as other conditional uses identified in this title.

Finding 17.65.050(C): The Master Plan proposal does not include any Conditional Uses listed in CPMC
17.65.050, Table 1.

Conclusion 17.65.050(C): Not applicable.

D. Density. The allowable residential density and employment building floor area are specified in
Table 2.

Finding 17.65.050(D): The Master Plan proposes 310 residential units within the MMR zone, which is
equivalent to a residential density of 19.86 units per acre across the site as illustrated in Table 1. The
proposed density is consistent with the range of density allowed within the MMR zoning district per CPMC
17.65.050, Table 2. The Master Plan does not propose any employment buildings.

Conclusion 17.65.050(D): Consistent.
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E. Dimensional Standards. The dimensional standards for lot size, lot dimensions, building setbacks,
and building height are specified in Table 2.

Finding 17.67.050(E): The Site Plan (Exhibit 4) proposes lots, and building locations in conformance with the
minimum lot dimensions, setback requivements and building heights per Table 2. The building design plan
proposes three story apartment buildings (33-ft building height) and two-story duplexes (24-ft building height)
and row houses (24.5-ft building height), which are within the maximum 45-ft building height requirement per
CPMC 17.65.050, Table 2.

Conclusion 17.67.050(E): Consistent.

F. Development Standards.
1. Housing Mix. The required housing mix for the TOD district is shown in Table 2.

Finding 17.67.050(F)(1): Proposals exceeding 40 units are required to provide three housing types per Table
2. The Master Plan provides for a mix of three (3) housing types: 1) apartments (276 units),; 2)
rowhouses/townhouses (18 units); and 3) duplexes (16 units) consistent with the Table 2 requirement.

Conclusion 17.67.050(F)(1): Consistent.

2. Accessory Units. Accessory units are allowed as indicated in Table 1. Accessory units shall
meet the following standards:
a. A maximum of one accessory unit is permitted per lot;
b.The primary residence and/or the accessory unit on the lot must be owner-
occupied;
c. An accessory unit shall have a maximum floor area of eight hundred square feet;
d.The applicable zoning standards in Table 2 shall be satisfied.

Finding 17.67.050(F)(2): The Master Plan does not propose any accessory units.
Conclusion 17.67.050(F)(2): Not applicable.

3. Parking Standards. The off-street parking and loading requirements in Chapter 17.64 shall
apply to the TOD district and TOD corridor, except as modified by the standards in Table 3
of this section.

Finding 17.67.050(F)(3): The Master Plan proposes sufficient parking spaces for each housing type proposed
as illustrated in Table 2 below. Per the applicant’s findings, there are 10 accessible spaces proposed, which is
consistent with the requirements of Table 17.64.03, which requires a minimum of 9 accessible spaces for
parking lots greater between 401 and 500 spaces.

Table 2. Parking Analvsiy

Proposed Required Required Proposed
Units Spaces/Unit | No. Spaces Spaces Difference
Apartments 276 1.5 414 475 +61
Rowhouses 16 2 32 32 0
Duplexes 18 2 36 36 0

Conclusion 17.67.050(F)(3): Consistent.

a.Fifty percent of all residential off-street parking areas shall be covered. Accessory
unit parking spaces are not required to be covered.
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Finding 17.67.050(F)(3)(a): Off-street parking for the rowhouses and duplexes is accommodated by rear-
loaded two-car garages and a 20-ft parking pad. The Master Plan does not propose covered parking for the
apartments. Per the applicant’s findings, covered parking is deemed to detract from the pedestrian feel and
scale of the parking areas, however, the findings further state that the covered parking can be provided if
necessary. As a condition, the applicant will be required to amend the site plan at the time of site plan and
architectural review to provide the required covered parking or resolve the conflict through approval of a
Class “C” Variance. As evidenced in the applicant’s findings the proposal can comply.

Conclusion 17.67.050(F)(3)(a): Consistent.

b.Parking standards may be reduced when transit service is provided in the TOD
district and TOD corridor and meets the following conditions:
i.  Parking standards may be reduced up to twenty-five percent when transit

service is provided in the TOD district and TOD corridor.

ii.  Parking standards may be reduced up to fifty percent when transit service
is provided in the TOD district and TOD corridor and when bus service
includes fifteen-minute headways during the hours of seven to nine a.m.
and four to six p.m.

Finding 17.67.050(F)(3)(b): Parking standard reduction is not requested or applicable since transit service is
not currently provided in the ETOD.

Conclusion 17.67.050(F)(3)(b): Not applicable.
c.Bicycle parking standards in Chapter 17.64 shall not be reduced at any time.

Finding 17.67.050(F)(3)(c): Table 16.64.04 establishes minimum bicycle parking requirements as I space per
multi-family unit. The applicant’s findings state that 1 bicycle parking space will be provided per unit within
the units and guest parking racks outside of the buildings. The location of proposed bicycle racks will be
determined as part of the site plan and architectural review process.

Conclusion 17.67.050(F)(3)(c): Consistent.

d.Shared parking easements or agreements with adjacent property owners are
encouraged to satisfy a portion of the parking requirements for a particular use
where compatibility is shown. Parking requirements may be reduced by the city
when reciprocal agreements of shared parking are recorded by adjacent users.

Finding 17.65.050(F)(3)(d): Shared parking easements or agreements are not proposed, as this is the first
TOD Master Plan application within the ETOD.

Conclusion 17.65.050(F)(3)(d): Not applicable.

CPMC 17.65.060, Land Use—TOD Corridor

Establishes two special zone district categories in the TOD Corridor and describes the characteristics for each.
These categories include: Residential (LMR—Low Mix Residential MMR—Medium Mix Residential), and
Employment (EC—Employment Commercial, GC—General Commercial).

Finding 17.65.060: The White Hawk Master Plan is within the Eastside TOD district per the Central Point
Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map; therefore, the TOD Corridor standards of this section do not apply.

Conclusion 17.65.060: Not applicable.
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CPMC 17.65.070, Zoning Regulations—TOD Corridor
Regulations are established for each zoning district related to land use, density, dimension standard and

development standards.

Finding 17.65.070: The White Hawk Master Plan is within the Eastside TOD district per the Central Point
Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map; therefore the TOD Corridor standards of this section do not apply.

Conclusion 17.65.070: Not applicable.
CPMC 17.67, Design Standards, TOD District and Corridor

Design standards address circulation and access, site design, public parks and open spaces, and building design
for projects in the TOD District or Corridor as set forth below.

17.67.040, Circulation and Access Standards
A. Public Street Standards.

1. Except for specific transportation facilities identified in a TOD district or corridor master plan, the
street dimensional standards set forth in the City of Central Point Department of Public Works
Standard Specifications and Uniform Standard Details for Public Works Construction, Section 300,
Street Construction shall apply for all development located within the TOD district and for
development within the TOD corridor which is approved according to the provisions in
Section 17.65.020 and Chapter 17.66.

Finding 17.67.040(4)(1): The Master Plan proposes to retrofit portions of Beebe and Gebhard Road consistent
with Public Works Standard Specifications (Details ST21R and ST20R, respectively). The new street network
designs are consistent with the Public Works Standards set forth in Table 3 below:

Table 3. White Hawk Internal Street Network Standards

STREET NAME STREET STANDARD
White Hawk Way Three Lane Collector (ST-21)- Near Beebe
Two Lane Collector (ST-20)
Beebe Park Drive Two Lane Collector (ST-20)
Park Street Minor Local Street (ST-10)
North Street Standard Local Street (ST-15)

Conclusion 17.67.040(A)(1): Consistent.

2. Block perimeters shall not exceed two thousand feet measured along the public street right-of-way.

Finding 17.67.040(A)(2): The proposed apartments in Phases 1 and 2 of the Master Plan are bounded by proposed
Beebe Park Drive, White Hawk Way and existing Beebe Road and Gebhard Road (2,306.6 feet). Parking lot
driveways and a network of private streets and minor and major accessways establish a series of blocks within the
proposed apartment site. On this basis, there are no blocks that exceed 2,000 feet measured along the public street

right-of-way.
Conclusion 17.67.040(A)(2): Consistent.

3. Block lengths for public streets shall not exceed six hundred feet between through streets,
measured along street right-of-way.
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Finding 17.67.040(A)(3): See Finding 17.67.040(A)(4).
Conclusion 17.67.040(4)(3): Consistent.

4. Public alleys or major off-street bike/pedestrian pathways, designed as provided in this chapter,
may be used to meet the block length or perimeter standards of this section.

Finding 17.67.040(A)(4): The maximum block length is 669.2-feet measured along the south boundary of White
Hawk Way adjacent to the apartment site (Phases | and 2). Due to the combined use of pedestrian accessways and
internal private street network, the block length standard can be met.

Conclusion 17.67.040(A)(4): Consistent.

5. The standards for block perimeters and lengths shall be modified to the minimum extent necessary
based on findings that strict compliance with the standards is not reasonably practicable or
appropriate due to:

a. Topographic constraints;

b.Existing development patterns on abutting property which preclude the logical connection
of streets or accessways;

c¢.Railroads;

d.Traffic safety concerns;

e. Functional and operational needs to create a large building; or

f. Protection of significant natural resources.
Finding 17.67.040(A)(5): Modification of the block length standard is not necessary per Finding 16.67.040(4)(4).
Conclusion 17.67.040(A)(5): Not applicable.

6. All utility lines shall be underground but utility vault access lids may be located in the sidewalk
area.

Finding 17.67.040(A)(6): Per the applicant’s findings and Exhibit 5, all proposed utilities are to be located
underground.

Conclusion 17.67.040(A4)(6): Consistent.

7. Connections shall be provided between new streets in a TOD district or corridor and existing local
and minor collector streets.

Finding 17.67.040(A)(7): The proposed street network provides connection to the existing public right-of-way at
three intersections, including 1) White Hawk Way/Beebe Road,; 2) Beebe Park Drive/Gebhard Road; and 3) North
Street/Gebhard Road.

Conclusion 17.67.040(A)(7): Consistent.

8. Pedestrian/Bike Accessways within Public Street Right-of-Way.
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a. Except for specific accessway facilities identified in a TOD district or corridor master plan,
the following accessway dimensional standards set forth in the City of Central Point
Department of Public Works Standard Specifications and Uniform Standard Details for
Public Works Construction, Section 300, Street Construction shall apply for any
development located within the TOD district and for development within the TOD corridor
which is approved according to the provisions in Sectionl7.65.020 and Chapter 17.66.

b.In transtt station areas, one or more pedestrian-scaled amenities shall be required with
every one hundred square feet of the sidewalk area, including but not limited to:

.

ii.

1ii.

iv.

V.

Street furniture;
Plantings;

Distinctive Paving;
Drinking fountains; and

Sculpture.

c. Sidewalks adjacent to undeveloped parcels may be temporary.

d.Public street, driveway, loading area, and surface parking lot crossings shall be clearly
marked with textured accent paving or painted stripes.

e. The different zones of a sidewalk should be articulated using special paving or concrete

scoring.

Finding 17.67.040(A)(8): Sidewalks are proposed along all new street frontages within the Master Plan area. An
internal network of minor and major pedestrian accessways connects with the sidewalks in the public right-of-way.

Conclusion 17.67.040(A)(8): Consistent.

9. Public Off-Street Accessways.

a.Pedestrian accessways and greenways should be provided as needed to supplement
pedestrian routes along public streets.

Finding 17.67.040(A)(9) (a): As illustrated in Exhibit 4, the Master Plan proposes a series of minor and major

pedestrian accessways.

Conclusion 17.67.040(A)(9)(a): Consistent.

b.Off-street pedestrian accessways shall incorporate all of the following design criteria:

i.

il.

iii.

The applicable standards in the City of Central Point Department of Public Works
Standard Specifications and Uniform Standard Details for Public Works
Construction, Section 300, Street Construction;

Minimum ten-foot vertical clearance;

Minimum twenty-foot horizontal barrier clearance for pathway;
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iv.  Asphalt, concrete, gravel, or wood chip surface as approved by the city, with a
compacted subgrade;

v.  Nonskid boardwalks if wetland construction is necessary; and

vi.  Minimum one hundred square feet of trailhead area at intersections with other
pedestrian improvements. A trail map sign shall be provided at this location.

Finding 17.67.040(A)(9)(b): Per the applicant’s findings, the pedestrian accessway that connects Gebhard/Beebe
Road with the southwest apartments is intended to satisfy the block standard per CPMC 17.67.040(A)(1). Exhibit 4
illustrates the location of the pedestrian accessway, which has sufficient room to accommodate the required design
elements, which is required at the time of site plan and architectural review.

Conclusion 17.67.040(A)(9)(b): Consistent.

¢. Minor off-street trails shall be a minimum of five feet wide, have a minimum vertical
clearance of eight feet, a minimum two-foot horizontal clearance from edge of pathway
and be constructed of gravel or wood chips, with a compacted subgrade.

Finding 17.67.040(4)(9)(c): Minor pedestrian accessways shown on Exhibit 4 meet the dimensional requirements
of this section.

Conclusion 17.67.040(A)(9)(c): Consistent.
B. Parking Lot Driveways.

1. Parking lot driveways that link public streets and/or private streets with parking stalls shall be
designed as private streets, unless one of the following is met:

a. The parking lot driveway is less than one hundred feet long;
b.The parking lot driveway serves one or two residential units; or
c. The parking lot driveway provides direct access to angled parking stalls.

Finding 17.67.040(B)(1): The Master Plan proposes four (4) parking lot driveways as a connection between the
public streets and the private internal streets/parking stalls for the apartments. These are designed as private
streets.

Conclusion 17.67.040(B)(1): Consistent.

2. The number and width of driveways and curb cuts should be minimized and consolidated when
possible.

Finding 17.67.040(B)(2): The proposed driveways and curb cuts provide access to 9.27 acres designated for
apartment development. The driveways are spaced 225-feet apart consistent with the Public Works requirements
for driveway spacing per Table 300-6 in the Public Works Standard Specifications.

Conclusion 17.67.040(B)(2): Consistent.

3. Where possible, parking lots for new development shall be designed to provide vehicular and
pedestrian connections to adjacent sites.
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Finding 17.67.040(B)(3): The parking lots for the apartment site provide pedestrian and vehicle connections from
the site to the public right-of-way. These connections serve to connect apartment residents to the proposed public
park site within the Master Plan area. There are no proposed parking lots for the row house or duplex sites.

Conclusion 17.67.050(B)(3): Consistent.
4. Large driveways should use distinctive paving patterns.

Finding 17.67.040(B)(4): The Master Plan does not propose the use of distinctive paving patterns at each of the
driveway locations, as encouraged by this section of the code.

Conclusion 17.67.040(B)(4): Not applicable.

C. On-Site Pedestrian and Bicycle Circulation. Attractive access routes for pedestrian travel should be
provided by:

1. Reducing distances between destinations or activity areas such as public sidewalks and building
entrances. Where appropriate, develop pedestrian routes through sites and buildings to supplement
the public right-of-way;

Finding 17.67.040(C)(1): A network of pedestrian routes is provided throughout the apartment site to emulate a
city block design consistent with this section.

Conclusion 17.67.040(C)(1): Consistent.
2. Providing an attractive, convenient pedestrian accessway to building entrances;

Finding 17.67.040(C)(2): Per the applicant’s finding and the Master Plan Narrative (Attachment “A”) building
entries will have pedestrian oriented building entrances with walkways, landscaping and lighting.

Conclusion 17.67.040(C)(2): Consistent.

3. Bridging across barriers and obstacles such as fragmented pathway systems, wide streets, heavy
vehicular traffic, and changes in level by connecting pedestrian pathways with clearly marked
crossings and inviting sidewalk design;

D. Finding 17.67.040(C)(3): Exhibit 4 of the Master Plan illustrates the use of curb extensions and bulb-outs
at intersections to reduce travel distances for pedestrians. The proposed pedestrian accessway/sidewalk
networks provide connections throughout the proposed phases of development (i.e. apartments, duplexes
and townhouses, and park site).

Conclusion 17.67.040(C)(3): Consistent.
4. Integrating signage and lighting system which offers interest and safety for pedestrians;

Finding 17.67.040(C)(4): Per the Master Plan (Attachment “A”), pedestrian scale, LED lighting will be used
throughout the development.

Conclusion 17.67.040(C)(4): Consistent.

5. Connecting parking areas and destinations with pedestrian paths identified through use of
distinctive paving materials, pavement striping, grade separations, or landscaping.

39
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Finding 17.67.040(C)(5): See Finding 17.67.040(C)(3).
Conclusion 17.67.040(C)(5): Consistent.

17.67.050 Site design standards.

The following standards and criteria shall be addressed in the master plan, land division, and/or site plan review
process:

A. Adjacent Off-Site Structures and Uses.

1. All off-site structures, including septic systems, drain fields, and domestic wells (within one
hundred feet) shall be identified and addressed in the master plan, land division, or site plan
process in a manner that preserves and enhances the livability and future development needs of off-
site structures and uses consistent with the purpose of the TOD district and as necessary to improve
the overall relationship of a development or an individual building to the surrounding context.

Finding 17.67.050(A)(1): Exhibit 6 identifies adjacent land uses and off-site structures, including six domestic
wells. An engineering analysis prepared by APEX dated August 24, 2015 evaluates the potential for short-term and
long-term well impacts, identifies the likelihood of impacts, and recommends mitigation actions. The report
indicates that, although adverse impacts are not expected, mitigation actions are recommended considering the
area’s historic context (i.e. Beebe Road storm drain installation/well impacts/litigation). The report also
establishes a process to identify and sample unregistered wells within a % mile radius of the project site. As
conditioned, this information will be utilized to update the shallow well/groundwater mitigation actions, if
necessary, prior to presentation to the neighborhood stakeholders and evaluation by the City’s engineer.

Conclusion 17.67.050(A)(1): Consistent.

2. Specific infrastructure facilities identified on site in the master plan, land division, and/or site plan
shall comply with the underground utility standards set forth in the City of Central Point
Department of Public Works Standard Specifications and Uniform Standard Details for Public
Works Construction, Section 400, Storm Water Sewer System and, more specifically, Section
420.10.02, Ground Water Control Plan, in order to safeguard the water resources of adjacent uses.

Finding 17.67.050(4)(2): The Master Utility Plan (Attachment “A” and Exhibit 5) proposes underground utility
construction consistent with the Public Works Standard Specifications. As noted in Finding 17.67.050(4)(1), the
final engineering plans will reflect any changes to accommodate safeguards for groundwater resources and nearby
shallow wells.

Conclusion 17.67.050(A)(2): Consistent.

B. Natural Features.
1. Buildings should be sited to preserve significant trees.
2. Buildings should be sited to avoid or lessen the impact of development on environmentally critical
areas such as steep slopes, wetlands, and stream corridors.
3. Whenever possible, wetlands, groves, and natural areas should be maintained as public preserves
and as open space opportunities in neighborhoods.

Finding 17.67.050(B): According to the National Wetland Inventory, there are no wetlands mapped on the project
site. There are no significant trees, stream corridors, steep slopes, or groves located on the project site.
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Conclusion 17.67.050(B): Consistent.

C. Topography.

1.
2.

Buildings and other site improvements should reflect, rather than obscure, natural topography.
Buildings and parking lots should be designed to fit into hillsides, for instance, reducing the need
for grading and filling.

Where neighboring buildings have responded to similar topographic conditions on their sites in a
consistent and positive way, similar treatment for the new structure should be considered.

Finding 17.67.050(C): The project site is generally flat, so none of the proposed parking lots or buildings will
occupy hillsides.

Conclusion 17.67.050(C): Not applicable.

D. Solar Orientation.

1.

The building design, massing and orientation should enhance solar exposure for the project, taking
advantage of the climate of Central Point for sun-tempered design.

Where possible, the main elevation should be facing within twenty-five degrees of due south.

In residential developments, the location of rooms should be considered in view of solar exposure,
e.g., primary living spaces should be oriented south, but a west facing kitchen should be avoided as
it may result in summer overheating.

Outdoor spaces should be strategically sited for solar access and the cooling summer winds.
Shadow impacts, particularly in winter, on adjacent buildings and outdoor spaces should be
avoided.

Finding 17.67.050(D): The applicant’s findings state that the proposed site layout maximizes solar exposure for
the apartment buildings where possible. To comply with the building frontage requirement of CPMC
17.67.070(C)(1)(a), some of the apartments, row houses and duplexes face east/west and cannot maximize solar

exposure.

Conclusion 17.67.050(D): Consistent.
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E. Existing Buildings on the Site.
1. Where a new building shares the site with an admirable existing building or is a major addition to
such a building, the design of the new building should be compatible with the original.
2. New buildings proposed for existing neighborhoods with a well-defined and desirable character
should be compatible with or complement the architectural character and siting pattern of
neighboring buildings.

Finding 17.67.050(E): There are no existing buildings on the project site. The existing neighborhood is rural;
however, the comprehensive plan land use map and regional plan designate the area for future urban uses. As the
first master plan in the ETOD, White Hawk proposes an architectural character that should be considered as the
area transitions to urban uses.

Conclusion 17.60.050(E): Consistent.

F. New Prominent Structures. Key public or civic buildings, such as community centers, churches, schools,
libraries, post offices, and museums, should be placed in prominent locations, such as fronting on public
squares or where pedestrian street vistas terminate, in order to serve as landmarks and to symbolically
reinforce their importance.

Finding 17.67.050(F): The Master Plan does not propose any public or civic buildings.
Conclusion 17.67.050(F): Not applicable.

G. Views. The massing of individual buildings should be adjusted to preserve important views while
benefiting new and existing occupants and surrounding neighborhoods.

Finding 17.67.050(G): The project site is in a low lying area with territorial views.
Conclusion 17.67.050(G): Not applicable.

H. Adjoining Uses and Adjacent Services.
1. When more intensive uses, such as neighborhood commercial or multifamily dwellings, are within
or adjacent to existing single-family neighborhoods, care should be taken to minimize the impact of
noise, lighting, and traffic on adjacent dwellings.

Finding 17.67.050(H)(1): The site plan (Exhibit 4) provides for building orientation of all multi-family and single-
Sfamily structures in a manner that directs traffic interior to the site and away from the existing single-family
development on Gebhard Road. In addition to the public right-of-way improvements including sidewalks and
landscape rows, the Master Plan proposes 10-15-feet of landscape buffer within the front yard setback areas on
Beebe and Gebhard Road.

Conclusion 17.67.050(H)(1): Consistent.

2. Activity or equipment areas should be strategically located to avoid disturbing adjacent residents.

Finding 17.67.050(H)(2): The site plan (Exhibit 4) and the applicant’s findings indicate that there are no proposed
equipment areas proposed adjacent to existing residents.

Conclusion 17.67.050(H)(2): Consistent.
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3. All on-site service areas, loading zones and outdoor storage areas, waste storage, disposal facilities,
transformer and utility vaults, and similar activities shall be located in an area not visible from a
street or urban space.

Finding 17.67.050(H)(3): On-site service areas, such as loading zones and waste storage and disposal facilities
will be located internal to the apartment site. The duplexes and row houses provide rear alley access to
accommodate weekly trash pick-up services.

Conclusion 17.67.050(H)(3): Consistent.

4. Screening shall be provided for activities, areas and equipment that will create noise, such as
loading and vehicle areas, air conditioning units, heat pumps, exhaust fans, and garbage
compactors, to avoid disturbing adjacent residents.

Finding 17.67.050(H)(4): The applicant’s findings state that screening materials for trash collection will include
landscaping and building materials that are consistent with the proposed architecture. On-site service areas for
trash and mail collection will be internal to the site with exact locations determined at the time of site plan and
architectural review.

Conclusion 17.67.050(H)(4): Consistent.

5. Group mailboxes are limited to the number of houses on any given block of development. Only
those boxes serving the units may be located on the block. Multiple units of mailboxes may be
combined within a centrally located building of four walls that meets the design guidelines for
materials, entrance, roof form, windows, etc. The structure must have lighting both inside and out.

Finding 17.67.050(H)(5): Group mailbox locations will be determined as part of the site plan and architectural
review process. There is sufficient area on the project site to meet this standard.

Conclusion 17.67.050(H)(5): Consistent.

I.  Transitions in Density.
1. Higher density, attached dwelling developments shall minimize impact on adjacent existing lower
density, single-family dwelling neighborhoods by adjusting height, massing and materials and/or
by providing adequate buffer strips with vegetative screens.

Finding 17.67.050(1)(1): The surrounding properties to the north and east are within the ETOD. Although rural in
character, these areas are planned for urban use and density consistent with the Master Plan site. There are three
(3) parcels west of the project site outside of the city limits developed with single family dwellings. The Master
Plan proposes landscaping, building setbacks and street frontage improvements to minimize impacts of the higher
density residential development on adjoining properties as follows:

Landscaping along Gebhard Road and building frontages will provide over twenty feet in buffer area.
Massing provides open spaces areas ranging between 25 and 30-feet between buildings.

Street Frontage Improvements on Gebhard Road will create an additional landscape and area buffer between
existing residences west of Gebhard Road and the master planned development.

Conclusion 17.67.050(I)(1): Consistent.
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2. Adequate buffer strips with vegetative screens shall be placed to mitigate the impact of higher
density development on adjacent lower density development.

Finding 17.67.050(1)(2): See Finding 17.67.050(1)(1).
Conclusion 17.67.050(I)(2): Consistent.

3. New residential buildings within fifty feet of existing low density residential development shall be
no higher than thirty-five feet and shall be limited to single-family detached or attached units,
duplexes, triplexes or fourplexes.

Finding 17.67.050(1)(3): Existing residential development is located west of Gebhard Road and includes three
rural tax lots with single family dwellings. The Gebhard Road right-of-way between the project site and rural
residential properties west of Gebhard Road ranges between 60-feet near the Beebe Road intersection and 72-feet
north of proposed Beebe Park Drive. Although proposed structures are located more than 50-feet from existing
residences in the County, the maximum building height proposed does not exceed 35-feet per CPMC 17.05.010.
There are also two single family dwellings near the northwest quadrant of the project site. These residences will be
separated from proposed development by a 4.12 acre public park.

Conclusion 17.67.050(I)(3): Consistent.

4. New commercial buildings within fifty feet of existing low density residential development shall be
no higher than forty-five feet.

Finding 17.67.050(I)(4): Commercial buildings are not proposed as part of the White Hawk Master Plan.
Conclusion 17.67.050(I)(4): Not applicable.

5. Dwelling types in a TOD district or corridor shall be mixed to encourage interaction among people
of varying backgrounds and income levels.

Finding 17.67.050(1)(5): The Master Plan proposes a mix of three (3) housing types including: 1) apartments; 2)
single-family row houses; and 3) duplexes.

Conclusion 17.67.050(I)(5): Consistent.

J. Parking.
1. Parking Lot Location.
a. Off-street surface parking lots shall be located to the side or rear of buildings. Parking at
midblock or behind buildings is preferred.

Finding 17.67.050(J)(1)(a): Garages for the duplexes and row houses are rear-loaded within an internal alley
system away from residential streets and collectors. Parking areas for the apartment buildings are located to the
sides and rear of buildings near the public right-of-way and interior to the apartment development as illustrated in
Exhibit 4.

Conclusion 17.67.050(J)(1)(a): Consistent.
b.Off-street surface parking lots shall not be located between a front facade of a building and

a public street.
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b. Landscaping should be used to screen and buffer unsightly uses and to separate such
incompatible uses as parking areas and waste storage and pick-up areas.

Finding 17.67.050(K)(1): The Master Plan narrative (Attachment “A”) and the applicant’s findings state that
landscaping will be utilized to buffer the proposed development, including parking and service areas in a manner

that softens the appearance of buildings and unsightly areas while preserving views to encourage informal
surveillance of the neighborhood.

Conclusion 17.67.050(K)(1): Consistent,

2. Parking Lot Landscaping and Screening.
a. Parking areas shall be screened with landscaping, fences, walls or a combination thereof.

i
L.
iii.
iv.
V.

Finding 17.67.050(K)(2)(a):

Trees shall be planted on the parking area perimeter and shall be spaced at thirty
feet on center.

Live shrubs and ground cover plants shall be planted in the landscaped area.
Each tree shall be located in a four-foot by four-foot minimum planting area.
Shrub and ground cover beds shall be three feet wide minimum.

Trees and shrubs must be fully protected from potential damage by vehicles.

Off-street parking areas provided within the apartment site include 10-foot wide

landscape rows between parking areas and sidewalks, and protected tree wells. Further refinement of the site plan

(Exhibit 4) relative to landscaping will be accommodated through the site plan and architectural review process.

Conclusion 17.67.050(K)(2)(a): Consistent.

b.Surface parking areas shall provide perimeter parking lot landscaping adjacent to a street
that meets one of the following standards:

i.

ii.

ii.

A five-foot-wide planting strip between the right-of-way and the parking area. The
planting strip may be interrupted by pedestrian-accessible and vehicular
acccssways. Planting strips shall be planted with an cvergreen hedge. ITedges shall
be no less than thirty-six inches and no more than forty-eight inches in height at
maturity. Hedges and other landscaping shall be planted and maintained to afford
adequate sight distance for vehicles entering and exiting the parking lot;

A solid decorative wall or fence a minimum of thirty-six inches and a maximum of
forty-eight inches in height parallel to and not closer than two feet from the edge of
right-of-way. The area between the wall or fence and the pedestrian accessway
shall be landscaped. The required wall or screening shall be designed to allow for
access to the site and sidewalk by pedestrians and shall be constructed and
maintained to afford adequate sight distance as described above for vehicles
entering and exiting the parking lot;

A transparent screen or grille forty-eight inches in height parallel to the edge of
right-of-way. A two-foot minimum planting strip shall be located either inside the
screen or between the screen and the edge of right-of-way. The planting strip shall
be planted with a hedge or other landscaping. Hedges shall be a minimum thirty-
six inches and a maximum of forty inches in height at maturity.

Finding 17.67.050(K)(2)(b): Per Exhibit 4, surface parking areas beside proposed apartment buildings provide a
minimum 10-foot planting strip between the right-of-way and the parking area, which meets the standard of item
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Finding 17.67.050(J)(1)(b): The Master Plan does not propose any parking lots between a front facade of a
building and a public street.

Conclusion 17.67.050(J)(1)(b): Consistent.

c.If a building adjoins streets or accessways on two or more sides, off-street parking shall be
allowed between the building and the pedestrian route in the following order of priority:

1st. Accessways;

2nd. Streets that are non-transit streets;

3rd. Streets that are transit streets.
Finding 17.67.050(J)(1)(c): See Finding 17.67.050(J)(1)(a).
Conclusion 17.67.050(J)(1)(c): Consistent.

2. Design.

a. All perimeter and interior landscaped areas must have protective curbs along the edges.
Trees must have adequate protection from car doors and bumpers.

b. A portion of the standard parking space may be landscaped instead of paved. The
landscaped area may be up to two feet in front of the space as measured from a line parallel
to the direction of the bumper of a vehicle using the space. Landscaping must be ground
cover plants. The landscaping does not apply towards any perimeter or interior parking lot
landscaping requirements, but does count towards any overall site landscaping
requirement.

c. In order to control dust and mud, all vehicle areas must be paved.

d. All parking areas must be striped in conformance with the city of Central Point parking
dimension standards.

e. Thoughtful siting of parking and vehicle access should be used to minimize the impact of
automobiles on the pedestrian environment, adjacent properties, and pedestrian safety.

f. Large parking lots should be divided into smaller areas, using, for example, landscaping or
special parking patterns.

g. Parking should be located in lower or upper building levels or in less visible portions of
site.

Finding 17.67.050(J)(2): Per the applicant’s findings, the apartment parking area will be fully paved with curbs
and protected tree wells. Spaces will be striped per City standards in CPMC 17.75.039. Based upon the site plan
in Exhibit 4, extensive landscaped areas are proposed to provide a pedestrian oriented environment internal to the
apartment site. At the time of site plan and architectural review, the parking lot design will be required to
demonstrate compliance with design standards relative to construction and the master plan.

Conclusion 17.67.050(J)(2): Consistent.

K. Landscaping.
1. Perimeter Screening and Planting.
a. Landscaped buffers should be used to achieve sufficient screening while still preserving
views to allow areas to be watched and guarded by neighbors.
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b(i). Further refinement of the site plan (Exhibit 4) relative to landscaping improvements will occur at the time of

site plan and architectural review.

Conclusion 17.67.050(K)(2)(b): Consistent.

c.Gaps in a building’s frontage on a pedestrian street that are adjacent to off-street parking

areas and which exceed sixty-five feet in length shall be reduced to no more than sixty-five
feet in length through use of a minimum eight-foot-high screen wall. The screen wall shall
be solid, grille, mesh or lattice that obscures at least thirty percent of the interior view (e.g.,
at least thirty percent solid material to seventy percent transparency).

Finding 17.67.050(K)(2)(c): The applicant’s findings state that additional screening will be provided along street
frontages where building gaps exceed 65-feet.

Conclusion 17.67.050(K)(2)(c): Consistent.

d.Parking Area Interior Landscaping.

1.

Amount of Landscaping. All surface parking areas with more than ten spaces must
provide interior landscaping complying with one or both of the standards stated
below.

(A) Standard 1. Interior landscaping must be provided at the rate of twenty square
feet per stall. At least one tree must be planted for every two hundred square feet
of landscaped area. Ground cover plants must completely cover the remainder of
the landscaped area.

(B) Standard 2. One tree must be provided for every four parking spaces. If
surrounded by cement, the tree planting area must have a minimum dimension of
four feet. If surrounded by asphalt, the tree planting area must have a minimum
dimension of three feet.

Finding 17.67.050(K)(2)(d): Extensive landscape areas are identified in the off-street parking areas for the
apartments (Exhibit 4). Further refinement relative to the tree, shrub, and ground cover locations will occur

through the site plan and architectural review process.

Conclusion 17.67.050(K)(2)(d): Consistent.

if.

Development Standards for Parking Area Interior Landscaping.

(A) All landscaping must comply with applicable standards. Trees and shrubs must
be fully protected from potential damage by vehicles.

(B) Interior parking area landscaping must be dispersed throughout the parking
area. Some trees may be grouped, but the groups must be dispersed.

(C) Perimeter landscaping may not substitute for interior landscaping. However,
interior landscaping may join perimeter landscaping as long as it extends four feet
or more into the parking area from the perimeter landscape line.
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(D) Parking areas that are thirty feet or less in width may locate their interior
landscaping around the edges of the parking area. Interior landscaping placed
along an edge is in addition to any required perimeter landscaping.

Finding 17.67.050(K)(2)(d)(if): Landscape areas are identified within the apartment site, including perimeter and
interior landscaping areas in conformance with the development standards for interior parking areas. Further
refinement of landscape plans will occur as part of site plan and architectural review.

Conclusion 17.67.050(K)(2)(d) (ii): Consistent.

3. Landscaping Near Buildings. Landscaping shall serve as a screen or buffer to soften the appearance of
structures or uses such as parking lots or large blank walls, or to increase the attractiveness of common
open spaces.

Finding 17.67.050(K)(3): The Master Plan (Attachment “A”) and applicant’s findings state that landscaping will
be provided near buildings. Landscaping will be further refined through the site plan and architectural review
process.

Conclusion 17.67.050(K)(3): Consistent.

4. Service Areas. Service areas, loading zones, waste disposal or storage areas must be fully screened from
public view.
e. Prohibited screening includes chain-link fencing with or without slats.
f. Acceptable screening includes:
i. A six-foot masonry enclosure, decorative metal fence enclosure, a wood enclosure,
or other approved materials complementary to adjacent buildings; or
ii. A six-foot solid hedge or other plant material screening as approved.

Finding 17.67.050(K)(4): See Finding 17.67.070(G).
Conclusion 17.67.050(K)(4): Consistent.

5. Street Trees. Street trees shall be required along both sides of all public streets with a spacing of twenty feet
to forty feet on center depending on the mature width of the tree crown, and planted a minimum of two feet
from the back of curb. Trees in the right-of-way or sidewalk easements shall be approved according to size,
quality, and tree well design, if applicable, and irrigation shall be required. Tree species shall be chosen
from the city of Central Point approved street tree list.

Finding 17.67.050(K)(5): The site plan identifies landscape rows adjacent to public streets that are sufficient to
accommodate street trees per the required spacing. Street tree details will be provided on the final construction
drawings for the public street improvements as part of the land division process.

Conclusion 17.67.050(K)(5): Consistent.

L. Lighting.
1. Minimum Lighting Levels. Minimum lighting levels shall be provided for public safety in all urban
spaces open to public circulation.
a. A minimum average light level of one and two-tenths foot-candles is required for urban
spaces and sidewalks.
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b.Metal-halide or lamps with similar color, temperature and efficiency ratings shall be used
for general lighting at building exteriors, parking areas, and urban spaces. Sodium-based
lamp elements are not allowed.

c. Maximum lighting levels should not exceed six foot-candles at intersections or one and
one-half foot-candles in parking areas.

Finding 17.67.050(L)(1): The Master Plan (Attachment “A”) provides for LED lighting not to exceed 6 fooi-
candles at any intersection or 1.5 foot-candles in parking area. Lighting levels proposed are consistent with the
lighting requirements of this section.

Conclusion 17.67.050(L)(1): Consistent.

2. Fixture Design in Public Rights-of-Way.
a.Pedestrian-scale strect lighting shall be provided including all pedestrian streets along
arterials, major collectors, minor collectors and local streets.
b.Pedestrian street lights shall be no taller than twenty feet along arterials and collectors, and
sixteen feet along local streets.

Finding 17.67.050(L)(2): Per the Master Plan (Attachment “A”) pedestrian scale lighting will be provided along
all local streets and collectors. The designs for the fixtures will be established at the time of site plan and
architectural review.

Conclusion 17.67.050(L)(2): Consistent.

3. On-Site Lighting. Lighting shall be incorporated into the design of a project so that it reinforces the
pedestrian environment, provides continuity to an area, and enhances the drama and presence of
architectural features. Street lighting should be provided along sidewalks and in medians. Selected
street light standards should be appropriately scaled to the pedestrian environment. Adequate
illumination should be provided for building entries, corners of buildings, courtyards, plazas and
walkways.

a. Accessways through surface parking lots shall be well lighted with fixtures no taller than
twenty feet.

b.Locate and design exterior lighting of buildings, signs, walkways, parking lots, and other
areas to avoid casting light on nearby properties.

c.Fixture height and lighting levels shall be commensurate with their intended use and
function and shall assure compatibility with neighboring land uses. Baffles shall be
incorporated to minimize glare and to focus lighting on its intended area.

d. Additional pedestrian-oriented site lighting including step lights, well lights and bollards
shall be provided along all courtyard lanes, alleys and off-street bike and pedestrian
pathways.

e.In addition to lighting streets, sidewalks, and public spaces, additional project lighting is
encouraged to highlight and illuminate building entrances, landscaping, parks, and special
features.

Finding 17.67.050(L)(3): The Master Plan (Attachment “A”) states that on-site lighting will not exceed 20-feet,
and will provide cutoff fixtures to avoid casting light on nearby properties. Lighting along pedestrian pathways
and near building entries will be provided to accommodate safety.

Conclusion 17.67.050(L)(3): Consistent.
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M. Signs.

1. The provisions of this section are to be used in conjunction with the city sign regulations in the
Central Point Sign Code, Chapter 15.24. The sign requirements in Chapter 15.24 shall govern in
the TOD district and corridor with the exception of the following:

a. The types of signs permitted shall be limited only to those signs described in this chapter.

b. All signs in the TOD district and corridor shall comply with the design standards described
in this chapter.

c. Decorative exterior murals are allowed and are subject to review and criteria by planning
commission or architectural review committee appointed by city council.

d.Signs that use images and icons to identify store uses and products are encouraged.

e.Projecting signs located to address the pedestrian are encouraged.

2. Sign Requirements.

3. Sign Materials.

a. The base materials for a freestanding sign shall be natural materials including stone, brick,
or aggregate.

b.Signs and supporting structural elements shall be constructed of metal or stone with wood
or metal informational lettering. No plastics or synthetic material shall be allowed, except
for projecting awning signs, which may be canvas or similar fabric.

c.Sign lettering shall be limited to sixteen inches maximum in height.

d.Sign illumination shall be limited to external illumination to include conventional lighting
and neon, if neon is applied to the sign plane area. Internally illuminated signs are
prohibited.

4. Prohibited Signs.

a.Internally illuminated signs;
b.Roof signs;

c.Reader boards;

d.Sidewalk A-board signs;
¢.Flashing signs;

f. Electronic message/image signs;
g.Bench signs;

h.Balloons or streamers;

i. Temporary commercial banners.

Finding 17.67.050(M): The Master Plan proposes monument signs at the main entries located on Beebe and
Gebhard Road. These will be composed of stone or masonry consistent with the size and design requirements for
signs within the TOD. There are no other signs proposed.

Conclusion 17.67.050(M): Consistent.

17.67.060 Public parks and open space design standards.

A. General. Parks and open spaces shall be provided in the TOD districts and TOD corridors and shall be
designed to accommodate a variety of activities ranging from active play to passive contemplation for all
ages and accessibility.

Finding 17.67.060(A): The Open Space and Recreation Plan (Exhibit 8) identifies the open space and recreation
areas within the Master Plan area, including a 4.12 acre public park and 1.99 acres of courtyard open space area
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within the apartment site. Recreation amenities include a children’s play structure, community building/pool,
walking pathways, benches and courtyard landscaping for passive enjoyment.

Conclusion 17.67.060(A): Consistent.

B. Parks and Open Space Location.
1. Parks and open spaces shall be located within walking distance of all those living, working, and

shopping in TOD districts.

Finding 17.67.060(B)(1): Per the applicant’s findings, the proposed park and open spaces are within a 5 minute
(1/4 mile) walking distance to future residents of the ETOD.

Conclusion 17.67.060(B)(1): Consistent.

2. Parks and open spaces shall be easily and safely accessed by pedestrians and bicyclists.

Finding 17.67.060(B)(2): Bicycle paths on White Hawk Way and Beebe Park Drive provide bicycle access to the
park site. An extensive network of public sidewalks and pedestrian accessways throughout the development also
provide connections for proposed development to the park site.

Conclusion 17.67.060(B)(2): Consistent.

3. For security purposes, parks and open spaces shall be visible from nearby residences, stores or
offices.

Finding 17.67.060(B)(3): The proposed park is located at the corner of two public streets (See Exhibit 4) and is
visible from the proposed duplexes and apartments.

Conclusion 17.67.060(B)(3): Consistent.

4. Parks and open space shall be available for both passive and active use by people of all ages.

Finding 17.67.060(B)(4): See Finding 17.67.060(A4).
Conclusion 17.67.060(B)(4): Consistent.

5. Parks and open space in predominantly residential neighborhoods shall be located so that windows
from the living areas (kitchens, family rooms, living rooms but not bedrooms or bathrooms) of a
minimum of four residences face onto it.

Finding 17.67.060(B)(5): Per the applicant’s findings, the duplex units will each have living areas that face onto
the park site. Several of the apartments will also have views of the park.

Conclusion 17.67.060(B)(5): Consistent.

C. Parks and Open Space Amount and Size.
1. Common open spaces will vary in size depending on their function and location.

Finding 17.67.060(C)(1): The Master Plan provides for a variety of common open spaces with a range of sizes. In
addition to a 4.12 acre public park, the Master Plan includes landscaped courtyards that are roughly 6,000 square

feet in size, as well as a community building and pool.
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Conclusion 17.67.060(C)(1): Consistent.

2. The total amount of common open space provided in a TOD district or corridor shall be adequate to

meet the needs of those projected (at the time of build out) to live, work, shop, and recreate there.

Finding 17.67.060(C)(2): The Master Plan provides for 6.11 acres of common open space, including the proposed
4.12 acre public park, which meets the minimum requirements set forth in CPMC 17.67.060(C)(4).

Conclusion 17.67.060(C)(2): Consistent.

3.

All TOD projects requiring master plans shall be required to reserve, improve and/or establish
parks and open space which, excluding schools and civic plazas, meet or exceed the following
requirements:
a.For single-family detached and attached residences, including duplex units, townhouses
and row houses: four hundred square feet for each dwelling.
b.For multifamily residences, including multistory apartments, garden apartments, and senior
housing: six hundred square feet for each dwelling.
c. Nonresidential development: at least ten percent of the development’s site area.

Finding 17.67.060(C)(3): The Master Plan provides sufficient parks and open space area for the proposed
dwelling types as illustrated in Table 4 below.

Table 4. Housing. Density and Open Space

Housing Open Space
Housing Type No. Units Net Acres  Net Density | OS Required OS Proposed
Duplexes 16 1.05 - 6,400 0
Townhouses 18 1.15 - 7,200 0
Apartments 276 9.27 - 165,600 86,562
Public Park 0 4.12 - 179,671
TOTAL 310 15.98 19.89 179,200 266,233

Conclusion 17.67.060(C)(3): Consistent.

D. Parks and Open Space Design.

1.

Parks and open spaces shall include a combination garbage/recycling bin and a drinking fountain at
a frequency of one combination garbage/recycling bin and one drinking fountain per site or one
combination garbage/recycling bin and one drinking fountain per two acres, whichever is less, and
at least two of the following improvements:
a.Benches or a seating wall;
b.Public art such as a statue;
c. Water feature or decorative fountain;
d.Children’s play structure including swing and slide;
e. Gazebo or picnic shelter;
f. Picnic tables with barbecue;
g.0pen or covered outdoor sports court for one or more of the following: tennis, skateboard,
basketball, volleyball, badminton, racquetball, handball/paddleball;
h.Open or covered outdoor swimming and/or wading pool or play fountain suitable for
children to use; or

i. Outdoor athletic fields for one or more of the following: baseball, softball, Little League,
soccer,
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Finding 17.67.060(D)(1): The park site proposes a children’s play structure, two benches, a drinking fountain and
one garbage/recycling bin. A soccer field is shown on the site plan (Exhibit 4) for illustration purposes only. A
community building/swimming pool is also proposed as part of the apartment development. The recreation
amenities for the master plan area are consistent with minimum design requirements of this section.

Conclusion 17.67.060(D)(1): Consistent.

2. All multifamily buildings that exceed twenty-five units and may house children shall provide at
least one children’s play structure on site.

Finding 17.67.060(D)(2): Each apartment building proposes up to 24 units. A children’s play structure is
proposed as part of the park site, which is across the street and within walking distance of the proposed apartment
site.

Conclusion 17.67.060(D)(2): Consistent.
3. For safety and security purposes, parks and open spaces shall be adequately illuminated.

Finding 17.67.060(D)(3): Per the Master Plan (Attachment “A”), park illumination will be provided consistent
with the code requirements. This is deemed sufficient to provide adequate illumination.

Conclusion 17.67.060(D)(3): Consistent.

17.67.070 Building design standards.
Findings for this section will include standards denoted by “shall” or “must” and not recommended standards
denoted by “should.”

A. General Design Requirements.

1. Inrecognition of the need to use natural resources carefully and with maximum benefit, the use of
“sustainable design” practices is strongly encouraged. In consideration of the climate and ecology
of the Central Point area, a variety ol strategies can be used to eftectively conserve energy and
resources:

a. Natural ventilation;
Passive heating and cooling;
Daylighting;
Sun-shading devices for solar control;
Water conservation;
Appropriate use of building mass and materials; and
Careful integration of landscape and buildings. It is recommended that an accepted
industry standard such as the U.S. Green Building Council’s LEED™ program be used to
identify the most effective strategies. (Information on the LEED™ program can be
obtained from the U.S. Green Building Council’s website, www.usgbc.org).

®moe e o

Finding 17.67.070(A)(1): As evidenced in the Master Plan narrative (Attachment “4”) and the Building Design
Plan (Exhibit 9), the Master Plan provides for energy efficient buildings by utilizing many of the strategies listed
above.

Conclusion 17.67.070(A)(1): Consistent.
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2. All development along pedestrian routes shall be designed to encourage use by pedestrians by
providing a safe, comfortable, and interesting walking environment.

Finding 17.67.070(A)(2): Pedestrian routes are designed in accordance with the Public Works Standard
Specifications based on street classification and per the pedestrian accessway standards. Landscaping and
adjoining architectural character on all proposed building facades (Exhibit 9) are deemed sufficient to create a
safe, comfortable and interesting walking environment throughout the Master Plan area.

Conclusion 17.67.070(A)(2): Consistent.

3. Convenient, direct and identifiable building access shall be provided to guide pedestrians between
pedestrian streets, accessways, transit facilities and adjacent buildings.

Finding 17.67.070(A)(3): As illustrated in Exhibit 9, building entries are prominent and will be accessed via
pedestrian accessways that connect with the public sidewalk system and/or adjoining minor accessways. There are
no proposed transit facilities.

Conclusion 17.67.070(A)(3): Consistent.
B. Architectural Character.

Finding 17.67.070(B): There are no standards presented in this section; only recommended recommendations for
architectural character.

Conclusion 17.67.070(B): Not applicable.

C. Building Entries.
1. General.
a. The orientation of building entries shall:
i.  Orient the primary entrance toward the street rather than the parking lot;
ii.  Connect the building’s main entrance to the sidewalk with a well-defined
pedestrian walkway..

Finding 17.67.070(C)(1)(a): Per the applicant’s findings and the Building Design Plan (Exhibit 9) and Site Plan
(Exhibit 4), the building entries are oriented to street to the maximum extent possible. Where not oriented to the
street, building entries are oriented to pedestrian accessways and parking lot driveways, which are designed as
private streets. Landscaping defines the pedestrian accessways and building entries.

Conclusion 17.67.070(C)(1)(a): Consistent.

b.Building facades over two hundred feet in length facing a street shall provide two or more
public building entrances off the street.

Finding 17.67.070(C)(1)(b): The Master Plan does not propose any building fagade greater than 200-feet.

Conclusion 17.67.070(C)(1)(b): Not applicable.

c. All entries fronting a pedestrian accessway shall be sheltered with a minimum four-foot
overhang or shelter.

A Page 46 of 54
54



Finding 17.67.070(C)(1)(c): As illustrated in the Building Design Plan (Exhibit 9) and stated in the applicant’s
findings, the Master Plan provides for 4-ft sheltered entries that front a pedestrian accessway.

Conclusion 17.67.070(C)(1)(c): Consistent.

d.An exception to any part of the requirements of this section shall be allowed upon finding
that:
i.  The slope of the land between the building and the pedestrian street is greater than
1:12 for more than twenty feet and that a more accessible pedestrian route to the
building is available from a different side of the building; or
it.  The access is to a courtyard or clustered development and identified pedestrian
accessways are provided through a parking lot to directly connect the building
complex to the most appropriate major pedestrian route(s).

Finding 17.67.070(C)(1)(d): The Master Plan does not require any exception to any part of the general building
entry requirements in this section.

Conclusion 17.67.070(C)(1)(d): Not applicable.
2. Commercial and High Mix Residential.

Finding 17.67.070(C)(2): The Master Plan does not include any commercial development or lands zoned High Mix
Residential (HMR).

Conclusion 17.67.070(C)(2): Not applicable.

3. Residential.

j- The main entrance of each primary structure should face the street the site fronts on, except
on corner lots, where the main entrance may face either of the streets or be oriented to the
corner. For attached dwellings, duplexes, and multi-dwellings that have more than one
main entrance, only one main entrance needs to meet this guideline. Entrances that face a
shared landscaped courtyard are exempt.

Finding 17.67.070(C)(3)(a): As illustrated in the Site Plan (Exhibit 4) and Building Design Plan (Exhibit 9(A4)), the
apartments provide building entries along the street frontage as much as possible. Some entries face the pedestrian
accessways and parking lot driveways, which are designed as private streets with 90 degree parking. The proposed
row houses and duplexes provide main entries on the street frontage with rear loaded garages along internal
alleys.

Conclusion 17.67.070(C)(3)(a): Consistent.

k.Residential buildings fronting on a street shall have an entrance to the building opening on
to the street.

i.  Single-family detached, attached and row house/townhouse residential units
fronting on a pedestrian street shall have separate entries to each dwelling unit
directly from the street.

ii.  Ground floar-and upper story dwelling units in a multifamily building fronting a
street may share one or more building entries accessible directly from the street,
and shall not be accessed through a side yard except for an accessory unit to a
single-family detached dwelling.
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Finding 17.67.070(C)(3)(b): As illustrated in the Site Plan (Exhibit 4) and Building Design Plan (Exhibit 9(4)), the
rowhouses and duplexes provide building entries facing the street. The apartments provide building entries along
the street frontage as much as possible with second story access being provided from an interior walkway and
stairwell.

Conclusion 17.67.070(C)(3)(b): Consistent.

1. The main entrances to houses and buildings should be prominent, interesting, and
pedestrian-accessible. A porch should be provided to shelter the main entrance and create a
transition from outdoor to indoor space.

Finding 17.67.070(C)(3)(c): As illustrated in the Building Design Plan (Exhibit 9(4)), proposed building entries
for all housing types provide porches and overhangs that are part of the overall neo-traditional architectural
design.

Conclusion 17.67.070(C)(3)(c): Consistent.

D. Building Facades.
1. General.

a. All building frontages greater than forty feet in length shall break any flat, monolithic
facade by including discernible architectural elements such as, but not limited to: bay
windows, recessed entrances and windows, display windows, cornices, bases, pilasters,
columns or other architectural details or articulation combined with changes in materials,
so as to provide visual interest and a sense of division, in addition to creating community
character and pedestrian scale. The overall design shall recognize that the simple relief
provided by window cutouts or sills on an otherwise flat facade, in and of itself, does not
meet the requirements of this subsection.

Finding 17.67.070(D)(1)(a): The Building Design Plan (Exhibit 9) includes architectural elements for all housing
types (i.e. bay windows, porches, enclosed patios, recessed windows) and materials variation (i.e. board and
batten, accent shingles, painted accent panels) to break up building frontages. On the basis, the Master Plan does
propose any flat facades.

Conclusion17.67.070(D)(1)(a): Consistent.

b.Building designs that result in a street frontage with a uniform and monotonous design
style, roofline or fagade treatment should be avoided.

Finding 17.67.070(D)(1)(b): The Building Design Plan (Exhibit 9) includes architectural elements for all housing
types that avoids a singular roofline and monotonous design.

Conclusionl7.67.070(D)(1)(b): Consistent.

c. To balance horizontal features on longer facades, vertical building elements shall be
emphasized.

Finding 17.67.070(D)(1)(c): The Building Design Plan (Exhibit 9) and Master Plan narrative (Attachment “A”)
provide for vertical elements (i.e. vertically integrated building offsets, painted accent panels) no less than 30-f
high to balance horizontal features.
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Conclusion17.67.070(D)(1)(c): Consistent.

d.The dominant feature of any building frontage that is visible from a pedestrian street or
public open space shall be the habitable area with its accompanying windows and doors.
Parking lots, garages, and solid wall facades (e.g., warehouses) shall not dominate a
pedestrian street frontage.

Finding 17.67.070(D)(1)(d): The Building Design Plan (Exhibit 9) provides enclosed patios/decks, windows and
doors along the street frontage. Rear loaded garages provided for the duplexes and row houses avoid the
pedestrian street frontage.

Conclusionl7.67.070(D)(1)(d): Consistent.

e.Developments shall be designed to encourage informal surveillance of streets and other
public spaces by maximizing sight lines between the buildings and the street.

Finding 17.67.070(D)(1)(e): Provision of outdoor living spaces (i.e. enclosed patios and decks) and extensive
window area from living areas encourage informal surveillance of streets and other public spaces.

Conclusionl7.67.070(D)(1)(e): Consistent.

f. All buildings, of any type, constructed within any TOD district or corridor shall be
constructed with exterior building materials and finishes that are of high quality to convey
permanence and durability.

Finding 17.67.070(D)(1)}(f): The Building Design Plan (Exhibit 9) and Master Plan narrative (Attachment “4”)
provide for high quality building materials and finishes.

Conclusionl7.67.070(D)(1)(f): Consistent.

g.The exterior walls of all building facades along pedestrian routes, including side or return
facades, shall be of suitable durable building materials including the following: stucco,
stone, brick, terra cotta, tile, cedar shakes and shingles, beveled or ship-lap or other
narrow-course horizontal boards or siding, vertical board-and-batten siding, articulated
architectural concrete or concrete masonry units (CMU), or similar materials which are low
maintenance, weather-resistant, abrasion-resistant, and easy to clean. Prohibited building
materials include the following: plain concrete, plain concrete block, corrugated metal,
unarticulated board siding (e.g., T1-11 siding, plain plywood, sheet pressboard), Exterior
Insulated Finish Systems (EIFS), and similar quality, nondurable materials.

Finding 17.67.070(D)(1)(g): The Building Design Plan (Exhibit 9) includes shingles, beveled wood or composite
narrow-course horizontal siding, vertical board and batten siding and painted accent panels. The proposal does
not include any prohibited materials.

Conclusionl7.67.070(D)(1)(g): Consistent.

h. All visible building facades along or off a pedestrian route, including side or return
facades, are to be treated as part of the main building elevation and articulated in the same
manner. Continuity of use of the selected approved materials must be used on these
facades.
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Finding 17.67.070(D)(1)(h): Per the Master Plan, the sides of buildings are designed to utilize the same materials
palette. Articulation will be similar to the front facades.

Conclusionl17.67.070(D)(1)(h): Consistent.

i. Ground-floor openings in parking structures, except at points of access, must be covered
with grilles, mesh or lattice that obscures at least thirty percent of the interior view (e.g., at
least thirty percent solid material to seventy percent transparency).

Finding 17.67.070(D)(1)(i): There are no parking structures proposed as part of the site plan (Exhibit 4) or
Building Design Plan (Exhibit 9).

Conclusionl7.67.070(D)(1)(i): Not applicable.

j. Appropriately scaled architectural detailing, such as but not limited to moldings or
comnices, is encouraged at the roofline of commercial building facades, and where such
detailing is present, should be a minimum of at least eight inches wide.

Finding 17.67.070(D)(1)(j): There are no commercial buildings proposed as part of the Master Plan.

Conclusionl7.67.070(D)(1)(j): Not applicable.

k.Compatible building designs along a street should be provided through similar massing
(building facade, height and width as well as the space between buildings) and frontage
setbacks.

Finding 17.67.070(D)(1)(k): The Building Design Plan (Exhibit 9) applies compatible building designs for all
housing types along streets by providing similar architectural elements and building materials, massing and
setback applications.

Conclusion17.67.070(D)(1)(k): Consistent.
2. Commercial and High Mix Residential.

Finding 17.67.070(D)(2): The Master Plan does not include any commercial development or lands zoned High
Mix Residential (HMR).

Conclusion 17.67.070(D)(2): Not applicable.

3. Residential.

a. The facades of single-family attached and detached residences (including duplexes,
triplexes, fourplexes, townhouses, and row houses) shall comply with the following
standards:

i.  No more than forty percent of the horizontal length of the ground floor front
elevation of a single-family detached or attached dwelling shall be an attached
garage.

Finding 17.67.070(D)(3)(a)(i): The Master Plan proposes duplexes and row houses/townhouses with alley loaded
garages. The proposal does include garages along the front building elevation for any building type.

Conclusion 17.67.070(D)(3)(a)(i): Consistent.
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it. ~ When parking is provided in a garage attached to the primary structure and garage
doors face the street the front of the garage should not take up more than forty
percent of the front facade in plan, and the garage should be set back at least ten
feet from the front facade. If a porch is provided, the garage may be set back ten
feet from the front of the porch. In addition, garage doors that are part of the street-
facing facade of a primary structure should not be more than eighty square feet in
area, and there should not be more than one garage door for sixteen feet of building
frontage.

Finding 17.67.070(D)(3)(a)(ii): The Master Plan proposes duplexes and row houses/townhouses with alley loaded
garages. The proposal does not locate any garages along the front building elevation.

Conclusion 17.67.070(D)(3)(a)(ii): Consistent.

iii.  Residential building elevations facing a pedestrian route shall not consist of
undifferentiated blank walls, but shall be articulated with architectural details such
as windows, dormers, porch details, balconies or bays.

Finding 17.67.070(D)(3)(a)(iii): Exhibit 9, A-B provide the architectural elevations for the proposed duplexes and
row houses, which show architectural details that avoid blank undifferentiated walls, including windows, enclosed
patios with accent shingles, stepped walls, and building material variation.

Conclusion 17.67.070(D)(3)(a)(iii): Consistent.

iv.  For any exterior wall which is within twenty feet of and facing onto a street or
public open space and which has an unobstructed view of that pedestrian street or
public open space, at least twenty percent of the ground floor wall area shall be
comprised of either display area, windows, or doorways.

Finding 17.67.070(D)(a)(3) (iv): Exhibit 9(A) presents the architectural elevations for duplexes. Based on
measurements of the windows and doors, the ground floor adjacent on the front elevation consists of 38.1% of
window and door area. Exhibit 9(B) presents the architectural elevation for row houses. Based on measurements
of the windows and doors, the ground floor consists of 36.7% of door and window area.

Conclusion 17.67.070(D)(3)(a)(iv): Consistent.

v.  Architectural detailing is encouraged to provide variation among attached units.
Architectural detailing includes but is not limited to the following: the use of
different exterior siding materials or trim, shutters, different window types or sizes,
varying roof lines, balconies or porches, and dormers. The overall design shall
recognize that color variation, in and of itself, does not meet the requirements of
this subsection.

Finding 17.67.070(D)(a)(3)(v): Exhibit 9 illustrates the architectural detailing for the duplexes and row houses,
including but not limited to. variations in exterior siding materials, different window sizes, varying rooflines, and
porches and balconies.

Conclusion 17.67.070(D)(3)(a)(v): Consistent.
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vi.  Fences or hedges in a front yard shall not exceed three feet in height. Side yard
fencing shall not exceed three feet in height between the front building facade and
the street. Fences beyond the front facade of the building in a side yard or back
yard and along a street, alley, property line, or bike/pedestrian pathway shall not
exceed four feet in height. Fences over four feet in height are not permitted and
hedges or vegetative screens in no case shall exceed six feet in height.

Finding 17.67.070(D)(a)(3)(vi): The site plan Exhibit 4 and Building Design Plan (Exhibit 9) do not illustrate any
proposed fences or hedges exceeding three feet. At the time of site plan and architectural review, any proposed
fences and/or landscaping will be further evaluated for consistency with this standard.

Conclusion 17.67.070(D)(3)(a)(vi): Consistent.

b. The facades of multifamily residences shall comply with the following standards:
i.  Building elevations, including the upper stories, facing a pedestrian route shall not
consist of undifferentiated blank walls, but shall be articulated with architectural
detailing such as windows, balconies, and dormers.

Finding 17.67.070(D)(b)(i): Exhibit 9(C) provides the architectural elevations for the proposed apartments, which
show architectural details that avoid blank undifferentiated walls, including windows, patios/balconies with accent
shingles, stepped walls, and building material variation.

Conclusion 17.67.070(D)(b)(i): Consistent.

ii.  For any exterior wall which is within twenty feet of and facing onto a pedestrian
street or public open space and which has an unobstructed view of that pedestrian
street or public open space, at least twenty percent of the ground floor wall area
shall be comprised of either display area, windows, or doorways.

Finding 17.67.070(D)(b)(ii): Exhibit 9(C) provides the architectural elevations for the proposed apartments,
which include 28% of door and window area on the ground floor.

Conclusion 17.67.070(D)(b)(ii): Consistent.

iii.  Arcades or awnings should be provided over sidewalks where ground floor retail
or commercial exists, to shelter pedestrians from sun and rain.

Finding 17.67.070(D)(b) (iii): Ground floor retail and commercial are not proposed as part of the Master Plan.
Conclusion 17.67.070(D)(b)(iii): Not applicable.

E. Roofs.
1. Residential.
a.Flat roofs with a parapet and comice are allowed for multifamily residences in all TOD,
LMR, MMR and HMR districts, in which the minimum for sloped roofs is 5:12.

Finding 17.67.070(E)(1)(a): As illustrated in Exhibit 9, flat roofs are not proposed for any housing type in the
Master Plan.

Conclusion 17.67.070(E)(1)(a): Not applicable.
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b.Flat roofs with a parapet and cornice are allowed for single-family attached and detached
residences (including duplexes, triplexes, fourplexes, townhouses, and row houses) in all
TOD residential districts, except the LMR zone.

Finding 17.67.070(E)(1)(b): As illustrated in Exhibit 9, flat roofs are not proposed for any housing type.
Conclusion 17.67.070(E)(1)(b): Not applicable.

c.For all residences with sloped roofs, the roof slope shall be at least 5:12, and no more than
12:12. Eaves shall overhang building walls at a minimum twelve inches deep on all sides
(front, back, sides) of a residential structure.

Finding 17.67.070(E)(1)(c): Exhibit 9 illustrates the proposed roof pitch for each housing type as follows:
Duplexes Exhibit 9(A)) — 9:12 with 5:12 overhangs
Row houses (Exhibit 9(B)) — 9:12 with 5:12 overhangs
Apartments (Exhibit 9(C)) — 8:12 with 4:12 saddles and 5:12 overhangs.

Conclusion 17.67.070(E)(1)(c): Consistent.

d.Roof shapes, surface materials, colors, mechanical equipment and other penthouse
functions should be integrated into the total building design. Roof terraces and gardens are
encouraged.

Finding 17.67.070(E)(1)(d): As illustrated in Exhibit 9, the proposed architectural elevations show gable roof
shapes with composition shingles. No mechanical equipment is proposed as part of the roof design.

Conclusion 17.67.070(E)(1)(d): Not applicable.

F. Exterior Building Lighting,
1. Residential.
a.Lighting shall not draw inordinate attention to the building facade.
b.Porch and entry lights are encouraged on all dwellings to create a safe and inviting
pedestrian environment at night.
c.No exterior lighting exceeding one hundred watts per fixture is permitted in any residential
area.

Finding 17.67.070(F): The Master Plan indicates that lighting will be minimized to provide for safety and ADA
requirements to promote energy efficiency. Each dwelling unit for all housing types will provide porch lights. All
exterior lighting will be under 100 waters per fixture.

Conclusion 17.67.070(F): Consistent.

G. Service Zones.
1. Buildings and sites shall be organized to group the utilitarian functions away from the public view.

Finding 17.67.070(H)(1): As illustrated in Exhibit 4, the site is organized so that parking, and service areas are
interior to site and away from public rights-of-way.

Conclusion 17.67.070(H)(1): Consistent.
Page 53 of 54

61



2. Delivery and loading operations, mechanical equipment (HVAC), trash compacting/collection, and
other utility and service functions shall be incorporated into the overall design of the building(s)
and the landscaping.

Finding 17.67.070(H)(2): The applicant’s findings state that no mechanical equipment is necessary to serve the
apartment units because each will be heated with small electrical units and air conditioned with PTAC units or a
mini-split system. Heat pumps utilized for the row houses and duplexes will be screened using landscaping.

Conclusion 17.67.070(H)(2): Consistent.

3. The visual and acoustic impacts of these functions, along with all wall- or ground-mounted
mechanical, electrical and communications equipment, shall be out of view from adjacent
properties and public pedestrian streets.

Finding 17.67.070(H)(3): See Condition 17.67.050(H)(2).
Conclusion 17.67.050(H)(3): Consistent.

4. Screening materials and landscape screens shall be architecturally compatible with and not inferior
to the principal materials of the building.
a.The visual impact of chimneys and equipment shall be minimized by the use of parapets,
architectural screening, rooftop landscaping, or by using other aesthetically pleasing
methods of screening and reducing the sound of such equipment.

Finding 17.67.070(H)(4): The applicant’s findings for the Master Plan state that screening materials will be
architectural extensions of the principal materials of the buildings.

Conclusion 17.67.050(H)(4): Consistent.

H. Parking Structures.
1. Parking garage exteriors should be designed to visually respect and integrate with adjacent
buildings.
2. Garage doors and entrances to parking areas should be located in a sensitive manner using single
curb cuts when possible.
3. Residential parking structures must comply with the facade requirements for residential
developments.

Finding 17.67.070(I): There are no parking structures proposed as part of the Master Plan.

Conclusion 17.67.070(I): Not applicable.
PART 5

SUMMARY CONCLUSION

As evidenced in these findings, the proposed application for the White Hawk Master Plan has been evaluated and
found to comply with the Comprehensive Plan designation for the site and the applicable standards and criteria of
the Central Point Municipal Code.
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WHITE HAWK TRANSIT ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT MASTER PLAN

1. INTRODUCTION/ OVERVIEW OF MASTER PLAN
The White Hawk Transit Oriented Development Master Plan is intended to guide the
development of an 18.91 acre parcel of land in the City of Central Point. This Master Plan
provides the necessary information to demonstrate the satisfaction of all applicable approval
criteria by defining the character and nature of the development. The objective is to create a
livable, transit supportive neighborhood extension of the City of Central Point. The plan
demonstrates several tools for smart growth, including: mixed housing types, pedestrian oriented
neighborhood structure, connectivity, convenient recreation and open space, and connections to
future transit.

White Hawk represents approximately 23% of the entire ETOD District (approximately 82 acres)
of Central Point, and we understand that a number of design guidelines, goals and standards may
be established with this first major project in the ETOD District. We have prepared our master
plan after several conversations and reviews with Central Point Staff, review of Twin Creeks TOD,
review of Central Point TOD Standards and from our TOD projects and experiences in Oregon,
Washington, Colorado, and Arizona.

This Master Plan is for an entirely residential portion of mixed densities for this portion of the
ETOD. As the first project in this ETOD, we are proposing as a “centerpiece” of the development,
a park that is central to the entire ETOD District that will serve as a central organizing feature for
all the surrounding neighborhoods. We anticipate that surrounding properties and future
projects can add to the area of the park and add improvements to complete their open space
requirements. All future residents of the entire ETOD District will be able to walk to the public
park within five minutes or less, as it is within a quarter mile or less walking distance. The
circulation structure of our project and how it expands to the remaining areas of the ETOD are
guided by the park location and prominence as the organizing feature of this ETOD. The park
open space is intended to provide a variety of outdoor recreation amenities. Because the density
of this development and the ETOD as a whole will be higher than other areas of the region, large
central open spaces for active recreation become very important.

a.) Duration of the Master Plan
We anticipate the “apartment” section of the plan to be the first to be constructed and it
may be constructed in one, two or three phases. It will depend on the market demand,
vacancy rates and the developer’s market studies for absorption. If a total of three phases
of apartments, the master plan would take approximately five years for the complete
construction. The duplexes and rowhouses may be developed in one or two phases, most
likely within the same five year duration. The final phasing plan will be determined by
consumer and developer interest during and following the approval process of this plan.
Marketing of the plan cannot begin in earnest until approvals are in process.

b.) Site Location Map (See Drawings

c.) Land Use and Minimum, and Maximum Residential Densities Proposed
The total site area is 18.91 acres and has two residential densities assigned, a 2.71 net acre
LMR Area And a 13.0 net acre MMR zone. For the master plan we have mixed the densities
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WHITE HAWK TOD

across the entire site. The total maximum density allowed is 449 units and the minimum
density required is 172 units. The master plan is for 310 units maximum density, which
equals 69% of the maximum allowed. The plan is composed of 276 apartment units on 9.37
acres and a combination of 34 duplex and rowhouse units on 4.12 acres. (See White Hawk
Density Analysis Chart).

d.) Identification of Other Approved Master Plans Within the Project Area; (100 Feet)
There are no other approved master plans within the project area.

2. SITE ANALYSIS MAP AND ADJACENT USES
The existing site is a vacant flat site with frontage on Beebe Road and Gebhard Road. To the east
of the site a new church has been recently constructed and fronts on Beebe Road. The
remainder of the area is vacant except for an existing residence. The area to the east is also part
of the ETOD and zoned LMR. The White Hawk Master Plan proposes a new north south public
road to separate the two properties. About a “third” of the east boundary will front on the
proposed “Park.” Across Beebe to the south is mostly vacant properties zoned MMR and can be
developed to apartment densities like that proposed for White Hawk. Across Gebhard Road to
the west is county property and has existing single family residences fronting on Gebhard.

Landscaping and new road construction for Gebhard will preserve livability of the existing
residences and/or raise the values for future development. To the north of White Hawk is MMR
and LMR zoned property in the ETOD. The White Hawk Plan proposes a shared access road along
the property line and proposes park frontage to maintain livability and to “join” the other future
developments to the featured central park.

3. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION PLAN
A transportation impact analysis (TIA) has been completed by Southern Oregon Transportation
Engincering LLC and is attached to this Master Plan. The Planning Commission recently appraved
the Gebhard Road Alignment Study. The adopted alignment includes the realignment of Gebhard
Road through the middle of this site to the easterly boundary and then continues southerly to
Beebe Road. In the future, Gebhard Road will continue southerly to Pine Street. Roundabouts
may be added at both the westerly and easterly ends of the east-west portion of Gebhard
through this Site

The transportation plan has been organized around a network of transportation options that
accommodate autos, yet respects pedestrians and the form of the neighborhoods, and public
open space. The overall form is a grid street pattern that will extend to the underdeveloped
parcels of the ETOD to the east and north (See Transportation & Circulation Plan). The grid street
pattern will disperse traffic and allow autos numerous routes and park cars most efficiently.

Based on our analysis of the Transportation & Circulation Plan, the White Hawk Plan incorporates
the realignment of Gebhard Road with the north-south segment along the easterly border and an
east-west segment through the middle of the site, both designed to accommodate future
roundabouts at each end. In the interim, both streets will accommodate on-street parking. We
envision a planter strip and sidewalk along all street sections. The proposed street sections have
been coordinated with the City of Central Point’s Public Works department, (See Street Sections).
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To serve the “apartment project” we have designed the “building blocks” to emulate “city blocks”
with parking in front as in a city street. These private drives will have planter strips, sidewalks
and street trees like the public streets to appear more as an “urban streetscape.” The entries to
these private drives will have a textured material change from the public street to the private
street to signal the difference. Turning radii have been designed to meet fire truck and
emergency vehicle standards.

We envision the future transit connection to be a bus connection at the southeast and southwest
corner of the “civic” designation on the ETOD map. The bus could continue on a north-south
route through the ETOD. All properties and densities are within a five minute (quarter mile) walk
of this transit route. The highest density on the White Hawk site is within 500 feet of the
anticipated transit stop.

a.) On Site Pedestrian and Bicycle Circulation

1. Pedestrian routes are provided through the common courtyards that separate the
apartment buildings to supplement the public right-of-way.

2. Direct pedestrian paths efficiently serve entrance breezeways for the apartment
buildings. The duplexes and rowhouses have direct connections to their front doors as
well.

3. Curb extensions are proposed at each intersection to minimize the “street crossing.”

Pedestrian street lighting and signage are proposed.
5. Parking areas and streets are defined by distinctive landscaping to achieve interest and
variety.

E

4. SITE PLAN
The neighborhood form of the site plan has been designed to interact with a sensibly designed
overall land use pattern and an integrated, multi-modal circulation system which forms the
White Hawk quadrant of the 82 acre ETOD. The White Hawk 18.91 acres contains the highest
density designation for the ETOD, so the open space, circulation framework and parking solutions
have been designed to accommodate a density of a net of approximately 20 units per acre,
combining all housing types. The proposed framework is strengthened and enhanced by a
number of community design features which further define the character of the urban structure
of White Hawk and the surrounding ETOD.

The neighborhoods are envisioned to be connected by a network of pedestrian oriented
streetscapes and public open spaces (See Transportation & Circulation Plan).The traditional grid
street pattern will disperse traffic and allows autos numerous routes i.e., a “Main Street” design,
the most efficient way to park increased densities. Bicycle and pedestrian pathway system is
envisioned to link all neighborhoods. We envision the most practical and efficient future transit
service to be bus service located at the southeast and southwest corners of the “civic”
designated portion of the ETOD to serve the most riders conveniently.

The landscaping at entry areas into White Hawk will complement high quality design and
construction of architecture, incorporating specialty landscape treatments of yards with
streetscape and pedestrian detailing of fences, signs and walls. Lower density areas are
envisioned to have casual landscape character that will become increasingly formal and
structured as one moves toward more urban, higher density neighborhoods.

MASTER PLAN ‘ 6 6 Page 3 of 13



WHITE HAWK TOD

Street trees will be typically large broad canopied trees for the lower density neighborhoods and
narrower, more columnar trees are proposed for higher density areas. Typically the streets will
be lined with trees planted at 30 feet on center.

The proposed street lighting will also reinforce the character of each neighborhood. Decorative
light fixtures will be proposed that will be mounted at heights that respect the pedestrian scale of
the open spaces. Pedestrian streetlights will not exceed 20 feet in height arterials and collectors
and 16 feet along local streets.

Parking
a.) The surface parking lots are being designed to appear as “private streets with parking” and

also serve to create the appearance of a “gridded street pattern” establishing a pedestrian
“block pattern.”

1. The parking is not located between a “front fagade” of a building and a public street.
2. The off-street parking is located along the “access ways.”

3. No parking lot or garage is located within 20 feet of a street corner

b.) Design
1. All perimeter and landscaped areas have protective curbs along the edges. Trees are

inset in planter strips to provide adequate protection from car doors and bumpers.

2. The parking design utilizes a two foot bumper overhang for additional landscape and will
consist of ground cover plants.

3. All vehicle areas will be paved.

4. All parking areas will be striped to City of Central Point parking dimension standards.

5. The parking has been desighed to emulate a “Main Street” design, by dividing the large
apartment site into approximately 250 feet by 250 feet “blocks”, a city block dimension
similar to many communities.

6. Parking has been made part of the overall “Streetscape” in a “grid pattern”.

¢.) Additional Standards for LMR, MMR, and HMR Zones
1. Parking is not located to the side of buildings as the site design is a “grid pattern” street
system.
2. Alleys are being used for the rowhouses to bring vehicle access to the back of the site.

d.) Parking Structures
No parking structures are proposed, and are not cost effective for projects of this density.

5. LANDSCAPING
a.) Perimeter Screening and Planting

1. Tall landscaping will be used in the interior courtyards to preserve privacy for the
individual units. Landscape at the perimeter of buildings will be used to keep people
away from getting close to bedroom windows and to see out of units to help visually
patrol immediate areas.

2. Parking areas will be significantly landscaped to separate it from the living units. Trash
enclosures will be constructed of masonry, landscaped and screened around the
perimeter. We anticipate two trash enclosures of approximately 8x10 for a project of
276 units of apartments but it will be ultimately decided by the local trash hauler.

1)
MASTER PLAN Page 4 of 13

.67




WHITE HAWK TOD

b.) Parking Lot Landscaping and Screening
1. Trees will be planted on the parking perimeter spaced at 30 feet on center.
Shrubs and ground cover will be planted in the landscaped area.
Each tree will be located in a minimum four foot by four foot minimum planting area.
Shrub and ground cover beds will be three feet wide minimum.
Trees and shrubs will be fully protected from damage by vehicles.
Surface parking areas shall provide perimeter parking lot landscaping adjacent to a
street and will provide a five foot wide planting strip between the right-of-way and the
parking area.
7. The White Hawk Plan does not have any gaps in a buildings frontage on a pedestrian
street that are adjacent to off-street parking areas and which exceed 65 feet in length.

CAL s

c.) Parking Area Interior Landscaping
1. The White Hawk Plan will comply with (B) Standard 2 and provide one tree for every
four parking spaces in a tree planting area that has a minimum dimension of four feet.
2. Development Standards for Parking Area Interior Landscaping

e All landscaping must comply with applicable standards. Trees and shrubs must be
fully protected from potential damage by vehicles.

e Interior parking area landscaping must be dispersed throughout the parking area.
Some trees may be grouped, but the groups must be dispersed.

e Perimeter landscaping may not substitute for interior landscaping. However, interior
landscaping may join perimeter landscaping as long as it extends four feet or more
into the parking area from the perimeter landscape line.

e Parking areas that are thirty feet or less in width may locate their interior landscaping
around the edges of the parking area. Interior landscaping placed along an edge is in
addition to any required perimeter landscaping.

d.) Landscaping Near Buildings
Landscaping will be used as border plantings for the buildings, taller materials will be used
to mark and emphasize entries to buildings and courtyards. Hedge materials and ground
covers will be used to screen and soften parking areas.

e.) Service Areas
Service areas for storage and trash enclosures will be enclosed and screened with six foot
minimum height masonry and/or wood or cementitious siding to match adjacent buildings.
Landscape materials will be used to soften the utility structures.

f.) Street Trees
Street trees will be planted along both sides of public and private streets, a minimum of two
feet from the back of curb, placed 20 to 40 feet on center, depending on species, with an
average of 30 feet on center. Tree species will be chosen from the City of Central Point
approved street tree list.

g.) Lighting
1. A minimum average light level of 1.2 footcandles will be provided at urban spaces and
Sidewalks, through the use of building wall lights and pole lights.
2. “LED” lighting is proposed for general exterior lighting for energy efficiency.
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WHITE HAWK TOD

3. Maximum lighting levels will not exceed six footcandles at any intersection or 1.5
footcandles in parking areas.

h.} Fixture Design in Public Rights-of-Way
1. Pedestrian scale street lighting not exceeding 16 feet in height will be provided along all
local streets.
2. Pedestrian street lights no taller than 20 feet will be provided along arterials and
collectors.

i.) On-Site Lighting

3. Accessways through parking lots will be lighted with fixtures no taller than 20 feet and
will not exceed 1.5 footcandles.

4. All Exterior lighting of buildings, signs, walkways, and parking lots will be lit with “cut-
off” fixtures to avoid casting light on nearby properties.

5. Fixture heights and lighting levels will be chosen to provide adequate illumination at
entryways, building entrances, walkways and parking lots for safety.

6. Additional pedestrian-oriented site lighting, utilizing bollard lighting and pedestrian
sealed pole lighting will be provided at alleys and off-street bike and pedestrian
pathways.

7. Additional lighting will be provided to light each housing unit entry, breezeway entries,
project signage and specialized landscape fixtures.

6. SIGNS
a.) White Hawk will comply with all city sign regulations. An entry monument sign of masonry

or stone will mark the main entries off Gebhard and Beebe Roads. In addition to standard
city street signs, the only other signage will be building number signage and individual
address signage.

The types of signage will be limited to those described in the city sign code.

All signs in the ETOD district will comply with the TOD design standards.

No decorative exterior murals are envisioned for White Hawk.

White Hawk has no commercial uses, so commercial type signage will not be utilized.

Blade signs directing pedestrians will be used on a limited basis throughout the project.

vk wh R

b.) Sign Requirements
White Hawk signage will comply with the “Sign Type” code requirements defined in the
code exhibit table for the LMR and MMR Zones.
1. White Hawk has no HMR Zones.

c.) Sign Materials
1. Free standing signs in White Hawk will have a stone or brick base.

2. White Hawk signage and supporting structural elements will be constructed of metal or
stone with wood or metal informational lettering.

3. White Hawk sign lettering will not exceed 16 inches maximum height. Most lettering will be
in the eight inch to 12 inch range. House addresses will be four to six inch numerals.

4. Sign illumination will be conventional lighting, no neon lighting is anticipated.

o
LS

d.) Prohibited Signs
White Hawk has no interest in having any of the listed “Prohibited Signs” in the project.

MASTER PLAN Page 6 of 13
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7. Recreation and Open Space Plan
A large park is proposed as a central organizing feature for the neighborhoods. All future
residents will be able to walk to the future park as it is a five minute or less walk (plus or minus
quarter mile). This is a unique opportunity to have a project area large enough to “pool” the
open space requirements to provide a large park area with the first project in the ETOD to
accommodate active and passive recreation. This project proposes a park, very centrally located
to the entire 82 acre ETOD. It would be beneficial for surrounding parcels to add to it with their
“open space” requirements, either by dedicating and adding land and/or providing “payment in
lieu” for improvements. The park is a magnificent “centerpiece” for the entire ETOD. This size
park can accommodate a ballpark, or soccer field, passive areas, a tennis court and a music
venue all on one site. (See Transportation & Circulation Plan)

The open space is intended to provide a variety of outdoor and recreation amenities. Because
the density of this development is higher than other areas, central open spaces for active
recreation become very important. White Hawk proposes to dedicate the park as part of their
open space requirement. In addition, each of the “apartment blocks” have their own “central
commons” each of an individual design that range from 5600 square feet to over 7200 square
feet. (See Prototype Courtyard Sketch). The ownership transfer of the park will be assured
through an agreement between the developer, DEQ, and the City. The timing of the transfer
and improvements has been discussed to happen when building permits for 200 units have been
approved to allow for soil remediation plans by DEQ to be accomplished by using soils that come
from overall site preparation work on other adjoining phases. The specifics including
assurances, timing, roles, etc., associated with the park transfer plan will be part of a
development agreement with the City.

a.) Parks and Open Spaces
1. In addition to the large central park, each apartment grouping has a “common
Courtyard” ranging in size from 5600 square feet to over 7200 square feet. Each of the
rowhouses and duplex units have yards ranging in size from a minimum of 400 square
feet to 600 square feet.
2. White Hawk has 34 units of duplex and rowhouse units required to contribute 400
square feet of open space per unit. (34 units x 400 sq. ft. = 13,600 sq. ft. required).

b.) Parks and Open Space Design
1. The central park will include at least one combination garbage/recycling bin and a
drinking fountain with White Hawk improvements and two benches and a children’s
play structure including a swing and a slide.
2. White Hawk has 276 apartment units, a children’s play structure will be provided in the
park.

8. Building Design Plan
The architectural character proposed for White Hawk will reflect the region’s local climate,
history, building practice and materials in a current traditional manner. The architecture will be
characterized by being: pedestrian friendly, sensible building forms and massing, articulation,
defined entries, quality, durable materials and continuity between neighborhoods of varying
densities. (See Preliminary Prototype Buildings and Plans).

MASTER PLAN Page 7 of 13
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WHITE HAWK TOD

Three types of housing are proposed for White Hawk:

Rental apartment living.
Duplex, zero lot line single family attached housing for sale and rental.
Two story rowhouses for sale or rental.

a.) Building Design Standards

1.

10.

The design of all the buildings will employ natural ventilation with generous openable

Windows and cross ventilation where possible

Passive heating and cooling is accomplished through meeting the Oregon Energy Code,

shading devices, good building practices and good windows.

Day lighting will be used to cut down on the lighting load. Nine foot ceiling heights will

be common to increase window area and reflectance.

Sun shading will be accomplished by use of overhangs, deck structures, trellises and

strategically placed deciduous trees.

Water conservation measures will include low flow plumbing fixtures, shower flow

restrictors and low water use landscape materials. Drip irrigation will be used to the

maximum extent as a more efficient irrigation practice.

The buildings are very simply composed for cost efficiency and to avoid excessive waste

of materials.

Many of the “LEED” practices are mentioned above, we have done numerous LEED

standard buildings, but most likely will not be pursuing certification for White Hawk. We

have found it more cost effective to utilize the LEED principles without the costly

documentation and testing to use those funds for better fixtures, windows, insulation

and venting.

The buildings have been designed to have interesting massing and articulated elevations

on all sides for an interesting, safe walking environment.

Convenient, safe, direct access is provided to all unit types from “enclosed breezeways”
at apartments, and direct garage and front door access for rowhouses and

duplexes. A complete gridded pedestrian system and courtyard walkways is provided to

provide access from building to building to open spaces and the park, through

interesting walks.

Except for a few “picture windows,” all windows will be operable to selectively provide

ventilation depending on the orientation of the building and time of year.

b.) Architectural Character

1.

There is not a consistent architectural pattern in the area as it has very sporadic rural
development. The designation of the area as an ETOD puts structure to the area to
develop in a more urban character. As we have previously mentioned our intent with
the architecture is to draw on local traditions and climatic conditions and develop a
current architecture that is appropriate to the area.

This project is entirely residential so we have minimal effect on commercial or civic
buildings other than our site planning respect for adjacent uses.

Again, we are accomplishing a number of these goals and objectives with our residential
buildings and have'Vgry little impact on future commercial and civic uses.

c.) Building Entries

1.

The building entries have been oriented to the street to the maximum extent possible.
In this case the “public streets” from the “private streets” will be practically

MASTER PLAN
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WHITE HAWK TOD

“imperceptible” in the “built form.” Many of our entries come off “common court-
yards” but does not diminish the pedestrian experience as the buildings are all designed
to have “lively elevations” at each exposure.

a. The main entrances are connected to the sidewalk with a well-defined pedestrian
walkway.

No building facades in White Hawk are over 200 feet in length.

c. All entries fronting a pedestrian access way will be sheltered with a minimum four
foot overhang or shelter.

d. An exception may be granted in certain cases in that “access is to a courtyard” and
identified access ways are provided through a parking lot to directly connect the
building complex to the most direct (appropriate) pedestrian route.

Commercial and High Mix Residential - White Hawk has no commercial or high mix

residential.

Residential

a. At White Hawk all main entrances to each primary structure face the street it fronts
on, public street or private street. Several buildings have more than one main
entrance, but at least one entrance per building faces the street.

b. Attached residential buildings have been designed to have an entrance opening on
to the street.

¢. The main entrances to the attached residential and apartment buildings have been
designed to be prominent, interesting and pedestrian accessible.

d. For attached residential structures, porches are at least eight feet wide and five feet
deep and covered by a roof supported by columns for brackets.

e. The front porch will have a roof pitch that matches one of the pitches of the roof
when more than one pitch exists to create architectural interest.

f. The porch elevation roof will be different than the main elevation for a more
prominent entrance.

g. The front major entrance to the multi-dwelling complexes has added emphasis from
“gable towers and decks” that mark the main entrances to the buildings. (See
Proto- type Building Elevations).

d.) Building Facades

1. General

a. White Hawk does not propose any building frontage greater than 30 feet in length
without a “break” identified by a change in fagade, decks, entries, etc. due to the
Articulation planned for the proposed buildings.

b. Monotonous building designs along a street frontage have been avoided by
designing all four elevations to be interesting.

c. Trellises, long overhangs, decks, insets, and trees have been incorporated to provide
“sun-shading” from the summer sun.

d. Elevations on major buildings have been designed to have “vertical elements” at no
greater length than 30 feet to “break down” longer buildings visually to smaller
proportions that is more acceptable to the “eye.”

e. Living units and a variety of living spaces front different frontages to provide
interest. No garages front any major street to emphasize the pedestrian
environment.

f. The living units of each building type have living spaces that have surveillance of the
street.

MASTER PLAN
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WHITE HAWK TOD

g. All White Hawk buildings propose high quality building materials found in the best
residential neighborhoods.

h. The exterior walls of all building facades will be of suitable durable building
materials as shown on the proposed building prototypes. None of the identified
“prohibited building materials” are proposed to be used on any building.

i. The elevations have been designed to have the same materials palette on all four
sides of the building.

j. No parking structures are proposed, nor are they economically feasible at this
density.

k. There are no commercial structures on the White Hawk project.

l. Attractive, articulated elevations have been designed for each street frontage. (see
Prototype drawings.)

2. Commercial and High Mix Residential/ Commercial

White Hawk has no Commercial or High Mix/Residential/Commercial Zones or

development.

3. Residential (Duplexes and Rowhouses)

a. Garages are proposed to be two car garages off an alley, the garages will exceed
40% of the horizontal length but the living space above accentuated the elevation to
achieve the vitality the code wishes to achieve and provides a realistic parking
solution for the building type. The access to the garages and parking is from an
alley, not a “frontage street.”

b. Building elevations of upper stories of apartment buildings facing pedestrian routes
shall have articulated detailing including windows, balconies, dormers and trellises.

e.) Roofs
1. Commercial and High Mix Residential/Commercial
White Hawk has no Commercial and High Mix Residential Commercial.
2. Residential

a. No flat roofs are proposed.

b. No flat roofs with parapets are proposed.

¢. We have proposed 8:12 roofs at the most visible elevations on the large apartment
buildings filled in with 4:12 “saddles” to “emphasize” the vertical elements of the
buildings and minimize large unnecessary energy wasteful roof areas. The 4:12
“saddles” break down large buildings to appear as 3 separate smaller buildings for a
more appropriate residential scale.

d. Roof shapes have been designed to emphasize important building masses and have
been integrated into the total building design to present visually interesting
articulated masses and elevations, and to break down the “apparent scale” into
smaller proportions.

f.) Exterior Building Lighting
1. Commercial and High Mix Residential/Commercial
White Hawk has no commercial and high mix residential/commercial.
2. Residential
a. Only lighting necessary for safety and ADA requirements will be proposed for the
project for energy efficiency and operations costs reasons.
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b. Porch and entry lights will be provided at each residential unit as a practical safety
and identity necessity. Most likely these fixtures will be compact fluorescents or
LED.

c. No exterior lighting will exceed 100 watts per fixture, in any residential area.

g.) Service Zones

1. Trash and mail collection and distribution can be planned for convenient and efficient
use after discussion with local mail providers and trash haulers.

2. No mechanical equipment (HVAC) is required for the apartment units as they will be
heated with small electrical units and may be air conditioned with PTAC units or a
minisplit system.

3. Wall mounted AC units will be designed as part of the wall of the unit or screened
behind proposed decks. The only ground mounted units would be at the rowhouse or
duplex units and space exists in the yards for necessary pads.

4. Screening materials and landscape screens will be “architectural extensions” of the
principal materials of the buildings.

h.) Parking Structures
There are no parking structures in White Hawk. Parking structures will not appear until
densities are 100 units per acre and greater density in our experience in urban areas.

9. Transit Plan
We are not aware of an adopted “transit plan” for this ETOD area, however due to the definition
and vision of the area, we have “proposed” for discussion and analysis a couple of “future transit
stops and routes” probably by bus service for this ETOD district. These suggestions are our initial
reactions and are open for discussion and change by the greater community. We applaud the
forward thinking of the community to accommodate a coordinated “transit plan.”

10. Environmental Plan
a) Park Area

Unique to this site, is the approximately 6 acres in the northeast corner that was
determined to have arsenic contamination that exceeds allowable limits. The arsenic
originated from agriculturally derived lead arsenate and is primarily confined to shallow soil.
The investigation by Ash Creek in 2006 defined the contamination into two zones, Area B
with soil contamination up to 2 feet deep and Area A with deeper levels of soil
contamination.

A Draft Independent Cleanup Program (ICP) was submitted to DEQ in 2006. DEQ reviewed
and provided initial comments in 2007. The ICP indicated that the soils from Area B would
be removed and placed on the Area A area. Area A was to be capped with either 2-feet of
clean soil or pavement (concrete or asphalt). The Master Plan was prepared in accordance
with this plan. The park area is essentially the Area A area anticipated with the 2-foot of
clean soil cap. The Area B soils will be excavated and placed on the Park area and clean soils
from the apartment site will be placed as the cap for the park. The Soil Manage Plan will
address dust control during construction but it is anticipated to include the covering of stock
piles of any contaminated soils and watering to limit dust.
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Apex (who acquired Ash Creek) has prepared a letter detailing the next steps in the cleanup
and DEQ permitting process; anticipated maintenance efforts for the soil cap and any
potential use restrictions. The next steps for the project once the master plan is approved
are:

e Submit a Voluntary Cleanup Program (VCP) application so DEQ assigns an oversight
project manager for the project.

e Finalize the ICP report to address DEQ comments presented in a letter to Mike Duncan,
the previous property owner, in a letter dated January 19, 2007.

e Update the Soil Management Plan (Ash Creek, 2006), for application to the current
development plan and incorporating applicable DEQ comments from the 2007 letter.

e Submission of previously listed reports to DEQ for their review and to confirm that their
2007 comments have been adequately addressed.

e Once DEQ has approved the submitted documents, file a deed restriction on the
property notifying of the presence of the arsenic (this would need to be completed
following excavation of soil containing arsenic above background concentrations from
areas outside of the proposed park and placement of this soil in the park area
underneath an appropriately constructed cap).

e Following completion of deed restriction, provide a copy of the restriction document to
DEQ.

As part of the Disposition and Development Agreement (DDA) with the City, conditions
outlining the Developer’s responsibility to obtain a No Further Action from DEQ and submit
the deed restriction, soil management plan and maintenance plan for City approval prior to
the City accepting the park as a “public” park. If the City declines to accept the park as a
public park, the park would remain private and be maintained through a homeowners
association between the apartment site, townhomes and duplexes.

b) Shallow Wells and Groundwater Protection
The project area also includes several properties that are served by shallow groundwater
wells. A past storm drainage project impacted several of these wells raising both the
awareness and concern regarding protection of groundwater in the area. Apex has
researched the existing wells listed on the State’s well records. The Apex letter indicates
that groundwater levels have been declining in the area for many years. Based on site
borings, groundwater is anticipated to be about 9 feet deep. This depth is greater than
most of the onsite utility work anticipated on the site. Any utility work deeper than 8-feet
will include low permeable plugs, installed periodically along the proposed trench lines to
prevent migration and dewatering of groundwater.

Additionally, prior to construction letters will be sent to all property owners within one half
mile of the project site to identify any wells on their property. The survey will be followed
by a door-to-door inquiry to verify the well information and to request access to measure
depth to groundwater. The survey and data gathering will provide a baseline to address any
property owner concerns and identify any unique circumstances to be addressed during
construction. The recommendations included in the Apex letter will be incorporated in the
construction of the project.
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11. Disposition and Development Agreement (DDA)

White Hawk TOD will require a Disposition and Development Agreement with the City prior to
construction. This agreement will address the following:

a) Updated TIA. The TIA will be updated for the adoption of the Gebhard Road Alignment
Study.

b) Hamrick — Beebe Road Signalization. With the adoption of the Gebhard Road Alignment
Study will reduce the number of site developed trips at this intersection. The DDA will
address the level of participation and timing for this improvement.

c) Phasing of Public improvements. The phasing of public street improvements is shown on
the drawings and described in this document but will also be addressed in the DDA.

d) Park Status. The DDA will address conditions to be met for the park to be transferred to the
City as a public park. It will also address funding of park improvements and SDC credits.
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PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION NO. 825

A RESOLUTION APPROVING A MASTER PLAN FOR THE WHITE HAWK TRANSIT
ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT

(FILE NO. 14004)

WHEREAS, the applicant has submitted an application for approval of the White Hawk Transit
Oriented Development Master Plan, a residential development within the City’s Eastside Transit
Oriented District; and

WHEREAS, on October 6, 2015, the City of Central Point Planning Commission conducted its third
duly-noticed public hearings on the application, at which time it reviewed the Staff Report and heard
testimony and comments on the application; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission’s consideration of the application is based on the standards
and criteria applicable to master plans and development standards within the TOD districts in
accordance with Section 17.65 through 17.67 of the Central Point Municipal Code; and

WHEREAS, after duly considering the proposed master plan, it is the Planning Commission’s
determination that, subject to compliance with conditions as set forth in the Revised Staff Report
(Exhibit “A”) dated October 6, 2015, the application does comply with applicable standards and
criteria for approval of a master plan; and,

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission by a duly seconded motion granted master plan approval per
the conditions as set forth in the Revised Staff Report dated October 6, 2015; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission directed staff to prepare Findings of Fact and Conclusions of
Law (Exhibit “B”) in support of the decision made at the October 6, 2015 meeting for review at the
November 3, 2015 Planning Commission meeting.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the City of Central Point Planning Commission, by
this Resolution No. 825, does hereby approve the Master Plan for the White Hawk TOD application.
This approval is based on the findings and conditions of approval as set forth on Exhibit “A”, the
Planning Department Staff Report dated October 6, 2015 and the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of
Law as set forth in Exhibit “B, ” including attachments incorporated herein by reference.

PASSED by the Planning Commission and signed by me in authentication of its passage this 3™ day
of November, 2015.

Planning Commission Chair

ATTEST:

City Representative

Planning Commission Resolution No. 825 (11/3/2015) 7 P~



Review the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law in support of the Planning Commission’s
October 6, 2015 decision to approve the three (3) lot tentative partition per the Revised Staff Report
dated October 6, 2015.



City of Central Point, Oregon  (CENTRAL  Community Development
140 S 3rd Street, Central Point, OR 97502 Tom Humphrey, AICP

541.664.3321 Fax 541.664.6384 POI NT Community Development Director
www.centralpointoregon.gov e

STAFF REPORT
November 3, 2015

AGENDA ITEM: File No. 14016
Consideration of a Tentative Partition Plan to create three (3) parcels in the LMR—Low Mix Residential
and MMR—Medium Mix Residential zoning districts within the Eastside Transit Oriented Development
(TOD) District on property identified as 37 2W 02 Tax Lot 2700. Applicant: People’s Bank of
Commerce; Agent: Tony Weller, CES|NW.

STAFF SOURCE:

Don Burt, Planning Manager
Stephanie Holtey, Community Planner II

BACKGROUND:

On October 6, 2015, the Planning Commission conducted its third duly-noticed public hearing for a
three (3) lot tentative partition plan within the White Hawk Master Plan area in the Eastside TOD.
After hearing testimony from staff, the applicant’s development team, and members of the public, the
public hearing was closed and the Planning Commission approved a duly seconded motion to approve
the White Hawk Tentative Partition plat as conditioned in the Revised Staff Report dated October 6,
2015 (Attachment “A”) and directed staff to prepare Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law
(Attachment “B”) for review at the November 3, 2015 Planning Commission Meeting. Since there
were no requests to leave the record open, the record for this item was closed.

ATTACHMENTS:

Attachment “A” — Revised Staff Report dated October 6, 2015

Attachment “B” — Planning Department Supplemental Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law
Attachment “C” — Resolution No. 826

ACTION:

Final consideration of Resolution No.826 with Planning Department Findings of Fact and
Conclusions of Law as directed at the Planning Commission’s October 6, 2015 meeting.

RECOMMENDATION:

Approve Resolution No. 826 Approving a Three Lot Tentative Plan to be known as White Hawk per
the Revised Staff Report dated October 6, 2015 and Planning Department Supplemental Findings of
Fact and Conclusions of Law.

‘8



ATTACHMENT “_4_"

City of Central Point, Oregon  CENTRAL  Community Development
140 S 3rd Street, Central Point, OR 97502 Tom Humphrey, AICP
541.664.3321 Fax 541.664.6384 POI NT

Community Development Director
www.centralpointoregon.gov

REVISED STAFF REPORT
October 6, 2015

AGENDA ITEM: File No. 14016

Consideration of a three (3) lot tentative partition plat application in the Eastside Transit Oriented
Development (TOD) district. The 18.77project site is located in the TOD-LMR, Low Mix Residential
and TOD-MMR, Medium Mix Residential zoning districts and is identified on the Jackson County
Assessor’s map as 37 2W 02 Tax Lot 2700 in Central Point, Oregon. Applicant: Pcoplc’s Bank of
Commerce; Agent: Tony Weller, CESINW.

STAFF SOURCE:

Don Burt, AICP, Planning Manager
Stephanie Holtey, Community Planner II

BACKGROUND

The Planning Commission considered the proposed three (3) lot partition at the July 7, 2015 and
September 1, 2015 meetings. The public hearing was continued at both meetings as necessary to amend
the Master Plan exhibits that provide the basis for tentative plat approval. Revised submittals were
received on August 24, 2015 and have been re-evaluated by affected agencies and City staff. To comply
with the statutory limit' for land use decisions, the Planning Commission must take action on the tentative
plat application at this meeting.

Project Description:

The project site consists of 18.77 acres, the design and development of which are subject to a master plan
approval (see File No14004). The project site has frontage on Beebe and Gebhard Road, both of which
are currently within the County’s jurisdiction. The proposed tentative plat would create three (3) parcels
and an internal street network as illustrated in Figure 1. Per the Master Plan, proposed Parcels 1 and 2
will be occupied by residential development (i.e. apartments, single-family rowhouses, and duplexes) and
Parcel 3 will be a park site intended for public use. It is the applicant’s intent to obtain final plat approval
and develop the site, including public improvements in three phases as illustrated in Figure 2.

Sufficient right-of-way is provided along all existing and proposed roadways to accommodate the future
realignment of Gebhard Road, including roundabout construction, per the City’s TSP and Gebhard Road
Alignment Study.

The proposal has been evaluated against all applicable approval criteria and found to comply as evidenced
in the Planning Department Supplemental Findings (Attachment “F*).

L ORS 227.178
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ISSUES

There are several issues relative to the tentative plat application, as follows:

1.

Phasing — The applicant’s findings state that the construction of public utilities and streets will be
phased per the phasing plan (Figure 2). CPMC Section 16.36.030(B, C) requires not only
dedication of street right-of-way, but also improvement to City standards prior to final plat
approval. The purpose of the quoted standard is to assure the public that as land is partitioned
that it has all needed public services for development of the lot/parcel.

Transportation. The Public Works Department staff report (Attachment “C”) identifies the
following issues relative to transportation:

a. Beebe/Hamrick Signal — Signal warrants will be met when the project generates 107 P.M.
Peak Hour trips, at which point the intersection of Beebe/Hamrick will need to be

signalized, atsome-potatduring development-of-the propes nee-the-tssue-
completeanupdated P -prior-to-final plat-approval{See PW-Condition+#1-

b. County Review — Currently, both Beebe and Gebhard are county roads. Review of the
proposed project’s engineering will need to be coordinated with the County.
Additionally Beebe Road and its affiliated storm drain will need to be transferred to City
jurisdiction (See PW Condition #3).

¢. System Development Charges — Several proposed streets in the development are SDC
eligible. These include Beebe Road and Gebhard north of Beebe Park Drive, the new
main storm drain facility and the potential public park. Additionally, White Hawk Way
and Beebe Park Drive will also be eligible once added to the City’s Transportation
System Plan (TSP).

d. White Hawk Way — Due to lack of right-of-way control, the applicant is proposing to
construct half street improvements along the full length of White Hawk Way. Half street
improvements are permitted in limited instances where full street improvements are not
possible. In 2013 the City received 30-feet of street right-of-way east of Phase 1, Parcel
1. This section of the street will need to be improved as part of the development (See PW
Condition #2). White Hawk Way will be eligible for Street SDC credits with a maximum
reimbursement rate of approximately 33% based on current land values.

Soil Contamination/Park Design & Transfer. As noted in the Master Plan, soil contamination
exists on all proposed parcels within the tentative plat area. Soil remediation will occur with
DEQ oversight and must be coordinated with the design of the park (Parcel 3). To assure timely
completion of the soil remediation relative to the tentative plat process, and in accordance with
the Master Plan approval, it is recommended that the applicant and/or developer of the site enter
into a disposition and development agreement (DDA) subject to the following:

a. Prior to final plat approval, the DEQ approved soils remediation plan shall be completed
and accepted by the City. The mitigation plan shall be coordinated with the parks design
such that post-mitigation site grading is equivalent to the finished site grading per the
park design. A long-term monitoring and maintenance plan must be provided with the
mitigation strategy and include a 20-year cost analysis. Based on the above information,
the Parks Commission will consider the proposal to transfer the park to the City’s
ownership and will make a recommendation for action by the City Council.
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b. Prior to final plat approval, and pending the City’s acceptance of the park, the applicant
and/or developer shall enter into an DDA reflecting the City Council’s decision relative
to acceptance of the park as public and possible Park SDC credits.

Groundwater/Shallow Well Mitigation. Construction of public utilities as part of the tentative
plat process may impact the water table and shallow wells within the vicinity of the project site.
The applicant submitted a report prepared by APEX dated August 24, 2015 (Attachment “C”)
addressing the potential impacts and necessary mitigation measures; however, it was brought to
staff’s attention during the public hearing that not all shallow wells have been identified and
sampled. To minimize the potential for temporary or permanent impacts to groundwater, it is
recommended (See Condition # +2(bc)) that the following actions be taken prior to final plat
approval and the start of construction:

a. The applicant shall meet with the neighborhood stakeholders within the ETOD to identify
all-undocumented shallow wells; and

b. FheUpdate the mitigation-Apex report dated August 24, 2015 repert-shall-berevised-to
incorporate previously unidentified undocumented wells within the ETOD. The updated

Apcx report will be used to prepare ﬁnal engmeered plans b&sehae—data—fbr—&l—l—}éaﬂt-lﬁed
. - - l - I l ol Lk - .

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL:

1.

Phasing— The final plat shall be limited to two (2) parcels; Parcel 1 (or portion thereof) and the
remaining parcels (2 and 3) consolidated and identified as “Reserve Acreage”. For Parcel 1 all
public streets shall be dedicated and improved to the southerly boundary of the “Reserved
Acreage” per CPMC Section 16.36.030. Reserved Acreage street dedication and improvement
shall be deferred until future partition/subdivision, or Site Plan and Architectural Review
approval for properties in the reserved acreage. If Parcel 1 is reduced in area to the limits
identified on the Master Plan Phasing Plan then the northerly half of Parcel I shall become part of
the “Reserved Acreage and the public street improvements accordingly deferred.

Prior to Final Plat approval, the applicant shall:
a. Update the tentative plat per Condition 1 above, if necessary.

b. Comply with all conditions set forth in the Public Works Staff Report dated October 6,
2015.

c. Prior to final plat approval for Phase I the applicant shall supplement the Apex report
dated August 24, 2015 with additional information on the location, and depth to ground
water of undocumented wells on all properties within the ETOD and on properties
immediately west of, and abutting, the Project’s Gebhard Road frontage (Study Area).
Preparation of the supplemental report shall include a certified mailing to all Study Area
properties explaining the purpose of the mailing and requesting assistance with the
identification of undocumented wells and their depth to ground water. Based on the
information received the applicant shall complete the inventory of wells (Exhibit 6), and

present and discuss findings at a neighborhood meeting and changes in engineering
solutions proposed in the August 24, 2015 Apex Report, if any. The final report shall be
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submitted to the City for evaluation and approval by the City’s engineer and
incorporation into final engineering plans for Phase 1. Condueta-minimum-eftwe-(2)

3. Based on the applicant’s TIA a trip cap of 96 P.M. Peak Hour trips is hereby imposed. Upon
installation of signal improvements at the Beebe/Hamrick intersection the trip cap shall be
removed and development of the remaining Phases 2 and 3 allowed subject to all conditions of
approval and other applicable laws and regulations.

3.4. Prior to final plat approval, the applicant shall comply with all public agency conditions of
approval including the following:

a. Provide a recorded Noise Easement for the Airport;

b. Comply with conditions of approval provided by Jackson County Roads in a letter dated
June 1, 2015 (Attachment “D”).

¢. Coordinate with Fire District #3 to plan the location of and install fire hydrants and mark
fire lanes in accordance with Fire District #3 comments received on September 4, 2015
(Attachment “E”).

ATTACHMENTS:

Attachment “A-1” — Cover Sheet

Attachment “A-2” — Existing Conditions

Attachment “A-3” — Tentative Plat

Attachment “B” — Applicant’s Findings

Attachment “C” — APEX Report

Attachment “D” — Public Works Staff Report

Attachment “E” — Jackson County Roads Letter dated June 1, 2015
Attachment “F” — Fire District #3 Letter dated September 4, 2015
Attachment “G” — Planning Department Supplemental Findings
Attachment “H” — Resolution No. 826

ACTION:

Consideration of a tentative plat application to create three (3) lots in the ETOD subject to conditions
of approval.

RECOMMENDATION:
Approve Resolution No. 826, granting approval of the tentative plat subject to conditions.
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ATTACHMENT “_>__*

FINDINGS OF FACT
AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
File No.: 14016

Before the City of Central Point Planning Commission
Consideration of the White Hawk Tentative Partition Plat

Applicant: ) Findings of Fact
People’s Bank of Commerce ) and
750 Biddle Road, Suite 103 ) Conclusion of Law
Medford, OR 97504 )
PART 1
INTRODUCTION

The applicant is proposing to partition an existing 18.77 acre parcel into three (3) parcels within the
Eastside Transit Oriented Development (ETOD) district. Zoning designations within the proposed land
partition include LMR—Low Mix Residential and MMR—Medium Mix Residential. The proposed
tentative plat is being reviewed concurrently with the White Hawk Master Plan application (File No.
14004).

The Tentative Plat is being reviewed as a Type III application. Type III applications are reviewed in
accordance with procedures provided in Section 17.05.400, which provides the basis for decisions upon
standards and criteria in the development code and the comprehensive plan, when appropriate.

Applicable development code criteria for this Application includes:

The White Hawk Master Plan (the “Master Plan);

CPMC 16, Subdivisions;

CPMC 17.05.900 Traffic Impact Analysis

CPMC 17.65.050, Table 2, TOD District Zoning Standards; and
CPMC 17.67 Design Standards — TOD District and Corridor

09 hS, =

Findings will be presented in five (5) parts addressing the requirements of Section 17.05.300 as follows:

Introduction

Title 16, Subdivisions

Traffic Impact Analysis

TOD District Zoning Standards
White Hawk Master Plan
Summary Conclusion

AUl

PROJECT BACKGROUND

The proposed tentative plat is the first land division application within the White Hawk Master Plan area
(File No. 14004). The tentative plat-application includes three (3) parcels and an internal street network
as illustrated in Exhibits 1-3. It is the applicant’s intent to obtain final plat approval and development
site, including public improvements in three phases as illustrated in Exhibit 4.
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Exhibit 1 — Tentative Plat Cover Sheet
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Exhibit 2 — Existing Conditions
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Exhibit 3 — Tentative Plat
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Exhibit 4 — Site Phasing Plan
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PART 2
TITLE 16, SUBDIVISIONS

16.10.010 Submission of application--Filing fee.

The applicant shall submit an application and tentative plan together with improvement plans and other
supplementary material as may be required to indicate the development plan and shall submit ten copies
to the city together with a filing fee defined in the city’s adopted planning application fee schedule. The
diagrams submitted shall consist of three copies at the scale specified in Section 16.10.020 and one copy
in an eight-and-one-half-inch by eleven-inch format. (Ord. 1941 §11, 2010; Ord. 1786 §4, 1998; Ord.
1684 §6, 1993; Ord. 1650(part), 1990).

Finding 16.10.010: The applicant submitted the tentative plan application along with a $3,100
application fee on July 22, 2014. On August 7, 2014, the City determined the applicant incomplete and
requested additional information, which was submitted on April 30, 2015. The submittal was reviewed
and accepted on May 20, 2015 as complete for review in accordance with the submittal requirements in
CPMC 16.10 and CPMC 17.66.

Conclusion 16.10.010: Consistent.

16.10.015 Application and review--Fees.
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Applications and review thereof shall conform to the provisions of Chapter 17.05 and all applicable city
ordinances and laws of the state. All costs of administrative and legal staff time costs, plans checks,
construction inspection, preparation of agreements, in excess of the filing fee, shall be borne by the
applicant and paid upon billing by city. Failure to pay such costs as billed shall constitute grounds for
denial of final plat approval or building permits. (Ord. 1650(part), 1990).

Finding 16.10.015: The required fee for the tentative partition plat was paid on July 22, 2015.
Conclusion: 16.10.015: Consistent.
16.10.020 Scale.

The tentative plan shall be drawn on a sheet eighteen by twenty-four inches in size or a multiple thereof at
a scale of one inch equals one hundred feet or, for areas over one hundred acres, one inch equals two
hundred feet, and shall be clearly and legibly reproduced. (Ord. 1650(part), 1990).

Finding 16.10.020: The tentative plan is drawn on a sheet that is twenty-four inches by thirty-six inches
and at a scale of one-inch equals fifty feet, which is clearly and legibly produced relative to the project
area.

Conclusion: 16.10.020: Consistent.
16.10.030 General information.
The following general information shall be shown on or included with the tentative plan:

A. Proposed name of the subdivision. This name must not duplicate or resemble the name of another
subdivision in the county;

Finding 16.10.030(A): The proposed partition is named “White Hawk,” which is unique relative to
other approved land divisions in Jackson County.

Conclusion: 16.10.030(A): Consistent.
B. Date, north point, and scale of drawing;

Finding 16.10.030(B): The tentative plan was drawn on 8/21/2015 and includes the scale and north
arrow.

Conclusion: 16.10.030(B): Consistent.

C. Location of the subdivision by section, township, and range, and a legal description sufficient to define
the location and boundaries of the proposed tract or the tract designation or other description according to
the records of the county assessor;

Finding 16.10.030(C): Exhibit 1 provides the section, township and range (37 2W 02, Tax Lot 2700 and
2979) and a site vicinity map. Combined with the legal description submitted with the application, these
items define the location and boundaries of the project site.

Conclusion 16.10.030(C): Consistent.
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D. Names and addresses of the owner or owners, applicant and engineer or surveyor;

Finding 16.10.030(D): The owner is listed on the tentative plan cover sheet (Exhibit 1) as People’s Bank
of Commerce and the agent/engineer is listed as CES\NW out of Tigard, Oregon.

Conclusion 16.10.030(D): Consistent.
E. A title report indicating all interests of record in the property which is the subject of the application.

Finding: 16.10.030(E): A title report prepared by Amerititle on July 22, 2014 was provided with the
original submittal on July 22, 2014.

Conclusion 16.10.030(E): Consistent.
16.10.040 Existing conditions.
The following existing conditions shall be shown on the tentative plan:

A. The location, widths and names of all existing or platted streets or other public ways within or adjacent
to the tract, easements, railroad rights-of-way and such other important features within or adjacent to the
tract as may be required by the city;

Finding 16.10.040(A): The tentative plat illustrates the location and width of Beebe Road and Gebhard
Road, which are adjacent to the project site. There are no easements of rights-of-way within or adjacent
to the tract.

Conclusion 16.10.040(A): Consistent.

B. Contour lines related to some established bench mark or other datum as approved by the city when the
city determines that the nature of the topography or size ot the subdivision requires such data. Contour
lines shall have the following minimum intervals:

1. Two-foot contour intervals for ground slopes less than five percent;
2. Five-foot contour intervals for ground slopes exceeding five percent;

Finding 16.10.040(B): Exhibit 2 presents existing conditions including topographic information at I-foot
contour intervals.

Conclusion 16.10.040(B): Consistent.
C. The location of at least one temporary bench mark within the plat boundaries;

Finding 16.10.040(C): Exhibit 2 in the tentative plat submittal provides the basis of survey including the
bearings and elevations.

Conclusion 16.10.040(C): Consistent.

D. Location and direction of all watercourses and drainage systems;
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Finding 16.10.040(D): Existing drainage systems are illustrated on Exhibit 2 relative to existing site
conditions. EXxisting conditions include an existing storm drainage line in the Beebe Road right-of-way
that drains westerly toward Bear Creek. There are no watercourses on or immediately adjacent to the
project site.

Conclusion 16.10.040(D): Consistent.
E. Natural features, such as rock outcroppings, marshes and wooded areas;

Finding 16.10.040(E): Existing trees are shown on Exhibit 2. There are no rock outcroppings or
marshes.

Conclusion 16.10.040(E): Consistent.

F. Existing uses of the property, including location of all existing structures which the subdivider
proposes to leave on the property after platting;

Finding 16.10.040(F): The proposed partition plat occupies a parcel of land that is vacant. A portion of
the property was historically used as an orchard, which is reflected in Exhibit 2 that shows the location of
the abandoned irrigation pond that is now dry.

Conclusion 16.10.040(F): Consistent.

G. The location within the subdivision and in the adjoining streets and property of existing sewers and
water mains, culverts and drain pipes, and all other existing or proposed utilities to be used on the
property to be subdivided and invert elevations of sewers at points of probable connections;

Finding 16.10.040(G): The existing infrastructure location and invert elevations are provided as part of
Exhibit 2 relative to existing conditions. Water, sewer and starm drainage utilities are lacated within the
public right-of-way for Beebe Road. Only water and sanitary sewer lines are within the Gebhard Road
right-of-way.

Conclusion 16.10.040(G): Consistent.
H. Zoning on and adjacent to the tract.

Finding 16.10.040(H): Zoning designations on the project site are denoted on the existing conditions
map (Exhibit 2).

Conclusion 16.10.040(H): Consistent.
16.10.050 Additional information.
The following additional information shall also be included on the tentative plan:

A. Streets, showing location, width, proposed names, approximate grades and approximate radii of curves
and the relationship of all streets to any projected streets as shown of any development plan adopted by
the city;
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Finding 16.10.050(A): The proposed tentative plat map (Exhibit 3) identifies four proposed internal
streets, including their location, and width. The proposed names shall be as provided in the approved
White Hawk Master Plan.

Condition 16.10.050(A): Consistent.
B. Easements, showing the width and purpose;
Finding 16.10.050(B): The tentative plat does not propose any easements on the project site.

Conclusion 16.10.050(B): Not applicable.

C. Lots, showing approximate dimensions, area of smallest lot or lots and utility easements and building
setback lines to be proposed, if any;

Finding 16.10.050(C): Public utility easements are shown on the Site Plan for the White Hawk Master
Plan but are not included on the Tentative Plat Map. As conditioned, the PUE shall be shown on each
proposed parcel prior to final plat approval.

Conclusion 16.10.050(C): Complies as conditioned.
D. Sites, if any, proposed for purposes other than dwellings;

Finding 16.10.050(D): Per the White Hawk Master Plan, Parcel 11l is identified as a proposed public
park site. This is identified in the Applicant’s Findings.

Conclusion 16.10.050(D): Consistent.
E. Area in square footage of each lot and the average lot area.

Finding 16.10.050(E): The lot area for the proposed three lot partition is provided on the tentative plat
map (Exhibit 3) and listed below:

o Parcell—9.27 acres
o Parcel Il — 2.58 acres
o ParcelIll —4.12 acres

On this basis, the average lot area is 5.36 acres.
Conclusion 16.10.050(E): Consistent.

16.10.060 Partial development.

When the property to be subdivided contains only part of the tract owned or controlled by the applicant,
the city may require a development plan of a layout for streets, numbered lots, blocks, phases of
development, and other improvements in the undivided portion, indicating inter-relationship with the
portion sought to be divided. The city shall have authority to require that any adjacent parcel or parcels
owned or controlled by the applicant but not included in the proposed subdivision boundaries be included
in the development whenever inclusion of such parcel or parcels would be an appropriate extension of the
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development and in the best interests of the public, considering the development plan and the relationship
between the surrounding area and the area of proposed development.

Finding 16.10.060: The project site is owned by People’s Bank of Commerce in its entirety. It is the
applicant’s objective to obtain approval of the White Hawk Master Plan (File No. 14004) and Tentative
Partition Plan to market the property to one or more developers per the Site Phasing Plan illustrated in
Exhibit 4.

Conclusion 16.10.060: Consistent.
16.10.070 Explanatory information.

Any of the following information may be required by the city and, if it cannot be shown practicably on
the tentative plan, it shall be submitted in separate statements accompanying the tentative plan:

A. A vicinity map showing all existing subdivisions, streets and un-subdivided land ownerships adjacent
to the proposed subdivision and showing how proposed streets may be connected to existing streets;

Finding 16.10.070(A): The White Hawk Master Plan, the guiding document for land use and circulation
patterns for the project site, addresses the existing land uses and a conceptual neighborhood circulation
plan. Per the Master Plan, the tentative partition plat has been updated to accommodate future
connectivity for the Gebhard Road Realignment to East Pine Street.

Finding 16.10.070(A): Consistent.
B. Proposed deed restrictions in outline form;

Finding 16.10.070(B): Per the White Hawk Master Plan, a soil remediation plan must be implemented to
either remove or contain soil contamination that occupies a portion of Parcels I and Il and all of Parcel
III. Accordingly, the Applicant will pursue soil remediation through DEQ’s Voluntary Clean-up Program
(VCP). Upon completion DEQ will issue a “No Further Action” letter that may include conditions, such
as recording a deed restriction, etc. At this time, the deed restriction requirements are unknown.
Satisfaction of DEQ s requirements relative to the “No Further Action” letter will be required prior to
final plat approval for the first phase of development.

Conclusion 16.10.070(B): Consistent.

C. Approximate centerline profiles showing the proposed finished grade of all streets, including the
extensions for a reasonable distance beyond the limits of the proposed subdivision;

Finding 16.10.700(C): Street profiles for the tentative partition plan are provided on the Title Sheet
(Exhibit 1).

Conclusion 16.10.070(C): Consistent.

D. The approximate location and size of all proposed and existing water and sewer lines and storm
drainage systems.

Finding 16.10.070(D): Existing water, sanitary sewer and storm drainage systems are illustrated in
Exhibit 2. Proposed systems are identified in the Master Utility Plan of the White Hawk Master Plan.

Page 10 of 27
>
¢ 9 5



Conclusion 16.10.070(D): Consistent.

16.10.080 Tentative plan approval.

A. Approval of the tentative plan shall not constitute final acceptance of the final plat of the proposed
subdivision or partition for recording; however, approval of the tentative plan shall be binding upon city
for the purpose of the approval of the final plat if the final plat is in substantial compliance with the
tentative plan and any conditions of approval thereof. A tentative plan approval shall expire and become
void one year from the date on which it was issued unless the final plat has been approved pursuant to
Chapter 16.12 or an application for extension is filed and approved subject to the requirements of
Section 16.10.100 and Chapter 17.05.

Finding 16.10.090: Upon receipt of a final plat application within the required time limitation per
CPMC 16.12 or CPMC 16.10.100 and 17.05, the City will evaluate the final plat application to assure
that the final plat is substantially compliant with the tentative plan and that all conditions have been met.

Conclusion 16.10.090: Consistent.

B. When it is the intent to develop a tentative plan and record a final plat in phases, the city, at the time of
tentative plat approval, may authorize a time schedule for platting the various phases in periods exceeding
one year, but in no case shall the total time period for platting all phases be greater than five years without
review of the tentative plan for compliance with the current code and comprehensive plan. Each phase so
platted shall conform to the applicable requirements of this chapter. Phases platted after the passage of
one year from approval of the tentative plan will be required to modify the tentative plan as necessary to
avoid conflicts with changes in the comprehensive plan or this chapter.

Finding 16.10.090(B): The Applicant has requested flexibility to record the tentative plan in phases
consistent with the White Hawk Master Plan Site Phasing Plan (Exhibit 4). As conditioned, final plat
approval shall be limited to two (2) parcels; Parcel 1 (or portion thereof) and the remaining parcels
(Parcels 2 and 3) consolidated and identified as “Reserve Acreage.” At this time, a schedule for platting
in phases beyond one year has not been requested.

Conclusion 16.10.090(B): Consistent.

CPMC 16.20, Streets and Other Ways—Design Standards

16.20.010 Creation of streets.
A. Streets created by subdivisions and partitions shall be designed and constructed in conformance with

the requirements of the city’s comprehensive plan, this code, the city’s public works standards, and all
conditions established by the city.

Finding 16.20.010: The tentative plat proposes four (4) new streets and retrofits to the existing
alignments of Beebe and Gebhard Road along the project area frontage, which utilize the Public Works
Street Standards as illustrated in Exhibit 1. Future subdivision of parcel two (2) will create public alleys,
which will be addressed at time of further subdivision of Parcel 2.
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Table 1. Street Standards.

STREET NAME STREET STANDARD
White Hawk Way Three Lane Collector (ST-21)- Near Beebe
Two Lane Collector (ST-20)
Beebe Park Drive Two Lane Collector (ST-20)
Park Street Minor Local Street (ST-10)
North Street Standard Local Street (ST-15)

Since the applicant has requested recording the final plat in phases per Exhibit 4, public street
improvements shall be completed and dedicated for each phase of development. As conditioned, final
plat approval for Phase 1 will be limited to Parcel 1 (or portion thereof). All remaining acreage (Parcels
2 and 3) will be shown on the final plat map as “Reserve Acreage.” Street improvements and dedication
within the “Reserve Acreage” shall be deferred until future partition/subdivision, or Site Plan and
Architectural Review approval for properties in the reserved acreage. If Parcel 1 is reduced in area to
the limits identified in Exhibit 4, then the northerly half of Parcel 1 will become part of the “Reserved
Acreage” and public street improvements accordingly deferred. On this basis, the streets created by the
proposed partition are found to be consistent with the design and construction requirements of this code,
the public works standards and conditions of approval set forth in the Revised Staff Report dated October
6, 2015.

Conclusion 16.20.010(A): Consistent.

B. The construction of streets shall include subgrade, base, asphaltic concrete surfacing, curbs, gutters,
sidewalks, storm drainage, street signs, street lighting, and underground utilities.

Finding 16.20.010(B): The Applicant’s Revised Findings dated August 2015 state that each of the
proposed roadways is designed to comply with the City’s codes including the Public Works Design
Specifications for street construction.

Conclusion 16.20.010(B): Consistent.

C. All streets, including the entire right-of-way necessary for the installation of the items mentioned in the
preceding paragraph, shall be dedicated to the city.

Finding 16.20.010(C): See Finding 16.20.010(4).
Conclusion 16.20.010(C): Consistent.

16.20.020 Streets--Generally.

The location, width, and grade of streets shall be considered in their relation to existing and planned
streets, to topographical conditions as they relate to drainage and the operation of the water, sewer
systems, to public convenience and safety and their appropriate relation to the proposed use of the land to
be served by such streets. Where location is not shown in a development plan, the arrangement of streets
in a subdivision shall either:
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A. Provide for the continuation or appropriate projection of existing streets in surrounding areas; or,

Finding 16.20.020(A): The project site is generally flat. White Hawk Way, Beebe Park Drive and Park
Street extend to the property lines to connect with a future neighborhood street network in accordance
with the Transportation and Circulation Plan identified in the approved Master Plan (File No. 14004).

Conclusion 16.20.020(A): Consistent.

B. Conform to the plan for the neighborhood approved or adopted by the city to meet a particular
situation where topographical or other conditions make continuance or conformance to existing streets
impractical.

Finding 16.20.020(B): As the first development in the ETOD, White Hawk is establishing the cornerstone
Sor the neighborhood street network. Per the Master Plan, the proposed streets provide connections with
Sfuture roadways on adjacent properties. Plan revisions in August 2015 accommodate the future
realignment of Gebhard Road per the City’s TSP.

Conclusion 16.20.020(B): Consistent.

16.20.030 Streets—Reserve strips.
Reserve strips (“street plugs™) controlling the access to public ways may be required, in the discretion of

city.

Finding 16.20.030: Reserve strips are not proposed or determined necessary for any part of the proposed
White Hawk Tentative Partition.

Conclusion 16.20.030: Not Applicable.

16.20.050 Streets—-Extension.

Where a subdivision adjoins acreage, streets which in the option of the city should be continued in the
event of the subdivision of the acreage will be required to be provided through to the boundary lines of
the tract. Reserve strips and street plugs may be required to preserve the objectives of street extensions.

Finding 16.20.050: Per the White Hawk Master Plan, the applicant proposes Parcel Ill as a public park.
Future additions to the park from adjoining acreage is envisioned to meet open space and recreation
requirements in the ETOD. However, if the park is not transferred to the City’s ownership prior to final
plat approval, the City will require a 30-foot reserve strip along the north boundary of proposed Parcel
111 in the event the adjoining property owner does not propose to consolidate open space with White
Hawk. The objective of the reserve strip would be to preserve the possibility of future extension of White
Hawk Way.

Conclusion 16.20.050: Consistent.

16.20.060 Existing streets.
Whenever existing streets within a tract are determined by the city to be of inadequate width, additional

right-of-way shall be provided as required.
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Finding 16.20.060: The proposal includes dedication of an additional 11,587 square feet (0.27 acres) of
right-of-way along Gebhard Road. The dedication will facilitate retrofit of Gebhard Road to Collector
Standards (ST-20R). Sufficient right-of-way exists on Beebe Road to accommodate the retrofit to
Collector Standards (ST-21R); therefore, additional dedication along Beebe Road is not necessary.

Conclusion 16.20.060: Consistent.

16.20.070 Half streets.

Half streets while generally not acceptable may be approved where essential to the reasonable
development of the subdivision when in conformity with the other requirements of these regulations and
when the city finds it will be practical to require the dedication of the other half when the adjoining
property is developed. Whenever a half street is adjacent to a tract to be subdivided, the other half of the
street shall be platted within such tract. Reserve strips and street plugs may be required to preserve the
objectives of half streets.

Finding 16.20.070: White Hawk Way and North Street adjoin the east and north property lines,
respectively. Half street improvements will be allowed until such time the adjoining properties are
developed. However, the portion of White Hawk Way along the Civic property occupied by Shepherd of
the Valley Catholic Church has sufficient right-of-way to accommodate full-width street improvements to
Collector Standards. As a condition of approval, the Public Works Department is requiring that full-
width improvements be completed on White Hawk Way from the intersection with Beebe Road to the
north extent of the Shepherd of the Valley parcel. The transition from full-width to half-street
improvements have been evaluated by the City’s Engineer and determined sufficient to meet the
circulation needs until such time that adjoining properties complete the required street improvements.

Conclusion 16.20.070: Consistent,

16.20.080 Cul-de-sac.

A cul-de-sac shall be as short as possible and shall in no event be more than four hundred feet long nor
serve more than twelve single-family dwellings or seventy-five dwelling units. All cul-de-sacs shall
terminate with a circular turn-around.

Finding 16.20.080: The proposed tentative partition does not include any cul-de-sac roadways.
Conclusion 16.20.080: Not applicable.

16.20.090 Streets--Names.

No street name shall be used which will duplicate or be confused with the names of existing streets except
for extensions of existing streets. Street names and numbers shall conform to the established pattern in the
city and the surrounding area and shall be subject to the approval of the city.

Finding 16.20.090: The proposed street names do not duplicate existing street names. However, the
ESCO 911 has requested that the names for “North Street” and “Park Street” be changed to be more
distinct and avoid confusion with other similar street names in other communities. Prior to final plat
approval, the applicant shall be required to modify the street names for North Street and Park Street to
meet the unique nomenclature requirement of this section.
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Conclusion 16.20.090: Complies as conditioned.

16.20.100 Streets--Adjacent to railroad right-of-way.

Wherever the proposed subdivision contains or is adjacent to a railroad right-of-way, provisions shall be
made for a street approximately parallel to and on each side of such right-of-way at a distance to be
determined by city. Such distance shall be determined with due consideration at cross streets of the
minimum distance required for approach grades to a future grade separation.

Finding 16.20.100: There are no railroad rights-of-way within or adjacent to the project site; therefore,
the provision of this section do not apply.

Conclusion 16.20.100: Not applicable.

16.20.110 Planting easements.
Where physical conditions require approval of streets less than fifty feet in right-of-way width, additional

easements for planting of street trees or shrubs may be required.

Finding 16.20.110: The Public Works Department is not requiring any easements for planting of street
trees or shrubs.

Conclusion 16.20.110: Not applicable.

16.20.120 Alleys.
A. Location. Alleys may be provided in commercial and industrial districts, unless other permanent

provisions for access to off-street parking and loading facilities are made as approved by the city.

Finding 16.20.120(A): The project site is located within the TOD—LMR and MMR zoning district;
therefore, the alley location provisions for parking and loading facilities in commercial and industrial
districts do not apply.

Conclusion 16.20.120(A): Not applicable.

B. Intersections. Alley intersections and sharp changes in alignment shall be avoided. The corners of
necessary alley intersections shall have a radius of not less than twenty feet.

Finding 16.20.120(B): The tentative plat does not include alley development.
Conclusion 16.20.120(B): Not applicable.

16.20.130 Sidewalks.
Sidewalks shall be constructed in accordance with such standards as are adopted by the city. Sidewalk

construction shall be completed on each individual lot prior to the city building inspector granting a

certificate of occupancy for any construction upon said individual lot. No application for a building

permit shall be granted without a requirement in the building permit for construction of sidewalks to
city’s standards.
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Finding 16.20.130: Sidewalks shall be constructed in conjunction with each phase of development (See
Finding 16.20.010(4)) per the public works standards identified on Exhibit 1.

Conclusion 16.20.130: Consistent.

CPMC 16.24, Blocks. Lots and Other Standards

16.24.010 Blocks--Length, width and shape.

The lengths, widths and shapes of blocks shall be designed with due regard to providing adequate
building sites suitable to the special needs of the type and use contemplated, needs for convenient access,
circulation, control and safety of street traffic and limitations and opportunities of topography.

Finding 16.24.010: Block configuration is consistent with the White Hawk Master Plan Site Plan, which
accommodates a mix of three (3) housing types. Per the Master Plan, pedestrian accessways and parking

lot driveways are utilized to achieve the block standard within Parcel I in accordance with the TOD
Design Standards set forth in CPMC 17.67.040(A).

Conclusion 16.24.010: Consistent.
16.24.020 Blocks--Sizes.

Blocks shall not exceed twelve hundred feet in length except blocks adjacent to arterial streets or unless
the previous adjacent layout or topographical conditions justify a variation. The recommended minimum
distance between intersections on arterial streets is three hundred feet.

Finding 16.24.020: A network of pedestrian accessways is planned within Parcel I per the White Hawk
Master Plan (Site Plan). The proposal complies with the circulation and access standards set forth in
CPMC 17.67.040. Per CPMC 17.67.020, the TOD circulation and access standards take precedence
when there is a conflict in regulatory requirements.

Conclusion 16.24.020: Not applicable.
16.24.030 Blocks--Easements.

A. Utility Lines. Easements for electric lines or other non-city-owned public utilities may be required, and
shall be a minimum of ten feet in width located on the exterior portion of a single property. Easements for
city utilities (i.e., water, storm drain and sanitary sewer mains) shall be a minimum of fifteen feet in width
located on the exterior portion of a single property. Tie-back easements six feet wide by twenty feet long
shall be provided for utility poles along lot lines at change of direction points of easements.

Finding 16.24.030(A): Public Utility Easements (PUEs) are planned along all public streets within the
tentative plat project site. At this time, the tentative plat does not illustrate the PUEs. Prior to final plat
approval, the PUE dedications shall be provided on the narrative and plat map per the Master Plan.

Conclusion 16.24.030: Consistent.

1. Structures Located within a City Utility Easement,
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a. Except for public utilities and for signs when developed in accordance with Chapter 15.24 (Sign
Code), no person shall locate, construct, or continue to locate a structure (as defined in Chapter 16.08)
within a city utility easement (as defined in Chapter 16.08), except as provided in subsections
(A)(1)(b) and (A)(2) of this section.

b. Notwithstanding the foregoing, the city may approve fencing, concrete block walls/fencing,
retaining walls, and similar fencing/wall structures that are otherwise in compliance with the building
code, and with the clearance provisions noted herein, over an easement subject to the following
requirements:

i. Said fencing or wall structures that interfere with the installation, maintenance, access, or
operation of a public utility or city utility may be removed by the utility provider or the city at
the sole cost of owner.

ii. Any replacement or relocation of the fencing or wall structures shall be at the sole cost of the
property owner or occupant.

1ii. Owners and occupants of property shall not be entitled to compensation for damages related
to removal of the fencing or wall structures.

Finding 16.24.030(A)(1): The proposed tentative plat is supported by the White Hawk Master Plan (File
No. 14004), which locates structures outside of the proposed PUEs. On this basis, sufficient area is
available to accommodate future residential development outside PUEs.

Conclusion 16.24.030(A)(1): Consistent.
2. Grass, Asphalt, and Concrete Installed within a City Utility Easement.

a. Subjecl Lo the limitations of the building code, lawful owners and occupants of property may install
grass, asphalt and concrete within a city utility easement.

b. In the course of installing, accessing, maintaining, or operating its facilities in a city utility
easement, a public utility or the city, as the case may be, may move or remove any asphalt, concrete,
or vegetation located within said easement. After the same are moved or removed and after
completion of the necessary work, the grass, asphalt or concrete shall be repaired and replaced in a
reasonable manner at the sole cost of the public utility or city.

¢. Owners and occupants of property shall not be entitled to compensation related to damages to
grass, asphalt, or concrete so long as the repairs and replacement are done in a reasonable manner and
in a reasonable time frame.

Finding 16.24.030(A)(2): Grass, Asphalt, and Concrete installed within a PUE shall be subject to the
procedural requirements when utility companies and/or the City needs conduct utility maintenance,
repair or replacement.

Conclusion 16.24.030(A)(2): Consistent.

B. Watercourses. Where a subdivision is traversed by a watercourse, drainage way, channel or stream,
there may be required a stormwater easement or drainage right-of-way conforming substantially with the
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lines of such watercourse, and such further width as will be adequate for the purpose. Streets, parkways or
access roads parallel to major watercourses may be required.

Finding 16.24.060(B): There are no watercourses, drainages, channels or streams that traverse the
project site. As a result, there is no need for a stormwater easement or drainage right-of-way dedication
relative to the tentative plat application.

Conclusion 16.24.060(B): No applicable.

C. Pedestrian Ways. In any block over seven hundred fifty feet in length a pedestrian way may be
required. The minimum width of the pedestrian right-of-way must be at least six feet in width which shall
be hard surfaced through the block and curb to curb in order to provide easy access to schools, parks,
shopping centers, mass transportation stops or other community services. If conditions require blocks
longer than twelve hundred feet, two pedestrian ways may be required for combination pedestrian way
and utility easement. When essential for public convenience, such ways may be required to connect to
cul-de-sacs. Long blocks parallel to arterial streets may be approved without pedestrian ways if desirable
in the interests of traffic safety.

Finding 16.24.030(C): Pedestrian accessways are planned as part of the apartment development on
Parcel I per the White Hawk Master Plan (File No. 14004).

Conclusion 16.24.030(C): Consistent.
16.24.040 Lots--Uses.

A. The city may, in its discretion, deny approval for the creation of any lot by any manner if the effect of
such creation of lot would be to facilitate perpetuation of a nonconforming use.

Finding 16.24.040 (A): The project site is vacant. As a result, there are no non-conforming uses that
would be perpetuated by the creation of three parcels as proposed in this current tentative plat
application.

Conclusion: 16.24.040(A): Consistent.
B. No lot shall be created unless it is in compliance with all applicable provisions of this code.

Finding 16.24.040(B): The tentative plat has demonstrated that it can comply with all applicable
provisions of this code. The timing of final plat approval will be contingent upon satisfaction of all
outstanding code requirements relative to: block standards, traffic improvements necessitated by the
proposal, Public Utility Easement dedication, soil remediation, and shallow well/groundwater mitigation.

Conclusion 16.24.040(B): Consistent.
16.24.050 Lots--Size and determination.

Lot sizes shall conform with the zoning ordinance and shall be appropriate for the location of the
subdivision and for the type of development and use contemplated. In the case of irregular lots, the width
shall be measured along the front building line. In no case shall the average depth be more than two and
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one-half times the width. Corner lots for residential use shall have sufficient width to permit appropriate
building setback from and orientation to both streets.

A. In areas that cannot be connected to sewer lines, minimum lot sizes shall be sufficient to permit
sewage disposal by an engineered system in accordance with Department of Environmental Quality,
Jackson County environmental quality section, and public works standards. Such lot sizes shall conform
to the requirements of the Jackson County environmental quality section.

Finding 16.24.050(A): The proposed lot sizes are within the minimum lot area requirements in the MMR
zoning district and consistent with the lot area, circulation and utility plans presented in the White Hawk
Master Plan.

Conclusion 16.24.050(A4): Consistent.

B. Where property is zoned and planned for business or industrial use, other widths and areas may be
required, at the discretion of the city. Depth and width of properties reserved or laid out for commercial
and industrial purposes shall be adequate to provide for the off-street service and parking facilities
required by the type of use and development contemplated.

Finding 16.24.050(B): Per the White Hawk Master Plan, there are no business or industrial uses
planned in association with the tentative plat.

Conclusion 16.24.050(B): Not applicable.
16.24.060 Through lots.

Through lots shall be avoided except where essential to reduce access to primary or secondary arterial
streets or streets of equivalent traffic volume, reduce access to adjacent nonresidential activities, or to
overcome specific disadvantages of topography and orentation. A planting screen easement of at lcast ten
feet may be required along the line of lots abutting such adjacent street. There shall be no right of access
across such planting screen easements.

Finding 16.24.060: The proposal does not include any through lots.
Conclusion 16.24.060: Not applicable.
16.24.070 Lot side lines.

The side lines of lots shall run at right angles to the street upon which the lots face, as far as practicable,
or on curbed streets they shall be radial to the curve.

Finding 16.24.070: The proposed tentative plat would create three large lots for future development
prescribed by the White Hawk Master Plan (File No. 14004). Each lot will be a corner lot without

interior side lot lines.
Conclusion 16.24.070: Not applicable.

16.24.080 Large lot subdivision.
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In subdividing tracts into large lots which at some future time are likely to be resubdivided, the location
of lot lines and other details of the layout shall be such that the resubdivisions may readily take place
without violating the requirements of these regulations and without interfering with the orderly
development of streets or other utilities. Restrictions of building locations in relationship to future rights-
of-way shall be made a matter of record if the city considers it necessary.

Finding 16.24.080: Per the Master Plan, Parcel 2 of the proposed tentative plat will be re-subdivided to
create 34-lots for single-family row house and duplex development. The Master Plan in Exhibit 4

illustrates the locations of the proposed future lot lines. These are consistent with the dimensional
standards set forth in CPMC 17.65.050 relative to the MMR zone.

Conclusion 16.24.080: Consistent.

PART 3
TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS

17.05.900 Traffic impact analysis.
The purpose of this section of the code is to assist in determining which road authorities participate in

land use decisions, and to implement Section 660-012-0045(2)(e) of the State Transportation Planning
Rule that requires the city to adopt a process to apply conditions to development proposals in order to
minimize impacts and protect transportation facilities.

This chapter establishes the standards for when a development proposal must be reviewed for potential
traffic impacts; when a traffic impact analysis must be submitted with a development application in order
to determine whether conditions are needed to minimize impacts to and protect transportation facilities;
what must be in a traffic impact analysis; and who is qualified to prepare the study.

A. When a Traffic Impact Analysis Is Required. The city shall require a traffic impact analysis (TIA) as
part of an application for development, a change in use, or a change in access in the following situations:

1. If the application includes residential development, a TIA shall be required when the
development application involves one or more of the following actions:

a. A change in zoning or a plan amendment;

b. An increase in site traffic volume generation by two hundred fifty average daily trips or
more;

¢. An increase in peak hour volume of a particular movement to and from the state highway
by twenty percent or more; or

d. An increase in use of adjacent streets by vehicles exceeding the twenty thousand pounds
gross vehicle weights by ten vehicles or more per day;

Finding 17.05.900(A)(1): The tentative plat application would create three (3) parcels consistent with
the White Hawk Master Plan (File No. 14004). Per the Master Plan, this would result in 276 new
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apartment units. Future land division is necessary to allow development of 16 duplex units and 18
townhouse units. The proposal would generate more than 250 average daily trips and as such requires a
Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA). The applicant prepared a TIA in July 2014, which was submitted with the
application package.

The TIA evaluates the impacts of the proposed residential development on three intersections as follows:
1) Beebe/Hamrick Road; 2) Gebhard/Wilson Road; and 3) Hamrick/East Pine Street. Per the TIA, the
development will generate 2,274 average daily trips (ADT), which will cause the Beebe/Hamrick
intersection to degrade from a Level of Service (LOS) D (i.e. acceptable) to LOS F (i.e. unacceptable ).
The TIA notes that upon completion of 38 townhouses/duplexes and 140 apartments, the equivalent of 107
P.M. Peak Hour Trips, the LOS would exceed LOS D, at which point the intersection of Hamrick/Beebe
would need to be signalized. As conditioned, the Tentative Plat imposes a Trip Cap of 96 P.M. Peak
Hour Trips, equivalent to the P.M. Peak Hour Trips generated by Phase I (Exhibit 4), to assure timely
installation of the signal at Beebe/Hamrick. Upon installation of the signal, the trip cap will be removed.

Conclusion 17.05.900(A)(1): Consistent.

2. If the application does not include residential development, a TIA shall be required when a land
use application involves one or more of the following actions:

a. A change in zoning or a plan amendment designation;

b. Any proposed development or land use action that a road authority, including the city,
Jackson County or ODOT, states may have operational or safety concerns along its
facility(ies);

c. An increase in site traffic volume generation by two hundred fifty average daily trips
(ADT) or more;

d. An increase in peak hour volume of a particular movement to and from the state highway
by twenty percent or more;

e. An increase in use of adjacent streets by vehicles exceeding twenty thousand pounds gross
vehicle weight by ten vehicles or more per day;

f. The location of the access driveway does not meet minimum sight distance requirements, as
determined by the city engineer, or is located where vehicles entering or leaving the property
are restricted, or such vehicles queue or hesitate on the state highway, creating a safety hazard
in the discretion of the community development director; or

g. A change in internal traffic patterns that, in the discretion of the community development
director, may cause safety problems, such as backup onto a street or greater potential for
traffic accidents. ,

Finding 17.05.900(A)(2): The proposal is for a tentative plan to create three (3) parcels for a residential
development.
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Conclusion 17.05.900(A)(2): Not applicable.

B. Traffic Impact Analysis Preparation. A traffic impact analysis shall be prepared by a traffic engineer or
civil engineer licensed to practice in the state of Oregon with special training and experience in traffic
engineering. The TIA shall be prepared in accordance with the public works department’s document
entitled “Traffic Impact Analysis.” If the road authority is the Oregon Department of Transportation
(ODOT), consult ODOT’s regional development review planner and OAR 734-051-180.

Finding 17.05.900(B): The applicant’s TIA was prepared by Kimberly Parducci, an Oregon registered
Professional Engineer, with Southern Oregon Transportation Engineering, Inc. The TIA was coordinated
with the Public Works Department and prepared in accordance with the Traffic Impact Analysis
requirements set forth in Section 320.10.02 through 320.10.04 of the Public Works Standard
Specifications.

Conclusion 17.05.900(B): Consistent.

PART 4
TOD DISTRICT ZONING STANDARDS

CPMC 17.67.040, Circulation and Access Standards

A. Public Street Standards.

1. Except for specific transportation facilities identified in a TOD district or corridor master plan, the
street dimensional standards set forth in the City of Central Point Department of Public Works Standard
Specifications and Uniform Standard Details for Public Works Construction, Section 300, Street
Construction shall apply for all development located within the TOD district and for development within
the TOD corridor which is approved according to the provisions in Section 17.65.020 and Chapter 17.66.

Finding 17.67.040(A)(1): Proposed retrofits to existing streets and new streets are designed per the
street standards set forth per the Public Works Standard Specifications per Table 1 (See Finding
16.20.010).

Conclusion 17.67.040(A)(1): Consistent.

2. Block perimeters shall not exceed two thousand feet measured along the public street right-of-way.
Finding 17.67.040(A)(2): See Finding 16.24.010.

Conclusion 17.67.040(A)(2): Consistent.

3. Block lengths for public streets shall not exceed six hundred feet between through streets, measured
along street right-of-way.

Finding 17.67.040(4)(3): See Finding 17.67.040(4)(4).

Conclusion 17.67.040(A)(3): Consistent.
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4. Public alleys or major off-street bike/pedestrian pathways, designed as provided in this chapter, may be
used to meet the block length or perimeter standards of this section.

Finding 17.67.040(A)(4): The maximum block length is 669.2 feet, which is along the north boundary of
proposed Parcel 1. Per the approved Master Plan (File No. 14004), Parcel 1 can comply with the block
length standard set forth in CPMC 17.67.040(4)(3) due to the combined use of pedestrian accessways
and an internal private street network.

Conclusion 17.67.040(A)(4): Consistent.

5. The standards for block perimeters and lengths shall be modified to the minimum extent necessary
based on findings that strict compliance with the standards is not reasonably practicable or appropriate
due to:

a. Topographic constraints;

b. Existing development patterns on abutting property which preclude the logical connection of
streets or accessways;

¢. Railroads;

d. Traffic safety concerns;

e. Functional and operational needs to create a large building; or

f. Protection of significant natural resources.
Finding 17.67.040(A)(5): Modification of the block lengths is not necessary per Finding 17.67.040(4)(4).
Conclusion 17.67.040(A)(5): Not applicable.
6. All utility lines shall be underground but utility vault access lids may be located in the sidewalk area.

Finding 17.67.040(A)(6): The Applicant’s findings state that that all utilities are proposed to be
underground.

Conclusion 17.67.040(4)(6): Consistent.

7. Connections shall be provided between new streets in a TOD district or corridor and existing local and
minor collector streets.

Finding 17.67.040(A)(7): The proposed street network connects with the existing right-of-way for Beebe
and Gebhard Road by way of White Hawk Way and Beebe Park Drive, respectively.

Conclusion 17.67.040(A)(7): Consistent.
8. Pedestrian/Bike Accessways Within Public Street Right-of-Way.

a. Except for specific accessway facilities identified in a TOD district or corridor master plan, the
following accessway dimensional standards set forth in the City of Central Point Department of
Public Works Standard Specifications and Uniform Standard Details for Public Works
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Construction, Section 300, Street Construction shall apply for any development located within the
TOD district and for development within the TOD corridor which is approved according to the
provisions in Section 17.65.020 and Chapter 17.66.

Finding 17.67.040(A)(8)(a): Proposed pedestrian accessways are identified in the Master Plan and
designed in accordance with Section 300 Street Design Standards of the Public Works Standard
Specifications.

Conclusion 17.67.040(A)(8)(a): Consistent.

b. In transit station areas, one or more pedestrian-scaled amenities shall be required with every one
hundred square feet of the sidewalk area, including but not limited to:

i. Street furniture;
ii. Plantings;
iii. Distinctive paving;
iv. Drinking fountains; and
v. Sculpture.
c. Sidewalks adjacent to undeveloped parcels may be temporary.

d. Public street, driveway, loading area, and surface parking lot crossings shall be clearly marked with
textured accent paving or painted stripes.

¢. The different zones of a sidewalk should be articulated using special paving or concrete scoring.
Finding 17.67.040(A4)(8)(b): The proposal does not include any transit stations.
Conclusion 17.67.040(4)(8)(b): Not applicable.
9. Public Off-Street Accessways.

a. Pedestrian accessways and greenways should be provided as needed to supplement pedestrian
routes along public streets.

Finding 17.67.040(A)(9)(a): The proposal includes a combination of minor and major pedestrian
accessways per the White Hawk Master Plan (File No. 14004).

Conclusion 17.67.040(A)(9)(a): Consistent.
b. Off-street pedestrian accessways shall incorporate all of the following design criteria:

i. The applicable standards in the City of Central Point Department of Public Works Standard
Specifications and Uniform Standard Details for Public Works Construction, Section 300, Street
Construction;

ii. Minimum ten-foot vertical clearance;
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iii. Minimum twenty-foot horizontal barrier clearance for pathway;

iv. Asphalt, concrete, gravel, or wood chip surface as approved by the city, with a compacted
subgrade;

v. Nonskid boardwalks if wetland construction is necessary; and

vi. Minimum one hundred square feet of trailhead area at intersections with other pedestrian
improvements. A trail map sign shall be provided at this location.

Finding 17.67.040(A4)(9)(b): The proposed major pedestrian accessway identified in the Master Plan
(File No. 14004) to meet the block perimeter requirement of 17.67.040(4)(3) is located at the south west
property corner. There is sufficient room to accommodate the required design elements at the time of site
plan and architectural review.

Conclusion 17.67.040(4)(9)(b): Consistent.

c. Minor off-street trails shall be a minimum of five feet wide, have a minimum vertical clearance of
eight feet, a minimum two-foot horizontal clearance from edge of pathway and be constructed of
gravel or wood chips, with a compacted subgrade.

Finding 17.67.040(A)(9)(c): The tentative plan does not include minor pedestrian accessways. These
will be addressed at the time of site plan and architectural review per the approved Master Plan (File No.
14004).

Conclusion 17.67.040(4)(9)(c): Not applicable.
B. Parking Lot Driveways.

1. Parking lot driveways that link public streets and/or private streets with parking stalls shall be designed
as private streets, unless one of the following is met:

a. The parking lot driveway is less than one hundred feet long;
b. The parking lot driveway serves one or two residential units; or
c. The parking lot driveway provides direct access to angled parking stalls.

Finding 17.67.040(B)(1): The tentative plat does not include parking lot driveways. These will be
addressed as part of the site plan and architectural review per the approved Master Plan.

Conclusion 17.67.040(B)(1): Not applicable.

2. The number and width of driveways and curb cuts should be minimized and consolidated when
possible.

Finding 17.67.040(B)(2): See Finding 17.67.040(B)(1).

Conclusion: 17.67.040(B)(2): Not applicable.
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3. Where possible, parking lots for new development shall be designed to provide vehicular and
pedestrian connections to adjacent sites.

Finding 17.67.040(B)(3): See Finding 17.67.040(B)(1).
Conclusion: 17.67.040(B)(3): Not applicable.

4. Large driveways should use distinctive paving patterns.
Finding 17.67.040(B)(4): See Finding 17.67.040(B)(1).
Conclusion: 17.67.040(B)(4): Not applicable.

C. On-Site Pedestrian and Bicycle Circulation. Attractive access routes for pedestrian travel should be
provided by:

1. Reducing distances between destinations or activity areas such as public sidewalks and building
entrances. Where appropriate, develop pedestrian routes through sites and buildings to supplement the
public right-of-way;

Finding 17.67.040(C)(5): The tentative plan does not provide for on-site pedestrian and bicycle
circulation outside of the public right-of-way. These are addressed in the approved Master Plan (File
No. 14004).

Conclusion 17.67.040(C)(5): Not applicable.
2. Providing an attractive, convenient pedestrian accessway to building entrances;

Finding 17.67.040(C)(5): The tentative plan is to create three (3) parcels. Site development is not being
considered at this time.

Conclusion 17.67.040(C)(5): Not applicable.

3. Bridging across barriers and obstacles such as fragmented pathway systems, wide streets, heavy
vehicular traffic, and changes in level by connecting pedestrian pathways with clearly marked crossings
and inviting sidewalk design;

Finding 17.67.040(C)(5): Street design is per the Public Works Standard Specifications. There are no
Jragmented pathway systems or wide street crossings proposed as part of the tentative plan.

Conclusion 17.67.040(C)(5): Not applicable.
4. Integrating signage and lighting system which offers interest and safety for pedestrians;

Finding 17.67.040(C)(5): Per the applicant’s findings, lighting will be integrated throughout the public
right-of-way throughout the tentative plan area, including pedestrian scale lighting that does not exceed
20-feet in height.

Conclusion 17.67.040(C)(5): Consistent.
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5. Connecting parking areas and destinations with pedestrian paths identified through use of distinctive
paving materials, pavement stripings, grade separations, or landscaping.

Finding 17.67.040(C)(5): Site development outside of the proposed public vight-of-way is not being
considered as part of the tentative plat application.

Conclusion 17.67.040(C)(5): Not applicable.

PART 4
WHITE HAWK MASTER PLAN

The White Hawk Master Plan provides the framework for site development and includes a network of
public streets internal to the site (See File No. 14004).

Finding: The tentative plat application would result in creation of three (3) parcels consistent with the
Master Plan site plan (Exhibit 4).

Conclusion: Consistent.

PART 5
SUMMARY CONCLUSION

The proposed tentative plat application has been reviewed against all applicable review criteria set forth
in CPMC 17.66 of the Central Point Municipal Code and found to comply as conditioned.
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3. Based on the applicant’s TIA a trip cap of 96 P.M. Peak Hour trips is hereby imposed. Upon
installation of signal improvements at the Beebe/Hamrick intersection the trip cap shall be
removed and development of the remaining Phases 2 and 3 allowed subject to all conditions of
approval and other applicable laws and regulations.

4. Prior to final plat approval, the applicant shall comply with all public agency conditions of
approval including the following:

a. Provide a recorded Noise Easement for the Airport;

b. Comply with conditions of approval provided by Jackson County Roads in a letter dated
June 1, 2015 (Attachment “D”).

c. Coordinate with Fire District #3 to plan the location of and install fire hydrants and mark
fire lanes in accordance with Fire District #3 comments received on September 4, 2015
(Attachment “E”).

ATTACHMENTS:

Attachment “A-1” — Cover Sheet

Attachment “A-2” — Existing Conditions

Attachment “A-3” — Tentative Plat

Attachment “B” — Applicant’s Findings

Attachment “C” — APEX Report

Attachment “D” — Public Works Staff Report

Attachment “E” — Jackson County Roads Letter dated June 1, 2015
Attachment “F” — Fire District #3 Letter dated September 4, 2015
Attachment “G” — Planning Department Supplemental Findings
Attachment “H” — Resolution No. 826

ACTION:

Consideration of a tentative plat application to create three (3) lots in the ETOD per the Revised Staff
Report dated October 6, 2015.

RECOMMENDATION:

Approve Resolution No. 826, granting approval of the tentative plat per the Revised Staff Report
dated October 6, 2015.

Page 5 of §
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ATTACHMENT «C_"

PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION NO. 826

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION APPROVING A THREE LOT
TENTATIVE PLAN TO BE KNOWN AS WHITE HAWK.

(File No: 14016)

WHEREAS, the applicant has submitted a tentative plan application to create a three (3) lot partition of a
18.77 acre property identified on the Jackson County Assessor’s map as 37S 2W 02, Tax Lot 2700 in
Central Point, Oregon; and

WHEREAS, the project site is located in the TOD-LMR, Low Mix Residential and TOD-MMR, Medium
Mix Residential zoning districts; and

WHEREAS, on October 6, 2015, the City of Central Point Planning Commission conducted its third
duly-noticed public hearing on the application, at which time it reviewed the Staff Report and heard
testimony and comments on the application; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission’s consideration of the application is based on the standards and
criteria applicable to land divisions within the TOD districts in accordance with Section 17.66.050(C) of
the Central Point Municipal Code, including Title 16—Subdivisions, an approved TOD Master Plan (File
No. 14004), and Section 17.67 Design Standards; and

WHEREAS, after duly considering the proposed tentative plan, it is the Planning commission’s
determination that subject to compliance with conditions of approval as set forth in the Revised Staff
Report (Exhibit “A”) dated October 6, 2015, the application does comply with applicable standards and
criteria for approval of a master plan; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission by a duly seconded motion granted tentative plat approval subject
to conditions in the Revised Staff Report dated October 6, 2015; and

WHEREAS, Planning Commission directed staff to prepare Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law
(Exhibit “B” ) in support of the decisions made at the October 6, 2015 meeting for review at the
November 3, 2015, Planning Commission meeting.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City of Central Point Planning Commission by
Resolution No. 826 hereby approves the White Hawk Tentative Partition Plan, based on the findings and
conditions of approval as set forth in Exhibit “A,” the Planning Department Revised Staff Report dated
October 6, 2015 and Exhibit “B, the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law,” including attachments
incorporated herein by reference.

PASSED by the Planning Commission and signed by me in authentication of its passage this 3" day of
November 2015.

Planning Commission Chair

ATTEST:

City Representative

Planning Commission Resolution No. 826 (11/3/2015) 1 i 2



Introduction and discussion of amendments to the 2008 Population Element



Planning Department

STA F F R E P O RT ng-erR-?L Community DeT\?erIT:)::-)‘;rr‘])thl;?r)g:tlgrR

STAFF REPORT
November 6, 2015

AGENDA ITEM: File No. 15029

Introduction and Discussion of Amendments to the 2008 Population Element; Applicant: City of Central Point.

STAFF SOURCE:
Don Burt, Planning Manager

BACKGROUND:

Population forecasts are a necessary comprehensive planning tool, they serve as the basis for identifying long-term
land and infrastructure needs. Their availability and accuracy are important

Prior to July 1, 2013 Oregon law required each county to adopt a "coordinated population forecast” for the urban and
rural areas in that county. As part of the Regional Planning Process, Jackson County updated their Population
Element in 2007. In 2008 the City of Central Point updated its Population Element using the County’s forecast as
required by law. On July 1, 2013 HB 2253 was signed into law and became immediately effective. HB 2253 re-
assigns the responsibility for the preparation of population forecasts from all counties to the Population Forecasting
Center at Portland State University (PSU). Population forecasts will now be updated under a continuing four-year
cycle. For Jackson County that cycle was completed in 2015 and is referred to as the Coordinated Population
Forecast 2015 through 2065, Jackson County (PSU Forecast). The forecast produced by PSU estimates 50-year
population growth, but also provides shorter-term incremental
City af Central Point ity forecasts (for example, 1-, 10- and 20-year forecasts).

Revionat Plan PSU Cliny Gain/(Loss)

il it ki C6N| Aga pre-requisite to updating the City’s Housing Element it is
et L Rl E ) for the City t d its 2008 Population Element t
Joio Favin 17275 (3| necessary for the City to amend its opulation Element to
2013 18778 17.315 (1.463) be consistent with PSU Forecast. The most significant change is
2014 19:152 17:375 (.77m| the difference between the 2008 populatign fo.recast (higher)
2015 19,541 18,329 (212)| and the PSU Forecast (lower). The table identifies the

2020 21,491 19,332 (2,159)] broadening differences between each forecast from 2010 to
2025 23,483 20,484 (2999)| 2060.

2030 25,880 21,638 (4,242)

2035 28469 22,680 (5,789 For all forecast years the PSU Forecast requires less residential
;8‘5‘2 ;:ﬁ; ;; *Z(:: g;g;; land than the 2008 forecast. In all other respects (average

a6 101851 26330 (12.315) household size, age cohorts, etc.) the two population forecasts

- 5 , are consistent.
Source: Jackson County Comprehensive Plan, 2007 Population Eement

Greater Bear Creek Valley Regional Plan, 2010

ISSUES:

PSU Proposed Population Forecast, 2015 -
It needs to be noted that the PSU Forecast requires less residential

land than previously planned. It should also be noted that the PSU Forecast will be updated by PSU every four (4) years.

EXHIBITS/ATTACHMENTS:
Attachment “A — PSU Forecast”
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ACTION:

Information and Discussion Only

RECOMMENDATION:

Information and Discussion Only

Page 2 of 2
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Coordinated Population Forecast for Jackson County,
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This project is funded by the State of Oregon through the Department of Land
Conservation and Development (DLCD). The contents of this document do not
necessarily reflect the views or policies of the State of Oregon.
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Xiaomin Ruan, Population Forecast Program Coordinator
Risa S. Proehl, Population Estimates Program Manager
Jason R. Jurjevich, PhD. Assistant Director, Population Research Center
Kevin Rancik, GIS Analyst
Janai Kessi, Research Analyst
Carson Gorecki, Graduate Research Assistant

David Tetrick, Graduate Research Assistant

The Population Research Center and project staff wish to acknowledge and express
gratitude for support from the Forecast Advisory Committee (DLCD), the hard work of
our staff Deborah Loftus and Emily Renfrow, data reviewers, and many people who
contributed to the development of these forecasts by answering questions, lending
insight, providing data, or giving feedback.

117



How to Read this Report

This report should be read with reference to the documents listed below—downloadable on the
Forecast Program website (http://www.pdx.edu/prc/opfp).

Specifically, the reader should refer to the following documents:

e Methods and Data for Developing Coordinated Population Forecasts—Provides a detailed
description and discussion of the forecast methods employed. This document also describes the
assumptions that feed into these methods and determine the forecast output.

e Forecast Tables—Provides complete tables of population forecast numbers by county and all sub-
areas within each county for each five-year interval of the forecast period (i.e., 2015-2065). These
tables are also located in Appendix C of this report.
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Executive Summary

Historical

Different growth patterns occur in different parts of the county and these local trends within the UGBs
and the area outside UGBs collectively influence population growth rates for the county as a whole.

Jackson County's total population has grown steadily since 2000, with an average annual growth rate of
above one percent between 2000 and 2010 (Figure 1); however some of its sub-areas experienced more
rapid population growth during the 2000s. Eagle Point and Central Point UGBs posted the highest
average annual growth rates at 5.6 and 2.9 percent, respectively, during the 2000 to 2010 period.

Jackson County’s positive population growth in the 2000s was the result of substantial net in-migration
and natural increase. Meanwhile an aging population not only led to an increase in deaths, but also
resulted in a smaller proportion of women in their childbearing years. This along with more women
choosing to have fewer children and have them at older ages has led to slower growth in births. The
more rapid growth in deaths relative to that of births caused natural increase—the difference between
births and deaths—to decline to almost nothing by 2014. While net in-migration outweighed declining
natural increase during the early and middle years of the last decade, the gap between these two
numbers shrank during the later years—slowing population growth by 2010. Since 2010 net in-migration
has driven rising population growth rates, while natural increase continues to shrink.

Forecast

Total population in Jackson County as a whole as well as within its sub-areas will likely grow at a slightly
faster pace in the first 20 years of the forecast period (2015 to 2035), relative to the last 30 years (Figure
1). The tapering of growth rates is largely driven by an aging population—a demographic trend which is
expected to lead to natural decrease {more deaths than births). As natural decrease occurs, population

growth will become increasingly reliant on net in-migration.

Even so, Jackson County’s total population is forecast to increase by nearly 44,600 over the next 20
years (2015-2035) and by nearly 95,600 over the entire 50-year forecast period (2015-2065). Sub-areas
that showed strong population growth in the 2000s are expected to experience similar rates of
population growth during the forecast period.
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Historical Trends

Different growth patterns occur in different parts of the county. Each of Jackson County’s sub-areas was
examined for any significant demographic characteristics or changes in population or housing growth
that might influence their individual forecasts. Factors that were analyzed include age composition of
the population, ethnicity and race, births, deaths, migration, and number of housing units as well as the
occupancy rate and persons per household (PPH). It should be noted that population trends of individual

sub-areas often differ from those of the county as a whole. However, in general, population growth
rates for the county are collectively influenced by local trends within its sub-areas.

Population

Jackson County’s total population grew by about 83 percent between 1975 and 2014—from roughly
114,000 in 1975 to more than 208,000 in 2014 (Figure 2). During this approximately 40-year period, the
county realized the highest growth rates during the 1970s, which coincided with a period of relative
economic prosperity. During the early 1980s, challenging economic conditions, both nationally and
within the county, yielded a sharp decline in population growth. Since 1985, the county has experienced
steady population growth averaging just over one percent per year. During the 2000s, population
growth remained positive and averaged more than one percent per year, in spite of the Great Recession.

Figure 2. Jackson County—Total Population by Five-year Intervals (1975-2010 and 2010-2014)
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1975 1980 I 1985 | 1990 | 1995 2000 2005 | 2010 2014 ?

s Population 113,850 | 133,000 | 136,445 | 146,389 | 167,330 181269 & 192,054 | 203,206 | 208,375
|

AAGR 3.8%  3.2% 0.5% 14% | 27% 1.6% 2% | 11% 0.6%

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 1980, 1990, 2000, and 2010 Censuses; Population Research Center (PRC), July 1st Annual Estimates 1975,
1985, 1995, 2005, and 2014.

Jackson County’s population change is the sum of its parts, in the sense that countywide population
change is the combined population growth or decline within each UGB and the area outside UGBs.
During the 2000s, Jackson County’s average annual population growth rate stood at 1.1 percent, but the
growth rate varied to a large degree in sub-areas across the county. Some UGBs, such as Central Point,
Eagle Point, Jacksonville, and Shady Cove, realized average annual growth rates that were well above
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the countywide rate of one percent (Figure 3). At the same time the remaining UGBs recorded growth
rates near or below one percent, or even population decline as was the case for Butte Falls. Most UGBs
increased as a share of total county population, but some decreased. The most notable decrease was
Ashland. The area outside UGBs experienced an average annual growth rate below that of the county as
a whole and declined as a share of total county population between 2000 and 2010.

Figure 3. Jackson County and Sub-Areas—Total Population and Average Annual Growth Rate (AAGR) (2000 to
2010)

AAGR Share of Share of
2000 2010 (2000-2010) County 2000 County 2010
Jackson County 181,269 203,206 1.1% 100.0% 100.0%
Ashland* 20,023 20,626 0.3% 11.0% 10.2%
Butte Falls 440 423 -0.4% 0.2% 0.2%
Central Point 13,310 17,736 2.9% 7.3% 8.7%
Eagle Point 4,952 8,508 5.6% 2.7% 4.2%
Gold Hill 1,181 1,228 0.4% 0.7% 0.6%
Jacksonville 2,256 2,785 2.1% 1.2% 1.4%
Medford 67,865 76,581 1.2% 37.4% 37.7%
Phoenix 4,379 4,774 0.9% 2.4% 2.3%
Rogue River 2,544 2,714 0.6% 1.4% 1.3%
Shady Cove 2,528 3,050 1.9% 1.4% 1.5%
Talent 5,683 6,123 0.7% 3.1% 3.0%
Outside UGBs 56,108 58,658 0.4% 31.0% 28.9%

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 and 2010 Censuses

! For simplicity each UGB is referred to by its primary city's name.

Age Structure of the Population

Similar to most areas across Oregon, Jackson County’s population is aging. An aging population
significantly influences the number of deaths, but also yields a smaller proportion of women in their
childbearing years, which may result in a decline in births. This demographic trend underlies some of the
population change that has occurred in recent years. From 2000 to 2010 the proportion of county
population 65 or older grew from about 16 percent to approximately 18 percent (Figure 4).> Further
underscoring the countywide trend in aging, the median age went from about 39 in 2000 to 42 in 2010.’

'The population over the age of 65 calculated as a proportion of the working age population is known as the
elderly dependency ratio. In general this dependency ratio has been growing more rapidly in recent years.
? Median age is sourced from the U.S. Census Bureau’s 2000 and 2010 Censuses
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Figure 4. Jackson County—Age Structure of the Population (2000 and 2010)

100%

60%

Percent of total population

2000 2010

Olderthan 65yearsold  mAges 15to64yearsold  m Younger than 14 years old

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 and 2010 Censuses

Race and Ethnicity

While the statewide population is aging, another demographic shift is occurring across Oregon—
minority populations are growing as a share of total population. A growing minority population affects
both the number of births and average household size. The Hispanic population within Curry County
increased substantially from 2000 to 2010 (Figure 5), while the White, non-Hispanic population
increased by a smaller amount (in relative terms}) over the same time period. This increase in the
Hispanic population and other minority populations brings with it several implications for future
population change. First, both nationally and at the state level, fertility rates among Hispanic and
minority women have tended to be higher than among White, non-Hispanic women. Second, Hispanic
and minority households tend to be larger relative to White, non-Hispanic households.

10
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Figure 5. Jackson County—Hispanic or Latino and Race (2000 and 2010)

Absolute Relative

Hispanic or Latino and Race 2000 2010 Change Change
Total population 181,269 100.0%| 203,206 100.0%| 21,937 12.1%
Hispanic or Latino 12,126 6.7%| 21,745 10.7% 9,619 79.3%
Not Hispanic or Latino 169,143 93.3%| 181,461 89.3%| 12,318 7.3%
White alone 160,795  88.7%| 170,023 83.7% 9,228 5.7%
Black or African American alone 674 0.4% 1,227 0.6% 553 82.0%
American Indian and Alaska Native alone 1,782 1.0% 1,874 0.9% 92 5.2%
Asian alone 1,583 0.9% 2,304 1.1% 721 45.5%
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander alone 291 0.2% 562 0.3% 271 93.1%
Some Other Race alone 198 0.1% 229 0.1% 31  15.7%
Two or More Races 3,820 2.1% 5,242 2.6% 1,422 37.2%

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 and 2010 Censuses

Births

Historical fertility rates for Jackson County don’t mirror the decline in total fertility observed for Oregon
overall (Figure 6). Furthermore fertility for younger women in Jackson County has remained at a much
higher level than for younger women statewide (Figure 7 and Figure 8). As Figure 7 demonstrates,
fertility rates for younger women in Jackson County are lower in 2000 compared to 2010, and women
are choosing to have children at older ages. While the decrease in fertility among younger women
largely mirrors statewide changes, county fertility changes are distinct from those of the state in two
ways. First, while fertility among younger women did decrease within the county, the drop was less
pronounced than for younger women statewide. Second, the increase in total fertility in Jackson County
during the 2000s runs contrary to the statewide decline during this same period. At the same time
Jackson County's total fertility remains below replacement fertility.

Figure 6. Jackson County and Oregon—Total Fertility Rates (2000 and 2010)

2000 2010
Jackson County 1.87 1.97
Oregon 1.98 1.79

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 and 2010
Censuses. Oregon Health Authority, Center for Health
Statistics. Calculations by Population Research
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Figure 7. Jackson County—Age Specific Fertility Rate (2000 and 2010}
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Figure 8. Jackson County and Oregon—Age Specific Fertility Rate (2000 and 2010)
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Figure 9 shows the number of births by the area in which the mother resides. Please note that the
number of births fluctuates from year to year. For example a sub-area with an increase in births

127



between two years could easily show a decrease for a different time period; however for the 10-year
period from 2000 to 2010 the county as a whole saw an increase in births (Figure 9).

Figure 9. Jackson County and Sub-Areas—Total Births (2000 and 2010)

Absolute Relative Share of Share of
2000 2010 Change Change County 2000 County 2010
Jackson County 2,050 2,341 291 14.2% 100.0% 100.0%
Ashland? 162 123 -39 -24.0% 7.9% 5.3%
Central Point 180 270 90 50.1% 8.8% 11.5%
Eagle Point 93 103 10 10.8% 4.5% 4.4%
Medford 920 1,111 191 20.8% 44.9% 47.5%
Smaller UGBs? 234 230 -4 -1.7% 11.4% 9.8%
Outside UGBs 462 504 42 9.1% 22.5% 21.5%

Sources: Oregon Health Authority, Center for Health Statistics. Aggregated by Population Research Center (PRC).
! For simplicity each UGB is referred to by its primary city's name.

% Smaller UGBs are those with populations less than 8,000 in forecast launch year.

Deaths

While the population in the county as a whole is aging, more people are living longer. For Jackson
County in 2000, life expectancy for males was 76 years and for females was 80 years. By 2010, life
expectancy had increased to 77 for males and 82 for females. For both Jackson County and Oregon, the
survival rates changed little between 2000 and 2010—underscoring the fact that mortality is the most
stable component of population change. Even so, the total number of countywide deaths increased
(Figure 10).

Figure 10. Jackson County and Sub-Areas—Total Deaths (2000 and 2010)

Absolute Relative Share of Share of
2000 2010 Change Change County2000 County 2010
Jackson County 1,877 2,172 295 15.7% 100.0% 100.0%
Ashland? 164 190 26 15.8% 8.7% 8.8%
Central Point 114 135 21 18.4% 6.1% 6.2%
Medford 796 904 108 13.6% 42.4% 41.6%
All other areas’ 803 943 140 17.4% 42.8% 43.4%

Sources: Oregon Health Authority, Center for Health Statistics. Aggregated by Population Research Center (PRC).
* For simplicity each UGB is referred to by its primary city's name.

2 All other areas includes some larger UGBs (thase with populations greater than 8,000), all smaller UGBs {those with
populations less than 8,000), and the area outside UGBs. Detailed, point level death data were unavailable for 2000, thus
PRC was unable to assign deaths to some UGBs.
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Migration

The propensity to migrate is strongly linked to age and stage of life. As such, age-specific migration rates
are critically important for assessing these patterns across five-year age cohorts. Figure 11 shows the
historical age-specific migration rates by five-year age group, both for Jackson County and Oregon as a
whole. The migration rate is shown as the number of net migrants per person by age group.

From 2000 to 2010, younger individuals (ages with the highest mobility levels) moved out of the county
in search of employment and education opportunities, as well as military service. At the same time the
county attracted a large number of middle-aged to older migrants who likely moved into the county for
work-related reasons, to retire, or to be closer family members.

Figure 11. Jackson County and Oregon—Five-year Migration Rates (2000-2010)
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Historical Trends in Components of Population Change

In summary, Jackson County’s positive population growth in the 2000s was the result of substantial net
in-migration and natural increase (Figure 12). Meanwhile an aging population not only led to an increase
in deaths, but also resulted in a smaller proportion of women in their childbearing years. This along with
more women choosing to have fewer children and have them at older ages has led to slower growth in
births. The more rapid growth in deaths relative to that of births caused natural increase—the
difference between births and deaths—to decline to almost nothing by 2014. While net in-migration
outweighed declining natural increase during the early and middle years of the last decade, the gap
between these two numbers shrank during the later years—slowing population growth by 2010. Since
2010 net in-migration has driven rising population growth rates, while natural increase continues to
shrink.
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Figure 12. Jackson County—Components of Population Change (2000-2014)
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Housing and Households

The total number of housing units in Jackson County increased rapidly during the middle years of this
last decade (2000 to 2010), but this growth slowed with the onset of the national recession in 2007.
Over the entire 2000 to 2010 period, the total number of housing units increased by 20 percent
countywide; this equaled more than 15,000 new housing units {Figure 13). Medford captured the largest
share of growth in total housing units, with the area outside UGBs, Central Point, Eagle Point, and
Ashland also seeing large shares of the countywide housing growth. In terms of relative housing growth
Eagle Point grew the most during the 2000s; its total housing units increased nearly 93 percent (1,746
housing units) by 2010.

The rates of increase in the number of total housing units in the county, UGBs, and area outside UGBs
are similar to the growth rates of their corresponding populations. The growth rates for housing may
slightly differ than the rates for population because the numbers of total housing units are smaller than
the numbers of persons, or the UGB has experienced changes in the average number of persons per
household or in occupancy rates. However, the pattern of population and housing change in the county
is relatively similar.
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Figure 13. Jackson County and Sub-Areas—Total Housing Units (2000 and 2010}

AAGR Share of Share of
2000 2010  (2000-2010) County 2000 County 2010

Jackson County 75,737 90,937 1.8% 100.0% 100.0%
Ashland® 9,289 10,735 1.5% 12.3% 11.8%
Butte Falls 170 188 1.0% 0.2% 0.2%
Central Point 5,072 7,202 3.6% 6.7% 7.9%
Eagle Point 1,882 3,628 6.8% 2.5% 4.0%
Gold Hill 523 557 0.6% 0.7% 0.6%
Jacksonville 1,116 1,548 3.3% 1.5% 1.7%
Medford 28,215 33,166 1.6% 37.3% 36.5%
Phoenix 2,017 2,251 1.1% 2.7% 2.5%
Rogue River 1,309 1,462 1.1% 1.7% 1.6%
Shady Cove 1,200 1,533 2.5% 1.6% 1.7%
Talent 2,453 2,853 1.5% 3.2% 3.1%
Outside UGBs 22,491 25,814 1.4% 29.7% 28.4%

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 and 2010 Censuses

! For simplicity each UGB is referred to by its primary city's name.

Occupancy rates tend to fluctuate more than PPH. This is particularly true in smaller UGB areas where
fewer housing units allow for larger changes—in relative terms—in occupancy rates. From 2000 to 2010
the occupancy rate in Jackson County declined slightly; this was most likely due to slack in demand for
housing as individuals experienced the effects of the Great Recession. A slight drop in occupancy rates
was mostly uniform across all sub-areas.

Average household size, or PPH, in Jackson County was 2.4 in 2010, down from 2.5 in 2000 (Figure 14).
Jackson County’s PPH in 2010 was slightly lower than for Oregon as a whole, which had a PPH of 2.5.
PPH varied across the sub-areas, with all of them falling between 2.0 and 2.6 persons per household. In
2010 Central Point and Eagle Point had the highest PPH of 2.6. Ashland and Jacksonville had the lowest
PPH of 2.0.
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Figure 14. Jackson County and Sub-Areas—Persons per Household (PPH) and Occupancy Rate

Persons Per Household (PPH) Occupancy Rate
Change Change
2000 2010 2000-2010 2000 2010 2000-2010
Jackson County 2.5 2.4 -3.2% 94.4% 91.4% -3.1%
Ashland* 2.2 2.0 -5.4% 94.2% 90.0% -4.1%
Butte Falls 2.8 2.5 -7.3% 94.1% 88.3% -5.8%
Central Point 2.7 2.6 -2.8% 96.8% 93.8% -3.0%
Eagle Point 2.8 2.6 -6.9% 93.5% 89.5% -4.0%
Gold Hill 2.5 2.4 -4.9% 89.9% 92.3% 2.4%
Jacksonville 2.1 2.0 -5.9% 93.6% 89.0% -4.7%
Medford 2.5 24 -1.4% 95.4% 92.8% -2.6%
Phoenix 2.3 2.3 -1.2% 94.5% 93.2% -1.4%
Rogue River 2.1 21 -1.2% 92.7% 90.2% -2.5%
Shady Cove 2.3 23 -4.0% 89.8% 88.3% -1.5%
Talent 2.4 2.3 -4.5% 96.1% 93.4% -2.7%
Outside UGBs 2.6 2.5 -5.0% 93.3% 89.7% -3.6%

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 and 2010 Censuses. Calculated by Population Research Center (PRC)

* For simplicity each UGB is referred to by its primary city's name.
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Assumptions for Future Population Change

Evaluating past demographic trends provides clues about what the future will look like, and helps
determine the most likely scenarios for population change. Past trends also explain the dynamics of
population growth specific to local areas. Relating recent and historical population change to events that
influence population change serves as a gauge for what might realistically occur in a given area over the
long-term.

Assumptions about fertility, mortality, and migration were developed for Jackson County’s population
forecast as well as the forecasts for larger sub-areas.® The assumptions are derived from observations
based on life course events, as well as trends unique to Jackson County and its larger sub-areas.
Population change for smaller sub-areas is determined by the change in the number of total housing
units and PPH. Assumptions around housing unit growth as well as occupancy rates are derived from
observations of historical building patterns and current plans for future housing development. In
addition assumptions for PPH are based on observed historical patterns of household demographics—
for example the average age of householder. The forecast period is 2015-2065.

Assumptions for the County and Larger Sub-Areas

During the forecast period, as the population in Jackson County is expected to continue to age, fertility
rates will begin to decline in the near term and continue on this path throughout the remainder of the

forecast period. Total fertility in Jackson County is forecast to decrease from 1.9 children per woman in
2015 to 1.8 children per woman by 2065. Similar patterns of declining total fertility are expected within
the county’s larger sub-areas.

Changes in mortality and life expectancy are more stable compared to fertility and migration. One
influential factor affecting mortality and life expectancy is advances in medical technology. The county
and larger sub-areas are projected to follow the statewide trend of increasing life expectancy
throughout the forecast period—progressing from a life expectancy of 79 years in 2010 to 87 in 2060.
However in spite of increasing life expectancy and the corresponding increase in survival rates, Jackson
County’s aging population and large population cohort reaching a later stage of life will increase the
overall number of deaths throughout the forecast period. Larger sub-areas within the county will
experience a similar increase in deaths as their population ages.

Migration is the most volatile and challenging demographic component to forecast due to the many
factors influencing migration patterns. Economic, social and environmental factors—such as
employment, educational opportunities, housing availability, family ties, cultural affinity, climate
change, and natural amenities—occurring both inside and outside the study area can affect both the
direction and the volume of migration. Net migration rates will change in line with historical trends
unique to Jackson County. Net out-migration of younger persons and net in-migration of older

3 County sub-areas with populations greater than 8,000 in forecast launch year were forecast using the cohort-
compaonent method. County sub-areas with populations less than 8,000 in forecast launch year were forecast using
the housing-unit method. See Glossary of Key Terms at the end of this report for a brief description of these
methods or refer to the Methods document for a more detailed description of these forecasting techniques.
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individuals will persist throughout the forecast period. Countywide average annual net migration is
expected to increase from 1,505 net in-migrants in 2015 to 2,855 net in-migrants in 2035. Over the last
30 years of the forecast period average annual net migration is expected to be more steady, increasing
to 3,479 net in-migrants by 2065. With natural increase diminishing in its potential to contribute to
population growth, net in-migration will become an increasingly important component of population
growth.

Assumptions for Smaller Sub-Areas

Rates of population growth for the smaller UGBs are assumed to be determined by corresponding
growth in the number of housing units, as well as changes in housing occupancy rates and PPH. The
change in housing unit growth is much more variable than change in housing occupancy rates or PPH.

Occupancy rates are assumed to stay relatively stable over the forecast period, while PPH is expected to
decline slightly. Smaller household size is associated with an aging population in Jackson County and its
sub-areas.

In addition, for sub-areas experiencing population growth, we assume a higher growth rate in the near
term, with growth stabilizing over the remainder of the forecast period. If planned housing units were
reported in the surveys, then we account for them being constructed over the next 5-15 years. Finally,
for county sub-areas where population growth has been flat or declined, and there is no planned
housing construction, we hold population growth mostly stable with little to no change.

Supporting Information and Specific Assumptions

Assumptions used for developing population forecasts are partially derived from surveys and other
information provided by local planners and agencies. See Appendix A for a summary of all submitted
surveys and other information that was directly considered in developing the sub-area forecasts. Also,
see Appendix B for specific assumptions used in each sub-area forecast.
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Forecast Trends

Under the most-likely population growth scenario in Jackson County, countywide and sub-area
populations are expected to increase over the forecast period. The countywide population growth rate
is forecast to peak in 2025 and then slowly decline throughout the forecast period. Forecasting tapered
population growth is largely driven by an aging population, which is expected to contribute to an
increase in deaths, as well as a decrease in births—fewer women within child-bearing years. The aging
population is expected to in turn contribute to natural decrease over the forecast period. Net migration
is expected to grow steadily throughout the forecast period, but this growth will likely not fully offset
the decline in natural increase. The combination of these factors is expected to result in a slowly
declining population growth rate as time progresses through the forecast period.

Jackson County’s total population is forecast to grow by nearly 95,600 persons (45 percent) from 2015
to 2065, which translates into a total countywide population of 306,858 in 2065 (Figure 15). The
population is forecast to grow at the highest rate—approximately one percent per year—in the near
term (2015-2025). This anticipated population growth in the near term is based on two core
assumptions: 1) Jackson County’s economy will continue to strengthen in the next five years, and; 2) an
increasing number of Baby Boomers will retire to the county. The single largest component of growth in
this initial period is net in-migration. Nearly 24,000 net in-migrants are forecast for the 2015 to 2025
period.

Figure 15. Jackson County—Total Forecast Population by Five-year Intervals (2015-2065)
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Jackson County’s larger UGBs are forecast to experience a combined population growth of more than
31,600 from 2015 to 2035 and more than 34,300 from 2035 to 2065 (Figure 16). Eagle Point is expected
to grow at the fastest average annual rate at more than two percent per year during the first 20 years of
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the forecast period. Over this same time period Central Point and Medford are forecast to grow at
average annual rates greater than one percent, while Ashland is expected to grow at a relatively slower
pace of about one half percent per year. Average annual growth rates are expected to slow during the
final 30 years of the forecast period. The majority of larger UGBs are expected to grow as a share of total
county population; however Ashland is forecast to decline as a share of total countywide population.

Population outside UGBs is expected to grow by more than 4,700 people from 2015 to 2035, but is
expected to grow at a much slower rate during the second half of the forecast period, only adding a little
more than 2,000 people from 2035 to 2065. The population of the area outside UGBs is expected to
decline as a share of total countywide population over the forecast period, composing 29 percent of the
countywide population in 2015 and about 22 percent in 2065.

Figure 16. Jackson County and Larger Sub-Areas—Forecast Population and AAGR

AAGR AAGR Share of Share of Share of
2015 2035 2065 (2015-2035) (2035-2065) County 2015 County 2035 County 2065
Jackson County 211,275 255,840 306,858 1.0% 0.6% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Ashland? 20,905 23,183 24,138 0.5% 0.1% 9.9% 9.1% 7.9%
Central Point 18,329 22,680 27,485 1.1% 0.6% 8.7% 8.9% 9.0%
Eagle Point 9,657 14,839 18,669 2.2% 0.8% 4.6% 5.8% 6.1%
Medford 80,024 99,835 124,582 1.1% 0.7% 37.9% 39.0% 40.6%
Smaller UGBS’ 21,987 30,199 44,865 1.6% 1.3% 10.4% 11.8% 14.6%
Qutside UGBs 60,373 65,104 67,119 0.4% 0.1% 28.6% 25.4% 21.9%

Source: Forecast by Population Research Center (PRC)
* For simplicity each UGB is referred to by its primary city's name.

2 smaller UGBs are those with populations less than 8,000 in forecast launch year.

Medford, Jackson County’s largest UGB, is expected to capture the largest share of total countywide
population growth throughout the entire forecast period (Figure 17). The remaining larger UGBs all
account for significant portions of countywide population growth, but they are all expected to capture a
smaller share (in relative terms) of population growth during the final 30 years of the forecast period.
The area outside UGBs is forecast to capture a decreasing share of countywide population growth as
time progresses through the forecast period.

Figure 17. Jackson County and Larger Sub-Areas—Share of Countywide Population Growth

2015-2035 2035-2065
Jackson County 100.0% 100.0%
Ashland® 5.1% 1.9%
Central Point 9.8% 9.4%
Eagle Point 11.6% 7.5%
Medford 44.5% 48.5%
Smaller UGBs* 18.4% 28.7%
Outside UGBs 10.6% 3.9%

Source: Forecast by Population Research Center (PRC)
! For simplicity each UGB is referred to by its primary city's name.

2 Smaller UGBs are those with populations less than 8,000 in forecast launch year.
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The remaining smaller UGBs are expected to grow by a combined number of more than 8,200 persons
from 2015 to 2035, with a combined average annual growth rate of 1.6 percent (Figure 16). This growth
rate is driven by expected rapid growth in Jacksonville, Phoenix, Rogue River, Shady Cove, and Talent
(Figure 18). Butte Falls and Gold Hill are forecast to grow at average annual rates below one percent per
year during the first 20 years of the forecast period. Similar to the larger UGBs and the county as a
whole, population growth rates are expected to decline for the second half of the forecast period (2035
to 2065). Even so, the smaller UGBs are forecast to collectively add nearly 14,700 people from 2035 to
2065.

Figure 18. Jackson County and Smaller Sub-Areas—Forecast Population and AAGR

AAGR AAGR Share of Share of Share of
2015 2035 2065 (2015-2035) (2035-2065) County 2015 County 2035 County 2065

Jackson County 211,275 255,840 306,858 1.0% 0.6% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Butte Falls’ 421 437 447 0.2% 0.1% 0.2% 0.2% 0.1%
Gold Hill 1,267 1,496 2,018 0.8% 1.0% 0.6% 0.6% 0.7%
Jacksonville 2,927 4,316 6,687 2.0% 1.5% 1.4% 1.7% 2.2%
Phoenix 4,955 6,883 9,775 1.7% 1.2% 2.3% 2.7% 3.2%
Rogue River 2,838 3,705 5,545 1.3% 1.4% 1.3% 1.4% 1.8%
Shady Cove 3,168 4,343 6,105 1.6% 11% 1.5% 1.7% 2.0%
Talent 6,411 9,020 14,290 1.7% 1.5% 3.0% 3.5% 4.7%
Larger UGBs? 128,915 160,537 194,874 1.1% 0.6% 61.0% 62.7% 63.5%
Outside UGBs 60,373 65,104 67,119 0.4% 0.1% 28.6% 25.4% 21.9%

Source: Forecast by Population Research Center (PRC)
T For simplicity each UGB is referred to by its primary city's name.

2 Larger UGBs are those with populations greater than 8,000 in forecast launch year.

All of Jackson County’s smaller sub-areas are expected to capture an increasing share of countywide
population growth over the 50-year forecast period (Figure 19).

Figure 19. Jackson County and Smaller Sub-Areas—Share of Countywide Population Growth

2015-2035 2035-2065
Jackson County 100.0% 100.0%
Butte Falls® 0.0% 0.0%
Gold Hill 0.5% 1.0%
Jacksonville 3.1% 4.6%
Phoenix 4.3% 5.7%
Rogue River 1.9% 3.6%
Shady Cove 2.6% 3.5%
Talent 5.9% 10.3%
Larger UGBs® 71.0% 67.3%
Outside UGBs 10.6% 3.9%

Source: Forecast by Population Research Center (PRC)
L For simplicity each UGB is referred to by its primary city's name.

? Larger UGBs are those with populations greater than 8,000 in forecast launch year.

22

137



Forecast Trends in Components of Population Change

As previously discussed, a key factor in both declining births and increasing deaths is Jackson County’s
aging population. From 2015 to 2035 the proportion of county population 65 or older is forecast to grow
from a little over 20 percent to nearly 30 percent. By 2065 approximately 37 percent of the total
population is expected to be 65 or older (Figure 20). For a more detailed look at the age structure of
Jackson County’s population see the final forecast table published to the forecast program website
(http://www.pdx.edu/prc/opfp).

Figure 20. Jackson County—Age Structure of the Population (2015, 2035, and 2065)
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Source: Forecast by Population Research Center (PRC)

As the countywide population ages—contributing to a slow-growing population of women in their years
of peak fertility—and more women choose to have fewer children and have them at an older age,
average annual births are expected to decline, although slowly, over the forecast period; this combined
with the rising number of deaths, will lead to a natural decrease (Figure 21). The total number of deaths
countywide is expected to increase more rapidly in the near term, followed by slower growth during the
later years of the forecast period. This pattern of initial growth in the number of deaths is explained by
the relative size and aging patterns of the Baby Boom and Baby Boom Echo generations. For example, in
Jackson County, deaths are forecast to begin to increase significantly during the 2025-2035 period as
Baby Boomers age out, and peak again in the 2040-2050 period as children of Baby Boomers (i.e. Baby
Boom Echo) experience the effects of aging.

As the increase in the number of deaths outpaces births, population growth in Jackson County is
expected to become increasingly reliant on net in-migration; and in fact positive net in-migration is
expected to persist throughout the forecast period. The majority of these net in-migrants are expected
to be middle-aged and older individuals.
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In summary, declining natural increase and steady net in-migration is forecast to result in population
growth reaching its peak in 2025 and then tapering through the remainder of the forecast period (Figure

21). An aging population is expected to not only lead to an increase in deaths, but a smaller proportion

of women in their childbearing years is expected to result in a long-term decline in births. Net migration

is expected to grow steadily throughout the forecast period, but it will not fully offset the growth in

natural decrease.

Figure 21. Jackson County—Components of Population Change, 2015-2065
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Glossary of Key Terms

Cohort-Component Method: A method used to forecast future populations based on changes in births,
deaths, and migration over time.

Coordinated population forecast: A population forecast prepared for the county along with population
forecasts for its city urban growth boundary (UGB) areas and non-UGB area.

Housing unit: A house, apartment, mobile home or trailer, group of rooms, or single room that is
occupied or is intended for occupancy.

Housing-Unit Method: A method used to forecast future populations based on changes in housing unit
counts, vacancy rates, the average numbers of persons per household {PPH), and group quarter
population counts.

Occupancy rate: The proportion of total housing units that are occupied by an individual or group of
persons.

Persons per household (PPH): The average household size (i.e. the average number of persons per
occupied housing unit for a particular geographic area).

Replacement Level Fertility: The average number of children each woman needs to bear in order to
replace the population (to replace each male and female) under current mortality conditions in the U.S.
This is commonly estimated to be 2.1 children per woman.
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Email Communication
Comment from State of Oreqon DLCD: March25, 2015

Here are my comments as iterated in the meetings last week.

City of Talent- the City has some significant land constraint/availability issues that will likely affect their ability to
grow at the level predicted. The City has a limited amount of land within its current UGB that is developable.
What is developable has some fairly serious development constraints (e.g. railroad crossing, steep slopes). Also,
they do not have much residential land in their Urban Reserve areas.

Glendale- Population estimates seem high for this community. Even if they have the infrastructure available to
accommodate growth (which I'm not sure about) the estimates still seem high based on isolated location and
limited services and employment.

Comments from City of Phoenix: March 26, 2015

I recently attended the Oregon Population Forecast Program in Medford and learned that the City of Phoenix
had not submitted the housing development and demographic surveys. They have been completed and are
attached.

I have the following general comments regarding the population forecast

The forecasts apply only to existing UGBs. The City of Phoenix and five other communities in the Rogue Valley
have identified Urban Reserve Areas through a Regional Problem Solving planning process. In the case of
Phoenix, one of those URAs consists of urbanized land that will be annexed by the City within the next 10 years.
With approximately 1,229 dwelling units in this area the City’s population will grow by 2,500 to 2,700 in a
relatively short period of time. At the same time, Jackson County will lose that population.

Two other URAs, which are currently undeveloped agricultural land, will likely be included (at least in part) in the
City’s upcoming UGB amendment process. Between them, 124 acres have been designated for residential
development. At an average density of 10 dwelling units per gross developable acre, we anticipate that these
residential lands will accommodate approximately 1,240 new households or another 2,500 people. We expect
this development to begin over the next 5 years, reaching its peak between 10 to 20 years, and reaching
buildout within the next 30-40 years.

Please contact me with any questions or comments you might have.
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Question from Jacksonville: March 17, 2015

| went to your presentation on the population forecast for Jackson County. We are concerned that the numbers
the forecast reflect for Jacksonville are too high.

As | understand it, it sounds like you need comments fairly soon. Since next week is spring break, and some key
people in our office are going to be gone, the soonest | can discuss this with our department and City
Administrator is the week of March 30th.

Could you send me some information regarding the process? What would you need with regards to data?

One thing 1 can tell you right now is that our current water capacity will only support for a maximum population
of about 5,000. Additionally, we have very little buildable land at this point. There are murmurs of possibly
expanding our UGB, but even with that, | think the numbers in the forecast are still too high.

If you could let me know how we should proceed, and your timeline, that would be great.

Response from PSU: March 19, 2015

If you can send comments prior to March 31, that would be great. We will post the proposed forecasts on March
31. The formal challenge period begins April 1 and continues through May 15. We will request that evidence or
additional data be submitted to us to consider for revising the proposed forecast (in addition to survey data
previously submitted). The link below will take you to our web page where additional information can be found
about the 45-day review/challenge period (deadlines, type of data to submit).

http://www.pdx.edu/prc/opfp

Your comments and information included in your email (this one) are helpful to have. We will revisit the forecast
for Jacksonville and reevaluate our assumptions for future growth.

Follow up question from Jacksonville: March 26, 2015

Our Planning Director is out of town this week, so | haven't had the opportunity to sit down with her and our
City Administrator about the numbers. We are planning on meeting early next week. Any chance we can have
until Friday, April 3rd to send you our comments?

Follow up response from PSU: March 26, 2015

We cannot extend the period in which to respond to the preliminary forecasts because we release the proposed
forecasts on March 31. The release of the proposed forecasts begins the formal challenge period.

We did adjust Jacksonville's forecasts down to account for lower density growth and issues with water rights.

If you check back later today, we can give you the revised average annual growth rates
47
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Follow up questions from Jacksonville: March30, 2015

Could you send me the revised annual growth rates for the City of Jacksonville?

I am meeting with our City Administrator and Planning Director tomorrow morning and would like to show them
the revised numbers.

Follow up response from PSU: March 30, 2015

Below are tentative Proposed numbers for Jacksonville for 2015, 2035, and 2065. As you'll see these numbers
are roughly 400 lower in 2035 and 700 lower by 2065. The AAGR is now at 2% for the 2015-2035 period and
remains at 1.5% for the 2035-2065 period.

Contact us with any questions or concerns.

AAGR AAGR Share of Share of Share of
2015 2035 2065 {2015-2035) (2035-2065) County2015 County2035 County 2065

Jackson County 211,275 255,840 306,858 1.0% 0.6% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Butte Falls' o 437 447  0.2% 0.1% 0.2% 0.2% 0.1%
Gold Hill 1,267 1,49% 2,018 0.8% 1.0% 0.6% 0.6% 0.7%
Jacksonville 2,927 4,316 6,687 2.0% 15% 14% 1.7% 22%
Phoe nix 4,955 6,883 9,775 1.7% 1.2% 2.3% 2.7% 3.2%
Rogue River 2,838 3,705 5,545 1.3% 1.4% 1.3% 1.4% 18%
Shady Cove 3,168 4,343 6,105 1.6% 1.1% 1.5% 1.7% 2.0%
Talent 6,411 9,020 14,290 1L7% 15% 3.0% 3.5% 4.7%
Larger UGBs® 128,915 160,537 194,874 1.1% 0.6% 61.0% 62.7% 63.5%
Outside UGBs 60,373 65,101 67,119 0.4% 0.1% 28.6% 25.4% 21.9%

Seurce: Forecast by Poputation Research Center (PRC}
! Forsimplicity eath UGB is referred to by its primary city'snume.

g Larger UGBs arethosewith populations greater thon 8,000 in forec ast launch year,

Other general inquiry for Jackson County and UGBs, April and May, 2015

Per telephone conversation and emails after the challenge period commenced, more information and insight
about population growth in Jackson County and its sub-areas from a local planning firm were provided and
discussed.
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Appendix B: Specific Assumptions

Ashland

The total fertility rate (TFR) is assumed to stay slightly above the historical average TFR observed in the
2000s. Survival rates for 2060 are assumed to be a little above those forecast for the county as a whole.
Ashland has historically had slightly higher survival rates than observed countywide; this corresponds
with a slightly longer life expectancy. Age-specific net migration rates are assumed to generally follow
historical patterns for Ashland, but at slightly higher rates over the forecast period.

Butte Falls

The annual housing unit growth rate is assumed to rapidly increase to one percent during the initial
years of the forecast period and then gradually decline to zero over the remainder of the forecast
period. The occupancy rate is assumed to steadily decline over the forecasting period, starting at a rate
higher than observed in 2010 and ending at a rate slightly lower than observed in 2010. Average
household size is assumed to slightly decrease over the forecast period. Group quarters population is
assumed to stay steady over the forecast period.

Central Point

The total fertility rate (TFR) is assumed to begin at the rate observed in 2010 and then gradually decline
over the forecast period. Survival rates for 2060 are assumed to be a little above those forecast for the
county as a whole. Central Point has historically had slightly higher survival rates than observed
countywide; this corresponds with a slightly longer life expectancy. Age-specific net migration rates are
assumed to generally follow countywide historical patterns, but at slightly higher rates over the forecast
period.

Eagle Point

The total fertility rate (TFR) is assumed to decline over the forecast period—although more slowly than
it has historically—from the rate observed in 2010. Survival rates for 2060 are assumed to be a little
above those forecast for the county as a whole. Eagle Point has historically had slightly higher survival
rates than observed countywide; this corresponds with a slightly longer life expectancy. Age-specific net
migration rates are assumed to generally follow historical patterns for Eagle Point, but at slightly higher
rates over the forecast period.

Gold Hill

The annual housing unit growth rate is assumed to rapidly increase in the initial years of the forecast
period and then slightly decline to a rate just greater than one percent and remain at this level for the
duration of the forecast period. The occupancy rate is assumed to slightly increase during the initial
years of the forecast period and then gradually decline through the remainder of the forecast period.
Average household size is assumed to gradually decline over the forecast period. Group quarters
population is assumed to remain at zero over the forecast period.
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Jacksonville
The annual housing unit growth rate is assumed to slightly increase during the initial years of the

forecast period and then gradually decline to a rate just above a long term historical average annual rate
over the later years of the forecast period. The occupancy rate is assumed to slightly increase in the first
few years of the forecast period and then gradually decline through the remainder of the forecast
period, ending at rate slightly lower than what was observed in 2010. Average household size is
assumed to gradually decline over the forecast period. Group quarters population is assumed to stay
relatively steady over the forecast period.

Medford

The total fertility rate (TFR) is assumed to begin at the rate observed in 2010 and then gradually decline
over the forecast period. Survival rates for 2060 are assumed to be a little below those forecast for the

county as a whole. Medford has historically had slightly lower survival rates than observed countywide;
this corresponds with a slightly shorter life expectancy. Age-specific net migration rates are assumed to
generally follow countywide historical patterns, but at slightly higher rates over the forecast period.

Phoenix
The annual housing growth rate is assumed to rapidly increase during the initial years of the forecast

period and then gradually decline over the remainder of the forecast period. The occupancy rate is
assumed to remain slightly above 90 percent throughout the forecast period. Average household size is
assumed to gradually decline over the forecast period. Group quarters population is assumed to stay
relatively steady over the forecast period.

Rogue River
The annual housing unit growth rate is assumed to rapidly increase during the initial years of the

forecast period and then decrease slightly and remain at this level through the remainder of the forecast
period. The occupancy rate is assumed to slightly decrease over the forecast period, starting from the
rate observed in 2010. Average household size is assumed to remain at about two persons per
household over the forecast period. Group quarters population is assumed to stay relatively steady over
the forecast period.

Shady Cove
The annual housing unit growth rate is assumed to rapidly increase during the initial years of the

forecast period and then gradually decline to and remain at a rate slightly higher than a long term
historical average over the duration of the forecast period. The occupancy rate is assumed to initially
increase and then gradually decrease through the end of the forecast period. Average household size is
assumed to gradually decline over the forecast period. Group quarters population is assumed to remain
relatively steady over the forecast period.

Talent

The annual housing unit growth rate is assumed to rapidly increase during the initial years of the
forecast period and then gradually decline through the end of the forecast period. The occupancy rate is
assumed to slightly decline over the forecast period. Average household size is assumed to slightly
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decline over the forecast period. Group quarters population is assumed to remain relatively steady over
the forecast period.

Outside UGBs

The total fertility rate (TFR) is assumed to gradually decline over the forecast period from the rate
observed in 2010. Survival rates for 2060 are assumed to be a little above those forecast for the county
as a whole. The area outside UGBs in Lane County has historically had slightly higher survival rates than
observed countywide; this corresponds with a slightly longer life expectancy. Age-specific net migration
rates are assumed to generally follow countywide historical patterns, but at slightly higher rates over
the forecast period.
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Photo Credit: A view of the rugged landscape along Highway 66 in the Cascade Mountains.
(Photo No. jacDA0063) Gary Halvorson, Oregon State Archives

http://www.sos.state.or.us/archives/pages/records/local/county/scenic/jackson/103 . html
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Planning Department

STA F F R E PO RT CEB-II-NR'IAL Community D;/oer:;g;r:rfth[r)?ggcfﬁ

STAFF REPORT
November 3, 2015

AGENDA ITEM: File No. 15030
Open discussion about a Conceptual Land Use and Transportation Plan for Urban Reserve Area CP-3; Applicant: City
of Central Point.

STAFF SOURCE:
Tom Humphrey AICP, Community Development Director

BACKGROUND:

The City’s Regional Plan Element includes a provision that prior to expansion of the urban growth boundary into an urban
reserve area it is necessary to adopt conceptual land use and transportation plans for the affected urban reserve. The City
received a request to add Urban Reserve Area CP-3 to the City’s UGB for additional job creation. The City Council
responded to this request by passing a Resolution of Intent to initiate a UGB Amendment.

City staff is initiating this preliminary discussion with the Planning Commission in order to create a concept plan that
reflects local land use expectations and remedies for traffic congestion those land uses may generate. The City agreed to
an employment/open space split in the Regional Plan (42% and 58% respectively). That means there 16-17 acres that can
be designated for employment. The Commission will be asked for their opinions about the uses they would like to see
given the constraints that exist in this area. Existing city land uses and environmental constraints are reflected in the
attached maps.

ISSUES:

Public Comment on the CP-3 Conceptual Plan will be received at the Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC) and then again
at the Planning Commission meeting when a draft is complete. Pending land owner and CAC input, the Planning
Commission will make a recommendation to the City Council.

EXHIBITS/ATTACHMENTS:
Attachment “A — CP-3 Concept Plan Maps”

ACTION:
Discuss localized constraints, land use expectations and transportation options for the CP-3 Concept Plan.

RECOMMENDATION:
Direct staff to develop a conceptual plan base upon input from the Planning Commission discussion.
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