












































































































































CPMC 17.09.300 B. Major Modification Applications; Approval Criteria. 4An
applicant may request a major modification using a Type II or Type lll review procedure, as
Jollows: | _ : | :

L Upcim the community development director determining that the pu‘oposed
modification is a major modification, the applicant shall submit an application form, filing
* fee and narrative, and a site plan using the same plan format as in the original approval.
The community development director may require other relevant information, as necessary,
to evaluate the request. ' :

2. The application shall be subject to the same review procedure (Type Il or 111,
decision-making body, and approval criteria used for the initial project approval, except
that adding a conditional use to an approved project shall be reviewed using a Type Ill
procedure. :

" 3. The scope of review shall be limited to the modification request. For example, a
request to modify a.parking lot shall require site design review only for the proposed
parking lot and any changes to associated access, circulation, pathways, lighting, trees, and
landscaping. Notice shall be provided in accordance with the applicable notice
requirements for Type Il or Type Il procedures.

4. The decision-making body shall approve, deny, or approve with conditions an
application for major modification based on written findings on the criteria.

Finding: The applicant subxnitted an application for review by the Planning Commission as
a Type TII major modification of the White Hawk Planned Unit Development in compliance
with section 17.09.300 (B).

Conclusion; The proposed modification complies.

PART II Planned Unit Development (PUD)

17.68.040 Criteria to grant or deny a PUD.

A PUD shall be permitted, altered or denied in accordance with the standards and
procedures of this chapter. In the case of a use existing prior to the effective date of the
ordinance codified in this chapter, and classified in this chapter as a PUD, a change in the
use or in lot area, or an alteration of structure, shall conform with the requirements for
PUD use. To approve or deny a PUD, the planning commission shall find whether or not
the standards of this chapter, including the following criteria are either met, can be met by
observance of conditions, or are not applicable.

(A4). That the development of a harmonious, integrated plan justifies exceptions to the
normal requirements of this title;

Finding: The applicant proposes using development standards that have been successfully
implemented in other areas of the City, such as Twin Creeks. The subject site is one ofa
few remaining large undeveloped parcels within the Urban Growth Boundary of Central
Point. Falcon Landing will occur in a more harmonious fashion since the project is in an
area that is currently underdeveloped.
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Finding: The proposed modification has altered the original design of the PUD to facilitate
environmental mitigation measures. The future City park area replaces residential lots and
the privﬁte pocket park designated on the original design. Aﬁ noted above, the park areais a
- mitigation measure that will act as a soil cap containing the contaminants that have been
found in this section of the project site. The applicant is working with Ash Creek Associates
who prepared the Soil Management Plan dated May 4, 2009. The soil plan is approved by
‘the DEQ for an Independent Cleanup Program (ICP) as evidenced by a letter from Ash
Creek Associates dated July 20, 2009 (Attachment E).

Finding: Each townhouse will maintain a single-family appeérance and character by
positioning on a corner lot which will provide separate street frontage and access as
illustrated by Applicant Exhibit F, architectural elevations.

Finding: The residential character of the Falcon Landing,‘ PUD remains as evidencéd by the
lot configuration, walkable street design and landscape plan (Applicant’s Exhibits D, sheet
1, and Exhibit G). .

Conclusion; The proposed modifications comply.

17.68.040(B). The proposal will be con.;'isrent with the compréhensive plan, the objectives
of the zoning ordinance and other applicable policies of the city; _

Finding: The Comprehensive Plan recognizes the subject site as Single-Family Residential
R-1-6 and the project site is in the Single-family Residential R-1-6 zoning district. Thisisa
residential project designed for residential development. All other applicable ordinance
provisions are addressed by the applicant’s application and supporting documentation.

Finding: Each townhouse shall be designed and constructed to meet or exceed required
standards as defined by Section R317.2 of the Oregon Residential Specialty Code (Applicant
Exhibit F, architectural elevations). It is anticipated that the corner lots will be partitioned in
the future based on the floor plan applied to each corner lot. .

Conclusion: The proposed modifications comply.

17.68.040(C). The location, size, design and operating characteristics of the PUD will have
minimal adverse impact on the livability, value or appropriate development of the
surrounding area; ~

Finding: The project site is within the R-1-6 zoning district and is among the few remaining
large undeveloped parcels within the City limits and Urban Growth Boundary. The size,
location, design and operating characteristics of Falcon Landing will be compatible with
development in the surrounding area. Vehicular linkage with the surrounding streets and
adjacent parcels has been designed to facilitate traffic flows.

Conclusion: The proposed modifications comply.

17.68.040(D). That the proponents of the PUD have demonsitrated that they are financially
able to carry out the proposed project, that they intend to start construction within six

Page 4 of 11
41 8



months of the final approval of the project and any necessary district changes, and intend to
complete said construction within a reasonable time as determined by the commission;

|
Finding: Duncan Development has been an active firm within the City of Central Point for
several years and has three completed or in-progress residential projects of similar size and
complexity. ‘ : '

Finding: The proposed phasing of development provides the applicant with the ability to
develop in relation to prevailing market conditions (Applicant Exhibit A, Findings, page 6).

Conclusion: The applicant and the proposed modifications comply.

17.68.040(E). That traffic congestion will not likely be created by the proposed

" development or will be obviated by demonstrable provisions in the plan for proper

entrances, exits, internal traffic circulation and parking,

Finding: Based on the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation manual,
an eighty-eight unit residential subdivision will generate approximately 88 peak hour trips
(PHT). The City of Central Point typically requires traffic studies for any development that

" generates more than 25 PHT. However, the City’s Transportation System Plan took into

consideration the development of the project area within the near future, and the impact of
that (and other area developments) on the local street systems performance.

Finding: The project’s proposed improvement and alignment of Beebe Road and Gebhard
Road is consistent with the Transportation System Plan’s (TSP) functional classification
(collector) and future extension of these two roads. Gebhard Road is planned to be extended
southerly to Pine Street, and Beebe Road is planned to be extended to the west across Bear
Creek to Peninger Road It is anticipated that by the Year 2010 a new traffic signal at the
intersection of Beebe Road and Gebhard Road may be warranted, and should be monitored.
Currently, conditions do not warrant signalization of this intersection, The signalization of
Beebe Road and Gebhard Road is identified in the TSP as a Tier I Project.

Finding: The proposed modification provides for the western Gebhard Road access location
to be relocated approximately 330 feet to the north along Gebhard. The proposed access is
further from the intersection of Beebe Road and Gebhard Road providing safe ingress and
egress, Completion of the intersection of Beebe Road and Gebhard Road from its current
configuration to a “T” intersection will provide addition traffic control measures.

Finding: Beebe Road and Gebhard Road are classified as collector streets in the 2008
Transportation System Plan (TSP) for the City. They are planned as collectors and are

designed to accommodate the anticipated traffic as residential development occurs.

Finding: Falcon Hawk Lane (formerly Kestrel Avenue) will intersect with Falcon View
Drive to provide public street frontage and access to the future park. Falcon Landing Street
stub will provide connection to the adjacent property to the north (Tax Lot 2800). The
modified plan eliminated the alleys of the original plan.
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Finding: The modified proposal reduces the number of residential lots from 91 to 75 lots
with a maxunum of 88 residential units, thus reducing the number of vehicular trips. =

. y
Conclusion: The proposed mod:ﬁcations comply.

17.68.040(F). That commercial development in a PUD is needed at the pfoposed location
to provide adequate commercial facilities of the type proposed,

Finding: No commercial development is proposed as an element of this PUD,
Conclusion: Criterion does not apply.

17.68.040(G). That proposed industrial development will be efficient and well organized
with adequate provisions for railroad and truck access and necessary storage;

Finding: No industrial development is proposed as an elerhent of this PUD.
Conclusion: Criterion does not apply.

17.68. 040(1-1) The PUD preserves natural features such as streams and sharelme,s', wooded
cover and rough terrain; if these are present,

Finding: No significant nafcural features are found on the subject site.

Conclusion: Criterion does not apply. B |

17.68.040(Y). The PUD will be compatible with the surrounding area;

Finding: The subject site and surrounding area is recognized as residential ‘in the |
Comprehensive Plan and is zoned for residential development. The proposed modified plan

is similar in de51gn to developments in the area, thus w111 be compatible to existing and
proposed pro_;ects in the area. :

Conclusion: The proposed modiﬁcations comply -

17.68.040(). The PUD will reduce need for public faczlztles and services relative to other
permitted uses for the land.

Finding: The proposed modification will reduce the number of residential units from 91 to
a maximum of 88 units, thus reducing the expected impact on public infrastructure. The
applicant states that the development will be fully constructed with all necessary utilities and
facilities and will not have a greater impact on public facilities or infrastructure than similar
residential developments (Applicant Exhibit A, page 7).

Conclusion: The proposed modifications comply

17.68.050 Preliminary d_evelopnient plan.
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A preliminary development plan shall contain a written statement and.maps and other
information on the area surrounding the proposed development to show the relationship of

the planned unit development to adjacent uses, both existing and prog'psed. The plan shall

include the following: = : _
A. A map to scale showing street systems, lot or partition lines and other allocations of land

Jfor management or use;

Finding: The modification application contains a tentative subdivision plan (Applicant
Exhibit D, sheet 1 of 1) illustrating the layout of streets, lots, and park area. A more detailed
drawing will be submitted for review by the Public Works Department for the final
development review.

Conclusion: The proposed modifications comply

B. Measurements of areas proposed to be conveyed, dedicated or reserved for public
streets, parks, parkways, parking, pedestiian ways, playgrounds, school sites, public
buildings and similar public and semipublic uses;

Finding: Applicant’s Exhibit D, sheet 1 indicates those lands proposed for dedication for
public use. Dedication of road right of ways, the future park area and any other dedication
will be shown on a detailed survey map as required prior to final plat approval and the
applicant will provide the detailed map.

Finding: The City of Central Point is prepared to accept conveyance of the 4.25 acre park
area shown on the tentative plan map as evidenced by condition number 8 of Public Works
Department staff report dated July 21, 2009.

Conclusion: The proposed modification comply
'C. A plot plan to scale for each building site and common open space area, showing the
approximate location of buildings, structures, landscaping and other improvements and

indicating the open spaces around buildings and structures;

Finding: Drawings submitted with this application include the modified tentative plan with
park area, landscape plan and proposed residential structural elevations.

Conclusion: The proposed modifications comply with Section 17.68.050(C).
© D, Elevation and perspective drawings of proposed structures,

Finding: Elevations for the proposed residential structures have been submitted. Specific
structural plans will be reviewed prior to issuance of any building permit,

Conclusion: The proposed modifications comply

E. A development schedule indicating:
1. The approximate start date of construction, :
2. The stages in which the project will be built and the approximate start date
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; of each stage,
; 3. The anticipated rate of development,
i 4. The approximate completion dates for each stage, _
5. The area, location and degree of development of common open space that will
be provided at each stage;

Finding: The applicant states that it is intended that a start date is relative to the
requirements of this approval. The applicant is preparing to submit final PUD plan and the
final plat for Phase I of the project by 2010. The applicant has stated that each of the
remaining five (5) phases will be completed in relationship to market and economic
conditions (Applicant Exhibit A, page 6).

Finding: The applicant is working with Ash Creek Associates, Inc. to complete the
required soil management plan as construction of the phased development commences. The
soil management plan is to mitigate the identified contaminants found on the subject site as
evidenced by the Soil Management Plan dated May 4, 2009.

Conclusion: The proposed modifications comply

F. Agreements, provisions or covenants which govern the use, maintenance and continued
protection of the planned unit development and any of its common open space areas;

Finding: The major modification application supersedes the 2005 submission, File No.
05011. Anupdated copy of the CC&Rs will be:submitted prior to final PUD plan review
with a recorded copy of the CC&Rs submitted prior to final plat review.,

Conclusion: The proposed modifications comply

G. The following plans and diagrams either separately or contained on the figures
contained in subsections A through D of this section:

1. An off-street parking and loading plan,

2, A circulation diagram indicating proposed movement of vehicles, goods and
pedestrians within the planned unit development and to and from thoroughfares. Any
special engineering features and traffic regulation devices needed to facilitate or insure the
safety of this circulation pattern shall be shown,

3. A landscaping and tree plan,

4. An economic feasibility report or market analysis,

5. A solar orientation plan showing the general orientation of buildings and roof
slopes to each other, to streets, and to the landscaping and tree plan,

Finding: The proposed modification tentative plat plan illustrates a future dedicated public
park with direct street access.

Finding: The modification tentative plan shows all interior streets and their access points.
Sidewalks as well and landscape rows are included. Street trees are illustrated on the
landscape plan, Applicant Exhibit G.
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Finding: An economic feasibility or market analysis of the Central Point residential real

estate market was submitted with the original proposal, as Attachment F, pages 40-42 of

staff report dated July 5, 2005. The applican'ﬁ recognizes the change in market conditions |i
and requests the approval of the six (6) phase development proposal.

Conclusion: The proposed modifications comply

H. Other pertinent information shall be included as the planning commission finds
necessary to determine any appropriate and desirable requirements that may differ from
those ordinarily applicable under this title.

Finding: The modified proposal eliminated the alley-loaded units and has provided a public
park area. Access for Lots 60 and 61 is via a private twenty (20) foot private drive. The
‘submitted tentative plan illustrates the six (6) phase development request, Applicant Exhibit
D.

" Conclusion: The proposed modifications comply.

17.68.080 Exceptions to zoning and subdivision titles.

The planning commission may allow exceptions within a PUD for dimensions, site coverage,
yard spaces, structure heights, distances between structures, street widths or off-street
parking and loading facilities differing from the specific standards for the zoning district in
which the PUD is located. Exceptions shall be based upon the applicant’s demonstration
that the objectives of the zoning and subdivision titles of this code will be achieved.

A. When the spacing between main buildings is less than the spacing which would be
required between buildings developed under this chapter on separate parcels outside a
PUD, other design features shall provide light, ventilation and other characteristics
equivalent to that obtained from the spacing standards.

Finding: The modification application proposes townhouse development on the thirteen
corner lots. Construction of these duplex units to townhouse standards provides the option
of future division of said corner lots. The requested townhouse development is similar to the
Transit Oriented District Low Mix Residential style of development. - The application does
not require any additional lot area or setback exceptions beyond those previously approved.
In the following table, the standard development requirements for the R-1-6 zone district are
shown relative to the TOD, prior approved standards and proposed requirements submitted
for the modification to Falcon Landing.

Standard Standard TOD LMR 2005 Tentative Falcon Landing
R-1-6 Requirements Approved Modification
Requirements White Hawk

Min. lot area- 5,000sq ft 3,000-5,000 sq f 3,480 to0 11,300 sq ft | 5000 sq ft

interior '

Min, lot area- 7,000 sq ft 3,000-5,000 sq ft 4,588 to 8,280 7,000 sq ft

corner square ft

Min, lot width- | S0 f 50 fi 40 ft 50f

interior '

Min. lot width- | 60 ft 50 ft 41 1t 11t

corner

46

Page 90of 11




Min. lot depth N/A S0f 87 feet 100 £

Min. frontyard |20 ft 1 10/15 1t 15 ft-house, 20 to 15 ft-house, 20 to

setback . garage garage %

Min, sideyard | 5 ft* " 5ft 5ft regm-dless of 5 ftregardless of !

setback-interior height height

Min, side yard 10 fi** 5/10 ft 9 fi, no garage 10 ft, no garage access

setback-street access {20 fi, garage access

Min, rear yard 151t 15ft 15 ft interior lot, 15§

setback Alley-load garage is | No alley-load garage
3 feet

Maximum 5f 351 isfi ISf

height - ‘ :

Finding: The modified proposal ellmmates the alley-loaded units. Therefore, rear loading
garage setbacks are not needed.

Conclusion. The proposed modification comply

B. Buildings, off-street parking and loading facilities, open space, landscaping and
screening shall conform to the specific standards of rhe zoning district within fifly feet of the
boundary lines of the development.

Finding: The applicant states that the development will conform to the residential zomng
district. The modified plan provides a 4.25 acre public park area.

Conclusion: The proposed modifications comply.

C. The planning commission may approve building heights greater than those authorized by
the zoning district. The applicant shall demonstrate that:
1. The subject building(s) will not be within one hundred feet of abutting residential

property;

2. The increase in height will reduce the prices of dwelling units offered for sale or
rent; and

3. That additional natural open space will be preserved or additional common
recreatzonal areas will be prov:ded

Finding: The proposed maximum height of each dwelling unit is 35 feet as permitted in the
R-1-6 zoning district. No exception to height standards is requested with this application.

Conclusion: The proposed modification complies.

D. The building coverage for any PUD shall not exceed that which is permitted for other
construction in the zone.

Finding: Maximum lot coverage is 50% in the R-1-6 zoning district. The proposed
residential units can be designed to meet lot coverage standards of the R-1-6 zoning district.

Conclusion: The proposed modification complies.
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E Whena lPUD design would require exceptions to the regulations of the subdivision title,
the planning commission may grant those conditions as part of the PUD)| | Tentative
approval of the preliminary development plan of a PUD shall also constitute tentative
approval of a tentative plan under Chapter 16.10 if the materials are presented in the
manner prescribed by subdivision title.

Finding: No exceptions to the subdivision title are proposed with application,

Conclusion;: The proposed modification complies.

17.68.090 Accessory uses in a planned unit development.
In addition to the accessory uses typical of the primary uses authorized, accessory uses
approved as a part of a planned unit development may include the following uses:
A. Golf course;
B. Private park, lake or waterway;
C. Recreation area;
D, Recreation building, clubhouse or social hall;
E. Other accessory structures, which the planning commission finds, are designed to
serve primarily the residents of the PUD and are compatible with the design of the
planned unit development.

Finding: No accessdry.private uses are planned: The future park area is proposed as a
public park.

Conclusion: The proposed modification complies.

16.10.080 Tentative plan approval,

 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.

Finding: The modified tentative plan 'submittcd, Applicant’s Exhibit D, sheet 1, supersedes
the plan submitted as part of the PUD review, File No. 05011. The applicant will submit a
final plat for review and approval prior to the issuance of building permits or lot sales.

Finding: As a condition of tentative plan approval, the final plat must be substantially the
same as the tentative plan.

Conclusion: The proposed modification complies.
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ATTACHMENT “_hL."

I PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION NO.

A RESOLUTION GRANTING APPROVAL OF A MAJOR MODIFICATIONS
APPLICATION TO FALCON LANDING, A RESIDENTIAL PLANNED UNIT
DEVELOPMENT

Applicant: Duncan Development; Agent: Neathamer Surveying Inc.
(378 2W 02, Tax Lots 2700 and 2701)
File No. 09030

WHEREAS, the applicant submitted an application for Major Modifications for the
redesign of a residential planned development to be known as Falcon Landing, formerly
White Hawk (File No. 05011) within the R-1-6 Residential Single-Family zoning district.
The property consists of approximately 18.53 gross acreage and is identified on the
Jackson County Assessor’s map as 37S 2W 02, Tax Lots 2700 and 2701, located at 718
Beebe Road, in the City of Central Point, Oregon; and

WHEREAS, on August 4, 2009, the Central Point Planning Commission conducted a
duly-noticed public hearing on the application, at which time it reviewed the City staff
reports 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 Major Modifications in accordance with Section
17.09.300, Planned Unit Development, Section 17.68, the R-1-6 Residential Single-
Family zoning district, Section 17.20 of the Central Point Municipal code; and

WHEREAS, after duly considering the Applicant’s request, it is the Planning
Commission’s determination that the application does comply with the applicable
standards and criteria, and is subject to compliance with conditions as set forth in the
Planning Department Staff Report (Exhibit “A”) dated August 4, 2009;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the City of Central Point Planning
Commission, by this Resolution No. does hereby approve the application based
on the findings and conditions of approval as set forth on Exhibit “A”, the Staff Report
dated August 4, 2009, incorporated herein. Said approval for Falcon Landing PUD,
includes the tentative subdivision plan, both of which are valid for one (1) year.
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PASSED by the Planning Commission and signed by me in authentication of its passage
this 4th day of August, 2009, .
_ i

Pianning Commission Chair

ATTEST:

City Representative

Approved by me this 4th day of August, 2009.

Planning Commission Chair
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Planmng Iepartment

Tom HumphreyfAICP
Commuriity Development Director/
Assistant City Admihistrator

| City of Central’ Poiht. Oregen

I 40 S0, Th!rd St, Central Polnt, 0r97502
541, 654 3321 Fax 541 664 6384
w_vgw.;ci.c'én.tral-*i‘:r_olﬁt.p_r;us

To: Planning Commission

From: Don Burt, Planning Manager

Subject: Regional Plan, Urbanization and Housing Element
Date: - August 4, 2009

At the last meeting the Urbanization Element was discussed. Staff has reviewed the
Planning Commission’s comments is prepared to discuss findings at the meeting, Staff
will also distribute and discuss information on the Housmg Element. ,

The following is a draft schedule of actions for the Regmnal Plan, which is sub]ect to
change:

Mid Sept. ~ County Signs Participation Agreement, The County has already
published legal notice.

~ Late Sept. - City/County Agree on Hearing Schedule |

Mid Oct. - State Agencies & LCDC Sign Participation Agreement, this is the final
action necessary to proceed with the formal consideration of the Regional Plan.

Early Nov. - First Regional Plan Public Hearing by Cqunty -
- Mid Nov. - Cities Start Hearing Process on consideration of 'Regional Plan
Attached is a letter from the City of ]acksonvﬂle regarding their position on the Reglonal
Plan process. As indicated in the letter the City of Jacksonville is acceptable to their

removal from the Regional plan, and they have no intention of appealing that actlon, or
the Regional plan.
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City of Jacksonville
110 E. Main Street, P. O. Box 7
Jacksonville, OR 97530

July 27, 2009

To the Jackson County Board of Commissioners,

This letter is to be entered into the record of your August hearing concerning whether or
not the County should sign onto the RPS Participants’ Agreement.

The Jacksonville City Council wishes to clarify its intentions given the position expressed
in its Resolutions #1011 and 1012 (as previously forwarded to the Region) and a number
of inquiries as to whether the City would appeal your action regarding the Participants’
Agreement and/or the RPS Plan itself.

As we understand it, the County will be considering the same Participants’ Agreement
(PA) as all other jurisdictions have reviewed, which includes the City of Jacksonville as a
Participant, The draft plan that is referenced in the PA will also include the City of
- Jacksonville due to the language in the PA that the Comp Plan process will be based on
the "attached draft plan" and all signatories must reference the same draft.

It is also our understanding that, once the PA is signed, however, the first change that will
be made is to substitute a draft plan that does not include J acksonville.

Under that assumption, the City Council wishes to convey that it will not appeal either
the PA or the Regional Plan, provided that the County and the Region formalize their
previous actions and completely remove Jacksonville from the RPS Plan at the earliest
possible date.

We hope this statement of intent is helpful in your decision-making process.
Sincerely,

L

Paul Wyntergreen
City Administrator
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