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CITY OF CENTRAL POINT
PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA
April 6,2010 - 6:00 p.m.

Next Planning Commission
Resolution No. 771

MEETING CALLED TO ORDER
ROLL CALL

Connie Moczygemba, Chuck Piland, Pat Beck, Mike Oliver, Justin Hurley, Tim
Schmeusser and Keith Wangle

CORRESPONDENCE

MINUTES - Review and approval of March 16, 2010 Planning Commission Minutes
PUBLIC APPEARANCES

BUSINESS

A. File No. 09107. A resolution forwarding a favorable recommendation to the

Central Point City Council regarding adoption of the Greater Bear Creek Valley
Regional Plan. Applicant: Jackson County

B. File No. 07038. Consideration of a request from North Valley Center for an
extension of time within which to submit a final development plan for a mixed
use commercial shopping facility. The property is located on East Pine Street
(Biddle Road) in the C-4, Tourist and Office Professional zoning district (Jackson
County Assessor’s map 378 2W 01C, Tax Lot 802). Applicant: Bank of the
Cascades



VII. DISCUSSION

Vill. ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEWS

IX. MISCELLANEOUS

X ADJOURNMENT
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City of Central Point
Planning Commission Minutes
March 16, 2010

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

Commissioners Connie Moczygemba, Chuck Piland, Pat Beck, Mike Oliver, Tim
Schmeusser, Keith Wangle, and Justin Hurley were present.

Also in attendance were: Tom Humphrey, Community Development Director;
Don Burt, Planning Manager; Connie Clune, Community Planner; Dave Jacob,
Community Planner; and Didi Thomas, Planning Secretary.

CORRESPONDENCE - None
MINUTES

Keith Wangle made a motion to approve the minutes of the December 1,
2009 Planning Commission meeting as submitted. Tim Schmeusser seconded
the motion. ROLL CALL: Piland, yes; Oliver, yes; Hurley, abstained; Beck, yes;
Schmeusser, yes; Wangle; yes, Motion passed.

PUBLIC APPEARANCES

There were no public appearances.

BUSINESS

A, File No. 09107. A public hearing to consider the proposed Jackson

County Plan Amendment regarding the Greater Bear Creek Valley
Regional Plan. Applicant: Jackson County

Planning Manager Don Burt stated that the purpose of this evening’s meeting was to take
input on the Greater Bear Creek Regional Plan, with the intent of forwarding a
recommendation to the City Council regarding the Plan and its consistency with the draft
Plan as referenced in the Participant’s Agreement. The Regional Problem Solving
Participants Agreement states that the draft Plan shall become the “adopted Plan” upon
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conclusion of Jackson County’s comprehensive plan and land use regulation amendment
process.

Mr. Burt stressed that this was not a land use decision. Jackson County is going through
a land use decision and therefore, any comments made by concerned citizens will be
forwarded to the Council and to the Jackson County Planning Commission by staff. In
order to obtain “legal” standing in this matter, it is imperative that anyone with concerns
go before the Jackson County Planning Commission.

Since the City initially reviewed the draft plan, there have been some minor changes
made which we will discuss and consequently clear up any concerns that committee
members might have. Mr. Burt pointed out that Jackson County would have the ultimate
responsibility for finalizing the plan and once it is adopted by the Land Conservation and
Development Commission (LCDC), each city involved in the process would be
responsible for modifying its comprehensive plan, preparing amendments and forwarding
the information along to LCDC who will conduct a review and take action.

Mr. Burt stated that the reason for this process is to take a look at long range land needs
to accommodate projected increases in population and it is incumbent upon the
participants in the process to forward any concerns expressed at the public hearing,

Don Burt then presented a slide presentation, recapping the key considerations of the
Plan, its goals, implementation of those goals, policies, gross acreage needs and land use
distribution in each of the proposed Urban Reserve areas.

Don Burt advised committee members that as a result of a Citizens Advisory Committee
meeting that was held on March 9, 2010, specific concerns were raised for
consideration, ..the addition of one tax lot to CP-4D, The tax lot is approximately one
acre in size, has a residence on it, and is classified as an exception property; clarification
of the land use designation for the Little League fields and the Boy Scout headquarters in
CP-6B; and a property owner in CP-6A does not wish to be included in the Urban
Reserve Area. This property is also approximately one acre in size and has a residence
on it.

Community Development Director Tom Humphrey explained that this process has been
going on for over ten years. Mr. Humphrey said that when a city adjusts its urban growth
boundary (UGB), under current State law the addition of new lands would come from
urban reserve arcas. If there were no urban reserve areas to draw from, the city would
then look to exception lands in order to acquire the acreage needed for development. By
creating urban reserve areas, we don’t have to go into exception lands. It is harder to
develop exception lands. Larger parcels can be master planned and the fiscal impact of
extending services to properties is minimized.

The public portion of the hearing was opened.
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The first citizen to come forward was Duane Mallams with questions to staff regarding
the calculation of densities. Don Burt stated that the Plan’s proposed density for Central
Point ranged between 6.00 and 7.30 units per acre and this would be reflected in the
comprehensive plan. Mr. Burt also pointed out the acreage for agricultural buffering
would need to come out of the total acreage. Mr. Mallams asked if the acreage
calculation would be reduced by the number of existing residents on properties that will
be brought in, and Mr. Burt explained to him how that would be calculated.

Warren Horton, 2525 Scenic Avenue, came forward in support of the Regional Plan and
stated that he wanted to be included. Katic Mallams was the next person to come
forward and expressed concerns about resource lands contained in CP-6A, Gibbon/Forest
Acres as an area of mutual concern and the proposed urbanization of the Tolo area (CP-
1B). Sheri Sonnen, 2130 Boes Avenue, came forward and stated that she would like to
have her property included in an urban reserve area in order to get city water. Larry
Martin, 2673 Taylor Road, came forward in support of the Regional Plan. Tim
Higinbotham, 2744 Taylor Road, came forward in favor of the Regional Plan, stating that
he thought it was remarkable that people had stayed with the process all this time and that
fact alone spoke to the integrity of the people involved. Mr. Higinbotham continued that
he had an agricultural background in the Rogue Valley, and that it wasn’t an area you
would go to on purpose for farming because of the prevalence of hard pan in the soil. He
felt that the term “open space” would be more appropriately used to describe a lot of the
proposed urban reserve lands.

The Planning Commission took a short break from 7:15 p.m. to 7:25 p.m. June Brock,
2815 Taylor Road, came forward to say that she and her husband were very much in
favor of the Plan.

The public hearing was then closed.

Tom Humphrey asked to address some of the issues raised and explained that in the
beginning of the process, different land use areas were looked at. The Tolo area was
viewed as an area of mutual concern and was projected for future growth. As a result, a
water line was extended to that employment base. The County has zoned the area for
future development as the City would be better able to manage this area and not the
County. There are a lot of unique qualities to the Tolo area, mainly to be utilized as a
juncture of transportation facilities.

Gibbon Acres is another area considered for expansion but is beyond one-half mile from
the existing UGB, would require significant infrastructure improvements, and has many
environmental concerns.

In response to a question raised by Mike Oliver about the potential for future farming in
the valley, Mr. Humphrey said that we will preserve some agricultural land for this
purpose but that the most productive areas were Seven Oaks and property along Bear
Creek.
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Connie Moczygemba asked staff what needed to be done to fix the designation of lands
for Little League and Boy Scout use. Don Burt stated that staff would need to be directed
to prepare a resolution to forward to the City Council, subject to any items of concern of
the Planning Commission.

The Planning Commission then discussed issues raised by residents and were all in
agreement about adding the property located at 2130 Boes Avenue to Urban Reserve
Area (URA) CP-4D and changing the land use designation of the Little League and Boy
Scout properties in URA CP-6B to reflect an institutional land use in order to protect the
current use of the property from future development. The Commission then discussed the
Mallams property on Heritage Road (CP-6A) and all agreed that there was no
justification for creating an island within that URA and all commissioners agreed that
they were concerned with the bigger picture.

Justin Hurley made a motion to direct staff to prepare a resolution for
consideration by the Commission at its next regularly scheduled meeting
which reflects the Commission’s recommendations on the issues raised. Tim
Schmeusser seconded the motion. ROLL CALL: Piland, yes; Oliver, yes;
Hurley, yes; Beck, yes; Schmeusser, yes; and Wangle; yes. Motion passed.

VII. DISCUSSION

Tom Humphrey advised that the City had entered into an Intergovernmental Agreement
with the Rail Division and Jackson County for the railroad crossing at Twin Creeks.
Pending resolution of a few minor issues, we are waiting to hear on a final order from the
railroad. The crossing is slated to be signalized, and construction would build up the road
at Highway 99,

Mr. Humphrey said that there had been a slight increase in housing construction in the
lower $200,000 range.

The Cheese Festival is taking place this weekend at the Rogue Creamery. In addition, the
Creamery is talking about expanding its cold storage.

VIII. ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEWS
IX. MISCELLANEOUS

X. ADJOURNMENT

Mike Oliver made a motion to adjourn the meeting., Pat Beck seconded the
motion. Meeting was adjourned at 8:10 p.m.
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The foregoing minutes of the March 16, 2010 Planning Commission meeting were
approved by the Planning Commission at its meeting on the 6™ day of April, 2010.

Planning Commission Chair



GREATER BEAR CREEK VALLEY
REGIONAL PLAN - RESOLUTION



Planning Department

Tom Humphrey, AICF,
Community Development Director/
Assistant City Administrator

STAFE REPORT C

ENTRAL
POINT

STAFF REPORT
April 6, 2010

AGENDA ITEM: File No. 09017

Consideration of the Greater Bear Creek Valley Regional Plan (the “Plan™), dated November 2009,
Applicant: Jackson County

STAFF SOURCE:

Don Burt, AICP, EDFP Planning Manager

BACKGROUND:

On March 16, 2010 the Planning Commission held a public hearing to gather public input regarding the
Greater Bear Creek Regional Plan. After taking testimony the Planning Commission closed the public
hearing and moved to forward a favorable recommendation to the City Council subject to the following
modifications:

1. Add tax lot 362W34D 230 to CP-4D; and
2, Clarify the indented use of the Little League Fields and the Boy Scout property in CP-6B.

The Planning Commission directed staff to prepare a final resolution for consideration at the April 6,
2010 meeting,

FINDINGS:

Exhibit “B” of the resolution contains the findings supporting the Planning Commission’s
recommendation. It should be noted that the City’s consideration of the Plan at this time is limited to
consistency with the Participant’s Agreement. As a land use decision the County is responsible for
preparing findings addressing consistency with all applicable state land use laws.

DISCUSSION POINTS:

The only point worth noting is staff’s inclusion in the Resolution to a modification (Exhibit E”) of Figure
2.10 of the Plan as it applies to the average household size within the urban reserve areas. Figure 2.10
uses a figure of 2.69. This figure should read 2.5, which has been previously approved. The County
Planning Department has been notified and acknowledges the error.,

Exhibits “C — E” address the changes to the Plan as discussed at the March 16™ meeting.

ATTACHMENTS:

Attachment “A” — Planning Commission Resolution No.

i

Page 1 of 2



ACTION:

Consideration of Resolution.

RECOMMENDATION:

Approve Resolution No.
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PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION NO.

A RESOLUTION ON BEHALF OF THE CITY OF CENTRAL POINT
PLANNING COMMISSION FORWARDING A FAVORABLE
RECOMMENDATION TO THE CITY COUNCIL REGARDING ADOPTION OF
THE GREATER BEAR CREEK VALLEY REGIONAL PLAN

WHEREAS, pursuant to former ORS 197.654 (1) (2007), Jackson County and the cities
of Medford, Ashland, Central Point, Eagle Point, Phoenix and Talent, entered into a
collaborative regional problem-solving (RPS) process; and

WHEREAS, the City of Central Point (City), as a participant in RPS, having signed a
Participants’ Agreement identifying a regional land use problem, establishing goals
addressing the problem, creating mechanisms for achieving such goals, and a system for
monitoring the implementation and effectiveness of the those goals; and

WHEREAS, the Greater Bear Creek Valley Regional Plan (the “RPS Plan”)
contemplated by the Participants’ Agreement has been proposed under the provisions of
former ORS 197.654(1) and former 197.656(2), which remain applicable to this RPS
process; and

WHEREAS, Jackson County is the local government charged with adopting the final
RPS Plan; and

WHEREAS, the RPS process must include: (a) An opportunity for involvement by other
stakeholders with an interest in the problem; and (b) Efforts among the collaborators to
agree on goals, objectives and measures of success; and

WHEREAS, the City has been requested to make recommendation(s) to Jackson County
concerning the contents and adoption of the final RPS Plan, including associated maps
and Findings; and

WHEREAS, the City’s Planning Commission conducted hearings on the RPS Plan on
March 16, 2010; and

WHEREAS, all requirements for legal notices and advertisements have been fulfilled
and public testimony accepted and recorded; now, therefore,

THE CITY OF CENTRAL POINT PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDS
TO THE CITY COUNCIL AS FOLLOWS:

3

Page10of 14



Section 1 — RPS Plan,

The Planning Commission hereby forwards a favorable recommendation to the City
Council regarding approval of the “Greater Bear Creek Valley. Regional Plan
November 20097, attached as Exhibit “A”, including Findings attached as Exhibit “B”,
and subject to the following modifications:

1. Clarify the use of the Employment designated lands in CP-6B as described in
Exhibit “C”;

2, Include tax lot 362W 34D 230 within CP-4D as described in Exhibit “D”, and
3. Correct Figure 2.10 per Exhibit “E” .

PASSED by the Planning Commission and signed by me in authentication of its passage
this 6™ day of April, 2010.

Planning Commission Chair

ATTEST:

City Representative

Approved by me this day of , 2010.

Planning Commission Chair
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EXHIBIT “A”
Greater Bear Creek Valley Regional Plan

Volumes 13
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FINDINGS OF FACT
FOR

CONSIDERATION OF THE GREATER BEAR CREEK REGIONAL
PLAN

Before the City of Central Point
Consideration of the Greater Bear Creek Regional Plan

Applicant:
Jackson County
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L INTRODUCTION

On December 22, 2008 the City Council approved Ordinance No, 1923 adopting the Bear
Creek Valley Regional Problem Solving Agreement (the “Agreement”), The Agreement
set forth the terms and conditions agreed to by the City relative to implementation of the
draft Plan as referenced in the Agreement. The Agreement further states that the adopted
Plan shall be what is adopted as a result of Jackson County’s comprehensive plan
amendment process’.

Jackson County is currently in the process of conducting a series of public hearings to
consider approval of comprehensive plan and land use regulations necessary to approve
and implement the Plan, which upon adoption will become the adopted Plan per the
Agreement. As part of the County’s review process the participating cities are provided
an opportunity to review a final draft of the Plan, and will forward a recommendation to
the County planning commission regarding the Plan. Participating cities will also be
given an opportunity for oral comment before the County planning commission prior to
the County’s final decision.

The purpose of these findings is to confirm that the plan as presented in Exhibit “A” is
substantially consistent with the draft Plan presented in the Agreement, and to forward a
recommendation to the County to approve the Plan as presented in Exhibit “A”, with
changes.

As used in these findings the following terms are used in referencing the Greater Bear
Creek Valley Regional Plan:

“Regional Plan” — A generic reference to the Greater Bear Creek Regional Plan;

“Agreement Plan” — Refers to the Regional Plan approved as part of the Participants
Agreement;

“Pending Plan” — Refers to the Regional Pian dated November 2009 and the subject of
these  findings; and

“Adopted Plan” — Refers to the Regional Plan adopted by the County per the current
proceedings, subject to LCDC acknowledgement and appeals.

It is the purpose of these findings to determine whether or not the Pending Plan is
consistent with the Agreement Plan, and to recommend any changes, and supporting
findings, that are revealed during the City’s public heating process.

The following addresses the comparison between the Agreement Plan and the Pending
Plan;

! RPSPA, Section II General Agreement
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Iv.

Greater Bear Creek Valley Regional Problem Solving Agreement

The Greater Bear Creek Valley Regional Problem Solving Agreement
(“Agreement™) has been approved by the City” and the Land Development and
Conservation Commission on September 23, 2009 The Agreement is an
agreement by all participating cities that that they will abide by the Plan adopted
by the Implementing Signatories and acknowledged by the State of Oregon. The
Agreement further stipulates that the adopted Plan shall be the Plan adopted as a
result of Jackson County’s comprehensive plan amendment process.

Approval of the Agreement included approval of the Agreement Plan, subject to
any modifications that may occur during the comprehensive plan and land use
changes necessary to implement the Region Plan.,

Statement of Problems to be Addressed
Finding: The Agreement identifies three problems to be addressed by the
Regional Plan:

Problem #1: Lack of a Mechanism for Coordinated Regional Growth;

Problem #2: Loss of Valuable Farm and Forest Land Caused by Urban Expansion;
and

Problem #3: Loss of Community Identity.

These three problems were addressed in the Agreement draft Plan®. The pending
draft of Plan restates these three problems verbatim®,

Conclusion: The pending draft plan is consistent with the Agreement draft Plan.

Project Goals
Finding: The Agreement sets forth three goals to be achieved by adoption of the
Plan:

Goal #1: Manage future regional growth for the greater public good;

Goal #2: Conserve resource and open space lands for their important economic,
cultural, and livability benefits; and

Goal #3: Recognize and emphasize the individual identity, unique features, and
relative comparative advantages and disadvantages of each community within the
Region.

2 City of Central Point Ordinance No. 1923, December 22, 2008
* Greater Bear Creek Valley Regional Plan, July 2008, Chapter 1
* Greater Bear Creek Valley Regional Plan, November 2009, Chapter 1, Section 4.3.1.
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VIIL

These three goals were incorporated in to the Agreement draft Plan’, The pending
draft Plan restates these goals verbatim, including all related guiding policies as
previously presented in the Agreement Plan.

Conclusion: The Pending Plan is consistent with the Agreement Plan.

Optional Techniques/Strategies for Implementation

Finding: The Agreement Plan included ten (10) optional implementation
techniques addressing®, addressing the Problems and Goals discussed in the
Agreement Plan, The Pending Plan restates, verbatim, the implementation
techniques set forth in the Agreement Plan.

Conclusion: The Pending Plan is consistent with the Agreement Plan.

Measurable Performance Indicators

Finding: In the Agreement Plan’ there are ten (10) Performance Indicators, which
are essentially a restatement of the Implementation Techniques. The Pending
Plan?® restates, verbatim, the Performance Indicators set forth in the Agreement
Plan.

Conclusion: The Pending Plan is consistent with the Agreement Plan.

Incentives and Disincentives to Achieving Goals

Finding: In the Agreement Plan’ there are six (6) incentives for participating
cities to adhere to the Plan, and six (6) disincentives. The Pending Plan'® restates,
verbatim, the Incentives and Disincentives set forth in the Agreement Plan.

Conclusion: The Pending Plan is consistent with the Agreement Plan.

Progress Monitoring System & Amendment Process

Finding: In the Agreement Plan'! Section IV of the Agreement lists the standards
by which progress in attaining the objectives of the Regional Plan will be
measured, including minor and major amendments to the Regional Plan. The
language in the Pending Plan'? is verbatim from the Agreement Plan.

5 Greater Bear Creek Valley Regional Plan, July 2008, Chapter 1, Section 7

® Ibid, Chapter 6, Section 1

7 Ibid, Chapter 6, Section 2

¥ Greater Bear Creek Valley Regional Plan, November 2009, Chapter 5, Section 1
® Ibid, Chapter 6, Section 3

10 Greater Bear Creek Valley Regional Plan, November 2009, Chapter 5, Section 2
! Ibid, Chapter 6, Section 4

12 Greater Bear Creek Valley Regional Plan, November 2009, Chapter 5, Section 2

9
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Conclusion: The Pending Plan is consistent with the Agreement Plan,

10
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EXHIBIT “C”
Note: Proposed changes identified in red.
Page 4-26

| Area CP-6B: (Third paragraph)

“Central Point Little League operates a baseball field facility on a 14.5 acre parcel within one of
the two Agricultural land inclusions in CP-6B. The baseball property constitutes the majority of
the acreage within this Agricultural land inclusion. Two EFU zoned parcels having
approximately five aggregate acres, exists between the baseball fields and the Rural Residential
land to the north. These two parcels are used by the Central Point Council, Boy Scouts of
America for its facilities and activities. The Boy Scout property is not nor likely will be used for
farming in the future (other than incidental not-for-profit farming by Boy Scouts). In Figure
CP.11 both the Central Point Little League property and the Boy Scout property are classified
under then Employment land use-type, with the understanding that they will be retained as a
subclassification land-use type Institutional. The second inclusion of Agricultural land is located
near the geographic center of CP-6B and is completely surrounded by Rural Residential

| exception lands. Together, these inclusions have approximately +4-19 acres.”

Figure CP.11
sxisting and ’oentiz 'l,,an(l—l,]se‘ype I _
i | Residential | Aggregate | Resource Op;:;fl?: ce Einplbyment
Existing Plan 7% 23%
Proposed Uses 90% 10%

11
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| EXHIBIT “D”

Note: Proposed changes identified in red.

Page 4.9
Figure CP.3

OVERVIEW SUMMARY OF DETAILED STUD

Page 4-11

Page 4-20

Area CP-4D:

This Urban Reserve area exists as a triangular-shaped tract that runs along the northeastern side

| of Interstate 5. The area has approximately 82-83 acres, approximately two-thirds of which is
currently designated Agricultural and is owned by Jackson County. The southerly third of the
area is designated as Rural Residential land and is owned by the City of Central Point, Both
tracts are part of the Bear Creek Greenway. None of the land is or has in recent history been in
agricultural production and the soils are of low agricultural suitability (Class IV-VII, where not
built as roadway, or within the Bear Creek floodway). This area also has environmental

12

Page 10 of 14











































































