Umatilla County

Board of County Commissioners

BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS' MEETING
Wednesday, March 20, 2019, 1:30 p.m.
Umatilla County Courthouse, Room 130

Call to order
Pledge of Allegiance

Chair’s introductory comments and opening statement

o o w >

Business items:

1. COUNTY TEXT AMENDMENT #T-19-078, PLAN AMENDMENT #P-122-19, and
ZONING MAP AMENDMENT #Z-313-19 to Co-adopt City of Stanfield Urban
Growth Boundary (UGB) Adjustment.

The City of Stanfield requests the County co-adopt a proposed change to the city’s UGB that
would remove 110 acres of industrial land and 28 acres of open space from within the UGB
and replace it with 110 acres of land to be rezoned from Exclusive Farm Use (EFU) to City
Industrial, and annexed into the City. The criteria of approval are found in Umatilla County
Development Code 152.750-152.755 and the Joint Management Agreement between the City
and County.

2. PLAN AMENDMENT #P-123-19; Amend the Exception for Local Access
Improvements set forth in Umatilla County Ordinance 2003-09, which Ordinance is a
part of the County’s Transportation System Plan.

The applicant, TA Operating, LLC, requests to amend County Ordinance 2003-09 and the
Umatilla County Transportation System Plan, consistent with the Land Use Board of
Appeals’ opinion in Space Age Fuel. The proposed amendment addresses concerns found in
Express and Space Age Fuels v. Umatilla County, 54 Or LUBA 571,597 (2007) and Space
Age Fuel, Inc. v. Umatilla County, 72 Or LUBA 92, 100-01 (2015). The criteria of approval
for amendments are found in Umatilla County Development Code 152.750-152.755.

J. Adjournment

“The mission of Umatilla County is to serve the citizens of Umatilla County efficiently and effectively.”



TEXT AMENDMENT #T-19-078,
PLAN AMENDMENT #P-122-19, AND
ZONING MAP AMENDMENT #Z-313-19

CITY OF STANFIELD, C/O BLAIR LARSON,
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UNION PACIFIC RAILROAD & WINDBLOWN RANCH
LLC, OWNERS

Co-adopt City of Stanfield Urban Growth
Boundary (UGB) Adjustment
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TO: Umatilla County Board of Commissioners {(BCC)
FROM: Bob Waldher, Director
DATE: March 12, 2019

RE: March 20, 2019 BCC Hearing
Co-adoption of City of Stanfield UGB Adjustment
Plan Amendment, #P-122-19
Zone Map Amendment, #Z-313-19
Text Amendment, #T-19-078

Background Information

The City of Stanfield requests the County co-adopt a proposed change to the City’s
Urban Growth Boundary (UGB). The proposed change would remove land from the
UGB located along the west boundary of the City’s UGB and add an equal amount of
land to the UGB from the southeast side of the City.

The proposal basically swaps land out of the UGB in one area and adds land to the UGB
in another area. The proposal specifically removes 110 acres of industrial land along
with 28 acres of Open Space from the UGB and rezones the land to Exclusive Farm Use
(EFU). The removal of this land would be replaced by 110 acres of EFU zoned land, to be
designated Industrial. This area added to the City’s UGB is nearby available City
services and is better situated for the City’s future Industrial needs.

The UGB amendment is requested to support efforts to make City industrial-zoned
property more attractive to industrial site selectors and the industries they represent,
and to provide the City of Stanfield with large industrial parcels that are located closer
to City utilities and ready for development.

Criteria of Approval

The criteria of approval for amendments are found in Umatilla County Development
Code 152.750-152.755 and the Joint Management Agreement (JMA) between the City
and County. Provisions for Adjusting a UGB are contained in Oregon Administrative
Rules (OAR) 660-024-0070 (UGB Adjustments).

Conclusion

Per the provisions of the JMA, the City of Stanfield is responsible for preparing and/or
reviewing all legislative and quasi-judicial amendments to the City Comprehensive Plan
text and map(s). All adopted amendments to the City’s Comprehensive Plan and/or
maps affecting the Urban Growth Area (UGA) or UGB shall be referred to the County for
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Memo
BCC Public Hearing — March 20, 2019
Co-adoption of City of Stanfield UGB Adjustment

adoption as amendments to the County Plan. The County has a responsibility to review and adopt the
amendments approved by the City for these to be applicable in the UGA.

The process of approval by the County involves review by the County Planning Commission with a
recommendation to the BCC. The Planning Commission recommended approval at a public hearing on February

28, 2019. The BCC must make a decision whether or not to co-adopt the proposed change to the City of
Stanfield UGB.

Attachments

The following attachments have been included for review by the Planning Commission:
e County Preliminary Findings and Conclusions

Property Identification Maps

Stanfield Area Current Comprehensive Plan Map

Stanfield Area Proposed Comprehensive Plan Map

Stanfield Area Zoning Map

Stanfield Subject Area Soil Types Map

Traffic Impact Analysis

e City Planning Staff Report



UMATILLA COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

FINAL FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

CO-ADOPTION OF CITY OF STANFIELD UGB ADJUSTMENT

L OVERVIEW

Applicants:

Property Owners:

Proposed Action:

Subject Property:

TEXT AMENDMENT (File #T-19-078)
PLAN AMENDMENT (File #P-122-19)
ZONING MAP AMENDMENT (File #Z-313-19)

City of Stanfield Windblown Ranch, LLC
PO Box 369 32327 Oregon Trail Road
Stanfield, OR 97875 Echo, OR 97826

Windblown Ranch, LLC Union Pacific Railroad
32327 Oregon Trail Road 1400 Douglas St #Stop 1690
Echo, OR 97826 Omaha, NE 68179

The City of Stanfield requests the County co-adopt a proposed
change to the City’s Urban Growth Boundary (UGB). The
proposed change would remove land from the UGB located along
the west boundary of the City’s UGB and add an equal amount of
land to the UGB from the southeast side of the City.

The proposal basically swaps land out of the UGB in one area and
adds land to the UGB in another area. The proposal specifically
removes 110 acres of industrial land along with 28 acres of Open
Space from the UGB and rezones the land to Exclusive Farm Use
(EFU). The removal of this land would be replaced by 110 acres of
EFU zoned land, to be designated Industrial. This area added to
the City’s UGB is nearby available City services and is better
situated for the City’s future Industrial needs.

The UGB amendment is requested to support efforts to make City
industrial-zoned property more attractive to industrial site selectors
and the industries they represent, and to provide the City of
Stanfield with large industrial parcels that are located closer to City
utilities and ready for development.

Parcels proposed to be excluded from UGB: Township 4N, Range
29, Section 31, Tax Lot 1300 and portions of Tax Lot 1100;
Township 4N, Range 29C, Tax Lot 1101 and portion of Tax Lots
1100 and 1302

Parcels proposed to be included in UGB: Township 3N, Range 29,
Section 04, Tax Lots 1900, 2000, 2100, 2200, 2300, and 2400

Co-adoption of City of Stanfield UGB Adoption

Page 1



Comp. Plan Designation:

Zoning:

Irrigation:

(See attached mapping for an overview of the subject property
included in the proposed request)

Current and proposed Comprehensive Plan designations are shown
in the attached exhibits. The area proposed for removal from the
UGB has a City Comprehensive Plan designation of General
Industrial, Transportation Industrial and Open Space. The area
removed from the UGB will receive a new County Comprehensive
Plan designation of North-South Agriculture.

The area proposed for inclusion into the UGB currently has a
County Comprehensive Plan designation of North South
Agriculture and will receive a new City Comprehensive Plan
designation of General Industrial.

Current zoning designations are shown in the attached exhibits.
The area proposed for removal from the UGB has a City zoning
designation of General Industrial, Transportation Industrial and
Open Space. The area removed from the UGB will receive a new
County zoning designation of Exclusive Farm Use (EFU).

The area proposed for inclusion into the UGB currently has a
County zoning designation of EFU and will receive a new City
zoning designation of General Industrial as it will be annexed into
the City.
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The area to be excluded from the UGB consists of un-cultivated
iand on the northern portion and is bisected on the southern portion
by several Union Pacific and BNSF rail lines. Land surrounding
this tract is also undeveloped and primarily uncultivated, with the
exception of irrigated parcels to the south near the Umatilla River.

The area proposed to be included in the UGB is currently
cultivated and was recently farmed for dryland wheat. However it
is less productive than other nearby farmland as there are no
irrigation water rights associated with the property. The tract is
bisected by a Bonneville Power Administration Easement and the
Furnish Ditch irrigation canal. Lands immediately adjacent to the
tract are also primarily undeveloped and are either uncultivated, or
farmed for dryland crops.

The subject property does not contain irrigation water rights.

Co-adoption of City of Stanfield UGB Adoption
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Soil Types: High Value Soils are defined in UCDC 152.003 as Land Capability
Class I and II. As shown in the attached soils map, neither the land
proposed to be brought into the UGB nor the land proposed for
removal is irrigated, and the subject property does not include
water rights. In addition, it does not appear that the subject
property historically had water rights. Therefore, the predominate
soil types associated with the subject property are considered non-
high value and are presented below:

Land Capability
Soil Name, Unit Number, Description Class

Dry Irrigated
89B: Shano silt loams, 2 to 7 percent slopes IVe Ile
89D: Shano silt loams, 12 to 25 percent slopes IVe IVe
1B: Adkins fine sandy loam, 0 to 5 percent slopes IVe Ile
1C: Adkins fine sandy loam, 5 to 25 percent north slopes IVe IVe
27A: Esquatzel silt loam, 0 to 3 percent south slopes IIlc I
2C: Adkins fine sandy loam gravelly substratum, 5 to 25 percent slopes IVe IVe
95B: Taunton fine sandy loam, 1 to 7 percent slopes IVe IVe

Soil Survey of Umatilla County Area, 1989, NRCS. The suffix on the Land Capability Class designations are
defined as “e” — erosion prone, “c” — climate limitations, “s” soil limitations and “w” — water (Survey, page. 172).

Utilities: The area proposed to be excluded from the UGB is undeveloped
and does not have nearby access to public utilities. The area
proposed to be brought into the UGB is located in close proximity
to existing City water and sewer mainlines along Highway 395.

The City of Stanfield includes there is sufficient capacity in the
City’s water and sewer systems to service the area for future
industrial development.

Transportation: Lands proposed for removal from the UGB are generally located
on the west side of Stanfield, along and adjacent to the Union
Pacific and BNSF Railroad line. Access to area is from Highway
395, north of Stanfield.

Lands proposed for inclusion into the UGB are located near the
northeast quadrant of the Interstate-84/Stanfield Interchange and
must demonstrate compliance with the [-84/Highway 395
Interchange Area Management Plan (IAMP).

In order to comply with the requirements of Statewide Planning
Goal 12 (transportation) and the requirements of the IAMP, the
applicant has provided a Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA). (See
attached TIA)

Co-adoption of City of Stanfield UGB Adoption
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Public Hearings: A Public Hearing to be held before the Umatilla County Planning
Commission and City of Stanfield Planning Commission is
scheduled for Wednesday, February 13, 2019 at 6:00 PM in the
cafeteria of Stanfield Secondary School, 1120 N Main Street,
Stanfield, OR.

A subsequent Public Hearing for Co-adoption of the request will
be held before the Umatilla County Board of Commissioners and is
scheduled for Wednesday, March 20, 2019 at 1:30 PM in Room

130 of the Umatilla County Courthouse, 216 SE Fourth Street,
Pendleton, OR.

IL. JOINT MANAGEMENT AGREEMENT

The City and County are authorized under the provisions of Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS) 190
to enter into intergovernmental agreements for the performance of any functions that the City or
County has authority to perform. The City of Stanfield and Umatilla County entered into a Joint
Management Agreement (JMA) on July 22, 2002. The JMA requires the City and County to

have coordinated and consistent comprehensive plans which establish an UGB and a plan for the
Urban Growth Area (UGA) within the UGB.

Statewide Planning Goal 2 (Land Use Planning) requires that the City and County maintain a
consistent and coordinated plan for the UGA when amending their respective comprehensive
plans, and Statewide Planning Goal 14 (Urbanization) requires that the establishment and change
of a UGB shall be through a cooperative process between the City and County.

Per the provisions of the JMA, the City of Stanfield is responsible for preparing and/or reviewing
all legislative and quasi-judicial amendments to the City Comprehensive Plan text and map(s).
All adopted amendments to the City’s Comprehensive Plan and/or maps affecting the UGA or
UGB shall be referred to the County for adoption as amendments to the County Plan. The
County must adopt the amendments approved by the City for these to be applicable in the UGA.

The process © of anpfn‘m] l'“r the r‘nunty involves review b 1“7 the f‘nnnfy Plann‘us Commission

with a recommendation to the Board of County Comm1ss1oners (BCC). The BCC must also hold
a public hearing(s) and make a decision whether or not to co-adopt the proposed change to the

City of Stanfield UGB.
Procedures for annexation shall be in accordance with relevant methods and procedures in ORS

and city ordinances. At the time of annexation, the city shall apply the appropriate zoning
designation to the property and amend the City Zoning Map accordingly.

Co-adoption of City of Stanfield UGB Adoption
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III. AMENDMENT ANALYSIS

Provisions for Adjusting a UGB are contained in Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR) 660-024-
0070 (UGB Adjustments). The following contains an analysis of why the proposed amendment
meets the provisions of the OAR. The standards for approval are provided in underlined text and
the responses are indicated in standard text.

Oregon Administrative Rules: 660-024-0070 UGB Adjustments

(1) A local government may adjust the UGB at any time to better achieve the purposes of
Goal 14 and this division. Such adjustment may occur by adding or removing land from
the UGB, or by exchanging land inside the UGB for land outside the UGB. The
requirements of section (2) of this rule apply when removing land from the UGB. The
requirements of Goal 14 and this division [and ORS 197.298] apply when land is added
to_the UGB, including land added in exchange for land removed. The requirements of
ORS 197.296 may also apply when land is added to a UGB, as specified in that statute. If
a local government exchanges land inside the UGB for land outside the UGB, the
applicable local government must adopt appropriate rural zoning designations for the
land removed from the UGB prior to or at the time of adoption of the UGB amendment
and must apply applicable location and priority provisions of OAR 660-024-0060
through 660-020-0067.

County Finding: The proposed UGB adjustment is consistent with item (1) above as it
exchanges land inside the UGB for land outside the UGB to better achieve the purposes of goal
14. The 110 acres of land to be removed from the UGB is currently zoned for industrial
development. In order to meet the requirement to “adopt appropriate rural zoning designations,”
the 110 acres to be removed from the UGB will be rezoned to the County EFU zoning
designation.

(2) A local government may remove land from a UGB following the procedures and
requirements of ORS 197.764. Alternatively. a local government may remove land from
the UGB following the procedures and requirements of 197.610 to 197.650. provided it
determines:

County Finding: The City is submitting this proposed UGB amendment in accordance with the
procedures and requirements of 197.610 to 197.650, as justified below.

(a) The removal of land would not violate applicable statewide planning goals
and rules;
County Finding: As demonstrated in the attached City of Stanfield findings document, the
proposed UGB adjustment is consistent with each of the statewide planning goals.

(b) The UGB would provide a 20-year supply of land for estimated needs after

the land is removed, or would provide roughly the same supply of buildable

land as prior to the removal, taking into consideration land added to the UGB
at the same time;
County Finding: The proposed UGB adjustment is a 110-acre for 110-acre swap with no net
gain or loss in developable land; therefore the 20-year land supply is unchanged.

Co-adoption of City of Stanfield UGB Adoption

Page 5



(c) Public facilities agreements adopted under ORS 195.020 do not intend to
provide for urban services on the subject land unless the public facilities
provider agrees to removal of the land from the UGB and concurrent
modification of the agreement;

County Finding: No urban services are currently provided to the area proposed to be removed
from the UGB, nor would they be provided once it is removed until such time as this area is
brought back into the UGB.

(d) Removal of the land does not preclude the efficient provision of urban
services to any other buildable land that remains inside the UGB; and
County Finding: The subject properties are on the edge of the UGB and there are no properties
within the UGB to the south or west of the area to be removed. Therefore, efficient provision of
urban services to any other buildable land that remains inside the UGB is not precluded.

(e) The land removed from the UGB is planned and zoned for rural use consistent
with all applicable laws.
County Finding: The 110 acres to be removed from the UGB will be rezoned to County EFU,
the rural designation that it had prior to being included in the UGB. This criteria is met because
the zone change is taking place concurrently with the UGB adjustment.

(3) Notwithstanding sections (1) and (2) of this rule. a local government considering an
exchange of land may rely on the land needs analysis that provided a basis for its current
acknowledged plan, rather than adopting a new need analysis, provided:

(a) The amount of buildable land added to the UGB to meet:

(A) A specific type of residential need is substantially equivalent to the
amount of buildable residential land removed. or

(B) The amount of emolovment land added to the UUGR to meet an
employment need is substantially equivalent to the amount of employment
land removed. and

(b) The local government must apply comprehensive plan designations and, if
applicabie, urban zoning to the land added to the UGB, such that the land added is
designated:

(A) For the same residential uses and at the same housing density as the land
removed from the UGB, or

(B) For the same employment uses as allowed on the land removed from the
UGB, or

(C) If the land exchange is intended to provide for a particular industrial use that
requires specific site characteristics, only land zoned for commercial or industrial
use may be removed. and the land added must be zoned for the particular
industrial use and meet other applicable requirements of ORS 197A.320(6).

County Finding: The amount of buildable land proposed to be added (110 acres) is equivalent
to the amount of buildable land proposed to be removed from the UGB (110 acres). The land to
be removed is currently zoned for industrial development; the land to be added will also be
zoned for industrial development. These criteria are met; therefore no new population forecast or
lands need analysis is required.

Co-adoption of City of Stanfield UGB Adoption
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VI. DECISION

Based upon the foregoing Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, where it has been
demonstrated the request is in compliance with the City and County Comprehensive
Plans, The Stanfield Joint Management Agreement, and the State Administrative Rules
for an Urban Growth Boundary Adjustment, the applicant’s request is approved.

DATED this day of , 20

UMATILLA COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

William J. Elfering, Commissioner

George L. Murdock, Commissioner

John Shafer, Commissioner

Co-adoption of City of Stanfield UGB Adoption
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STANFIELDMEADOWS

STANFIELD AREA PROPOSED COMPREHENSIVE MAP
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STANFIELD AREA CURRENT ZONING MAP
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SOIL MAP LAND CAPABILITY
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TRANSIGHT
CONSULTING, e

Transpoctabuon Engrieariag and Planning Serv:ces

Date: February 19, 2018
To: Blair Larsen, City Manager, City of Stanfield
Jeff Wise, PE, ODOT
From: Joe Bessman, PE
Project Reference No.: 1066
Project Name: City of Stanfield UGB Amendment TEXPIRCS: 127311201 )

The purpose of this memorandum is to address the requirements within Oregon Administrative Rule 660-
12 (commonly referred to as the Transportation Planning Rule) for a proposed 110-acre Urban Growth
Boundary (UGB) amendment in the City of Stanfield, Oregon. The proposed plan is to add approximately
110.6 acres of land on the northeast quadrant of the I-84/US 395 service interchange that is currently
designated Exclusive Farm Use 40-acre Minimum (EFU-40) into the UGB as General Industrial.
Simultaneously, the City plans to remove 138 acres zoned Open Space (28 acres) and Transportation
Industrial/General Industrial (110 acres) located along Hinkle Road and the Burlington Northern Santa Fe
{BNSF) railroad. Figure 1 illustrates the location of the lands proposed to be included within the City’s
UGB, and Figure 2 illustrates the lands proposed for exclusion as part of the land exchange.

It is acknowledged that the proposed land exchange will need to demonstrate compliance with the
Stanfield Interchange Area Management Plan (IAMP), a long-range plan on methods to manage property
and land uses in the vicinity of the I-84/US 395 interchange. The IAMP was developed in 2005 and adopted
as an amendment to the City’s Transportation System Plan.

The lands that are proposed for removal from the UGB are generally those that are located linearly along
the BNSF Railroad line, and land slopes and the narrow shape would not readily support the City’s
industrial/employment land needs. The proposed acreage near the 1-84/US 395 interchange is located
adjacent to Downtown/Tourist Commmercial zoned lands, and the rectangular parcel would provide design
flexibility that better supports industrial uses. Effectively, the removal of 138 acres of largely unproductive
land (110 of which is zoned for industrial uses) will be replaced with 110.58 acres of developable land,
with exception of lands along the Furnish Ditch and Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) easement that
bisect the property. It is proposed that when the 138-acre parcel is removed from the UGB that it will be
designated for farming uses or open space.

1066REP_021918
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Stanfield UGB Amendment

Figure 1. lllustration of proposed UGB Amendment lands.

{

Figure 2. Land to be removed from UGB (outlined in red)
(Legend: blue: General/Transportation Industrial, gray: General Industrial)



Stanfield UGB Amendment

REGIONAL TRAVEL IMPACTS COMPARISON

The Oregon Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) implements Statewide Planning Goal 12. Oregon
Administrative Rule 660-012-0060(1) and (2) apply to amendments to acknowledged comprehensive
plans. OAR 660-012-0060(1) and (2} establish a two-step process for evaluating an amendment’s impacts
on transportation network of highways and streets. The first step in assessing an amendment’s potential
transportation impact is to compare the trip generation potential of the property assuming a “reasonable
worst-case” development scenario under the existing and proposed land use. If the trip generation
potential increases with the proposed zoning, additional operational analysis is required to assess
whether the rezone will “significantly affect” the transpertation system. Conversely, if the trip generation
with the proposed zoning is equal to or less than that of the existing zoning, no additional operational
analysis is necessary to conclude that the proposal does not “significantly affect” the transportation
system. A comparison between trip generation associated with the land exchange scenarios is discussed
below.

UGB AMENDMENT INCLUDED LANDS

This section describes planning scenarios for the proposed lands on the northeast quadrant of the 1-84/US
395 interchange.

Existing Zoning Land Use Scenario

Per Umatilla County Code 152.055, Exclusive Farm Use (EFU) lands are intended to preserve and maintain
agricultural lands for farm use, including range and grazing uses, consistent with existing and future needs
for agricultural products, forest and open spaces; to conserve and protect scenic resources; to maintain
and improve the quality of air, water and land resources of the county and to establish criteria and
standards for farm and non-farm uses and related and supportive uses which are deemed appropriate.
Outright allowable uses within the EFU zone would generally allow a single residence on each established
parcel and typical farming uses, accommodating up to six residences.

The ability to develop to this density within the existing EFU zoning is not encumbered by the BPA
easement or Furnish Ditch. While these land constraints may limit where homesites or farming uses can
occur on the property, the remaining usable portions of the property would support the
residential/farming uses allowed under the existing zoning.

Proposed Zoning Land Use Scenario

Per City of Stanfield Development Code 2.3, the General Industrial (Gl) District allows a broad range of
uses. These include heavy and light manufacturing, warehousing, wholesale trade, transportation
terminals, limited supporting retail ancillary to industrial uses, government facilities, utilities, and similar
uses.

Unlike the limited impact with the EFU zoning, the Furnish Ditch and BPA easement will limit the
developable acreage within the lands proposed for inclusion. The BPA easement is 250 feet wide and
extends 2,600 feet through the property, encompassing a total of 14.92 acres. The alignment and width
of Furnish Ditch, and the remnant portions of land between the ditch and BPA easement will render an
additional 12.85 acres as non-buildable, leaving 82.81 acres of developable land within the overall 110.58-
acre parcel.
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To prepare a reasonable development scenario, we reviewed the Regional Economic Opportunities
Analysis (EOA} for Morrow and Umatilla Counties that was prepared in 2013. The EOA projected
cumulative industrial land needs for various employment sectors within the two Counties showing 275.6
acres needed through 2033. These were broken out by the ciassifications provided for cumulative
industrial land needs within the EOA (Appendix C, Exhibit 1.06), as summarized in Table 1.

Table 1. Cumulative Morrow/Umatilla County Industrial Land Need (through 2033)

Land Need | Percentage of

Employment Sector (Acres) Total
Construction 3.7 1%
Manufacturing 75.9 28%
Whoaolesale Trade 20.6 7%
Transportation, Warehousing, Utilities (TWU} 158 57%
Professional 4.4 2%
Other 13.4 5%

A range of potential site uses could occupy the entirety of the UGB expansion lands. This use could include
a single tenant or multiple uses throughout the land area. To ensure that the scenario was based on
projected Countywide land needs, it was assumed that development of the proposed UGB lands would
generally follow this same distribution of uses as the EOA-projected needs. Table 2 summarizes the
resultant fand use assumptions for the proposed UGB amendment based on similar available ITE land-use
classifications.

Table 2. Proposed UGB ITE Industrial Land Use Classifications and Land Area

Employment Sector ITE Classification UGB Land (Acres)
Construction General Light industrial (110} 111
Manutacturing Manutacturing (140) 22.77

High-Cube Warehouse/
Whelesalejliads Distribution Center {152) __6'_18___ o
irenspemation; Utilities (170) 47.41
Warehousing, Utilities (TWU) v
Professional General Light Industrial (110) 132
Other General Light Industrial (110) 4.02
Total of Proposed Land-Uses 82.81

As further discussed within this report, based on review of the Stanfield Interchange Area Management
Plan, these lower-intensity assumptions in Table 2 are similar to the low-density Industrial Park
classification of the 57-acre parcel south of the interchange, reflecting a much lower Floor Area Ratio
(FAR) than those cited within the EQA.

Trip Generation Comparison

Comparative trip generation estimates were prepared based on data contained within the Institute of
Transportation Engineers’ standard reference Trip Generation, 9" Edition. Table 3 presents a comparison
of the trips that could be generated by the existing and proposed zoning per the assumptions outlined
above. As shown in this table, the proposed inclusion of these industrial [ands within the City’s UGB could
substantially increase the trip generation potential of this area from its current EFU zoning.
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Table 3. Comparison of Trip Generation Potential

ITE Weekday Weekday PM Peak Hour
Land Use Code Size Daily Trips | Total Trips [ In | Out
Existing Exclusive Farm Use (EFU) Zoning
Single Family Detached 6 Parcels
Hogsing ! 210 Residence/s >7 6 3 3
Proposed General Industrial (Gi) Zoning
General Light Industrial | 110 6.45 acres 334 47 10 37
Manufacturing 140 22.77 acres 885 190 101 89
. 6.18 acres
g;f:‘riﬁ:i’;::‘gﬂ‘;”se/ 152 | (030 FAR) 136 10 3 7
80,760 SF
Utilities 170 47.41 acres 626 63 28 35
Total 1,981 309 142 168
Increase in Trips (Proposed — Existing Zoning) +1,924 +303 +139 +165

With the projected increase in trips associated with incorporation and rezoning of the developable 82.81
acres, the potential for a significant impact is present with the proposed amendment. Accordingly, the
second step of the TPR process is required to identify whether the increase in trips will create new impacts
on the transportation system.

UGB AMENDMENT EXCLUDED LANDS

This section provides a review of the development and trip potential of lands proposed for removal from
the City of Stanfield UGB.

Existing Zoning Land Use Scenario

Lands that are currently in the UGB and proposed to be excluded as part of the land exchange include a
mixture of 138 acres of General Industrial, General/Transportation Industrial, and Open Space. As shown
in Figure 1, of the 138-total acre site, 28-acres are designated as Open Space and connect the
General/Transportation Industrial with the General Industrial designated lands, creating a single
contiguous parcel for the land exchange. The City of Stanfield Open Space District is described within City
Code Section 2.6; City Code allows uses within this zoning district such as farming/grazing that provide
negligible trip generation potential.

The City’s General Industrial Zoning district was described within the preceding section as allowing land
uses that store or produce products and materials. Code Section 2.3.170 identifies additional provisions
for the Transportation Industrial Sub-District, which includes rail-related facilities, transportation
terminals subject to special use standards. As these additional uses would generally be considered lower
intensity than those also allowed within the General Industrial designation, the same land use
assumptions would be applied to assess a reasonable worst-case scenario.

Of the remaining 110 acres in the existing land proposed to be exchanged for a more productive land-use,
a significant portion of the property does not lend itself to development. Based on a review of aerial
imagery, a portion of the land located along the BNSF rail line right-of-way does not have sufficient width
to accommodate rail-supportive development. This multi-track railroad section consumes approximately
39 acres of land, and the Feed Canal alignment impacts approximately 3 additional acres, leaving
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approximately 68 acres of developable industrial lands (110 Industrial acres — 42 non-productive acres =

68 developable acres).

Application of the same land use type assumptions as the proposed zoning scenario (Table 2, Page 4)
results in the distribution of land provided within Table 4, with the resulting trip generation potential

summarized in Table 5.

Table 4. Excluded UGB ITE Industrial Land Use Classifications and Land Area

UGB AMENDMENT TRIP GENERATION COMPARISON

Employment Sector ITE Classification UGB Land (Acres)
Construction General Light Industrial (110) 091
Manufacturing Manufacturing {140) 18.7
High-Cube Warehouse
Rh e Disiribution Center (154) 5.08
Transportation, e
Warezousing, Utilities {TWU) Utiliiesi{170) e
Professional General Light Industrial (110) 1.1
Other General Light Industrial (110} 33
Total Lands 68 Acres
Table 5. Comparison of Trip Generation Potential
me | Weekday Weekday PM Peak Hour
Land Use Code Size DailyTrips | TotalTrips | ®m | oOut
Proposed General Industrial {(Gl) Zoning
General Light Industrial | 110 5.31 acres 275 39 9 30
Manufacturing 140 18.70 acres 727 156 83 73
High Cube Warehouse/ 2:08acres
Distribution Center 152 (050 EAR] i 8 3 5
66,385 SF

Utilities 170 38.9 acres 513 51 23 28
Tota! NG 254 118 136

Proposed Exclusive Farm Use (EFU) Zoning

ingle Family Detached 3 Parcels

illgﬁsing ! 210 Residence/s = : 2 !
Increase in Trips (Proposed - Existing Zoning) (1,598) (251) {116) (135) =

A comparison of the trip generation potential of lands proposed for inclusion into the UGB (as summarized
within Tabie 3) and iands exciuded from the UGB (as summarized within Table 5) is summarized in Table
6. Weekday p.m. peak hour trips were applied as the basis for comparison, consistent with planning
conducted as part of the Stanfield Interchange Area Management Plan and City Transportation System

Plan.
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Table 6. Comparison of Trip Generation Potential

Weekday Weekday PM Peak Hour
Scenario Daily Trips | Total Trips in Out
Proposed UGB +1,924 +303 +139 +164
Excluded UGB (1,598) (251) (116) (135)
Trip Difference +326 52 +23 +29

As shown in Table 6, there would be a minor increase in daily and weekday p.m. peak hour trips associated
with the proposed UGB amendment based on the variance in developable lands the UGB land exchange
provides. As the City’s land supply was prepared to satisfy an overall City employment need, the mare
accessible and developable lands proposed for inclusion will better meet the City land needs and goals.

The focation of the two separate sites will also influence regional transportation impacts. The lands
excluded from the UGB are likely to rely on US 395 for their primary truck access, with trips impacting
routes through Stanfield and Hermiston to access I-84 or I-82. The lands near the 1-84/US 395 junction
would benefit from improved access to the Interstate highway system, but the increased reliance on the
interstate would impact the adjacent access points.

Based on this review and comparison of the proposed land exchange, the averall impacts to the City of
Stanfield is provision of more developable industrial lands with improved interstate access. Overall traffic
levels are expected to be reasonably similar, with differences in travel patterns and travel routes. The
slightly increased number of daily and weekday p.m. peak hour trips is offset by the ability to rely on the
Interstate System for regional trips, lessening impacts on the US 395 corridor through Stanfield and
Hermiston {(and potentially other nearby Cities).

While the regional impacts are expected to be neutral to positive overall, the point impacts of the included
fands need to be addressed to ensure that safe and functional access to the lands can be provided given
the adjacent land uses and system constraints. System impacts associated with the land exchange would
show a reduction in through trips from 1-84 onto US 395 that would have travelled to the excluded UGB

lands.

PROPOSED UGB INFRASTRUCTURE PLANNING ANALYSIS

This section of the report describes the functional and geometric transportation requirements necessary
to serve the proposed UGB amendment. As the proposed UGB amendment extends east of undeveloped
lands already designated for commercial and industrial uses and adjacent to an interchange with an
adopted Interchange Area Management Plan, this review was initiated with a literature review of prior
planning efforts and policies.

LITERATURE REVIEW

Based on discussions with City of Stanfield and ODOT Region 5 staff, the following documents were
reviewed as part of this analysis:

o (City of Stanfield Transportation System Plan
¢ Stanfield Interchange Access Management Plan (November 2005)
e Oregon Highway Plan
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e City of Stanford Development Code and Zoning

A summary of these materials and their relevance to the proposed UGB amendment is summarized below.

Oregon Highway Plan

The Oregon Highway Plan is a modal element of the Oregon Transportation Plan (OTP) and part of
Oregon’s Statewide Transportation Plan. It defines policy and investment strategies as well as
implementation strategy and performance measures for the State highway system. The original document
was prepared in 1999 and subsequently updated.

The first goal of the Oregon Highway Plan is to maintain and improve sale and efflicienl movement of
people and goods and contribute to the health of the economy and community livability. Several policies
and action items are provided to support this goal. Relevant to the proposed UGB amendment, Action
1F2 states that when developing State, regional, or local plans, a minimum 20-year planning horizon
should be provided. When assessing highway mobility for amendments to transportation system plans or
acknowledged comprehensive plans, the planning horizon should be the same as the adopted

local/regional documents, or 15 years from the proposed date of amendment adoption, whichever is
greater.

State Highway Classification System

Policy 1A defines the classification of the highway system. Highways are classified based on four levels of
importance: 1) Interstate, 2) Statewide, 3) Regional, and 4) District. These classifications provide priority
for funding strategies and improvements. Within the study area, 1-84 is an Interstate Highway that is
intended to provide connections to major cities, regions of the state, and other states. US 395 is classified
as a Statewide Highway from the eastbound ramps north, and as a District Highway south of the
eastbound ramps toward Echo.

Mobility Standards

The Oregon Highway Plan was revised following development of the Stanfield Interchange Area
Management Plan, Koy changes that have occurred that impact the area plans include the transition of
performance standards into mobility targets and changes to the applicable targets (generally to accept
higher levels of congestion). However, Action 1F.6 notes that for TPR purposes the mobility targets are to

be considered “standards”.

Due to the importance of interstate interchange ramp terminals, Action 1F.1 of the Oregon Highway Plan
states the following:

Although an interchange serves both the mainline and the crossroad to which it connects, it is
important that the interchange be managed to maintain safe and efficient operation of the
mainline through the interchange area. The main objective is to avoid the formation of traffic
queues on off-ramps which back up into the portions of the ramps needed for safe deceleration
from mainline speeds or onto the mainline itself. This is a significant traffic safety concern. The
primary cause of traffic queuing at off-ramps is inadequate capacity at the intersections of the
ramps with the crossroad. These intersections are referred to as ramp terminals. In many instances
where ramp terminals connect with another state highway, the mobility target for the connecting
highway will generally signify that traffic backups onto the mainline can be avoided. However, in
some instances where the crossroad is another state highway or a local road, the mobility target
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will not be a good indicator of possible future queuing problems. Therefore, the better indication
is @ maximum volume to capacity ratio for the ramp terminals of interchange ramps that is the
more restrictive volume to capacity ratio for the crossroad, or 0.85.

In the case of the 1-84/US 395 interchange ramp terminals, the standards for US 395 (classified as a
Statewide Highway and Freight Route) apply. ODOT performance standards for intersections surrounding
the I-84/US 395 interchange are based on the posted speed, functional classification, and the location
{whether within or outside of an urban growth boundary). Table 7 summarizes the area intersection
characteristics and performance standards.

Table 7. Oregon Highway Plan Mobility Targets (TPR Standards, OHP Table 6)

Functional Locational Posted | ODOT Mobility
Intersection Classification Characteristics Speed Standard
interstate Ramp Non-STA
:;::‘/uss 395 Eastbound | L nal/Statewide Non-MPO 45 mph v/c<0.70
p Highway Rural Lands
Interstate Ramp Non-STA
I
84/Us 395/ Terminal/Statewide Non-MPO 45 mph v/c<0.70
Westbound Ramps .
Highway Rural Lands
Non-STA
gi?oif!stricte d Access Statewide Highway/ Non-MPO 45 mph v/c<0.90
Local fnterest Road City > 45 mph
. i Non-STA
Us 395/ Statewide Highway/ Non-MPO 45 mph v/c<0.90
Stanfield Avenue Local Interest Road .
City 2 45 mph
. . Non-STA
us :395/ Statewide Highway/ Non-MPO 45 mph v/c<0.90
frwin Road Local interest Road §
City =2 45 mph

With the existing two-way stop-control in place at area intersections, these performance standards are
generally based on the classification of the minor approach. With exception of the interchange terminals,
changes in traffic control that impacts mainline operations would revert to the Statewide Highway
performance standard within an urban area (v/c ratio < 0.80).

Access Spacing

The Oregon Highway Plan also provides access spacing standards for highways within Appendix C. With
an Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) of 9,600 vehicles on US 395 north of the 1-84 interchange the
applicable spacing standard is 800 feet within the urban area and 990 feet in the rural area. More critically,
standard access spacing from the interchange ramp terminal is 1,320 feet (freeway interchange with two-
lane crossroad, OHP Table 17) whether to a restricted access or full-access location.

Relevance to the UGB Amendment

Based on this review, the Oregon Highway Plan provides several relevant elements related to the
proposed UGB amendment. It defines the horizon forecast year for the analysis as 2033 (15-year horizon
for a plan amendment versus the typical 20-year horizon for development of a plan), it classifies highways
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based on their function and purpose, and it establishes performance standards and access spacing
standards based on these classifications.

With the adopted Interchange Access Management Plan guiding future development plans and property
access at the I1-84/US 395 interchange, compliance with the IAMP is expected to be consistent with ODOT
access policies. The location of Stanfield Avenue complies with current ODOT access spacing policies from
the ramp terminal, but the right-in, right-out for the Pilot Travel Center or the identified right-in, right-out

to serve the future development of lands on the east side of US 395 would not comply with current access
spacing standards.

CITY OF STANFIELD TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM PLAN

The City of Stanfield’s Transportation System Plan (TSP) was prepared in June 2001 following completion
of the US 395 Corridor Plan. The TSP assessed future year 2020 conditions and projected population to
increase from 1,770 persons in 1997 to 2,490 persons by 2020, with annual growth of 1.44 percent
throughout the County and 1.9 percent in Stanfield, resulting in a 60-percent traffic volume increase
across the pianning horizon. The TSP assessed only a single intersection (Main Street and Coe Avenue)
which showed acceptable long-term operations.

Within the alternatives analysis, a project to construct a new access and traffic signal on US 395 north of
the I-84 interchange (at Stanfield Avenue serving both the east and west side of US 395 per Figure 6-2)
was identified, along with new multi-use pathways from the interchange into the City of Stanfield. The
TSP identifies thatin 2001 there were ongoing discussions about the potential siting of a truck stop on the
east side of the US 395 corridor opposite the Pilot Travel Center, along with hotel, truck wash, truck repair
facility, and restaurant. When the TSP was prepared the median along US 395 had not been constructed,
and Stanfield Avenue was not relocated to its current alignment.

The T5P identified ihai the cosi of instaiiing a traffic signai and jeft- and right-turn ianes were estimated
at $250,000 and the construction should be a joint effort between the City of Stanfield, ODOT, and private
developers in the area. Driveways and streets (including closures/relocations) were not included within
this cost (it is assumed that the associated costs would be the responsibility of developers).

STANFIELD INTERCHANGE AREA MIANAGEMENT PLAN

The Stanfield Interchange Access Management Plan {(IAMP) was prepared in November 2005 and updates
the findings of the City’s TSP with more current plans and policies, implementing elements of the Oregon
Highway Plan based on the specific land use and transportation needs and constraints. This document
included a detailed literature review of several prior planning efforts that had occurred along the US 395
corridor surrounding the interchange. The Plan was prepared prior to the construction of Stanfield
Avenue, and the relocation of the Pilot Travel Center truck access to this facility. Key findings of the IAMP
that pertain to this property includes the following:

e Structural improvements were required in 2005 at the interchange overcrossing. These were
planned for construction in 2006/2007.

¢ Sight distance deficiencies were identified at the interchange ramp terminals due to the crest
vertical curve of the structure. The planned structural retrofit improvements to the interchange
were not intended to address the sight distance deficiencies.

¢ Freight movements are of paramount importance given the designation of area highways and
their role in interstate commerce. In addition, pedestrian and bicycle connectivity was

10
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encouraged within the IAMP, particularly as a means to link the City of Stanfield to the City of
Echo. Multi-use pathways along both the west and east side of the interchange were
recommended.

Operational conditions at the interchange terminals were adequate in 2005, with critical delays
for the ramps operating at Level of Service “B” or “C”. Crash rates, a measure of safety of the
various roadway users, were slightly higher at the interchange than Statewide averages, though
this did not reflect the addition of a raised median that limits turning movements and cross-over
crashes along Stanfield Avenue, or the relocation of access to the current Stanfield Avenue
alignment.

Approximately 30 to 35 percent of trips from lands within the surrounding area are expected to
travel to the I-84/US 395 interchange.

Access from lands east of the US 395 corridor were assumed to occur from a signalized US
395/Stanfield Avenue — Irwin Road intersection and a restricted (right-in, right-out) access aligned
with the Pilot Travel Center right-in, right-out access (see Figure 3). The new signalized Stanfield
Avenue intersection was identified to more safely accommodate truck turning movements and to
serve future area growth. A local street network connecting to the new signal was recommended
on the east side of the highway, with signalization to occur when warranted.

The IAMP also recommended signalization of the eastbound I-84/US 395 ramps (when warranted)
to address increasing delays.

Growth rates were identified within the IAMP as well as build-out of adjacent lands. Figure 1
shows the assumed growth assumptions for the areas surrounding the interchange. This includes
build-out of the adjacent lands with the development assumptions shown in Figure 3 and
application of 1 percent annual growth.

Generally, the IAMP provides the overall access recommendations to serve potential development
surrounding the interchange. The analysis of the UGB amendment builds on these assumptions and
maintains consistency with the access spacing provisions that were identified within the IAMP and
adopted as an amendment to the City’s Transportation System Plan.

It should be noted that subsequent to the IAMP, ODOT revised its policies related to roundabouts on State
Highways. Based on emerging research, ODOT will now require consideration of a roundabout and
comparison to a traffic signal as part of the Design Acceptance Package. This change in policy reflects the
significant reduction in fatal and serious injury crashes at roundabouts due to the lower entry speeds and
reduced conflict points.

11
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Figure 3. Assumed Stanfield UGB Development (IAMP Figure 1).
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Figure 4. Stanfield IAMP Forecast Year 2024 Traffic Volumes (IAMP Figure 2)
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EXiSTING CONDITIONS

The existing conditions analysis is intended to describe the current geometric, operational, and safety
characteristics of area roadway facilities. This is intended to help prioritize area needs and deficiencies,
and also serves to calibrate the existing analysis models to field conditions. The existing conditions review
was based on field data collected on November 2, 2017 and data collection efforts in late September 2017
as further described below.

Existing Conditions Safety Review

Review of area safety was provided through review and summary of reported crashes from the ODOT
Crash Analysis and Reporting Unit. Within the State of Oregon crashes that are required for reporting
include those that involve at least one motor vehicle, result in any level of personal injury, or property
damage exceeding 51,500. The most recent five-year period available was reviewed as part of this analysis
(January 2011 through December 2015} as shown in Table 8. As there have been no significant geometric
or operational changes within the interchange area or along US 395 during this time period, these crash
patterns are expected to reflect the current safety conditions, and were used as a screening method to
identify issues for field review.

Table 8. Summary of Reported Crashes (January 2011 through December 2015)

Crash Severity Crash Type
fiof | Non- Turning/ | Fixed Rate Per

Intersection Crashes | Fatal | Injury | Injury Angle Object MEV
I-84/US 395
Eastbound Ramps 8 B 2 B 4 0 0.64
I-84/US 395
Wesibound 5 v} 3 z 4 1 0.34
Ramps
Us 395/
Pilot Restricted 3 ¢ 1 2 1 i 0.15
Access
Us 395/
Stanfield Avenue 2 0 1 2 3 0 0.22
us '395/ 1 0 0 3 0 . -~
Irwin Road

Review of the crash patterns by overall crash characteristics, vehicle types, movement types, driver
factors, and environmental factors did not identify any crash patterns. The sight distance deficiencies
noted within the IAMP at the ramp terminals did not appear to influence the crash patterns. The measured

crash rates were relatively low, and none were considered indicators of geometric or operational issues
at any of the study area intersections.
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INTERSECTION SIGHT DISTANCE

Field review was conducted along the US 395 frontage to identify whether there were any existing
constraints to achieving minimum American Association of State Highway Officials (AASHTQ)
recommendations for stop-controlled sight distance at the US 395/right-in, right-out access identified
within the IAMP or the realigned US 395/Stanfield Avenue intersection. It is assumed that side-street stop-
control would remain, at least on an interim basis. Sight distance information and minimum
recommendations are based on the standard reference A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and
Streets, 6™ Edition published by the AASHTO in 2011, commonly referred to as the Green Book.

Intersection Sight Triangles

Given the minor-street stop-control that will be installed at the new intersections, sight triangles were
developed based on guidance cited within Conditions B1 (left-turn from minor road) and B2 (right-turn
from minor road) of the Green Book. All distances were measured from a vertex point located 14.5 feet
from the major-road travel way along the center of the approaching travel lane, accounting for
comfortable positioning distance from the travel way (6.5 feet) and the distance from the front of the
vehicle to the driver eye (8.0 feet). The assumed eye height is 3.5 feet above the departing road and the
object height is also 3.5 feet above the major road, which allows the motorists entering the roadway, to
see and identify an approaching vehicle.

Intersection sight triangles vary based on the speed of the roadway and the number of travel lanes that a
driver entering the roadway must cross. The posted speed on US 395 is 45 miles per hour. Figure 5
illustrates the recommended measurements at each access.

Case B1: Left-Turn From Stop

Recommended intersection sight distances are based on the distance an approaching vehicle travels
during the time it takes a motorist on the side-street to make a decision and safely accelerate into the
travel lane without unduly interfering with major-street traffic. Given the generally flat slopes and five-
lane cross-section, a time gap of 8.5 seconds was applied based for a typical passenger car, 10.9 seconds
for a single-unit truck, and 12.9 seconds for a combination truck. AASHTO Formula 9-1 summarizes the
recommended sight distances.

Passenger Vehicle Intersection Sight Distance = 1.47 Vinojor (mph) tgap tsec) = 562.3 feet
Single-Unit Truck Intersection Sight Distance = 1.47 Vingjor fmph) taap tsec) = 721.0 feet
Combination Truck Intersection Sight Distance = 1.47 Vinsjor mph) tgop (sec) = 853.3 feet

Field review identified that sight lines are limited from the east side of US 395 toward the north by the
horizontal curve and roadside vegetation. However, from Stanfield Avenue approximately 960 feet of
sight distance is available, exceeding the minimum requirements to serve combination trucks.

15
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Figure 5. Intersection Sight Triangle Measurements for Case B1 (Left-Turn from Stop) and Case B2
(Right-Turn from Stop) at the right-in, right-out (left) and Stanfield Avenue access (right) connections
identified in the IAMP.
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Cose B2: Right Turn from the Minor Road

Views for motorists entering the major roadway toward the drivers’ left must be adequate to
accommodate a right-turn. The right-turn maneuver requires that the driver select a gap in traffic flow
toward the oncoming motorist, enter the roadway and accelerate. A time gap of 6.5 seconds is applied to
account for this maneuver at the proposed future right-in, right-out access. Accesses designed as right-in,
right-out only are much safer than full movement accesses as it reduces the amount of time that the
entering motorist crosses one or more lanes of travel and eliminates the likelihood of severe crashes. A
fonger time gap of 8.5 seconds is recommended for single unit trucks and 10.5 seconds for combination
trucks. These higher values were also reviewed at the Stanfield Avenue intersection based on the
industrial designation of lands to the east.

Passenger Vehicle Intersection Sight Distance = 1.47 Viajor tmph) tgap (se) = 430.0 feet
Single-Unit Truck Intersection Sight Distance = 1.47 Vinojor (mph) tgop (sec) = 562.3 feet
Combination-Unit Truck Intersection Sight Distance = 1.47 Vigjor mph) taop sec) = 694.6 feet

Field review showed that from both accesses there are clear sight lines to the top of the interchange
overcrossing, which is located approximately 1,000 feet to the south of the identified proposed right-in,
right-out access and approximately 1,920 feet south of Stanfield Avenue. Recommended intersection
sight distance is met at both access locations.

TRAFFIC OPERATIONS

STUDY AREA

As previously discussed within this report, regional trip impacts are expected to be minor with the
proposed land exchange. The proposed UGB amendment will reduce trips from 1-84 along the US 395
corridor but shows a slightly higher overall trip generation potential based on the equivalent acreage and
more developable lands. Accordingly, the study area assessed includes the portion of US 395 extending
from the -84 eastbound ramp terminal north to Irwin Road. Confirmation of this scope was obtained from
ODOT based on the May 22, 2017 correspondence included within the attachments.

INTERSECTION OPERATIONS

To ensure consistency with the TPR and OHP requirements, analysis was conducted of year 2033
conditions. This forecast year meets the Oregon Highway Plan requirements for a 15-year analysis for
Transportation Planning Rule amendments, and exceeds the horizon period of both the adopted IAMP
and City TSP. The results of the operational analysis are summarized in Table 9. Additional details on the
analysis methodology and scenarios are presented below.
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Table 9. Summary of Intersection Operations

1-84/US 395 3] EB €8

Easiboond Ramps ve<o0 | c 247 | 040 | o F >100 | >10 | o F | >100 | 510 No

I-84/US 395

" - v/c<o70 ([wBLT| B 128 | 001 |weLr| F 898 | 071 [wBLT| ¢ 950 | 073 Yes

:;'":f‘"’ FOLLERRO vfc<090 | EBR B 100 | 012 | EBR c 152 | 033 | eBR 8 147 | 032 Yes

US 295/ vic<o9o | BT | ¢ [ 165 |02 |esur| ¢ |00 s10 |eser| ¢ | s100 | 510 No

Stanfield Ave = - )

Us 395/

. i v/c<0.90 - - - - Intersection Closed Intersection Closed N/A
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Traffic counts were collected on Wednesday, September 27, 2017. These traffic counts reflect travel
patterns the week after the re-opening of the I-84 corridor following wildfire related closures. The system
peak was identified between 4:25 p.m. and 5:25 p.m., with approximately 650 vehicles north of Irwin Road
and 800 vehicles near the I-84 westbound ramps.

To reflect 30™ highest hourly design volumes, the existing counts were factored based on ODOT Automatic
Traffic Recorder (ATR) Station 30-019, located on US 395 northwest of Feedville Road. This shows that
September counts are two percent lower than the peak July month, and October counts are three percent
lower. A 2.5 percent adjustment was applied to reflect existing year 2017 30™ highest hourly design
conditions.

Analysis of existing design hour conditions showed that all of the unsignalized study area intersections
currently operate with low delays, with side-streets operating at Level of Service “C” or better and well
within ODOT mobility standards. Existing operations are summarized in Table 9.

YeEAR 2033 ExisTinG UGB TRAVEL FORECASTS

Travel forecasts were prepared as part of the IAMP showing the impact of UGB build-out and continued
regional growth. Review of the travel forecasts show that the current traffic volumes along US 395 would
need to double within the next seven years to achieve the forecast 2024 projections shown. Review of
the ODOT Future Volume Tables projects volumes on US 395 (ODOT Highway 54) will experience nearly
flat growth trends between 2015 and 2035 immediately north of the I-84 interchange (9,600 vehicles
increasing to 9,700 vehicles) and north of Tuttle Avenue (6,000 vehicles increasing to 6,100 vehicles).

Despite the aggressive growth assumptions within the IAMP, for purposes of this analysis these projected
volumes were further increased for an additional nine years to reflect year 2033 conditions with build-out
of the current UGB.

Revised travel projections were developed as follows:

e Projected year 2024 traffic volumes from the IAMP reflecting UGB build-out were increased to
reflect year 2033 forecast conditions through the application of a one-percent annual growth rate.
e Traffic volumes were rounded to the nearest five vehicles to reflect the relative imprecision of

forecast volumes.

e Volumes along the US 395 corridor were balanced between intersections. It was observed that
traffic projections within the adopted IAMP were not balanced along the corridor, resulting in
significant volume disparities between Stanfield Avenue and the 1-84 eastbound ramp terminal.

Comparison of the seasonally adjusted year 2017 design hour volumes and projected 2033 forecasts are
summarized in Table 10.
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Table 10. Growth Rate Review

2017 2033 : Effective Annual
Design | Forecast 2024 | Projected & | Cumulative | Growth Rate
Intersection Hour TEV IAMPTEV | Balanced TEV | Growth (Compounding)
-84/ :
US 395 Eastbound Ramps s11 1,330 1,450 284% 7%
-84/ :
US 395 Westbound Ramps i 1,820 1,930 236% 6%
Us 395/ | -
Pilot Restricted Access 20 1,840 1,835 216% 5%
US 395/ ]
Stanfield Averniue 745 2,170 2,095 281% 7%
US 395/ 643 1660 1545 - o
Irwin Road

The revised year 2033 design hour travel projections are illustrated in Figure 6, and a summary of the
resultant operational analysis is summarized in Table 9.

YeEAR 2033 ProroSeED UGB AMENDMENT TRAVEL FORECASTS

~ Travel forecasts with the UGB Amendment were developed by assigning the forecast trip generation

potential (as shown in Table 3) onto the transportation system. This analysis assumed the same roadway
configuration identified within the IAMP, which includes an eastern extension of Stanfield Avenue and
restricted access opposite the Pilot Travel Center passenger car access. Within this analysis it was assumed
that the restricted access would include right-in, right-out movements only, though provision of a left-in
to mirror the configuration of the Pilot Travel Center could also be considered as part of future land use
applications. The internal roadway connections identified within the IAMP allow the UGB lands access to
both US 395 connections, though Stanfield Avenue is expected to generally serve the UGB expansion and
the restricted access will primarily serve lands already within the UGB.

Travel patterns for the UGB expansion lands were developed based on current travel patterns, with some
modifications to better reflect the regional employment trends provided with General Industrial uses
versus those of the Pilot Travel Center. This resulted in approximately 55 percent of all trips oriented
toward the north along the US 395 corridor, and 45 percent oriented south toward 1-84. The resultant trip

assignment and the projected year 2033 design hour traffic volumes with the UGB amendment are shown
in Figure 6.
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INTERSECTION MITIGATION

The operations analysis shows mitigation needs at the i-84/US 395 Eastbound Ramp Terminal and the US
395/Stanfield Avenue intersection. Both locations show that without improvements build-out of the UGB
lands will result in long delays and congestion. While the {-84/US 395 ramp terminal is forecast to meet
ODOT mobility standards, long delays approaching nearly 100 seconds per vehicle are shown for the
westbound left-turn movements. Mitigation options at each location are further discussed below.

1-84/US 395 Eastbound Ramp Terminal

The unsignalized eastbound ramp terminal provides free-flow movements on US 395 and stop-control on
the eastbound approach, typical of a diamond service interchange. The design of the ramp provides a
single-lane stop-controlled approach with adequate width to easily accommodate truck maneuvers. US
395 provides a three-lane cross-section at the intersection, separating left-turns entering the I-84
Eastbound Ramp. The northbound US 395 approach provides only a right-turn taper. An aerial view of the
intersection is shown in Figure 7.

Figure 7. 1-84/US 395 Eastbound Ramp. Source: Maps.google.com.

Sight lines from the stop sign are clear toward the south but somewhat constrained toward the north

(particularly for passenger cars) due to the grade of the overcrossing and presence of guardrail, as shown
in Figure 8.
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’\:’;TV-HI:QM

T D

Figure 8. Views of the I-84/US 395 Eastbound Ramp facing north toward Stanfield.

Delays and congestion at the eastbound ramp terminal were previously forecast within the IAMP and the
Transportation System Plan {as well as the preceding US 395 Corridor Plan). Within each of these plans
signalization was identified as the long-term mitigation measure, with implementation to occur when
Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices {MUTCD) signal warrants are met. Per MUTCD Section 4B.02,
signal warrants represent the minimum conditions to consider intersection signalization. For planning
purposes, MUTCD Volume-Based Warrants 1, 2, and 3 were reviewed for both existing and build-out
conditions, as summarized in Table 11.

Table 11. MUTCD Signal Warrant Analysis Summary

Warrant Warran
#1 Eight-Hour Vehicular Volume
#2 Four-Hour Vehicular volume No Yes
#3 Peak Hour No Yes

With build-out of the UGB lands, volume-based signal warrants will be met. To meet the volume-based
warrant criteria, the existing traffic volumes would need to increase approximately 52-percent. This rate
of growth at the interchange ramp is not likely to occur without substantial development of the
surrounding lands within the current and expanded UGB,

Operational analysis of the existing intersection configuration with signalization shows that changes to
the ramp terminal geometry beyond signalization would be required to meet ODOT mobility standards
with full build-out of the amended UGB. The critical issue at the ramp terminal is the southbound left-turn
demand onto |-84 eastbound. During the 30" highest design hour today there are approximately 220
vehicles that make this left-turn maneuver. The IAMP shows that with build-out of the current UGB there
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would be 500 forecast left-turning vehicles during the peak hour, which increases to 545 with continued
regional growth and balancing, and 589 with the UGB amendment. While reaching this volume of left-
turns within the planning horizon seems unlikely, if these forecasts were realized (particularly with the
existing 20% truck volume) dual left-turn lanes and dual receiving/merge lanes would be required with or
without the proposed UGB amendment.

Level of Service worksheets within the adopted IAMP assumed that signalization would include only
widening along the eastbound approach, providing a separate left- and right-turn lane. However, it
appears that the 2024 weekday p.m. peak hour scenario erroneously analyzed the existing volumes rather
than the projected conditions shown in the report. Accordingly, additional geometric improvements were
not identified.

Review of the signalized ramp terminal intersection based on existing design hour volumes show that the
current geometric configuration would be capable of supporting a 210-percent increase in current traffic
volumes before exceeding a volume to capacity ratio of 0.85. The ability to serve more than double the
current traffic volume at the interchange terminal is reasonably expected to serve area needs through the
planning horizon.

To comply with current ODOT policies, review was also conducted of a single-lane roundabout at the ramp
terminal intersection. This analysis shows that with the HCM 6™ Edition calibration a single-lane
roundabout would operate over capacity and the intersection would require a multilane design to serve
projected volumes. Similar to a traffic signal, substantial reserve capacity would be available to
accommodate growth from the current traffic levels with implementation of a single-lane design.
Assuming uniform and linear growth at the intersection a single-lane roundabout could accommodate a
244-percent increase in traffic before the eastbound approach would exceed a v/c ratio of 0.85.

Based on review of the forecasts and consistent with prior IAMP recommendations, signalization of the
US 395/1-84 eastbound ramp terminal should continue to serve as the first nhase of imnrovementc and
occur when warranted. Signalization with the current geometric configuration is expected to provide
adequate reserve capacity to accommodate growth through the planning horizon. If additional capacity
is needed, the required regrading and reconstruction of the ramp terminal could provide the opportunity
to either widen for a larger traffic signal or a roundabout capable of accommodating UGB build-out.

US 395/1-84 Westbound Ramp Terminal

The unsignalized 1-84 Westbound Ramp Terminal with US 395 meets ODOT mobility standards with the
proposed UGB amendment but operates with excessively long delays with full build-out of area lands. As
discussed above, the timing of this congestion is expected to be delayed beyond the 2033 horizon period
as it is dependent on absorption of lands surrounding the interchange.

Due to the available movements and directional patterns, the need for improvements at the westbound
ramps will occur after improvements are required at the eastbound ramps. The critical turning
movements are provided at the ramp terminal as right-turns. Long-term projections show that the
westbound left-turn toward Echo will ultimately result in delays approaching 100 seconds per vehicle.

The need for improvements at the ramp terminal could be influenced by improvements at the eastbound

ramp terminal and at Stanfield Avenue. If the traffic signals identified within the IAMP were installed north
and south of the westbound ramps the additional gaps in platooned traffic could provide lower delays
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than the random arrivals assumed with the Highway
Capacity Manual methodology applied. The signalization
of the ramp terminal

would likely increase overall intersection delays (and the
v/c ratio due to stopping the major street through
movements) but could be coordinated with the adjacent
traffic signals. It is recommended that the need for
improvements at the westbound ramps be considered as
part of any future upgrades to the eastbound ramps, and
a consistent intersection form (roundabout or traffic
signal) should be prioritized to assist in driver
understanding and expectation.

Consideration of signalizing the westbound ramps would
need to carefully consider signal head placement and
visibility due to the location of the intersection near the
apex of the vertical curve. Northbound vehicles may not
be able to clearly view the signal displays when following
other vehicles, so auxiliary or supplemental displays
should be considered as part of any future signalization
plans. If a roundabout were constructed the extension of
the splitter islands and other approach treatments could
provide the appropriate driver awareness cues.

US 395/Stanfield Avenue Intersection

The most critical intersection within the study area is the
US 395/Stanfield Avenue intersection, as it is likely to be
the first location within the corridor to experience
congestion within the higher-speed and higher-volume
section of US 395. Conditions at the intersection are
worsened by the number of trucks that rely on this
intersection for access from the Pilot Truck Stop. New
industrial or commercial uses along the east side of US
395 would trigger the need for capacity improvements.

As part of any future connection to serve the
development of properties to the east, Irwin Avenue
should be relocated to align with Stanfield Avenue (see
Figure 9). The current intersection of US 395/Irwin Road
does not provide a southbound left-turn bay, and with
the adjacent 70-foot wide bridge structure over the
Stanfield Drain there is no cost-effective way to provide
the left-turn bay at Irwin Avenue. Restriping of US 395
will likely be required, potentially coupled with additional
improvements, even with the relocated access at
Stanfield Avenue to provide an adequate southbound

Inadequate
Length for
New Left-Turn
Lane

Figure 9. US 395/Stanfield Avenue constraints

left-turn storage bay of approximately 300-feet, similar to the turn bay on the northbound approach to

accommodate truck storage needs.
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The current intersection of Stanfield Avenue was constructed by ODOT to improve the original access
spacing from 970-feet to 1,560 feet from the center of the westbound ramp terminal. This spacing exceeds
0DOT’s 1,320-foot access spacing, but in doing so provides limited storage for a new southbound left-turn
bay despite the adopted planning efforts that were in place and had identified this needed connection. If
Stanfield Avenue were located at 1,320 feet from the ramp terminal the necessary southbound left-turn
storage could be acquired without changes to roadway striping or impacts to the bridge structure. To
provide the necessary southbound left-turn storage bay the two following options were identified:

e Narrow the inside through lanes to 11-feet and the outside lanes to 12-feet. Provide a 14-foot
wide center turn lane, leaving five-foot shoulders along the structure. This design would require
a separate structure to cross the Stanfield Drain as part of any future mulli-use pathway.
However, provision of a separate ped/bike structure would provide a more comfortable and
desirable route compared to travel along the US 395 shoulder.

¢ Relocate Stanfield Avenue south to provide 1,320 feet of spacing from the center of the
westbound ramp terminal and modify the raised median to maintain the current northbound left-
turn storage bay length. This intersection relocation will comply with ODOT spacing standards and
accommodate an approximately 350-foot southbound left-turn storage bay.

In addition to identifying a location suitable to provide the lane configurations required to serve the
industrial lands, capacity needs were also reviewed. Without improvements the existing stop-control will
be unable to serve trucks accessing US 395 from either side of the highway. Prior plans have identified a
need for signalization when warranted, which would require increasing the overall intersection volumes
by 50 percent to achieve (to meet Warrant 1 Condition A thresholds), or increasing the mainline US 395
volumes by 40 percent {to meet Warrant 1 Condition B thresholds).

Review of the forecast UGB build-out volumes shows that signalization of the intersection maintaining a
five-lane cross-section on US 395 and three-lane section on Stanfield Avenue provides adequate long-
term capacity to serve travel demands. 95" percentile left-turn queues can be accommodated within the
existing turn bays. The new approaches should include a new southbound left-turn bay with a minimum
storage length of 300 feet, and the westbound approach should provide a minimum left-turn storage bay
length of 250 feet.

Installation of a new traffic signal on the US 395 corridor should also include driver awareness treatments
as there are no other signals in the site vicinity today. This could include Signal Ahead signs, reflectorized
signal backplates, and auxiliary signal heads that are visible from behind semi-trucks. As part of
urbanization, ODOT standards will also include installation of marked crosswalks on all sides of the
intersection, pedestrian push buttons with accessible landings and ramps, and overhead illumination. It is
recommended that the signal include protected and permissive left-turn signal displays with flashing
yellow arrows, which will allow time of day flexibility with left-turn control. If a signal is installed,
communication equipment should also be provided to allow ODOT staff the ability to remotely view
conditions and settings, and to provide future interconnect to the ramp terminal intersections. Passenger
car U-turn provisions may also be useful in conjunction with the future restricted access to the south.

While signalization has previously been identified as the long-range traffic control improvement at
Stanfield Avenue, ODOT policies require that an analysis also assess the feasibility of a roundabout based
on the higher overall safety benefits. For this analysis, it was assumed that the highway approaches would
maintain two through lanes, and the Stanfield Avenue approaches would be single-lane approaches. This
configuration could accommodate forecast demands with the mainline approaches operating below 60
percent of the intersection’s capacity, and side-streets operating at nearly 75 percent of their capacity.
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The primary geometric and functional benefits of a roundabout is that the four-lane highway bridge
section and location of Stanfield Avenue could be maintained, and it would easily accommodate U-turns,
allowing motorists using the restricted access opposite the Pilot Travel Center passenger car entrance to
return to the freeway. In addition, the roundabout would not require meeting MUTCD signal warrants to
install, potentially allowing it to serve the truck needs much sooner.

Ultimately, the selection of either a traffic signal or a roundabout could adequately serve travel demands
at a four-legged Stanfield Avenue intersection with US 395. While the up-front costs of a multi-lane
roundabout are likely higher than those of a traffic signal, there may be additional grant or partnership
opportunities to help bridge the funding gap. The specific design needs of either treatment would be
developed within a Design Acceptance Package (DAP) process and would be subject to the design
standards in place at the time.

Restricted Access Review

Future access opposite the Pilot Travel Center left-in, right-in, right-out will not allow minor street left-
turns toward the -84 ramps. Operationally a left-in access toward the east would function acceptably,
and depending on the ultimate land uses could help to separate passenger cars from trucks similar to
what occurs at the Pilot Travel Center, providing more efficient operations at the future Stanfield Avenue
intersection if signalized. The decision of whether the left-in is permitted should be made following the
design of the southbound Stanfield Avenue left-turn lane, as a southerly relocation of Stanfield Avenue
and the northbound left-turn lane could preclude the left-in opportunity.

27

47



48

Stanfield UGB Amendment

TRANSPORTATION PLANNING RULE COMPLIANCE

OAR Section 660-012-0060 of the Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) sets forth the relative criteria for
evaluating plan and land use regulation amendments. Table 12 summarizes the criteria in Section 660-
012-0060 and the applicability to the proposed rezone application.

Table 12, Summary of Criteria in OAR 660-012-0060

Section

Criteria

Describes how to determine if a proposed land use action
results in a significant impact.

Yes

Describes measures for complying with Criteria #1 where a
significant impact is determined.

Yes

Describes measures for complying with Criteria #1 and #2

without assuring that the allowed land uses are consistent
with the function, capacity and performance standards of

the facility.

No

Determinations under Criteria #1, #2, and #3 are
coordinated with other local agencies.

Yes

indicates that the presence of a transportation facility shall
not be the basis for an exception to allow development on
rural lands.

No

Indicates that lacal agencies should credit developments
that provide a reduction in trips.

No

Outlines requirements for a local street plan, access
management plan, or future street plan.

Yes

Defines a mixed-use, pedestrian-friendly neighborhaod.

No

Outlines requirements under which a local government
may find that an amendment to a zoning map does not
significantly affect an existing and planned transportation
facility.

No

10

Outlines requirements under which a local government
may amend a plan without applying performance
standards related to motor vehicle traffic congestion, delay
or travel time.

No

11

Outlines requirements under which a local government
may approve an amendment with partial mitigation.

Not Requested

As noted in Table 12, there are eleven criteria that apply to Plan and Land Use Regulation Amendments.
Of these, Criteria #1, #2, and #4 are applicable to the proposed land use action. In addition, Section 11
(partial mitigation for industrial/traded sector jobs) could be applied for if required. Criteria #1 and #2 are
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provided below in italics with responses shown in standard font. Criteria #4 is summarized in Table 4 with
a response provided in the “applicable” column.

29

OAR 660-012-0060 (1) Where an amendment to a functional plan, an acknowledged
comprehensive plan, or a land use regulation (including a zoning map) would significantly affect
an existing or planned transportation facility, the local government must put in place measures as
provided in section (2) of this rule, unless the amendment is allowed under section (3), (9) or (10)
of this rule, to assure that allowed land uses are consistent with the identified function, capacity,
and performance standards (e.g. level of service, volume-to-capacity ratio, etc.) of the facility. A
plan or land use regulation amendment significantly affects a transportation facility if it would:

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

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

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

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

Response: The proposed UGB land exchange provides negligible regional impacts on the
transportation system. The trip generation potential of the existing and proposed lands are
similar, and the difference in locations provides the potential to reduce the trip length required
along US 395 to access the industrial lands. The types of travel are consistent with the identified
facility classifications, and access is consistent with the findings and recommendations of the

adopted IAMP.

(B) Degrade the performance of an existing or planned transportation facility such
that it would not meet the performance standard identified in the TSP or

comprehensive plan; or

Response: Capacity needs were previously identified within the study area as part of the IAMP.
These include improvements to the I-84 Eastbound Ramp terminal with US 395 and improvements
at the US 395/Stanfield Avenue intersection. The previously identified access management
strategies and improvements remain adequate to serve area needs through the planning horizon.
The proposed land exchange does not change the necessary sizing or control types of identified
improvements.

(C) Degrade the performance of an existing or planned transportation facility that
is otherwise projected to not meet the performance standard identified in the TSP
or comprehensive plan.

Response: Area intersections are forecast to meet performance standards through the planning
horizon. Revised analysis as part of this UGB amendment identified that additional minor
transportation improvements may be required at the 1-84 eastbound ramp terminal with US 395
beyond those identified within the IAMP to meet the previously projected UGB build-out
demands. These needs are a result of corrections to the IAMP analysis and not the UGB

49



50

Stanfield UGB Amendment
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amendment and based on current TPAU travel projections are unlikely to be required within the
planning horizon.

OAR 660-012-0060 (2) Where a local government determines that there would be a significant
effect, compliance with section (1) shall be accomplished through one or a combination of the
following unless the amendment meets the balancing test in subsection (2)(e) of this section or
qualifies for partial mitigation in section {11) of this rule. A local government using subsection
(2)(e), section (3), section (10) or section (11) to approve an amendment recognizes that additional
motor vehicle traffic congestion may result and that other facility providers would not be expected
to provide additional capacity for motor vehicles in response to this congestion.

{a) Adopting measures that demonstrate allowed land uses are consistent with the
planned function, capacity, and performance standards of the transportation facility.

(b) Amending the TSP or comprehensive plan to provide transportation facilities,
improvements or services adequate to support the proposed land uses consistent with the
requirements of this division; such amendments shall include a funding plan or mechanism
consistent with section (4) or include an amendment to the transportation finance plan so
that the facility, improvement, or service will be provided by the end of the planning
period.

{c} Amending the TSP to modify the planned function, capacity or performance standards
of the transportation facility.

(d) Providing other measures as a condition of development or through a development
agreement or similar funding method, including but not limited to transportation system
management measures or minor transportation improvements. Local governments shall
as part of the amendment. specifv when measures ar impravements nrovided pursuant to
this subsection will be provided.

(e} Providing improvements that would benefit mades other than the significantly affected
mode, improvements to facilities other than the significantiy affected facility, or
improvements at other locations, if the provider of the significantly affected facility
provides a written statement that the system-wide benefits are sufficient to balance the
significant effect, even though the improvements would not result in consistency for all
performance standards.

Response: The previously identified improvements are anticipated to meet area needs
throughout the planning horizon with the access management strategies identified within the
IAMP. Further refinement of the recommended improvements within the IAMP (and City TSP)
may be appropriate to respond to current ODOT policies and to accommodate the previously
identified intersection design needs. These design issues would also be required with the current
UGB, and do not represent a change as part of the proposed UGB land exchange.

(4) Determinations under sections (1) - (3) of this rule shall be coordinated with affected
transportation facility and service providers and other affected local governments.

(a) In determining whether an amendment has a significant effect on an existing or
planned transportation facility under subsection (1)(c) of this rule, local governments shall
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rely on existing transportation facilities and services and on the planned transportation
facilities, improvements and services set forth in subsections (b) and (c) below.

(c) Within interstate interchange areas, the improvements included in (b)(A)—-(C) are
considered planned facilities, improvements and services, except where:

(A) ODOT provides a written statement that the proposed funding and timing of
mitigation measures are sufficient to avoid a significant adverse impact on the
Interstate Highway system, then local governments may also rely on the
improvements identified in paragraphs (b)(D) and (E) of this section; or

{B) There is an adopted interchange area management plan, then local
governments may also rely on the improvements identified in that plan and which
are also identified in paragraphs (b)(D) and (E) of this section.

Response: The materials presented within this letter have been scoped and prepared in
accordance with ODOT procedures, and in review of the adopted IAMP. There are several
improvements identified within the IAMP to serve the current UGB, and these general
improvements will provide adequate capacity to support the proposed UGB land exchange. As
identified within this report, an update to the IAMP is recommended for the following reasons:

To respond to current ODOT mobility targets;

To revise the analysis prepared for the US 395/i-84 Eastbound Ramp Terminal;

To address current ODOT policies related to safety, mobility, and roundabouts; and

To address the geometric constraints in implementing the previously recommended
mitigation measures.

e o 0 @

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This section describes the overall findings and recommendations of the proposed UGB Amendment. A
summary of these recommendations is provided in Figure 10.

31

The City’s UGB was coordinated with the State to support forecast population and employment
growth. However, acreage along the BNSF rail line is unlikely to serve as productive industrial land
due to the ownership, narrow parcel shape, and slopes. The proposed land exchange will
incorporate an equivalent acreage of land that is readily developable and situated near the 1-84
and US 395 corridors.

Trip generation comparison of the proposed UGB amendment shows that the trip generation
potential of both sites is similar. The location of the current industrial Jands near the BNSF
mainline and farther from the 1-84 corridor are likely to increase the trip lengths, particularly for
heavy trucks. The proposed UGB amendment will situate the industrial lands adjacent to the I-84
corridor. ,

A detailed review was conducted to ensure that the UGB amendment could be served by the
existing and planned transportation infrastructure identified within the adopted IAMP.
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Explore bridge
widening ot
separate
multimodal bridges
along US 3985

Close lwin
Road and
Realign with
Stanfield Ave

New Aligned Easiem
Intersection Leg with Three-
Lane Cross-Section Install
New Southbound Left-Tum
Lane and Signakze or Instaft
Roundabout When
Warranted

Install restneted access
oppasite Pilol Travs!
Cenlar Passanger Car
Enfrance to Serve Lands

Monitor Left- 1um Lietays
amnt Crash Rates at the US
395/1-84 Westbound Ramps,
Considar Signalization or
Roundabout ¥ Warranted

Signalize US 385/1-84 Eastbound
Ramp Terminal When Wamanted,
Cansider Signal or Roundabout ;
with Ramp Reconstruction

Figure 10. Summary of Findings and Recommendations
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The IAMP prepared in 2005 projected much higher growth rates than the historical trends that
followed its adoption. The change in forecasts reduces the need, scale, and timing of
improvements. Further, since the adoption of the IAMP, ODOT policies related to roundabouts,
mobility targets, safety, and multimodal provisions have been revised. While the IAMP provides
a long-range assessment of interchange access strategies, specific projects and timing will need
to be revisited as part of future development.

As part of the UGB Amendment, refinements to the IAMP (consistent with the general
recommendations) are necessary to address functional area needs required to appropriately
implement the study recommendations. These include the following:

o To serve existing UGB lands and amended UGB lands east of US 395, Irwin Road should
be closed as part of any initial development, and an eastern extension of Stanfield Avenue
should serve as the primary access to these lands.

o Improvements are required at the US 395/Stanfield Avenue intersection to serve long-
term needs. This could either take the form of a multi-lane roundabout or a traffic signal.
The ultimate selection of an intersection treatment could be based on available grants,
private/public funding partnerships, and coordination with a wide range of modal and
jurisdictional stakeholders.

= |f signalization of the US 395/Stanfield Avenue intersection is selected (as
identified in the current IAMP and TSP), this will require the provision of a three-
lane cross-section to the east (to provide separate left- and through/right-turn
lanes) and a new southbound left-turn lane along US 395. The new southbound
left-turn lane should provide a minimum storage length of 250 feet, but with the
truck demands a longer storage bay would be preferred. The ability to develop a
southbound left-turn bay is limited by the proximity to the four-lane (70-foot
width) bridge over the Stanfield Drain to the north. To provide the necessary
southbound left-turn storage bay, the Stanfield Avenue intersection should either
be relocated to the south (to 1,320 feet to maintain ODOT interstate interchange
spacing standards), or striping changes will be required along the bridge that will
narrow the existing shoulders. This decision should consider potential
madifications to adopted plans for a multi-use trail system along US 395 and
could require either bridge widening or separate bicycle and pedestrian bridges
along the corridor. Consistent with the recommendations within the IAMP,
signalization would occur when warranted.

= |f a roundabout is selected (consistent with ODOT’s current “roundabout first”
policies) the multilane design should accommodate a four-lane section along US
395 (with raised splitter islands) and single-lane approaches from Stanfield
Avenue. Appropriate freight accommodations will be critical within this design,
both to accommodate over-dimensional loads and to allow typical interstate
trucks to maintain their own lane while maneuvering through the roundabout.

o Signalization of the US 395/1-84 eastbound ramps in their current configuration (as
identified within the IAMP) is not adeguate to accommodate the forecast demands with
or without the UGB amendment. If the high projected demands for southbound to 1-84
eastbound travel are realized, the intersection will require additional turn lanes or a
modified partial cloverleaf interchange design. As noted above, the demand projections
within the IAMP are significantly higher than historical or projected area growth trends.
Updates to the IAMP are recommended to address this deficiency. Signalization with the
existing configuration could accommodate 210% overall intersection volume growth,
which is expected to meet area demands beyond the planning horizon.
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o While projected to meet ODOT mobility standards, high left-turn delays are forecast at
the US 395/1-84 westbound ramps based on the travel projections within the IAMP with
or without the UGB amendment. The increased delays are dependent on growth toward
the south within Echo and may not fully materialize within the planning horizon based on
historical and current forecast travel projections. The provision of a roundabout at the US
395/Stanfield Avenue intersection could provide mitigation by supporting a U-turn,
providing a travel alternative for peak period left-turn demands.

o The restricted access opposite the Pilot Travel Center passenger car access is anticipated
to serve right-in, right-out movements. The ability to also serve left-in maneuvers from
the north will be dependent on the ultimate location of the Stanfield Avenue intersection.
If the intersection is relocated to the south to accommodate a new southbound lefl-turn
bay for the signalized US 395/Stanfield Avenue intersection the remaining median space
may be inadequate to accommodate the southbound left-in maneuver.

The proposed UGB amendment does not significantly impact the transportation system as it does not
change area needs or improvements. However, changes in ODOT policies, functional geometric
requirements to implement the IAMP recommendations, and significantly lower historical and projected
travel projections along the US 395 corridor indicate that the need and timing of improvements may be
delayed beyond the original forecasts. In addition, as development occurs it is expected that further

refinement of the improvement designs will be required to fully address the multimodal and geometric
needs.
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Existing Conditions 1: S Hwy 395 & Irwin Rd
Weekday PM Peak Hour 10/31/2017
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Existing Conditions 2: S Hwy 395 & Stanfield Avenue
Weekday PM Peak Hour 10/31/2017
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Existing Conditions 3: S Hwy 395 & Pilot RIRO Dwy
Weekday PM Peak Hour 10/31/2017
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Existing Conditions 4: S Hwy 395 & |-84 Westbound Ramps
Weekday PM Peak Hour 10/31/2017
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Existing Conditions 5. S Hwy 395 & |-84 Eastbound Ramps
Weekday PM Peak Hour 10/31/2017
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Year 2033 Existing UGB 1: S Hwy 395 & Irwin Rd
Weekday PM Peak Hour 10/31/2017
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Year 2033 Existing UGB 2: S Hwy 395 & Stanfield Avenue
Weekday PM Peak Hour 10/31/2017
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Year 2033 Existing UGB 3: S Hwy 395 & Pilot LI RIRO Dwy
Weekday PM Peak Hour 10/31/2017
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Year 2033 Existing UGB 4: S Hwy 395 & I-84 Westbound Ramps
Weekday PM Peak Hour 10/31/2017
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Year 2033 Existing UGB 5: S Hwy 395 & 1-84 Eastbound Ramps
Weekday PM Peak Hour 10/31/2017
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Year 2033 Proposed UGB 1: S Hwy 395 & Irwin Rd
Weekday PM Peak Hour 10/31/2017
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Year 2033 Proposed UGB ' 2: S Hwy 395 & Stanfield Avenue
Weekday PM Peak Hour 10/31/2017
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Year 2033 Proposed UGB 3: S Hwy 395 & Pilot LI RIRO Dwy
Weekday PM Peak Hour 10/31/2017
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Year 2033 Proposed UGB 4: S Hwy 395 & |-84 Westbound Ramps
Weekday PM Peak Hour 10/31/2017
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Year 2033 Proposed UGB 5: S Hwy 395 & |-84 Eastbound Ramps
Weekday PM Peak Hour 10/31/2017
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Existing Conditions with 210% Growth 5. S Hwy 395 & -84 Eastbound Ramps
Weekday PM Peak Hour 111312017
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Mitigated UGB Build-Out 2: S Hwy 395 & Stanfield Avenue
Weekday PM Peak Hour 1111412017
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Mitigated UGB Build-Out 2: S Hwy 395 & Stanfield Avenue
Weekday PM Peak Hour 1114/2017
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PROPOSAL

An adjustment to the City of Stanfield Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) to remove 110 acres of
industrial land and 28 acres of open space from within the UGB and replace it with 110 acres of
land that will be rezoned for future industrial use. As part of the UGB adjustment, the 110 acres
industrial land removed will be rezoned from city zone General Industrial and General
Industrial/ Transportation Industrial to county zone Exclusive Farm Use (EFU). The 28 acres of
Open Space removed from the City’s UGB will also be rezoned to county zone EFU. The 110
acres added to the UGB will be rezoned from county zone EFU to city zone General Industrial.
The City’s and County’s Comprehensive Plan Map will be updated to reflect the proposed
change. The City’s Comprehensive Plan Map designation will be consistent with the City
zoning. The County’s Comprehensive Plan Map will be amended to include the area removed
from the City’s UGB and designate the land as “North-South Agriculture.” In addition to the
UGB change, the 110 acres added to the UGB will be annexed into the city limits of the City of
Stanfield.

SUMMARY

The City of Stanfield, in cooperation with Windblown Ranch, LLC, proposes an urban growth
boundary adjustment that would remove 110 acres of land from the UGB and replace it with
110 acres in a different location, adjacent to the current UGB. The attached maps and legal
descriptions (Exhibits A, B, C and D) depict the current and proposed UGB. The proposed
amendment would remove property owned by Union Pacific Railroad in the northwestern part
of the City of Stanfield’s UGB and replace it with property owned by Windblown Ranch, LLC
that is adjacent to the southern edge of the City of Stanfield’s UGB and current city limits at the
northeastern corner of the Stanfield I-84/US 395 Interchange.

This action was initiated by the properiy owner, Windbiown Ranch, LLC, who requested the
UGB amendment. The attached Consent to Boundary Amendments demonstrates their
approval and cooperation in this process (See Exhibit E). The other property owner, Union
Pacitic Railroad, has affirmed their neutrality in this matter. (see Exhibit F)

The stated reason for the UGB amendment request is as follows: “to support efforts to make the
properties more attractive to industrial site selectors and the industries they represent, and to
provide the City of Stanfield with large, industrial parcels that are ready for development.”
Specifically, the City receives leads from the State of Oregon for potential industrial developers,
however, these industries are looking for larger parcels located nearer to City utilities than the
industrial lands currently available within the City’s UGB.

Two zone changes are necessary if the UGB adjustment is approved, and are part of this staff
report and public hearings process. The 138 acres of land to be removed from the UGB would
need to be rezoned to the appropriate county zone—in this case, county zone Exclusive Farm
Use (EFU), as this is the zoning designation of the adjacent lands that are in Umatilla County’s
jurisdiction. The 110 acres of land to be added to the UGB will be rezoned from county zone

EFU to city zone General Industrial, and annexed into the city limits (See Exhibit G for the
City’s Current Proposed Zoning Maps).



STAFF FINDINGS

The following findings are intended to support the proposed UGB adjustment and plan
amendment by demonstrating compliance with the City of Stanfield Comprehensive Plan and
Development Code.

Several sections of the City of Stanfield Comprehensive Plan and Development Code are
applicable to this proposal in regard to the procedures to be followed in considering the zone
change and map amendment. Those sections can be found in Appendix A of this report.

The following sections of the City of Stanfield Development Code are applicable to this
proposal.

1. City of Stanfield Development Code 4.1.200: Description of Permit/Decision-making
Procedures.

All land use and development permit applications, except building permits, shall
be decided by using the procedures contained in this Chapter. General
procedures for all permits are contained in Section 4.1.7. Specific procedures for
certain types of permits are contained in Section 4.1.2 through 4.1.6. The
procedure “type” assigned to each permit governs the decision-making process
for that permit. There are four types of permit/decision-making procedures:
Type L, I, III, and IV. These procedures are described in subsections A-D below.
In addition, Table 4.1.200 lists all of the City’s land use and development
applications and their required permit procedure(s).

D. Type IV Procedure (Legislative). Type IV procedures apply to legislative
matters. Legislative matters involve the creation, revision, or large-scale
implementation of public policy (e.g., adoption of land use regulations, zone
changes, and comprehensive plan amendments that apply to entire
districts). Type IV matters are considered initially by the Planning
Commission with final decisions made by the City Council.

Finding 1: This proposal is a Type IV Procedure (Legislative), as it requires both a land use map
change and an amendment to the Comprehensive Plan. As such, it is subject to the process
outlined in the City’s Development Code, Section 4.1.600 which can be found in Appendix A.
The purpose of the Public Hearings scheduled for February 13, 2019 before the Planning
Commission and February 19, 2019 before the City Council is to make a decision on the
proposed amendments.

2. City of Stanfield Development Code 4.7.200 and 4.7.600
a. 4.7.200 Legislative Amendments
Legislative amendments are policy decisions made by City Council. They
are reviewed using the Type IV procedure in Chapter 4.1, Section 5, and
shall conform to Section 4.7.600

b. 4.7.600: Transportation Planning Rule Compliance.
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When a development application includes a proposed comprehensive
plan amendment or land use district change, the proposal shall be
reviewed to determine whether it significantly affects a transportation
facility, in accordance with Oregon Administrative Rule (OAR) 660-012-
0060. Significant means the proposal would:

1.

4.

Change the functional classification of an existing or planned
transportation facility. This would occur, for example, when a
proposal causes future traffic to exceed the capacity of “collector”
street classification, requiring a change in the classification to an
“arterial” street, as identified by the City’s Transportation System
Plan; or

Change the standards implementing a functional classification
system; or

Allow types or levels of land use that would result in levels of travel
or access what are inconsistent with the functional classification of a
transportation facility; or

Reduce the performance standards of the facility below the minimum
acceptable level identified in the Transportation System Plan.

Amendments to the comprehensive plan and land use standards that
significantly affect a transportation facility shall assure that allowed land
uses are consistent with the function, capacity, and level of service of the
facility identified in the Transportation System Plan. This shall be
accomplished by one of the following:

il.

2.

Limiting allowed land uses to be consistent with the planned function
of the transportation facility; or

Amending the Transportation System Plan to ensure that existing,
improved, or new transportation facilities are adequate to support the
proposed land uses consistent with the requirement of the
Transportation Planning Rule; or,

Altering land use designations, densities, or design requirements to
reduce demand for automobile travel and meet travel needs through
other modes of transportation.

Finding 2: The proposed UGB adjustment would impact the transportation system, however
the impact would be compatible with the current and planned streets in the existing Stanfield
Transportation System Plan (See Exhibits H and I). A traffic study conducted by Transight
Consulting, LLC (see Exhibit ]) found that the regional transportation impacts would be neutral
to positive overall, but the UGB adjustment would affect travel patterns. The area that the
proposal removes from the Urban Growth Area would have relied more on US 395 in the
northern part of Stanfield for highway access, while the area that the proposal adds will rely
more on the US 395/1-84 interchange in the southern part of Stanfield for highway access. The
study details the adjustments needed to serve the new area (such as a signalized interchange at
Stanfield Avenue and US 395 and a needed turn lane onto the planned eastward extension of
Stanfield Avenue).

3. City of Stanfield Comprehensive Plan



The sections of the City of Stanfield Comprehensive Plan which are relevant and applicable to
the proposed UGB adjustment, zone change, and map amendment are discussed below. Specific
items within these chapters which are not relevant to this proposal are not listed in order to
achieve maximum clarity and efficiency. Further, the proposal has been determined to have no
significant impact on the following sections, in regard to any of the listed values, policies, or
programs within each section:

Section 1. Authority
Section 2. Technical Reports
Section 3. Plan Implementation Measures
Section 4. Availability of Plan
Section 5, Part D. Natural Resources, Open Spaces, Scenic and Historic Areas
(Goal 5)
Section 5, Part E. Air, Water, and Land Resources Quality (Goal 6)
Section 5, Part F. Areas Subject to Natural Disasters and Hazards (Goal 7)
Section 5, Part G. Floodplain Management (Goal 7 Continued)
Section 5, Part H. Recreational Needs (Goal 8)
Section 5, Part I. Housing (Goal 10)
Section 5, Part K. Public Facilities and Services (Goal 11)
e Section 5, Part M. Energy Conservation (Goals 5 and 13)
The replacement of 110 acres of industrial land with 110 acres of industrial land in a different
location has no impact on any of the above sections.

a. Section 5, Part A. Citizen Involvement (Goal 1): To maintain a citizen
involvement program that ensures opportunity for citizens to participate in all
phases of the planning process

Finding 3A: This UGB amendment will follow the City of Stanfield Code requirements for a
legislative process which includes published newspaper notices, a joint public hearing before
the City and County Planning Commissions, a public hearing before the City Council and a
public hearing before the County Commission. The process for this UGB adjustment meets the
goal for citizen involvement.

b. Section 5, Part B. Land Use Planning (Goal 2): To maintain a land use planning
process and policy framework as a basis for all decisions and actions related to
the use of land and to assure an adequate factual basis for such decisions and
actions.

Finding 3B: The City is basing this urban growth boundary amendment on information
provided by site selectors representing companies seeking industrial land in our region.
Multiple sources have indicated a need for large parcels of land zoned for industrial
development that is close to existing City and private utility lines. A recent visit to the site from
a site selector for a manufacturing company has confirmed the desirability of this land for this
purpose. The landowner of the property that would be brought into the Urban Growth Area by
this change is in agreement that this UGB change is in the best interest of future development of
his property. The owner of the land that is proposed to be removed from the Urban Growth
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Area has taken a completely neutral position. This UGB adjustment meets the goal of
establishing an adequate factual basis for land use planning.

¢. Section 5, Part C. Agricultural Lands (Goal 2): To preserve and maintain
agricultural lands. It shall be City policy:

1.

ii.

iii.

iv.

To provide for adequate residential, commercial, and industrial
development within the urban growth boundary.

To encourage restriction of non-farm development outside the urban
growth boundary.

To ensure compatibility of urban areas with nearby agricultural activity
by requiring recommended setbacks from farmland and a vegetative
buffer along the perimeter of the urban growth boundary where
farmlands adjoin.

To prevent fragmentation of farmable land within the city and urban
growth area prior to conversion to urban development.

To support and protect continued agricultural activities within the city
and urban growth area, while also mitigating conflicts between urban
and agricultural areas.

Finding 3C: This proposal seeks to meet the City’s policy “to provide for adequate industrial
development within the urban growth boundary —“ the available industrial lands within the
current urban growth boundary do not provide parcels in the size that industrial developers are
looking for that are close to City water and sewer infrastructure. The proposed UGB change
consists of an “acre-for-acre swap” and will not decrease the amount of agricultural land
located outside the UGB. The proposal does not encourage non-farm development outside the
UGB and the subject property is contiguous with the existing UGB boundary, and thereby does
not lead to fragmentation of farmable land. This UGB adjustment meets the goal of preserving
agricultural land as there will be no net decrease of land zoned for agricultural use and
industrial development will continue to occur inside the UGB.

d. Section 5, Part ]. Economic Development (Goal 9): To diversify and improve the
economy of the community.

1.

ii.

Objectives:

1. To encourage commercial and industrial development.

2. To improve the range and increase the number of retail and
service commercial businesses and professional services.

3. To ensure the provision of attractive, functional and convenient
shopping areas.

4. To cooperate with and encourage the use of local manpower
training agencies and programs to expand job opportunities,
reduce unemployment, reduce out-migration of youth,
accommodate the growth of the local labor force, and maximize
the utilization of local manpower as job opportunities increase.

Policy Groups:
1. Industrial development



a. Seek to attract a variety of new industries that produce
minimal environmental pollution but also accommodate
heavy industries.

b. Minimize or mitigate high noise levels, heavy traffic
volumes, and other undesirable attributes of heavy
commercial and industrial development.

c. Work with the Port of Umatilla, Department of Economic
and Community Development (OECDD) and the Union
Pacific Railroad to develop and fill an industrial part and
large industrial sites on railroad land within the urban
growth boundary.

d. Consider extension of the urban growth area westward
into the Hinkle railyard area at the discretion of the Union
Pacific Railroad and subject to development of a feasible
public services plan for the area.

e. Cooperate with the Union Pacific Railroad, City of
Hermiston, Umatilla County, Port of Umatilla, and
OECDD to develop an overall development scheme for the
Hinkle-Feedville area.

f. Protect industrial development from the encroachment of
incompatible uses, and buffer industrial areas from
residential neighborhoods.

g. Work with property owners and interested agencies to
develop an improvement and development plan for the
Foster Townsite and adjoining industrial areas.

h. Provide community facilities necessary to serve industry.

i. Segregate industrial and heavy commercial development
into the northwest of the urban growth area and Foster
Townsite area, but consider additional nodes for this type
of development along Highway 395, if service and/or
ownership constraints prevent adequate land area being
made available within a reasonable period of time.

Finding 3D: This proposal encourages industrial development by making large parcels near
water, sewer and transportation infrastructure available for such development. The City
believes that this action will make it easier to attract a variety of new industries. This belief has
already been confirmed by one recent site visit from a firm interested in building a
manufacturing facility in the area. While the area being removed from the City’s urban growth
area is owned by Union Pacific, they have shown no interest in developing it or even making it
more attractive to other potential developers. Despite the City’s adopted policies to cooperate
and work with Union Pacific, nothing can be done without their interest and cooperation.

It is the City’s belief that this proposal fits into the policy to “consider additional notes for this
type of development along Highway 395, if service and/or ownership constraints prevent
adequate land area being made available within a reasonable period of time.” The
Comprehensive plan was adopted in July, 2003, and service and property owner constraints
have prevented the development of the Union Pacific land that the City now seeks to remove
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from its Urban Growth Boundary. The last 17 years have been more than a reasonable period of
time for that land to be made available for industrial development.

e. Section 5, Part L. Transportation (Goal 12) Overall Goal: To provide and
encourage a safe, convenient, and economic transportation system.

Finding 3E: The City and Property Owner conducted a traffic study for this UGB adjustment to
examine the impact on US 395, as required by the Oregon Department of Transportation. This
traffic study examined how any additional traffic would fit with the City’s current
Transportation System Plan (TSP) and found that the regional transportation impacts would be
neutral to positive overall, but the UGB adjustment would affect travel patterns. The area that
the proposal removes from the Urban Growth Area would have relied more on US 395 in the
northern part of Stanfield for highway access, while the area that the proposal adds will rely
more on the US 395/1-84 interchange in the southern part of Stanfield for highway access. The
study details the adjustments needed to serve the new area (such as a signalized interchange at
Stanfield Avenue and US 395 and a needed turn lane onto the planned eastward extension of
Stanfield Avenue), which are all included in the City’s TSP already. The final report is attached
as Exhibit J. This proposal fits the policies included in this part of the Comprehensive Plan, as
well as the City’s Transportation System Plan.

f.  Section 6. Plan Implementation Measure Review: The City Comprehensive Plan
and implementation measures shall be reviewed at least biannually to determine
conformity with changes in:

i. Oregon Revised Statutes and Administrative rules;
ii. Oregon Case Law;
iii. Oregon Statewide Planning Goals;
iv. Requirements of the City;
v. Needs of residents or iandowners within the city or urban growth areas;
and
vi. Concerns of the County and other affected governmental units.
Finding 3F: This proposal conforms to this policy. The goal of the proposal—to provide large,
developable parcels of industrial land close to City infrastructure —meets the needs of residents
and local landowners who are seeking jobs and developable land for their industrial needs.

g Section 5, Part N. Urbanization (Goal 14): Goal: To provide for an orderly and
efficient transition from rural to urban land use.

i. Objectives:
1. To encourage development to occur within a relatively compact
urban area.

2. To manager growth so that urban areas are developed when
urban services (water and sewer service) are available. Land
adjacent to the city limits are preferred so that services are
extended in a logical and orderly fashion.

3. Preserve large parcels of land (ten acres or greater) within the
urban growth boundary for future urban development.

4. To jointly manager the land within the urban growth area (UGA)
in concert with Umatilla County.



5. To prevent leap-frog development and premature parcelization of
land.

ii. Growth Controls:

1. Adopt a 10-acre minimum lot size, “Urban Holding Zone” to be
applied to lands mapped as EFU, Farm Residential or Urban
Holding;

2. Proposed annexation areas must demonstrate that sufficient
public facilities (water—including source supply, sewer—
including treatment facilities, storm drainage, and transportation
systems) are available or will be installed in conjunction with any
land development;

3. Allow development adjacent to existing or approved
developments only. “Cherry stem” annexations are prohibited
except where improvements to be constructed as a result
contribute to the orderly and efficient urbanization of the
intervening land uses;

4. Adopt special standards for the Urban Holding Zone to address
existing non-conforming lots of record. Require development or
further subdivision of those lands to include property owner
agreement.

5. Minimum average lot area for Urban Holding areas shall be ten
(10) acres, until City public facilities and services are available and
adequate to serve the proposed use on the property. At that time,
the lot must be annexed into City limits to receive public facilities
and services.

Finding 3G: The area proposed to be excluded from the Urban Growth area has no
development, and has no access to public facilities. The area proposed to be brought within the
Urban Growth Boundary is located close to existing City water and sewer main lines along
Highway 395, and borders the existing City Limits. This area has no existing development. The
property owner’s intention is to maintain the existing property lines until development occurs
and City utilities are extended to the property itself. There is sufficient capacity in the City’s
water and sewer systems to service the area, and the traffic study (see Exhibit J) shows how
existing transportation infrastructure meets the needs of future development, and what
modifications may be necessary when development occurs. This proposal satisfies all the
requirements of the City’s urbanization policy, as set forth in the Comprehensive Plan.

h. Section 7. Plan Amendment. This section outlines the process for amendments to
the Comprehensive Plan, all of which have been codified into the Stanfield

Development Code (See Appendix A).
Finding 3H: The process followed for this proposal conforms to the requirements for
Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Map amendments outlined in the Stanfield Comprehensive

Plan and Stanfield Development Code.

The following section of the City of Stanfield Comprehensive Plan must be amended if
this proposal is approved:
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i. Section 5, Part J: Economic Development (Goal 9)
i. Policy Groups:
1. a.Industrial Development
a. Segregate industrial and heavy commercial development
into the northwest of the urban growth area and Foster
Townsite area, but consider additional small nodes for this
type of development along Highway 395, if service and/or
ownership constraints prevent adequate land area being
made available within a reasonable period of time.
Finding 3I: This proposal requires an amendment to the Comprehensive Plan and Map, which
are both legislative amendments. As such, it is subject to the process outlined in the City’s
Development Code, which can be found in Appendix A. The purpose of the Public Hearings
scheduled for February 13, 2019 before the Planning Commission and February 19, 2019 before
the City Council is to make a decision on the proposed amendments.

The proposed amendment to the City’s comprehensive plan would change Section 5, Part J,
Industrial Development Policy Group so that it reads:

Segregate industrial and heavy commercial development into the northwest of
the urban growth area, and-Foster Townsite area, and Highway 395/ Interstate 84
Interchange, but consider additional nodes for this type of development along
Highway 395, if service and/or ownership constraints prevent adequate land
area being made available within a reasonable period of time.

4. State Planning Goals
a. Goal 1: Citizen Involvement
i. To ensure the opportunity for citizen involvement in all phases of the
planning process.

Finding 4A: This UGB amendment will follow the City of Stanfield Code requirements for a
legislative process which includes published newspaper notices, a joint public hearing before
the City and County Planning Commissions, a public hearing before the City Council, and a
public hearing before the County Commission. The process for this UGB adjustment meets the

goal for citizen involvement.

b. Goal 2: Land Use Planning

i. To establish a land use planning process and policy framework as a basis
for all decisions and actions related to the use of land and to assure an

adequate factual base for such decisions and actions.
Finding 4B: The City is basing this urban growth boundary amendment on information
provided by site selectors representing companies seeking industrial land in our region.
Multiple sources have indicated a need for large parcels of land zoned for industrial
development that is close to existing City and private utility lines. A recent visit to the site from
a site selector for a manufacturing company has confirmed the desirability of this land for this
purpose. The landowner of the property that would be brought into the Urban Growth Area by
this change is in agreement that this UGB change is in the best interest of future development of
his property. The owner of the land that is proposed to be removed from the Urban Growth



Area has taken a completely neutral position. This UGB adjustment meets the goal of
establishing an adequate factual basis for land use planning.

c. Goal 3: Agricultural Land
i. To preserver and maintain agricultural lands.
Finding 4C: The proposed UGB change consists of an “acre-for-acre swap” and maintains the
amount of agricultural land located outside the UGB. As shown in Exhibit K, the soil
classification of the land to be brought into the UGB and the land to be taken out of the UGB are
similar, and none of the lands involved in the proposal contain high-value soil types (high-
value soils in Umatilla County are defined as Land Capability Class I and II). In addition, the
subject property does not contain irrigation water rights. Therefore, it is naturally less
productive than other nearby agriculturally-zoned properties that do have irrigation water

rights.

The proposal will continue to make it possible for non-farm development to be encouraged
inside the UGB. Also, the subject property is contiguous with the existing UGB boundary, and
thereby does not lead to fragmentation of farmable land. This UGB adjustment meets the goal of
preserving agricultural land as there will be no net decrease of land zoned for agricultural use
and industrial development will continue to occur inside the UGB.

d. Goal 4: Forest Lands
i. To preserve forest lands for forest use.
Finding 4D: The proposed UGB adjustment does not include any forest land; therefore it is
consistent with Goal 4.

e. Goal 5: Open Space, Scenic and Historic Areas, and Natural Resources
i. To conserve open space and protect natural and scenic resources.
Finding 4E: The subject property has not been included in any inventory of needed open space
or scenic areas, nor has it been identified in either the City of Stanfield or Umatilla County
Comprehensive Plans as having any historic or cultural resources which need to be preserved
and/or protected. Therefore, the proposed UGB adjustment is consistent with Goal 5.

f. Goal 6: Air, Water, and Land Resources Quality
i. To maintain and improve the quality of the air, water, and land resources
of the state.

Finding 4F: The City of Stanfield has sufficient regulatory measures in place so as to ensure that
subsequent development of the subject properties will not produce any unanticipated impacts
resulting from the proposed UGB adjustment. As this is a UGB adjustment, with no net gain in
developable land, there will be no greater air, water, and land resources quality than would be
without the amendment. Therefore, the proposed UGB adjustment is consistent with Goal 6.

g. Goal 7: Areas Subject to Natural Disasters and Hazards
i. To protect life and property from natural hazards.
Finding 4G: The UGB adjustment area is up the grade from the Umatilla River and is well out
of any flood zone. There are no potential hazards identified in the area, beyond what could be
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typically expected from any property in the Northeastern Oregon region. This proposed UGB
adjustment is consistent with Goal 7.

h. Goal 8: Recreational Needs
i. To satisfy the recreational needs of the citizens of the state.
Finding 4H: There are no recreational needs identified in or near the UGB adjustment area on
either the City or County Comprehensive Plans, the City Parks Master Plan, or any other local,
state, or federal document. The adjacent properties already within the UGB are designated for
commercial development. The proposed UGB adjustment is consistent with Goal 8 as there are
no identified recreational needs associated with the subject sites.

i. Goal 9: Economy of the State
i. To diversify and improve the economy of the state.
Finding 4I: The Statewide Economic Development Goal requires that local land use plans
“provide for an adequate supply of sites of suitable sizes, types, locations, and service levels for
a variety of industrial and commercial uses consistent with plan policies.” Goal 9 is intended to
be applied on a community-wide basis and requires that future economic growth be
accommodated, in part, by ensuring that there is sufficient suitable land planned and zoned for
commercial and industrial uses. The proposed UGB expansion is consistent with Goal 9 as it is
creating a site of size and shape deemed suitable for industrial development.

j- Goal 10: Housing
i. To provide for the housing needs of the citizens of the state.
Finding 4J: There is no impact on Goal 10 as this UGB adjustment involves only land currently
zoned for industrial development and land that will be zoned industrial.

k. Goal 11: Public Facilities and Services
i. To plan and develop a timely, orderly, and efficient arrangement of
public facilities and services to serve as a framework for urban and rural
development.
Finding 4K: Since this is a UGB adjustment, with no net gain or loss of land, there are no
additional infrastructure impacts associated with the action. In fact, there could be a reduction
of needed infrastructure, as the land proposed to be added to the Urban Growth Area is closer
to existing utility lines and would require less additional infrastructure than the land proposed
to be removed from the UGA. Consequently, there is no additional facilities planning that needs
to take place with this proposed UGB adjustment, and it is, therefore, consistent with Goal 11.

I.  Goal 12: Transportation
Finding 4L: Since this is a UGB adjustment, with no net gain or loss of land, there is no
additional impact on the transportation system. The City and Property Owner conducted a
traffic study for this UGB adjustment to examine the impact on US 395, as required by the
Oregon Department of Transportation. The final report is attached as Appendix B. This
proposed UGB adjustment is consistent with Goal 12.



m. Goal 13: Energy Conservation
Finding 4M: Since this is a UGB adjustment, with no net gain or loss of land, there is no net
increase on energy usage. This proposed UGB adjustment is consistent with Goal 13

n. Goal 14: Urbanization
Finding 4N: As the land proposed to be added to the Urban Growth Area is closer to
transportation and utility infrastructure, the proposed UGB Amendment will allow the subject
sites to develop industrial uses in a more orderly and efficient manner than would be likely in
the current configuration. It facilitates the transition from rural land to urban industrial land
and is therefore consistent with Goal 14.

0. Goals 15-19: Willamette Greenway, Estuarine Resources, Coastal
Shorelines, Beaches and Dunes, and Ocean Resources
Finding 40: The locations of the affected properties are distant from shorelines and rivers, and
therefore Goals 15 through 19 are not applicable.

5. Oregon Administrative Rules: 660-024-0070 UGB Adjustments

(1) A local government may adjust the UGB at any time to better achieve the purposes
of Goal 14 and this division. Such adjustment may occur by adding or removing land
from the UGB, or by exchanging land inside the UGB for land outside the UGB. The
requirements of section (2) of this rule apply when removing land from the UGB.
The requirements of Goal 14 and this division [and ORS 197.298] apply when land is
added to the UGB, including land added in exchange for land removed. The
requirements of ORS 197.296 may also apply when land is added to a UGB, as
specified in that statute. If a local government exchanges land inside the UGB for
land outside the UGB, the applicable local government must adopt appropriate rural
zoning designations for the land removed from the UGB prior to or at the time of
adoption of the UGB amendment and must apply applicable location and priority

provisions of OAR 660-024-0060 through 660-020-0067.
Finding 5A: This proposed UGB adjustment is consistent with item (1) as it exchanges land
inside the UGB for land outside the UGB to better achieve the purposes of goal 14. The 110 acres
portion of the Union Pacific land to be removed from the UGB is currently zoned for industrial
development. In order to meet the requirement to “adopt appropriate rural zoning
designations,” the 110 acres to be removed from the UGB will be rezoned to the County EFU

designation.

(2) A local government may remove land from a UGB following the procedures and
requirements of ORS 197.764. Alternatively, a local government may remove land
from the UGB following the procedures and requirements of 197.610 to 197.650,
provided it determines:
Finding 5B: The City is submitting this proposed UGB amendment in accordance with the
procedures and requirements of 197.610 to 197.650, as justified below.
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(a) The removal of land would not violate applicable statewide planning goals
and rules;
Finding 5C: As demonstrated in the findings above, the proposed UGB adjustment is consistent
with each of the statewide planning goals.

(b) The UGB would provide a 20-year supply of land for estimated needs after
the land is removed, or would provide roughly the same supply of buildable
land as prior to the removal, taking into consideration land added to the UGB
at the same time;

Finding 5D: The proposed UGB adjustment is a 110-acre for 110-acre swap with no net gain or
loss in developable land; therefore the 20-year land supply is unchanged.

(c) Public facilities agreements adopted under ORS 195.020 do not intend to
provide for urban services on the subject land unless the public facilities
provider agrees to removal of the land from the UGB and concurrent
modification of the agreement;

Finding 5E: No urban services are currently provided to the area proposed to be removed from
the UGB, nor would they be provided once it is removed until such time as this area is brought
back into the UGB.

(d) Removal of the land does not preclude the efficient provision of urban
services to any other buildable land that remains inside the UGB; and
Finding 5 The subject pioperties are on the edge of the UGB and there are no properties

within the UGB to the south or west of the area to be removed.

(e) The land removed from the UGB is planned and zoned for rural use
consistent with all applicable laws.
Finding 5G: As discussed previously, the 110 acres to be removed from the UGB will be
rezoned to County zone EFU, the rural designation that it had prior to being included in the
UGB. This criteria will be met as the zone change will take place concurrently with the UGB
adjustment.

(3) Notwithstanding sections (1) and (2) of this rule, a local government considering an
exchange of land may rely on the land needs analysis that provided a basis for its
current acknowledged plan, rather than adopting a new need analysis, provided:

(a) The amount of buildable land added to the UGB to meet:

(A) A specific type of residential need is substantially equivalent to the
amount of buildable residential land removed, or



(B) The amount of employment land added to the UGB to meet an
employment need is substantially equivalent to the amount of
employment land removed, and

(b) The local government must apply comprehensive plan designations and, if
applicable, urban zoning to the land added to the UGB, such that the land added

is designated:

(A) For the same residential uses and at the same housing density as the land
removed from the UGB, or

(B) For the same employment uses as allowed on the land removed from the
UGB, or

(C) If the land exchange is intended to provide for a particular industrial use that
requires specific site characteristics, only land zoned for commercial or industrial
use may be removed, and the land added must be zoned for the particular
industrial use and meet other applicable requirements of ORS 197A.320(6).

Finding 5H: The amount of buildable land proposed to be added (110 acres) is substantially
equivalent to the amount of buildable land proposed to be removed from the UGB (110 acres).
The land to be removed is currently zoned for industrial development; the land to be added will
also be zoned for industrial development. These criteria are met; therefore no new population
forecast or lands need analysis is required.

6. Soil Conditions (See Exhibit K) of the lands proposed to be excluded from and added to
the Urban Growth Boundary.
Finding 6: As shown on the included maps, the soil types found on the land proposed to be
added to the City’s Urban Growth Boundary are the same or poorer quality than the soil types
found on the land proposed to be removed from the City’s UGB. The proposal would result in
either a neutral effect on available soil types in agriculturally zoned areas around the City, or a
slight improvement.

EVALUATION

1. The City’s recently completed water improvements project expanded the City’s water
system to the I-84 interchange, which opens up these properties for development. The
Owners are interested in developing their properties, and, realizing that annexation
would be required in order to obtain City services, they would like these properties
annexed into the City to prepare the sites for future development.

2. No development is currently planned for the properties, however industrial developers
are beginning to show interest. It is believed that inclusion in the Urban Growth
Boundary and annexation will make the properties more marketable.
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATION

Based on the above stated findings and evaluation, the staff submits the following conclusions:

1. The request is consistent with Statewide Planning Goals Stanfield Comprehensive Plan,
and Oregon Revised Statutes and Administrative Rules.

2. There are no necessary improvements to be made until the property is developed
further.

3. The City Manager recommends approval of the annexation applications.



Appendix A

Sections of the City of Stanfield Comprehensive Plan and Development Code are applicable to
this proposal in regard to the procedures to be followed in considering the zone change and
map amendment:

1. City of Stanfield Comprehensive Plan, Section 7. Plan Amendment
a. SECTION 7. PLAN AMENDMENT

Amendments to the Comprehensive Plan may be initiated through the City
Planning Department by property owners and residents within or adjacent to the
city limits or urban growth boundary, by Umatilla County and by affected
agencies or organizations. Amendments may also be initiated by the City
Council, Planning Commission, City Administrator, or City Planner. All
amendments shall be forwarded to LCDC in accordance with applicable State
Statutes and Administrative Rules, and to Umatilla County in accordance with
the Stanfield Planning Area Joint Management Agreement.

The City of Stanfield will process, review and act on a requested Plan
amendment per the following procedures:

A. The Planning Commission shall set a public hearing date and give notice
thereof through a newspaper of general circulation in the city at least ten (10)
days prior to the hearing and if applicable, notice shall be mailed to:

1. Property owners within 250 feet of land subject to a proposed
amendment to Comprehensive Plan map A, C, or D; and

2 Affected governmental units which may be impacted by or who have
requested opportunity to review and comment on proposed amendments.

B. Copies of proposed amendments shall be made available for review at
least ten (10) days prior to the Planning Commission hearing.

C. Within ten (10) days after the close of the public hearing, the Planning
Commission shall make findings of fact and recommend to the City Council
adoption, revision or denial of proposed amendments.

D. Upon receipt of the Planning Commission recommendation the City
Council, shall set a public hearing date and give notice thereof through a
newspaper of general circulation in the city at least ten (10) days prior to the
hearing and if applicable, notice shall be mailed to:

1. Property owners within 250 feet of land subject to a proposed
amendment to Comprehensive Plan map A, C, or D; and

2. Affected governmental units which may be impacted by or who have
requested the opportunity to review and comment on proposed amendments.

E. Copies of proposed amendments and the Planning Commission
recommendation shall be made available for review at least ten (10) days prior to
the City Council hearing.
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F. Within ten (10) days after the close of the hearing, the City Council shall
make findings of fact and adopt, adopt with changes, or deny the proposed
amendments. Adoption of plan amendments is effective upon:

1. City adoption in the case of amendment of a Comprehensive Plan map
for an area within the city limits.

2. County co-adoption in the case of amendment of plan goals, objectives,
policies, or plan maps for the urban growth area; or the urban growth boundary
location.

Formal LCDC acknowledgment may subsequently be required for some plan
amendments, but they are effective locally per the above.

G. Notice of plan amendment decisions and copies of any plan amendments
adopted by the City shall be sent to Umatilla County, LCDC, the applicant, the
news media, and all persons or agencies that testified at the public hearings or in
writing.

H. The applicant for an amendment bears the legal burden of proof
regarding the amendment and the financial responsibility of defending an appeal
of the City’s approval of the amendment. The City may, however, elect to

participate fully or partially in terms of staff and costs associated with the
defense of such an appeal.

2. City of Stanfield Development Code Chapter 4

4.1.200

Description of Permit/Decision-making Procedures.

All land use and development permit applications, except building permits, shall be decided by using the
procedures contained in this Chapter. General procedures for all permits are contained in Section 4.1.7.
Specific procedures for certain types of permits are contained in Section 4.1.2 through 4.1.6. The
procedure “type” assigned to each permit governs the decision-making process for that permit. There are
four types of permit/decision-making procedures: Type I, Ii, III, and IV. These procedures are described
in subsections A-D below. In addition, Table 4.1.200 lists all of the City’s land use and development
applications and their required permit procedure(s).

A. Type I Procedure (Ministerial). Type I decisions are made by City Manager, or someone he or she

officially designates, without public notice and without a public hearing. The ‘l'ype 1 procedure is

used when there are clear and objective approval criteria, and applying city standards and criteria
requires no use of discretion;

B. Type Il Procedure (Administrative). Type II decisions are made by City Manager or designee with

public notice and an opportunity for a public hearing if appealed. The appeal of a Type II decision is
heard by the Planning Commission;

C. Type Il Procedure (Quasi-Judicial). Type III decisions are made by the Planning Commission

after a public hearing, with appeals reviewed by the City Council. Type III decisions generally use
discretionary approval criteria.

D. Type IV Procedure (Legislative). Type IV procedures apply to legislative matters. Legislative
matters involve the creation, revision, or large-scale implementation of public policy (e.g., adoption of
land use regulations, zone changes, and comprehensive plan amendments that apply to entire districts).



Type IV matters are considered initially by the Planning Commission with final decisions made by the
City Council.

4.1.600 Type IV Procedure (Legislative)

A. Pre-Application Conference. A pre-application conference is required for all Type IV applications.
The requirements and procedures for a pre-application conference are described in Section

4.1.7.C.
B. Application Requirements.
1. Application forms. Type IV applications shall be made on forms provided by the City Manager.
2. Submittal Information. The application shall contain:
a. The information requested on the application form;

b. A map and/or plan addressing the appropriate criteria and standards in sufficient detail for
review and decision (as applicable);

c. The required fee; and

d. 10 copies of a letter or narrative statement that explains how the application satisfies each and
all of the relevant approval criteria and standards.

D. Notice of Hearing.

1. Required hearings. A minimum of two hearings, one before the Planning Commission and one
before the City Council, are required for all Type IV applications, except annexations where only
a hearing by the City Council is required.

2. Notification requirements. Notice of public hearings for the request shall be given by the City
Manager in the following manner:

a. At least 20 days, but not more than 40 days, before the date of the first hearing on an
ordinance that proposes to amend the comprehensive plan or any element thereof, or to adopt

an ordinance that proposes to rezone property, a notice shall be prepared in conformance with
ORS 227.175 and mailed to:

(1) Each owner whose property would be rezoned in order to implement the ordinance (i.e.,
owners of property subject to a comprehensive plan amendment shall be notified if a zone
change would be required to implement the proposed comprehensive plan amendment),

(2) Any affected governmental agency.

(3) Recognized neighborhood groups or associations affected by the ordinance;

(4) Any person who requests notice in writing;
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€.

(5) For a zone change affecting a manufactured home or mobile home park, all mailing
addresses within the park, in accordance with ORS 227.175.

(6) Owners of airports shall be notified of a proposed zone change in accordance with ORS
227.175;

At least 10 days before the scheduled Planning Commission public hearing date, and 10 days
before the City Council hearing date, notice shall be published in a newspaper of general
circulation in the City.

The City Manager shall:

(1) For each mailing of notice, file an affidavit of mailing in the record as provided by
Subsection a; and

(2) For each published notice, file in the record the affidavit of publication in a newspaper
that is required in subsection b.

The Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) shall be notified in writing
of proposed comprehensive plan and development code amendments at least 45 days before

the first public hearing at which public testimony or new evidence will be received.

Notifications for annexation shall follow the provisions of this Chapter and ORS 199.

Content of notices. The mailed and published notices shall include the following information:

a.

The number and title of the file containing the application, and the address and telephone
number of the City Manager’s office where additional information about the application can

L. ~La_=-__1.
UL vuwalicu,

A description of the location of the proposal reasonably calculated to give notice of the
location of the geographic area;

A description of the proposal in enough detail for people to determine that a change is
proposed, and the place where all relevant materials and information may be obtained or
reviewed;

The time(s), placc(s), and date(s) of thc public hearing(s); a statement that public oral or
written testimony is invited; and a statement that the hearing will be held under this title and
rules of procedure adopted by the Council and available at City Hall (See subsection E
below); and

Each mailed notice required by section D shall contain the following statement: “Notice to
mortgagee, lienholder, vendor, or seller: The Stanfield Development Code requires that if
you receive this notice it shall be promptly forwarded to the purchaser.”

Failure to receive notice. The failure of any person to receive notice shall not invalidate the
action, providing:

a.

Personal notice is deemed given where the notice is deposited with the United States Postal
Service;



b. Published notice is deemed given on the date it is published.

E. Hearing Process and Procedure.

1. Unless otherwise provided in the rules of procedure adopted by the City Council:

a.

The presiding officer of the Planning Commission and of the City Council shall have the
authority to:

(1) Regulate the course, sequence, and decorum of the hearing;

(2) Direct procedural requirements or similar matters; and

(3) Impose reasonable time limits for oral presentations.

No person shall address the Commission or the Council without:

(1) Receiving recognition from the presiding officer; and

(2) Stating their full name and address.

Disruptive conduct such as applause, cheering, or display of signs shall be cause for

expulsion of a person or persons from the hearing, termination or continuation of the hearing,
or other appropriate action determined by the presiding officer.

2. Unless otherwise provided in the rules of procedures adopted by the Council, the presiding officer
of the Commission and of the Council, shall conduct the hearing as follows:

a.

The presiding officer shall begin the hearing with a statement of the nature of the matter
before the body, a general summary of the procedures, a summary of the standards for
decision-making, and whether the decision which will be made is a recommendation to the
City Council or the final decision of the Council;

The City Manager’s report and other applicable staff reports shall be presented;

The public shall be invited to testify;

The public hearing may be continued to allow additional testimony or it may be closed; and

The body’s deliberation may include questions to the staff, comments from the staff, and
inquiries directed to any person present.

F. Continuation of the Public Hearing. The Planning Commission or the City Council may continue
any hearing, and no additional notice of hearing shall be required if the matter is continued to a

specified place, date, and time.

G. Decision-Making Considerations. The recommendation by the Planning Commission and the
decision by the City Council shall be based on consideration of the following factors:

1.

Approval of the request is consistent with the Statewide Planning Goals;
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2. Approval of the request is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan; and

3. The property and affected area is presently provided with adequate public facilities,
services and transportation networks to support the use, or such facilities, services and
transportation networks are planned to be provided concurrently with the development of the
property.

H. Approval Process and Authority.

1. The Planning Commission shall:

a. After notice and a public hearing, vote on and prepare a recommendation to the City Council

to approve, approve with modifications, approve with conditions, deny the proposed change,
or adopt an alternative; and

b. Within 14 business days of determining a recommendation, the presiding officer shall sign
the written recommendation, and it shall be filed with the City Manager.

2. Any member of the Planning Commission who votes in opposition to the Planning Commission’s
majority recommendation may file a written statement of opposition with the City Manager
before the Council public hearing on the proposal. The City Manager shall send a copy to each
Council member and place a copy in the record.

3. If the Planning Commission fails to adopt a recommendation to approve, approve with
modifications, approve with conditions, deny the proposed change, or adopt an alternative

proposal, within 60 days of its first public hearing on the proposed change, the City Manager
shall:

a. Repoit the failure togeiher wiih ihe proposed change to the City Councii; and

b. Provide notice and put the matter on the City Council’s agenda, a public hearing to be held,
and a decision to be made by the Council. No further action shall be taken by the
Commission.

4. The City Council shall:

a. Approve, approve with modifications, approve with conditions, deny, or adopt an alternative
to an application for lcgislative change, or remand the application to the Planning
Commission for rehearing and reconsideration on all or part of the application;

b. Consider the recommendation of the Planning Commission; however, it is not bound by the
Commission’s recommendation; and

c. Act by ordinance, which shall be signed by the Mayor after the Council’s adoption of the
ordinance.

I. Vote Required for a Legislative Change.

1. A vote by a majority of the qualified voting members of the Planning Commission present is
required for a recommendation for approval, approval with modifications, approval with
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conditions, denial or adoption of an alternative.

2. A vote by a majority of the qualified members of the City Council present is required to decide
any motion made on the proposal.

J. Notice of Decision. Notice of a Type IV decision shall be mailed to the applicant, all participants of
record, and the Department of Land Conservation and Development, within five business days after

the City Council decision is filed with the City Manager. The City shall also provide notice to all
persons as required by other applicable laws.

K. Final Decision and Effective Date. A Type IV decision, if approved, shall take effect and shall
become final as specified in the enacting ordinance, or if not approved, upon mailing of the notice of
decision to the applicant.

L. Record of the Public Hearing.
1. A verbatim record of the proceeding shall be made by stenographic, mechanical, or electronic
means. It is not necessary to transcribe an electronic record. The minutes and other evidence

presented as a part of the hearing shall be part of the record;

2. All exhibits received and displayed shall be marked to provide identification and shall be part of
the record;

3. The official record shall include:
a. All materials considered by the hearings body;
b. All materials submitted by the City Manager to the hearings body regarding the application;

c. The verbatim record made by the stenographic, mechanical, or electronic means; the minutes
of the hearing; and other documents considered;

d. The final ordinance;
e. All correspondence; and

f. A copy of the notices that were given as required by this Chapter.

4.7.200 Legislative Amendments.

Legislative amendments are policy decisions made by City Council. They are reviewed using the Type
IV procedure in Chapter 4.1, Section 5 and shall conform to Section 4.7.600.

4.7.600 Transportation Planning Rule Compliance.
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A. When a development application includes a proposed comprehensive plan amendment or land use
district change, the proposal shall be reviewed to determine whether it significantly affects a

transportation facility, in accordance with Oregon Administrative Rule (OAR) 660-012-0060.
Significant means the proposal would:

1. Change the functional classification of an existing or planned transportation facility. This would
occur, for example, when a proposal causes future traffic to exceed the capacity of “collector” street

classification, requiring a change in the classification to an “arterial” street, as identified by the City’s
Transportation System Plan; or

2. Change the standards implementing a functional classification system; or

3. Allow types or levels of land use that would result in levels of travel or access what are
inconsistent with the functional classification of a transportation facility; or

4. Reduce the performance standards of the facility below the minimum acceptable level identified
in the Transportation System Plan.

B. Amendments to the comprehensive plan and land use standards that significantly affect a
transportation facility shall assure that allowed land uses are consistent with the function, capacity,
and level of service of the facility identified in the Transportation System Plan. This shall be
accomplished by one of the following:

1. Limiting allowed land uses to be consistent with the planned function of the transportation
facility; or '

N

Amending the Transporiation Sysiewn Plan io ensure thai existing, improved, or new
transportation facilities are adequate to support the proposed land uses consistent with the
requirement of the Transportation Planning Rule; or,

3. Altering land use designations, densities, or design requirements to reduce demand for
automobile travel and meet travel needs through other modes of transportation.
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PLAN AMENDMENT
#P-123-19

TA OPERATING LLC, APPLICANT
PETRO STOPPING CENTERS LP, OWNERS

Amend the Exception for Local Access
Improvements set forth in Umatilla County
Ordinance 2003-09, which is a part of the
County’s Transportation System Plan.
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MEMO

TO: Umatilla County Board of Commissioners (BCC)
FROM: Bob Waldher, Director
DATE: March 12, 2019

RE: March 20, 2019 BCC Hearing
Plan Amendment, #P-123-19
Amendment of County Ordinance 2003-09 and Umatilla County TSP

Background Information

The applicant, TA Operating, LLC, requests to amend County Ordinance 2003-09 and
the Umatilla County Transportation System Plan (TSP), consistent with the Land Use
Board of Appeals’ (LUBA) opinion in Space Age Fuel. The attached Findings and
Conclusions document includes a historical overview of the travel center project, LUBA
Remand, and Ordinance 2003-09, which is included in this amendment request.

Essentially, the applicant proposes an amendment of Ordinance 2003-09 (see original
ordinance attached) to adopt a new map (see ‘Exhibit A’ attached), amend the text of
the ordinance, and include the findings supporting an amendment to the County’s
Transportation System Plan.

Criteria of Approval
The criteria of approval for amendments are found in Umatilla County Development
Code 152.750-152.755.

Conclusion

The process of approval by the County involves review by the County Planning
Commission with a recommendation to the Board of County Commissioners (BCC). The
Planning Commission recommended approval of the request at a public hearing on
February 28, 2019. The BCC must make a decision whether or not to approve
amendment of the ordinance.

Staff recommends approval of the proposed amendment to Ordinance 2003-09, as it
appears to be consistent with applicable law and is necessary to resolve LUBA’s order
on remand.

216 S.E. 4" Street ¢« Pendleton, OR 97801 * Ph: 541-278-6252 * Fax: 541-278-5480
Website: www.umatillacounty.net/planning « Email: planning@umatillacounty.net



Memo
BCC Public Hearing — March 20, 2019

Attachments

The following attachments have been included for review by the Board of Commissioners:
e Preliminary Findings and Conclusions
e Exhibit A - Modified Access Alternative
e Original Ordinance 2003-09
e Traffic Memo



BEFORE THE UMATILLA COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
AND PLANNING COMMISSION
PLAN AMENDMENT P-123-19

A request by TA Operating, LLC, to amend
County Ordinance 2003-09 by adopting a
revised local connectivity map and related APPLICANT’S PROPOSED AMENDMENT
text, to guide future improvements to AND SUPPORTIVE FINDINGS

Westland Road between Westport Lane and I-
84.

1. Introduction

This office represents TA Operating, LLC (“TA”). TA is the successor in interest to Petro
Shopping Centers (“Petro”), which received approval in 2006 to construct a travel center on its
property, located at the northwest corner of the intersection of Westland Road and 1-84. On
January 12, 2004, the County adopted Ordinance 2003-09 (“Ord. 03-09”), which amended the
County’s Transportation Plan by adopting the Westland Road/I-84/1-82 Interchange Area
Transportation Plan (IATP). Exhibit 1. The IATP refined local transportation connectivity plans
in around the interchange, as explained by its introductory paragraph:

“The purpose of the Umatilla County Westland Road/1-84/1-82 Interchange Area
Transportation Plan is to supplement and refine the Umatilla County
Transportation System Plan in the project planning area. The goal of the project is
to develop a sub-area study that addresses the specific land use and transportation
issues in the Westland Road/1-84/1-82 interchange area. The result of the project
will be a list of transportation improvements needed to support the 20-year
employment growth in the study area and land use policy recommendations.”

Ord. 03-09 also adopted an exception to the County’s spacing standard for the first full local
street intersection and freeway ramps, which is 1,320 feet. This standard is identical to the
desired spacing for interchanges set forth in the 1999 Oregon Highway Plan. The exception,
which was adopted by the County at the request of Petro, would allow TA to develop motor
vehicle and truck access points somewhat closer than 1,320 feet to the I-84 ramps. The local
access layout allowed by the exception was shown in a map attached to the ordinance, labeled
“Figure 13.” The specific terms of the exception are explained in detail below.

On December 19, 2006, Petro received conditional use approval for a proposed travel center.
This approval included a truck fueling complex, truck service and repair facility, truck

wash, automotive fueling station, an 18,000-square foot restaurant/retail store, 298 truck parking
spaces, 215 automobile parking spaces, eight RV parking spaces, and related accessory uses and
improvements. The truck fueling center, service facility, and truck wash will be located on the
western portion of the property, zoned Light Industrial (“LI”), and the automotive fueling center
and restaurant/retail store will be located on the eastern portion, zoned Tourist Commercial
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(“TC”). The truck facilities will have an access point off Westland Road separate from the
automobile fueling center and restaurant/retail store. The Planning Commission approved the
proposed development on January 31, 2006.

Space Age Fuels appealed the Planning Commission decision to the Board of County
Commissioners (the “Board”), arguing among other things that the proposed use is a “truck stop”
that is not permitted in either the LI or TC zones. The Board ultimately voted to approve the
development, subject to a condition that Petro sign a development agreement obligating Petro to
mitigate traffic impacts on a nearby intersection, as required by Ord. 2003-09,

Space Age appealed the CUP approval to LUBA, which rejected all of Space Age’s
arguments that the travel center was not permitted in the LI and TC zones. LUBA
remanded the case, however, holding that a Development Agreement must be approved
before the new access management standards of Ord. 2003-09 become effective. Western
Express and Space Age Fuels v. Umatilla County, 54 Or LUBA 571, 597 (2007)
(“Western Express”).

After LUBA’s decision, the Board approved a Development Agreement consistent with LUBA’s
opinion. Space Age again appealed the decision approving the Development Agreement to
LUBA, arguing that the Development Agreement, which proposed a different alignment of NW
Livestock Road from that shown in Ord. 2003-09, was inconsistent with that ordinance. On
September 1, 2015, LUBA remanded the Development Agreement to the Board with orders to

make findings addressing UCDC 152.753(B)(1) and the Development Agreement’s consistency
with Ord. 2003-09.

Crucially, LUBA explained that Ord. 03-09 must be amended to resolve the 2015 remand order:

“We agree with petitioner that the development agreement that was required by
Paragraph 2 of Ordinance 2003-09 to make the “local access improvements
outlined on Figure 13” part of the TSP is not any old development agreement.
Rather, it calls for a development agreement for the improvements shown on
Figure 13. Petitioner appears to be correct that the challenged development
agreement calls for improvements that in some respects differ significantly from
those envisioned by Ordinance No. 2003-09. We do not mean to foreclose the
possibility that the county might be able to demonstrate that the improvements
authorized by the disputed development agreement are consistent with those
authorized by Ordinance 2003-09. But petitioner appears to be correct that at least
the realignment of Livestock Road is sufficiently different from the realignment
called for by Ordinance 2003-09 that Ordinance 2003-09 would first have to be
amended to authorize that change. If so the county must first amend Ordinance
2003-09 before executing the development agreement to comply with Paragraph 2
of Ordinance 2003-09.”

schwabe.com



Page 3

Space Age Fuel, Inc. v. Umatilla County, 72 Or LUBA 92, 100-01 (2015) (“Space Age Fuel”).!
Since LUBA’s 2015 decision, realignment and improvements of Livestock Road has continued,
making the reality on the ground somewhat inconsistent with the realignment shown on Figure

13. No party has challenged these improvements.

During discussions regarding LUBA’s remand, staff requested that TA move its proposed truck
entrance nofthward to mirror the new intersection of Westland and Livestock Roads. Such an
alignment would meet the 1,320 foot minimum spacing requirement. TA does not object to
doing so; however, this realignment would also be inconsistent with Figure 13, potentially
worsening the error LUBA identified in its 2015 opinion. Therefore, TA proposes this
amendment to adopt a new map that would (1) acknowledge the current location of Livestock
Road and (2) provide for a truck/light industrial entrance directly across from the
Westland/Livestock intersection.

2. Description of the Proposed Amendment

As explained above, Ord. 03-09 included two relevant decisions. The first was an adoption of
the IATP as part of its Transportation System Plan (“TSP”) and Comprehensive Plan (the
“Plan”). The IATP included a proposal for the improvement of a new northerly extension of
Livestock Road as a local street:

"Ina footnote, LUBA also explained: “The proposed realignment of Livestock Road to a point north of
TA’s property presumably is what eliminated the need for the four-leg intersection at the auto entrance
opposite the location specified for the Livestock Road realignment shown on Figure 13 and eliminated the
need for the left turn lane for southbound traffic at that entrance. The differences in Ordinance No. 2003-
09 and the executed development agreement regarding Sable Road are less clear to us, but the county
must consider whether that difference is sufficiently significant to require an amendment to Ordinance
2003-09 as well.” Id. n. 9.

schwabe.com



Page 4

Second, Ord. 03-09 provided, in paragraph 2, that the TSP will be amended to allow an

exception from these spacing standards if and when a development agreement between TA and
the County is executed:

“At such time as a development agreement is executed with the property owner,
outlining improvements and responsibilities (including realigned Livestock
Road), the Umatilla County Transportation System Plan and the Umatilla County
Comprehensive Plan will be amended to provide an exception to the Westland
Area Plan north of I-84 to allow for local access improvements outlined in Figure
13 of Exhibit 62, with additional access on east to be granted at industrial area
access.”

By its own terms, Ord. 03-09 provided for an automatic amendment of the TSP if and when a
development agreement is established between TA and the County. The Oregon Land Use
Board of Appeals (“LUBA?”) interpreted this exemption as follows:

“Read literally, paragraph 2 states that the TSP and plan “will be amended” to
provide for the exception to TSP standards, which certainly suggests that
Ordinance 2003-09 did not actually amend the TSP and comprehensive plan to
include those exceptions. Even if paragraph 2 is not read literally, and the phrase
“will be amended” is understood to mean something like “will be effective,” it
seems clear their effectiveness as approval criteria is conditional upon execution
of the development agreement.”

Western Express and Space Age Fuels v. Umatilla County, 54 Or LUBA 571, 597 (2007).

In 2017, the City approved a Goal Exception and Plan Amendment to allow construction of the
Vadata, Inc. data center on land located directly east of the TA parcel. This project is accessed
through a newly-paved northerly extension of Livestock Road, which TA understands will be
improved to provide a new intersection with Westland Road approximately 1,550 feet north of
the nearest -84 ramp. This improvement has already been partially constructed, and we

understand from County staff that the existing Livestock/Westland intersection to the south will
be closed.

TA proposes that Ord. 03-09 be amended to adopt a new map (“Exhibit A”) to replace Figure 13
and include the findings supporting an amendment to the County’s Transportation System Plan,

as well as the following text of the IATP and Ord. 03-09. Exhibit 2. Proposed amendments to
this text are shown below.

.4

LivestoekRoad);-the The Umatilla County Transportation System Plan and
the Umatilla County Comprehensive Plan will are hereby be amended to
provide an exception to the Westland Area Plan north of I-84 and County
intersection spacing standards to allow for local access improvements

schwabe.com
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outlined in Exhibit A, attached hereto. Figure13-ofExhibit-62-with
I:::‘! B4 3:':‘1"15‘:. . HieiReee .M
amendment shall be deemed effective at such time as a development
agreement is executed with the property owner, outlining the scope and
responsibilities for the improvements shown in Exhibit A necessary to
accommodate the proposed development. This exception shall not be
required should a development proposal comply with the standard spacing
requirements of the County Transportation System Plan.

||||| n

Whatever its final form, the amendments should allow for the intersection spacing shown
in Exhibit A without further amendments to the plan, made effective upon execution of a
development agreement.

3. Proposed Findings for Plan and TSP Amendment

Ord. 03-09 already amended the Plan and TSP to allow a reduction in access spacing, and no
change to the motor vehicle access point is contemplated or proposed. The purpose of this
amendment is solely to move the northerly access point into conformance with the County’s
standard spacing requirements and clarify the current location of Livestock Road. TA provides
the following findings to explain how the proposed amendment is consistent with goals and
policies that would be applicable to a TSP amendment:

a. Goals and Objectives of the Umatilla County Transportation Plan.

A. Goal 1 — Preserve the function, capacity, level of service and safety of the local
streets, county roads and state highways.

1. Objectives.

a. Develop access management standards.

RESPONSE: The proposed amendment does not change County access management standards,
although it does bring the spacing alignment contemplated in Ord. 03-09 closer to conformance
with County and ODOT access management spacing standards by moving the TA Petro truck
access and Livestock/Westland Road intersection past the 1320-foot minimum road spacing
requirement applicable to interchanges. The County can find that this objective does not apply to

the proposed amendment.

b. Develop alternative, parallel routes.

RESPONSE: The proposed amendment does not provide an additional alternative parallel route.
However, the County can find that because the proposed amendment merely acknowledges the
existing location of the Westland/Livestock Road intersection and requires any future TA Petro
truck access to mirror that intersection, it does not detract from this objective and is, on balance,

equally supportive of it.

schwabe.com
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C. Promote alternative modes of transportation.

RESPONSE: The proposed amendment does not provide an alternative mode of transportation.
However, the County can find that because the proposed amendment merely acknowledges the
existing location of the Westland/Livestock Road intersection and requires any future TA Petro
truck access to mirror that intersection, it does not detract from this objective and is, on balance,
equally supportive of it.

d Promote transportation management demand management
programs.

RESPONSE: The proposed amendment does not provide a transportation demand management
program. However, the County can find that because the proposed amendment merely
acknowledges the existing location of the Westland/Livestock Road intersection and requires any
future TA Petro truck access to mirror that intersection, it does not detract from this objective
and is, on balance, equally supportive of it.

e. Promote transportation system management.

RESPONSE: The County can find that because the proposed amendment merely acknowledges
the existing location of the Westland/Livestock Road intersection and requires any future TA
Petro truck access to mirror that intersection, it will improve the transportation system and
therefore, is consistent with this objective.

f Develop procedures to minimize impacts to and protect
transportation facilities, corridors, or sites during the development
review process.

RESPONSE: The proposed amendment will require any new TA access point to mirror the
Westland/Livestock Road intersection, which will have a more positive impact on the
interchange area than would the current alignment of the truck access shown on Figure 13 of

Ord. 03-09. Therefore, the County can find that the proposed amendment is consistent with this
objective.

B. Goal 2 — Insure that the road system within the County is Adequate to Meet
Public Needs, Including those of the Transportation Disadvantaged.

1. Objectives.

C. Evaluate the transportation needs and land use characteristics of
the unincorporated communities within the county to insure
adequate mobility for these areas.

RESPONSE: The proposed amendment will acknowledge an existing improvement—the
realignment of Livestock Road—that was intended to ensure adequate and safe mobility for the
unincorporated area of the County. Similarly, the amendment will require the TA Petro truck

schwabe.com
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access to be in a location mirroring the new Westland/Livestock Road intersection, ensuring that
that access will be consistent with the new intersection spacing. Therefore, the County can find
that the proposed amendment is consistent with this objective.

C. Goal 3 — Improve Coordination among the Cities of Umatilla County, the Oregon
Department of Transportation (ODOT), the U.S. Forest Service (USFS), the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) and the County.

RESPONSE: The County will provide notice of the proposed amendment to affected agencies.
The proposed amendment is equally supportive of this policy.

b. Umatilla County Westland Road / I-84 / I-82 Interchange Area
Transportation Plan.

IATP Goals

A. Goal 1 — Balance land use and transportation planning to develop and
interchange plan that can achieve acceptable traffic operations along the area’s transportation
system and provide for safe access to adjacent land uses.

RESPONSE: The proposed amendment is consistent with this Goal because, by moving the
intersection of Westland/Livestock Road intersection and the TA Petro truck access to the north,
it will result in improved interchange operation over the intersection currently shown in Ord. 03-

09.

B. Goal 2 — Maximize transportation management techniques in the study area to
mitigate future traffic impacts generated by future developments and to minimize the necessary
transportation infrastructure investment.

RESPONSE: The new Westland/Livestock Road intersection has already been improved. The
new TA Petro truck access point shall be located directly across Westland Road to create a four-
way intersection. The County can find that this will substantially improve turning movements
and queuing over the existing access plan shown on Figure 13 because it increases the distance
between this intersection and the 1-84 interchange ramps.

C. Goal 3 — Solicit significant public input throughout the study process to assure
ownership of the plan by study area, stakeholders, property owners and public.

RESPONSE: The IATP was established with considerable public involvement, as explained in
the JATP itself. IATP at I-12. The County can find that an additional study process is not
necessary for the proposed amendment because it merely acknowledges existing transportation
improvements and ensures that any future alignment of the TA Petro truck access mitrors the
new Westland/Livestock Road intersection.

D. Goal 4 — Develop a comprehensive list of deficiencies in the project area that
should be addressed by the study.

schwabe.com
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RESPONSE: A complete list of deficiencies was created for the IATP. The proposed
amendment neither adds nor subtracts from that list; therefore, the County can find that it has no
impact on the above policy.

E. Goal 5 — Develop future improvement alternatives that address short and long

term capacity deficiencies, connectivity and safety around the two study interchanges and study
area roadways and intersections.

RESPONSE: Ord. 03-09 and Figure 13 were developed to allow alternative access spacing. The
proposed amendment preserves the existing access spacing alternative for the passenger vehicle
access point to the south but moves the northerly TA truck access point northward to comply
with access spacing standards. This change will improve capacity, connectivity, and safety
adjacent to the I-84/Westland Road interchange by providing additional queuing space for trucks
entering and exiting [-84 at interchange.

F. Goal 6 — Develop conceptual twenty year land use plans in the study area to

support the traffic forecasting task and to develop a basis for a sensitivity analysis for the range
of impacts that could occur in the study area.

RESPONSE: The proposed amendment does not change any existing land use plans and
therefore has no effect on the above policy.

Oregon Highway Plan

The Interchange Management Plan provides that, although Umatilla County does not
have to strictly comply with ODOT spacing standards, it may be prudent to use policy 3C of the
Oregon Highway Plan (OHP) as a guideline for the development of the Westland Road
Interchange Area Transportation Plan. This proposal is consistent with a number of ODOT
spacing standards as explained below:

Action 3C2 — To improve an existing interchange or construct a new interchange.

. These standards do not retroactively apply to interchanges existing prior
to adoption of this Oregon Highway Plan, except or until any redevelopment, change of use or
highway construction, reconstruction, or modernization project affecting these existing
interchanges occur. Is the goal at that time to meet the appropriate spacing standards, if

possible, but at the very least, to improve the current conditions by moving in the direction in the
spacing standards;

RESPONSE: The proposed amendment is consistent with this policy because it shows how the
new Westland/Livestock Road intersection meets County and ODOT spacing requirements.

. Necessary supporting improvements, such as roadway networks,
channelization, medians and access control in the Interchange Management Area must be

schwabe.com
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identified in the local comprehensive plan and committed with an identified funding source, or
must be in place;

RESPONSE: The proposed amendment is consistent with this policy because it accurately
identifies the correct location of the Westland/Livestock Road intersection. It also demonstrates

the channelization plan adjacent to that intersection.

. Access to cross streets shall be consistent with established standards for a
distance on either side of the ramp connections so as to reduce conflicts and manage ramp
operations;

RESPONSE: The proposed amendment is consistent with this policy because it shows how the
new Westland/Livestock Road intersection meets County and ODOT spacing requirements.

. When possible, access control shall be purchased on cross roads for a
minimum distance of 1,320 feet (400 meters) from a ramp intersection or the end of a free-flow
ramp terminal merge lane taper.

RESPONSE: ODOT does not own and has not sought to purchase additional access control
along Westland road. However, the re-aligned Westland/Livestock Road intersection will

exceed the 1,320 foot spacing requirement.

Action 3C3 — Establish criteria for when deviations to the Interchange Access
Management Spacing Standards may be considered. The kinds of considerations likely to be
included are:

. Location of existing parallel roadways;

. Use of traffic controls;

. Potential queuing, increase delays and safety impacts; and

. Possible use of non-traversal medians for right-in right-out movements.

RESPONSE: The proposed amendment does not request an additional deviation from Access
Management Spacing Standards beyond that already approved as part of Ord. 03-09. In fact, it
removes the need for a deviation for the TA Petro truck access point, while leaving in place the
existing deviation allowance for the passenger vehicle access. :

Action 3C4 — When new approach roads or intersections are planned or constructed near
existing interchanges, property is redeveloped or there is a change of use, wherever possible, the
Jollowing access spacing and operation standards should be applied within the Interchange
Access Management Area (measurements are from ramp. intersection or the end of a free-flow
ramp terminal merge lane taper).

schwabe.com
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. Approach roads on the crossroads at no closer than 750 feet (230 meters),
and between 750 feet (230 meters) and 1,320 feet (400 meters) shall be limited to right-in right-
out. This may require construction of a non-traversable median or median barrier.

. The full intersection on a crossroad shall be no closer than 1,320 feet (400
meters).

RESPONSE: The proposed amendment is consistent with these policies because it
acknowledges the County’s reconstruction of Livestock Road in an alignment consistent with
current ODOT spacing standards. In particular, the amendment acknowledges the fact that the
new intersection of Westland Road and Livestock Road has been relocated to the north more
than 1,320 feet and is, therefore, more consistent with ODOT spacing standards than the
previous exception scheme identified in Ordinance 03-09.

c. Statewide Planning Goal 12

Post-acknowledgement plan amendments to a local government transportation plan must be
consistent with OAR 660-012-0060, commonly known as the “Transportation Planning Rule”
(“TPR”). The essential function of the TPR is to determine whether a proposed amendment will
have a “significant effect” on an existing or planned transportation facility. The relevant
provisions of the TPR are addressed below.

660-012-0060
Plan and Land Use Regulation Amendments

(1) If an amendment to a functional plan, an acknowledged comprehensive plan, or a land use
regulation (including a zoning map) would significantly affect an existing or planned
transportation facility, then the local government must put in place measures as provided in

section (2) of this rule, unless the amendment is allowed under section (3), (9) or (10) of this
rule.

RESPONSE: The proposed amendment concerns two existing transportation facilities: Westland
Road and Livestock Road. The location shown for the new TA Petro truck access is not a
“planned transportation facility” because it is located on private land, would serve only a private
development, and is not publicly funded. Therefore, the County can find that the TPR applies to
the existing alignments of Westland Road and Livestock Road.

A plan or land use regulation amendment significantly affects a transportation facility if it
would:

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

RESPONSE: Westland Road is designated as a Rural Major Collector and the proposed
amendment would not change that designation. Livestock Road is designated as Local Street,

schwabe.com
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and the proposed amendment, while it acknowledges Livestock Road’s realignment, does not
change its functional classification.

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

RESPONSE: The proposed amendment adopts a new map showing where Westland Road has
been realigned and consequential traffic control elements that will allow that intersection to
function if and when additional development in the vicinity increase trips on the transportation
system.

(c) Result in any of the effects listed in paragraphs (4) through (C) of this subsection based on
projected conditions measured at the end of the planning period identified in the adopted TSP.
As part of evaluating projected conditions, the amount of traffic projected to be generated within
the area of the amendment may be reduced if the amendment includes an enforceable, ongoing
requirement that would demonstrably limit traffic generation, including, but not limited to,
transportation demand management. This reduction may diminish or completely eliminate the

significant effect of the amendment.

(4) Types or levels of travel or access that are inconsistent with the functional classification of
an existing or planned transportation facility;

RESPONSE: The IATP assumes that the TA Petro parcel will be developed with approximately
10,000 sq. ft. of retail uses and approximately 450,000 sq. ft. of industrial uses under a worst-
case scenario. The proposed amendment neither re-zones this parcel nor approves a specific
development proposal for it. The proposed amendment increases the spacing between the TA
Petro truck access point and the I-84 interchange ramps, and does not allow an additional access
beyond the number contemplated in the IATP. Therefore, the County can find that the proposed
amendment will not result in “types or levels of travel or access” that are inconsistent with the
functional classification of Westland or Livestock Road.

(B) Degrade the performance of an existing or planned transportation facility such that it would
not meet the performance standards identified in the TSP or comprehensive plan; or

RESPONSE: The County can find that recognizing the compliance of the Westland
Road/Livestock Road intersection with the County’s spacing standards will provide equal or
better performance on both of those roadways, as explained by the enclosed memorandum from

Kittelson & Assoc. Exhibit 3.

(C) Degrade the performance of an existing or planned transportation facility that is otherwise
projected to not meet the performance standards identified in the TSP or comprehensive plan.

RESPONSE: The previous location of the Westland Road/Livestock Road intersection was not
projected to fail County performance standards. This section does not apply.

13
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(4) Determinations under sections (1)—(3) of this rule shall be coordinated with affected
transportation facility and service providers and other affected local governments.

RESPONSE: The proposed amendment affects only the transportation system in unincorporated
Umatilla County. The County should provide notice of the proposed amendment to ODOT,

which should be allowed to provide comments, because it will increase the existing and planned
spacing between Livestock Road and the TA Petro truck access, and the 1-84 interchange ramps.

d. Other Statewide Planning Goals
i. Goal 1 - Citizen Involvement

RESPONSE: The County can find that is has a complete citizen involvement program in its
acknowledged Plan and land use regulations and that the procedures for post-acknowledgement
plan amendments are set forth in ORS 197.610-620 and ORS 197.763. The County can find that

this proposal’s conformance with these citizen involvement procedures ensures its compliance
with Goal 1.

ii. Goals 2 — Land Use Planning

RESPONSE: The County can find that this amendment proposal is consistent with Goal 2
because it is consistent with the County’s Comprehensive Plan and TSP, and Kittelson’s
supporting analysis (Exhibit 3) constitutes an “adequate factual base” supporting the

amendment.

iii. Goal 3 — Agricultural Lands
RESPONSE: The County can find that goal does not apply because the proposed amendment
does not affect an agricultural land, nor does it change the functional classification of a rural
roadway.

iv. Goal 4 — Forest Lands

RESPONSE: The County can find that this goal does not apply because the proposed
amendment does not affect designated forest lands.

v. Goal 5 - Open Spaces, Scenic and Historic Areas and Natural
Resources

RESPONSE: The County can find that this goal does not apply because there are no Goal 5
resources identified within the area shown by proposed Exhibit A.

vi. Goal 6 — Air, Water and Land Resource Quality

RESPONSE: The County can find that this goal does not apply because there is no evidence that
the proposed amendment will have any adverse impact on air, water, or land resource quality.

schwabe.com
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Goal 6 only requires that it is reasonable to expect that federal and/or state permits associated
with the improvements contemplated by the proposed amendment can be obtained. There is no
evidence that necessary permits cannot be obtained for construction of the proposed
improvements.

vii. Goal 7 — Natural Hazards

RESPONSE: The County can find that this Goal does not apply because there are no natural
hazards present within the area shown by proposed Exhibit A.

viii. Goal 8 — Recreation

RESPONSE: The County can find that this Goal does not apply because the proposed
amendment does not affect a recreational resource.

ix. Goals 9 — Economy of State

RESPONSE: The County can find that the proposed amendment furthers Goal 9 because it will
facilitate development of vacant land near an important interchange, increasing the availability of
goods and services for the travelling public and related employment.

Xx. Goal 10 — Housing

RESPONSE: The County can find that this goal does not apply because it will not affect the
supply of land for housing.

xi. Goal 11 — Public Facilities and Services

RESPONSE: The County can find that this goal does not apply because it addresses public
services other than transportation.

xii. Goal 12 — Transportation

RESPONSE: The Requirements of Goal 12 are addressed in detail above. For those reason, the
County can find that the proposed amendment furthers Goal 12.

xiii. Goal 13 — Energy

RESPONSE: Goal 13 is a planning goal that does not apply directly to transportation planning.
The only Goal 13 guideline that has any bearing on transportation planning is Guideline 3, which
states that “[1]and use planning should, to the maximum extent possible, combine increasing
density gradients along high capacity transportation corridors.” The proposed amendment is not
directed at residential development; therefore the County can find that Goal 13 does not apply.
Even if Goal 13 did apply, the County can find that it requires energy conservation based on
“sound economic principles” and that on balance, the Goal 9 benefits provided by future
development of TA’s property and the Goal 12 benefits of better intersection spacing outweigh

schwabe.com
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any potential increases in energy consumption created by development of surrounding lands or
increased traffic.

xiv. Goal 14 — Urbanization
RESPONSE: The County can find that this Goal does not apply because the proposed
amendment will not change any zoning, adopt a Goal exception, or amend an urban growth
boundary.

xv. Goals15-19

RESPONSE: These goals protect the Willamette River and coastal resources. They do not apply
to the proposed amendment.

4. Conclusion
As demonstrated above, the proposed amendment is consistent with applicable law and is

necessary to resolve LUBA’s order on remand. For these reasons, the County should adopt the
proposed amendment.

DECISION

Based upon the foregoing Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, where it has been
demonstrated the request is necessary to resolve Land Use Board of Appeal’s order on
remand, the applicant’s request is approved.

DATED this day of ,20

UMATILLA COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

William J. Elfering, Commissioner

John Shafer, Commissioner

George L. Murdock, Commissioner

PDX\112921\175043\GST\24390490.1
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THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS OF UMATILLA COUNTY
STATE OF OREGON

In the Matter of Amending
Umatilla County Transportation
System Plan and Comprehensive
Plan for Westland Road/I-84/
I-82 Interchange Area

ORDINANCE NO. 2003-09

W e et S e

WHEREAS pursuant to Chapter 660, Division 12, of the Oregon
Administrative Rules, and specitically OAR 660- 12 -0045, Umatilla
County, as part of ite Comprehensive Plan, adopted by Ordinance Neo.

2003-03, a Transportation System Plan for Umatilla cOunty, and

WHEREAS the Umatilla County Transportation System Plan (“TSP”)
is to guide the management of existing tramsportation facilities
and the design and the :unplenentation of future’ fa.c:.lxt:.es for the
next 20 years; and

WHEREAS Umatilla County identified the area of Westland
_R,oad/I-Bl/I-Bz for further study and ' transportation planning;

WHEREAS Umati.lla County received a Transportation and Growth
Management (TGM) Grant to. complate a transportation plan study and
proposal for the Westland Road/I- 84/1-82 interchange axea; and

WHEREAS input froin the property owners in the study area,
local stakeholders, nenbe:a of the Planning Commission and Boaxd of

Cammissioners, was requested and received, in a study and plan for -

the area; and

s

, WHEREAS the study resulted in a p::opoud anendment to the TSP
to include - the Westland Road/I-84/I-82 Interchange Area

Transportation Plan to address traffic impacts, access management’

issues and potential transportation infrastructure investment
requirements created by existing and future land use developments
within the area bordered by the Westland Road/Agnew Road
intersection on the north, the Umatilla River and Cottonwood Bend
Road to the east, Noble Road on the south and I-82 on the wast,
encompassing an area of approximately 640 acras, and

WEEREAS the Westland Road/I-84/I-82 Interchange Area
Transpoxtation Plan was presented at a workshop before the

_ORDINANCE NO. 2003-09 - Page 1 of 3

19



C

.20

Umatilla County Planning Commission.on May 29, 2003; and public
heatrings before the Planning Commission were lield on June 26, 2003,
and August 28, 2003; and

WHEREAS the Umatilla County Planning Commission recommended to
the Board of Commissionaers approval of the study and mndment to
the TSP and ‘the Comprehensive Plan; and

WHEREAS on June 30, 2003, a public hearing was held by the
Board of Commissioners to hear the Westland Road/I-84/I-82
Intoxchmgd Area Transportation Plan and to considexr the amendment
to the TSP, and the hearing was continued to Septamber 22, 2003,

December 3, 2003, and January 12, 2004; and

WHEREAS on January 1-2, 2004, tha Board of Commissioners closed
public testimony and voted to accept the Umatilla County Westland
Road/1-84/I-82 Interchange Area Transportation Plan prepared by H.

Lee & Associates, dated August 28, 2003, 1dentif:.ed as Exhibit 53,
with two changes; and '

WHEREAS a change to the Plan to allow for an exception area to
the TSP standards for the area North of the intersection was
accepted by the Board of Commlssioner on a 3-0 vote, to incorxporate
the proposed Petro/Kittleson Plan outlined in Figure 13 of Exhibit

62, with an added east antranc. at the Truck/light ind‘ulttill area
access; and

WHEREAS a change to the Plan to a.llow for a hardsh:.p variance
to the TSP standards for the area South of the intersection was
accepted by the Board of Commissioner on a 2-1 vote, to incorporate
the K:.ttleson propoul outlinad in Figure 1C of Exhibit 59.

NOW, TBEREFORE the Board of Comissionors of Umatilla County
ordains as follows:

L. The Westland Road/I-84/I-82 Intorchange Area Transportation
Plan is accepted and adopted, and the Umatilla County
Transportation System Plan and the Umatilla County Comprehensive
Plan are amended to include the Interchange Area Transportation
Plan. A copy of the Interchange - Area Transportation Plan is
attached to this ordinance and incorporated by this reference.

2. At such time as a development agreement is executed with
the property owner, outlining improvements and responsibilitias

(including realigned Livestock Road), the Umatilla County

ORDINANCE NO. 2003-09 - Page 2 of 3



Plan will be amended to provide an exception to the Westland Area
Plan north of I-84 to allow for local access improvements outlined

in Figure 13 of Exhibit 62, with additional access on east to be
granted at industrial area access,

: Transportation System Plan and the Umatilla County Comprehensive

3. A hardship variance .to the TSP standards for the area South
of the intersection is granted, to incorporate the Kittleson
proposal outlined in Figure 1C of Exhibit 59.

DATED this 12th day of Ja.nua.rjr,. 2004.

Emile M., Holeman’, Commissioner

‘ ‘ W2 . A
€ Wik B Mornarl! K

William S. Hansell, Commissioner

ATTEST:
OFFICE OF COUNT! RECORDS

‘Records Officer ;

ORDINANCE NO. 2003-09 - Page 3 of 3
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MEMORANDUM
Date October 23, 2018 Project #: 19796
1o Robert Waldher and Tom Fellows
Umatilla County, Oregon
Cer Garrett H. Stephenson, Schwabe Williamson & Wyatt
Dim. Patrick Marnell, PE & Chris Brehmer, PE
Projedt Westland Road TA Travel Center
Subingl Potential Livestock Road/Westland Road Intersection Relocation EXPIRES: /2 /31 / 2018

This memorandum summarizes benefits associated with a potential relocation of the existing Livestock
Road/Westland Road intersection to a location farther north along Westland Road. The benefits realized
directly relate to improved access management as described in detail below. For reference, Exhibit 1
illustrates the existing alignment of Livestock Road and a potential realignment that would combine the
Livestock Road/Westland Road intersection with an existing private access.

Existing Live Stock Road
Alignment

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Umatilla County and the Oregon Department of
Transportation (ODOT) have each identified
access management techniques and requirements
to guide public roadway design as well as access
to private properties, Generally speaking, access
management can be described as a process by
which jurisdictions can manage congestion,
reduce crash rates, and preserve the capacity of
major roadways. While there are several access
management strategies, one of the simplest
techniques is simply increasing the spacing
between interchanges and adjacent intersections

Potential Live Stock Road
Alignment

(Reference 1).

Locations where roadways cross, merge, or

Ry "= diverge result in one or more conflict points.
Exhibit 1: Existing and Proposed Livestock Locations with higher numbers of conflict points
Road/Westland Road Intersection Lacation are more complex for drivers to navigate than

FILENAME: H.|19|19796 - WESTLAND ROAD TRAVEL CENTER|2018 UPDATE|19796 ACCESS SPACING_ FINAL.DOCY
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Potential Livestock Road/Westiand Road intersection Relocation Project #: 19796
October 19, 2018 Page 2

locations with lower numbers of conflict point. In general, the potential for crashes increases as the
number of conflict points at a given location increases.

By increasing the distance between adjacent intersections or interchanges, conflict points can be
physically separated, creating a transportation system that is less complex for drivers to navigate. The
separation of conflict points and reduction in complexity typically results in lower crash rates and greater
efficiency for the system.

ODOT AND COUNTY ACCESS SPACING STANDARDS
ODOT standards identify minimum spacing requirements between freeway interchange ramp terminals
and adjacent intersections. Where new intersections are planned, ODOT’s standard is to locate full-

access intersections a minimum of 1,320 feet (1/4 mile) from adjacent ramp terminals (Oregon
Administrative Rule 734-051-4020).

When modifying existing intersections that are located closer than the 1,320 feet spacing standard,
ODOT's access management strategy is to “meet the appropriate spacing standards, if possible, but at
the very least to improve current conditions by moving in the direction of the access management
standards” (Action 3A.2 of the 19399 Oregon Highway Plan - Reference 2).

The Umatilla County Transportation System Plan (TSP - Reference 3} identifies both roadway functional
classification and a corresponding access spacing standard. Table 7-2 of the TSP identifies Westland Road
as a Major Collector (Livestock Road is not listed in the table). TSP Table 7-5 identifies recommended
access management standards and, for major collectors, lists a % mile spacing goal for public roads and
500-foot goal for private drives. TSP Table 7-6 provides minimum access spacing standards for two-lane
County crossroads at interchanges that supersede the standards in TSP Table 7-5. The County standards
in Table 7-5 are consistent with ODOT standards and seek a minimum % mile spacing goal for public roads
and no access allowed within 1,320 feet of the ramp terminals.

POTENTIAL LIVESTOCK ROAD REALIGNMENT IMPLICATIONS

The existing Livestock Road/Westland Road intersection is located approximately 220 feet north of the
Westland Road/I1-84 Westbound Ramp, well short of the desired 1,320 foot County and ODOT minimum
access spacing. The proposed intersection realignment to the new location shown in Exhibit 1 would
situate the intersection roughly 1,500 feet north of the Westland Road/I-84 Westbound Ramp.

The proposed new location would comply with (and exceed) both Umatilla County and ODOT access
spacing goals for Westland Road. From general access management experience, the relocation can be
anticipated to result in lower crash rates and greater through movement efficiency along Westland Road.
Key benefits of the potential relocation Livestock Road/Westland Road intersection include:

= Satisfaction of County TSP and ODOT minimum access spacing requirements;

Kittelson & Assaociates, inc. Portland, Oregon
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= Greater separation of conflicts points at the -84 interchange ramp terminal and Livestock
Road/Westland Road intersection;
* The increased separation should be especially beneficial in terms of improving
interaction between westbound left-turning truck and agricultural equipment on
NW Livestock Road (involving large vehicles that must accelerate from a stopped
condition while beginning to climb an uphill grade) and northbound Westland Road
traffic traveling from or through the 1-84 Westbound Ramp.

= Areduction in the existing number of conflict points along the subject segment of Westland
Road as a function of combining the Livestock Road/Westland Road intersection with an

existing driveway;

® |mproved Livestock Road westbound approach geometry to Westland Road (reduced
horizontal approach curvature and intersection skew as well as reduced vertical grades on
Westland Road that impact acceleration as compared to the current location); and

® Increased intersection sight distance facing to the left on Livestock Road approaching
Westland Road (due to increased separation from the |-84 interchange and the vertical
curve of the Westland Road bridge structure over I-84).

In closing, the proposed realignment of Livestock Road is anticipated to enhance safety and efficiency
along Westland Road. Further, the proposed realignment in not anticipated to cause significant adverse
effects on the existing or planned transportation system. Please contact us if you have questions or if you

would like to discuss further.

REFERENCES

1. National Cooperative Highway Research Program Synthesis 332: Access Management on
Crossroads in the Vicinity of Interchanges, Transportation Research Board, 2004.

2. 1999 Oregon Highway Plan (including amendments November 1999 through May 2015), Oregon
Department of Transportation, 2015.

3. Umatilla County Transportation System Plan, Umatilla County, 2002.

Kittelson & Assaciates, Inc. Portland, Oregon
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DRAFT MINUTES

TEXT AMENDMENT #T-19-078,
PLAN AMENDMENT #P-122-19 &
ZONING MAP AMENDMENT #Z-313-19

Co-adopt City of Stanfield Urban Growth Boundary Adjustment

-AND-

PLAN AMENDMENT #P-123-19

Amend the Exception for Local Access Improvements set forth
in Umatilla County Ordinance 2003-09, which Ordinance is a
part of the County’s Transportation System Plan

PLANNING COMMISSION HEARING

February 28, 2019




DRAFT MINUTES
UMATILLA COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
Meeting of Thursday, February 28, 2019, 6:30 p.m.
Umatilla County Justice Center, Media Room, 4700 NW Pioneer Place, Pendleton, OR
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COMMISSIONERS

PRESENT: Suni Danforth, Chair, Gary Rhinhart, Vice Chair, Hoot Royer, Jon Salter
(Attended via Phone) Molly Tucker Hasenbank, Tami Green
ABSENT: Tammie Williams, Cecil Thorne, Don Wysocki
STAFF: Bob Waldher, Planning Director; Carol Johnson, Senior Planner; Doug Olsen, County

Counselor; Elizabeth Ridley, Planner/GIS; Tierney Dutcher, Administrative Assistant
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NOTE: THE FOLLOWING IS A SUMMARY OF THE MEETING. RECORDING IS AVAILABLE AT THE PLANNING OFFICE

CALL TO ORDER

Chair Danforth called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. and read the Opening Statement.

CONTINUED HEARING

COUNTY TEXT AMENDMENT #T-19-078, PLAN AMENDMENT #P-122-19, & ZONING
MAP AMENDMENT #7-313-19, to Co-adopt City of Stanfield Urban Growth Boundary (UGB)

Adjustment.

The City of Stanfield requests the County co-adopt a proposed change to the city’s UGB that would
remove 110 acres of industrial land and 28 acres of open space from within the UGB and replace it
with 110 acres of land to be rezoned from Exclusive Farm Use (EFU) to City Industrial, and annexed
into the City. The criteria of approval are found in Umatilla County Development Code 152.750-
152.755 and the Joint Management Agreement between the City and County.

STAFF REPORT

Robert Waldher, Planning Director, stated that this is a continued hearing due to weather conditions on
February 13", 2019. We had scheduled a joint hearing with the City of Stanfield Planning
Commission. The City of Stanfield requests that the County co-adopt a proposed change to the City’s
UGB. The change would remove land from the UGB located along the west boundary of the City’s
UGB. Mr. Waldher projected a map (included in Commissioner’s packets) to demonstrate that the
request includes adding an equal amount of land to the UGB from the southeast side of the City. Mr.
Waldher stated that the proposal will remove 110 acres of industrial land and 28 acres of open space
from within the UGB and replace it with 110 acres of land to be rezoned from EFU to City Industrial,
and annexed into the City.

Mr. Waldher stated that the UGB amendment is requested to support efforts to make the City Industrial
Zone property more attractive to industrial site selectors and the industries they represent.
Additionally, they will provide the City of Stanfield with large industrial parcels that are located closer
to city utilities and ready for development. As part of the Joint Management Agreement (JMA) with

February 28, 2019; Umatilla County Planning Commission DRAFT Minutes



the City of Stanfield, the Planning Commission is asked to make a recommendation to the Board of
County Commissioners (BCC) on co-adoption of the changes.

Mr. Walder stated that Mr. Blair Larson, Stanfield City Manager, was unable to attend this hearing this
evening. However, Mr. Waldher attended the City’s Planning Commission hearing on February 13",
2019 where they unanimously voted to make a recommendation to the City Council to approve the co-
adoption. There was no opposition the request at the hearing and the public participation period has
ended. The co-adoption request will go for a second reading on March 5™, 2019.

Commissioner Rhinhart asked if the State of Oregon has minimum requirements for designated open
space in the UGB. Mr. Waldher stated that he is not sure about state requirements for open space. He
explained that the land received an open space designation because it is not suitable for any
development. Commissioner Rhinhart asked if the parcels that will be added to the UGB have
irrigation. Mr. Waldher stated that they do not have any record of the property having water rights. He
added that when proposals like this are brought before the State they are expected to include
information showing that the property being added and the property being removed have similar soil
types. These properties have similar soils and they are not high-value.

Chair Danforth called for any abstentions, bias, conflicts of interest, declarations of ex-parte contact or
objections to jurisdiction. There were none.

TESTIMONY

Support Testimony: Arthur Prior, 32327 Oregon Trail Rd., Echo, Oregon. Mr. Prior stated that he is
the owner of Windblown Ranch and would like to add his support of the change. Commissioner
Rhinhart asked if he initially approached the City with this request, or if the City initiated this UGB
change. Mr. Prior stated that he has had communication with Stanfield City Manager, Blair Larson for
the past 6 years regarding this request. He said the City of Stanfield brainstormed and came up with
this plan and he feels it would be a benefit to him.

Public Agencies: No additional comments.

Chair Danforth closed the hearing for deliberation

DELIBERATION & DECISION

Commissioner Rhinhart made a motion to recommend approval to the Board of Commissioners for
Umatilla County Text Amendment #T-19-078, Plan Amendment #P-122-19 and Zoning Map
Amendment #Z-313-19 to co-adopt the City of Stanfield UGB Amendment. Commissioner Salter
seconded the motion. Motion passed with a vote of 6:0.

February 28, 2019; Umatilla County Planning Commission DRAFT Minutes



NEW HEARING

PLAN AMENDMENT #P-123-19, to amend the Exception for Local Access Improvements set
forth in Umatilla County Ordinance 2003-09, which Ordinance is a part of the County’s
Transportation System Plan.

The applicant, TA Operating, LLC, requests to amend County Ordinance 2003-09 and the Umatilla
County Transportation System Plan, consistent with the Land Use Board of Appeals’ opinion on Space
Age Fuel. The proposed amendment addresses concerns found in Express and Space Age Fuels v.
Umatilla County, 54 Or LUBA 571,597 (2007) and Space Age Fuel, Inc. v. Umatilla County, 72 Or
LUBA 92, 100-01 (2015). The criteria of approval for amendments are found in Umatilla County
Development Code (UCDC) 152.750-152.755.

Chair Danforth read the Opening Statement and called for any abstentions, bias, conflicts of interest,
declarations of ex-parte contact or objections to jurisdiction. There were none.

STAFF REPORT

Robert Waldher, Planning Director, stated that the Applicant, TA Operating LLC, requests to amend
County Ordinance 2003-09 in the Umatilla County Transportation System Plan (TSP). The travel
center was approved in 2006 for the property located at the northwest intersection of Westland Road
and Interstate 84. Subsequently, the Planning Commission approved the request on January 31, 2006.
The decision was appealed to the BCC, but the Board ultimately approved the development subject to
conditions that Petro sign a Development Agreement obligating Petro to mitigate traffic impacts on
nearby intersections. Space Age Fuel submitted an appeal for the Conditional Use Permit to the State
of Oregon Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA). The case was remanded back to the County because it
was determined that a Development Agreement must be approved before the new access management
standards of Ordinance 2003-09 become effective. After LUBA’s determination, the BCC approved a
Development Agreement consistent with LUBA’s opinion. Space Age Fuel appealed this decision
again, arguing that the Development Agreement proposed a different alignment of Northwest
Livestock Road from that shown in Ordinance 2003-09. On September 1, 2015 LUBA remanded the
Development Agreement to the BCC with orders to make findings addressing UCDC 152.753(B)(1)
and the Development Agreement’s consistency with Ordinance 2003-009.

Mr. Waldher referred to the Future Local Roads Configuration map on page 17 of the Commissioner
Packets and explained that Livestock Road is proposed to be realigned. The intersection of Livestock
and Westland Road would be used as the truck entrance for the truck stop.

Mr. Waldher stated that Staff recommendation is to approve the proposed amendment to Ordinance
2003-09 because it appears to be applicable with land use law. Additionally, the amendment is
necessary to resolve LUBA’s remand. The Planning Commission is tasked with making a
recommendation to the BCC regarding amendment of Text Ordinance 2003-09 including findings
supporting an amendment to Umatilla County’s TSP and adopt a new map.

February 28, 2019; Umatilla County Planning Commission DRAFT Minutes



Commissioner Rhinhart stated that he believes there will be push back from land owners in attempting
to realign Livestock Road. Mr. Waldher stated that he has consulted with the Umatilla County Public
Works Director, Tom Fellows, and he supports the amendment. Livestock Road will be improved and
the intersection will be moved further away from the interchange coming off of Interstate 84 which
will help avoid stacking of vehicles at that location. Commissioner Rhinhart asked if these changes
will have an effect on Lamb Road, to the north. Mr. Waldher stated that he is not aware of any change
that will be made to Lamb Road. County Counselor, Doug Olsen, stated that when this development
was originally proposed in 2006 there was not much development to the north and there was concern
about the Lamb Road intersection. Today, that has changed and there is a lot more development in the
area so some of the decisions made at that time are no longer applicable.

TESTIMONY

Applicant Testimony: Garrett Stephenson, Attorney, Schwabe, Williamson & Wyatt, 1211 SW 5"
Avenue, Suite #1900, Portland, Oregon. Mr. Stephenson stated that he is an attorney representing TA
Operating, LLC. He stated that there are two LUBA remands to address in this request. As the
development needs in the area have changed over time the maps no longer match up. He stated that
this amendment will benefit the County because it will force an update to the County TSP and
therefore, better reflect what exists at the location today.

Mr. Stephenson stated that the goal for the hearing tonight is not to resolve the LUBA remands. The
applicant will appear before the Planning Commission at a later date with a site plan and remand
application. LUBA requires that the map and Text Ordinance 2003-09 be amended in order for the
project to be approved. Approval of this request will allow for TA Operating to move forward in the
LUBA process.

Support Testimony: Chris Brehner, Engineer, Kittelson & Associates, Inc., 851 SW 6" Avenue,
Suite #600, Portland, Oregon. Mr. Brehner stated that he has been assisting with the transportation side
of the request. He believes that the decision to change the map and allow for the realignment of
Livestock Road up to the new connection is something the County should pursue regardless of the TA
Operating project. The new alignment will allow vehicles to move in and out of the area in a safer way.

Neutral Testimony: Jayne and Terry Clarke, 1325 NW Horn Avenue, Pendleton, Oregon. Mr.
Rhinhart stated that he is neutral on this issue. Mr. Clarke stated that they represent JTJ Enterprises,
LLC, an adjacent property owner, as well as Pioneer Asphalt, Inc., which uses NW Livestock Road.
His biggest concern is how this may impact his business. He stated that the realignment of NW
Livestock Road will add a quarter mile to the haul off their property. In the spring and fall months they
make approximately 200-300 trips daily so this will create an additional expense. They are willing to
look past the additional expense associated with the change but they don’t want to bear the cost in
improving NW Livestock road. He believes the financial burden should be put on the developer. Mr.
Olsen stated that there has been no mention of surrounding property owners being involved with
improvement of the road. Mr. Clarke asked for some reassurance that he will not be responsible. Mr.
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Olsen stated that there has been no mention of moving toward creating a Local Improvement District.
He added that if they do in the future it would be required to go to public hearing and the Clarkes
would have an opportunity to express opposition at that time.

Applicant Rebuttal: Garrett Stephenson, Attorney, Schwabe, Williamson & Wyatt, 1211 SW 5
Avenue, Suite #1900, Portland, Oregon. Mr. Stephenson stated that he understands the Clarke’s
concern, but does not believe this map change will change the funding structure. He stated that the
funding will be embodied in the requirement for the Development Agreement. Additionally, he
believes the Development Agreement previously adopted by the County is more like this new map in
terms of requirements for TA Operating.

Public Agencies: No additional comments.

Chair Danforth closed the hearing for deliberation.

DELIBERATION & DECISION

Chair Danforth stated that she feels this request is somewhat of a LUBA housekeeping issue before
handling the matter of the LUBA decisions. She believes the goal is to get all parties on the same page
and using the same map. She stated that she is happy the Clarkes have come to make their concerns
known. Commissioners Tucker Hasenbank and Green both agreed it was good that the Clarkes were
able to attend the hearing and express their opinion. Commissioner Rhinhart moved to recommend
approval of Umatilla County Plan Amendment #P-123-19, to amend the Exception for Local Access
Improvements set forth in Umatilla County Ordinance 2003-09, to the Board of County
Commissioners. Commissioner Royer seconded the motion. Motion passed with a vote of 6:0.

NEW HEARING

UMATILLA COUNTY DEVELOPMENT CODE UPDATES, TEXT AMENDMENT #T-19-079.

Update Chapter Title UCDC Section 152.001

Update and Add to Definition Section 152.003

Clarify Statutory Provision Chapter Citing Section 152.004

Clarify Fence Section 152.019

Add Barnhart IAMP to Section 152.019

Update Dimensional Standards Section 152.119

Clarify Rural Residential Limitations for poultry Sections 152.133(B), 152.158(B), 152.163(B)

and 152.338(B)

8. Update Rural Residential Height Limitations Sections 152.134 (C)(2), 152.159(C)(2),
152.164(C)(2) and 152.339(C)(2)

9. Update Residential Forest Zones Sections 152.171, 152.216 and 152.231

10. Update AR Overlay Zone 152.486

11. Clarify Subdivision and Land Partition Replats Section 152.695

No ok~ owhE
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12. Clarify Classification of Land Division Types Section 152.643

13. Update Required Survey Section 152.644

14. Update Delegation of Authority for Land Divisions, Section 152.645
15. Update Land Division Types Section 152.646

16. Update Property Line Adjustment Procedure Section 152.724

17. Update Temporary Hardship Homes Section 152.576

18. Update Churches Conditional Use Section 152.617(K)

19. Renumber Road Standard Section 152.648

20. Remove Duplicate Variance Section in UCDC 152.651

21. Clarify Language for the Type I Land Division Section 152.665

22. Clarify Type | Land Division Tentative Plan Contents Section 152.666
23. Clarify Type | Land Division Approval Section 152.667

24. Clarify Type | Land Division Hearing Section UCDC 152.668

25. Update Type | Land Division Final Plat Section 152.699

26. Update Type Il Land Division Standards Section 152.684

27. Update Type Il Land Division Final Plat Section 152.686

28. Update Property Line Adjustment Standards Section 152.722

29. Update Property Line Adjustment Procedures upon Approval Section 152.724
30. Remove unused Type VI Land Division Sections 152.725 — 152.739
31. Relocate Corrections and Amendments to Plats to Section 152.725

Chair Danforth read the Opening Statement and called for any abstentions, bias, conflicts of interest,
declarations of ex-parte contact or objections to jurisdiction. There were none.

STAFF REPORT

Carol Johnson, Senior Planner, stated that while processing applications and reading through the
Development Code staff sometimes comes across language that no longer makes sense for one reason
or another. We note these changes and set them aside until we bring a group of them before the Board
as a Text Amendment for approval. The purpose of this request is to update pieces of the Development
Code in an ongoing effort to clarify the language and make it easier to interpret. The Planning
Commission is tasked with making a recommendation to the Umatilla County Board of County
Commissioners.

TESTIMONY

Public_Agencies: Dave Krumbine, Umatilla County Surveyor submitted comments. Mrs. Johnson
stated that the change Mr. Krumbine requested is located at the top of page 10 of the Proposed Code
Updates document, update #11 (Clarify Replats for Subdivisions and Land Divisions; UCDC Section
152.695). He is requesting to add an additional sentence after the strikethrough text, before the part
that states, “This subchapter is intended to implement the requirements of ORS 92.180 through
92.190.” For clarification purposes, Mr. Krumbine asked that we add a sentence stating, “A Replat
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includes a change in an exterior boundary of a Subdivision or Partition Plat.” Additionally, on page 21,
update #25 (Update Type | Land Division Final Plat; UCDC Section 152.669(A)(2)) and page 31,
update #26 (Update Type Il Land Division Standards; UCDC Section 152.684(B)(1)) of the Proposed
Code Updates document, specifications for submitting the final subdivision or partition plat include,
“...leaving a three inch binding edge”. Mr. Krumbine asked that this language be removed from both
sections. The process has changed and the three inch binding edge is no longer necessary. Mrs.
Johnson stated that the changes requested by the County Surveyor will be included in the final
document sent to the Board for approval.

Commissioner Rhinhart asked if there are any Legislative changes included in this request. Mrs.
Johnson replied no.

Chair Danforth asked for clarification about the language used on page 7, update #6 (Modify
Dimensional Standards; UCDC Section 152.119(B)). She stated that buildings and dwellings are not
the same. She pointed out the part that reads, “...except buildings may be constructed with two stories,
not including a basement.” She suggested replacing the word buildings with the word dwellings.

Chair Danforth called attention to an error on page 23, update #26 (Update Type Il Land Division
Standards Section 152.684(F)(2), Clean Version (2). The third sentence in the paragraph states, “Circle
drives (cul-de-sac) are turnarounds shall be improved....” The word are should be changed to and.
Mrs. Johnson made a note to correct this in the final document sent to the Board.

Chair Danforth asked for clarification on page 23, update #26 (Update Type Il Land Division
Standards Section 152.684(F)(3)) in the Clean Version of subsection (F)(3). The language states that,
“A recorded easement providing access to four or more parcels, or that potentially will serve additional
parcels or lots, or will be an extension of a future road plan, shall be required to meet the County Road
Standards as provided in UCDC 152.648(D).” Chair Danforth asked how staff would determine if an
easement might potentially serve other parcels. Mrs. Johnson stated that there have been challenges
with access to properties after multiple land divisions are made over time. If we don’t plan ahead for
potential development we may end up with a lack of substantial access to internal parcels, resulting in
the inability for further development in the area. She added that this does not apply to EFU zoned
parcels.

Chair Danforth called attention to an error on page 25, update #26 (Update Type Il Land Division
Standards Section 152.684(I). The first sentence in the paragraph states, “The land division must
considers energy conservation measures....” The word considers should be changed to consider. Mrs.
Johnson made a note to correct this in the final document sent to the Board.

Chair Danforth closed the hearing for deliberation.
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DELIBERATION & DECISION

Commissioner Rhinhart moved to recommend approval of Umatilla County Text Amendment #T-19-
079, Umatilla County Development Code updates with additions from the County Surveyor and edits
captured at the Planning Commission hearing, to the Board of County Commissioners. Commissioner
Tucker-Hasenbank seconded the motion. Motion passed with a vote of 6:0.

MINUTES

Chair Danforth called for any corrections to the minutes from the January 24, 2019 meeting.
Commissioner Salter stated that he was present, but not named in the Commissioners Present section.
Tierney Dutcher, Administrative Assistant, stated that she would made that change in the final adopted
minutes. Chair Danforth moved to approve the minutes as written. Motion carried by consensus.

ADJOURNMENT

Chair Danforth adjourned the meeting at 9:28 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Tierney Dutcher
Administrative Assistant
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