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TO: Umatilla County Planning Commissioners
FROM: Bob Waldher, Director
DATE: February 6, 2019

RE: February 13, 2019 Planning Commission 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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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 yvith a
recommendation to the Board of County Commissioners (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.

Attachments

The following attachments have been included for review by the Planning Commission:
e County Preliminary Findings and Conclusions
e Property Identification Maps
e Stanfield Area Current Comprehensive Plan Map

Stanficid Arca Proposed Comprchensive Plan Map

Stanfield Area Zoning Map

Stanfield Subject Area Soil Types Map

Traffic Impact Analysis

City Planning Staff Report



UMATILLA COUNTY

PRELIMINARY 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, LL.C
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
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Comp. Plan Designation:

ning:

N
(=]

Land Use:

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.

Both tracts of land involved in the UGB adjustment are
undeveloped.

The area to be excluded from the UGB consists of un-cultivated
land 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 ITlc 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:

Transportation:

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.

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 [AMP, the
applicant has provided a Traffic Impact Analysis (TTA). (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 arc 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 approval by the County involves review by the County Planning Commission
with a recommendation to the Board of County Commissioners (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 Stanficld UGB Adoption

Page 4



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
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(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. Theretore, etticient 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 EFFU,
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 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).

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 Stanficld 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. Eifering, Commissioner

George L. Murdock, Commissioner

John Shafer, Commissioner

Co-adoption of City of Stanfield UGB Adoption
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CITY OF STANFIELD URBAN GROWTH
BOUNDARY ADJUSTMENT

PROPERTY IDENTIFICATION
DETAIL MAPS

CUT

DETAIL MAP B

DETAIL MAP A

Subject Parcels




- APPLICANT: CITY OF STANFIELD & WINDBLOWN RANCH
OWNER: UNION PACIFIC RAILROAD & WINDBLOWN RANCH
APPLICATION FOR: URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY ADJUSTMENT

SEE ADDITIONAL PAGE FOR
AREA DETAIL MAPS
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TRANSIGHT
CONSULTING. e

Transoariation Engingening and Planmag Services

Date: February 19, 2018

To: Blair Larsen, City Manager, City of Stanfield .
)
Jeff Wise, PE, ODOT K) \ eso e —
—\ OREGON

2/
g \ % A
From: Joe Bessman, PE Q‘%\ %00 14985 5*?“
Project Reference No.: 1066 \QH W, BE>

Project Name: City of Stanfield UGB Amendment TENPIRCS: 123112019,

70643 PE

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 1-84/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 Commercial 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)
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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 transportation 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 alighment 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 classifications 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%
Wholesale Trade 20.6 7%
Transportation, Warehousing, Utilities (TWU) 158 57%
Professional 4.4 2%
Other 134 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
resuitant land 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
Manufacturing Manufacturing (140} 22.77

High-Cube Warehouse/
e sos liade Distribution Center {152) 6.18
Transportation i
¢ Utilit .

Warehousing, Utilities (TWU) litiesIE70) 4741
Professional General Light Industrial (110) 1.32
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 EOA.

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 lands 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
Hoﬁsing ! 219 Residence/s o § 3 3
Proposed General Industrial (Gl) Zoning
General Light Industrial 110 6.45 acres 334 47 10 37
Manufacturing 140 22.77 acres 885 190 101 89
. 6.18 acres
oo varonel | 152 | osomy | we | w0 [ s |
80,760 SF
Utilities 170 4741 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 alighment 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

Employment Sector ITE Classification UGB Land (Acres)
Construction General Light Industrial (110) 0.91
Manufacturing Manufacturing (140) 18.7
High-Cube Warehouse/
Wholesslemliade Distribution Center (152) >-08
\TA';::ZE;E:"QMMS _— Utilities (170) 38.9
Professionalﬂ General Light Industrial (110) 1.1
Other General Light Industrial (110) 3.3
Total Lands 68 Acres
Table 5. Comparison of Trip Generation Potential
ITE Weekday Weekday PM Peak Hour
Land Use Cade Size Daily Trips | Total Trips in Out
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
. 5.08 acres
pe ol | o | o |z | s |3 | s
66,385 SF
Utilities 170 38.9 acres 513 51 23 28
Total 1,627 254 118 136
Proposed Exclusive Farm Use (EFU) Zoning

Single Family Detached Parcels
Hoﬁsing ! 210 R3esiadr:nce/s 2 3 2 1
Increase in Trips (Proposed — Existing Zoning) (1,598) (251) (116) (135)

UGB AMENDMENT TRIP GENERATION COMPARISON

A comparison of the trip generation potential of lands proposed for inclusion into the UGB (as summarized
within Table 3) and lands excluded 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 more
accessible and developable lands proposed for inclusion will better meet the City land needs and goals.

The location 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 1-84 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 overall 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
lands 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:

e City of Stanfield Transportation System Plan
e Stanfield Interchange Access Management Plan (November 2005)
e  Oregon Highway Plan

27



Stanfield UGB Amendment

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 Plaii is to maintain and ilmprove safe and elficienl 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, I-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. Key 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 a 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 1-84/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
I};::ln/UsS 5951 EastboLind Terminal/Statewide Non-MPO 45 mph v/c<0.70
= Highway Rural Lands
Interstate Ramp Non-STA
ESR/US 05/ Terminal/Statewide Non-MPO 45 mph v/c<0.70
Westbound Ramps )
Highway Rural Lands
Non-STA
U.S 395/ . Statewide Highway/ Non-MPO 45 mph v/c<0.90
Pilot Restricted Access .
Local Interest Road City > 45 mph
Non-STA
US 395/ Statewide Highway/
Stanfield Avenue Local Interest Road .Non-MPO 45mph v/e<0.90
City 2 45 mph
. ) Non-STA
us ?,95/ Statewide Highway/ Non-MPO 45 mph v/c <0.90
Irwin 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 1-84/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 Stanfieid, resuiting in a 60-percent traffic volume increase
across the planning 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 1-84 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 that in 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 TSP identified that the cost of installing a traffic signal and left- and right-turn lanes 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 MANAGEMENT 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.

e 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.

e 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

30



Stanfield UGB Amendment

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 1-84/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 1-84/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 $1,500. 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 Crash
# of Non- Turning/ Fixed Rate Per

Intersection Crashes | Fatal | Injury | Injury | Rear-End | Angle Object Other MEV
1-84/US 395
Eastbound Ramps ) : e & ) B 0 1 R
I-84/US 395
Westbound 5 0 3 2 0 4 1 0 0.34
Ramps
UsS 395/
Pilot Restricted 3 0 1 2 0] 1 1 1 0.19
Access
US 395/
Stanfield Avenue 8 B 1 : 0 : 0 B 0.22
us .395/ 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0.09
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.

14
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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 (AASHTO)
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. Itis 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 Vingjor fmph) tgap (sec) = 562.3 feet
Single-Unit Truck Intersection Sight Distance = 1.47 Vingjor fmph) taap (sec) = 721.0 feet
Combination Truck Intersection Sight Distance = 1.47 Vigjor mph) tgap (se = 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 JAMP.
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Case 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
longer 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 Vingjor (mph) tgap (sec) = 430.0 feet
Single-Unit Truck Intersection Sight Distance = 1.47 Vigjor pmphy tgop (sec) = 562.3 feet
Combination-Unit Truck Intersection Sight Distance = 1.47 Vgjor (mph) tgap (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 I-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

ﬁ::ﬂc:;'l Existing Design Hour Year 2033 Current UGB Year 2033 UGB Amendment

Intersection Standard ™ LOS Del vfc (=] LOS Del vfec ™ LOS Del v/c | Acceptable?
1-84/US 395 PO YN O PO O - s v oo B T (i e ;
Eastbound Ramps b A LTR C 25877 U LTR i 100 E e LTR F 100 B NO
L:::t::::: Rtiips v/c<0.70 | WBLT| B 128 | 001 |wBLT| F 898 | 071 (wBLT| F 950 | 0.73 Yes
ﬁc:zssfp'lm U-RIRO | /c<090 | EBR B 100 | 012 | EBR c 152 | 033 | EBR B 147 | 032 Yes
;i::i{ e vfc<090 | BBLT | C 165 | 012 | EBLT [ F >100 | >1.0 | EBLT | F [ >100 | >10 No
:Jnsnf;grsiiad V/c<0:80 - . : 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 |-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.

YEAR 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 1-84 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.

¢ 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 |-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 {AMP TEV Balanced TEV Growth (Compounding)
1-84/ o o
US 395 Eastbound Ramps >11 1,330 LS50 284% e
-84/ i )
US 395 Westbound Ramps g 1,820 e 2308 i
U,S 395/ 850 1,840 1,835 216% 5%
Pilot Restricted Access
us 395/ i i
Stanfield Avenue 745 2,170 2,095 281% 7%
Us 395/ 643 1,660 1,545 240% 6%
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.

YEAR 2033 PROPOSED 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 |-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 1-84/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 1-84/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.

I-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 1-84
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. I-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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=L

Figure 8. Views of the 1-84/US 395 Eastbound Ramp facing north towad 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 Warrant Description Existing Conditions | Forecast Conditions
#1 Eight-Hour Vehicular Volume No Yes
#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 1-84 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 o 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 phase of improvements 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

3 ) A
70-foot N

bridge

width TR
lrwin Road

Inadequate
Length for
New Left-Turn
Lane

Stanfield Ave

300-foot
NB Left-
Turn Bay

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
ODOT’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 multi-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.

e 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. Itis
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 I-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.
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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

Applicable?

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

Yes

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

Yes

Descrihes 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 local 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 neighborhood.

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 result 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 -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
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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,

30

improvements or services adequate to support the proposed iand uses consistent withrtie
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, specify when measures or improvements provided pursuant to
this subsection will be provided.

(e) Providing improvements that would benefit modes other than the significantly affected
mode, improvements to facilities other than the significantly 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.

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 -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 lands 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 -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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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.

= If 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
modifications 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.

® If 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 adequate 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 left-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.

34

54



KEY DATA NETWORK

Southbound
S Hwy 385
— - Heavy Vehicle 15.6%

g3l
punogmsam

9%0°0 oPIyeA AresH

Data Provided by K-D-N.com 503-594-4224
N/S street S Hwy 395
E/W street 1864 EB L 0 92 214 0
Clty, State Stanfield OR
Site Notes Peds 0
ﬁ 9 ‘
Location 45.761742 - -119.203263 )
U-Tum 0 Bicycles 0
Start Date Wednesday, September 27, 2017
Start Time 04:00:00 PM R S Hwy 395 at184 EB )
Y Left 81 Right 0
Weather Ba 3 Peak Hour Summary
Study ID# 116501 3w 8 o !
S e £33 Thru 2 04:25 PM 1o 05:25 PM Thru 0
‘Houwr i 3-— g
w > @
2 Righl 15 Left o
I
Bicycles 0 U-Tum [}
Peds 0
—_) G
U-Tum Left Thru Right  Bicycles
0 0 89 6 0
Heavy Vehicle 3.2%
S Hwy 395
Northbound
Peak-Hour Volumes (PHV)
Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound Entering Leaving
Left Thru Right Uwum | Left Thru Right Utum | Let Thiu Right Uum | LeR Thru Right Umn | NB sB EB wB NB SB EB wB
0 a9 6 (V] 214 92 0 0 81 2 15 o 1] 0 0 0 95 306 98 0 107 170 0 222
Percent Heavy Vehicles
00% 2% 18T% 0% I 210% 33% 00% 00% ] 460% 500% 00% 00% | 00% 00% 00% 00% | 32% 157% 398% o00% | 2% 235% NN 212%
PHV- Bicycdles PHYV - Pedestbrians
Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westhound in Crosswalk
Left Thru Right Utum|] Left Thru Right Utum | Lef Thru Right Utum | Left Thru Right Uben | Sum | NB sB EB WB | Sum
0 0 [+ 1} [} 1 0 0 0 0 0 1] 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 o
All Vehidle Volumes
Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound
S Hwy 395 S Hwy 395 184 EB 184 EB 15 1HR
Min
Time Lef Thru Right Uum ] Left Thru Right Utun| Left Thru Right Utum | Left Thru Right Ulum | Sum  Sum
04:00:00 PM ] 10 2 [} 18 6 1} [} a 0 1 1] [} 1}
04:05:00 PM 0 19 1 0 30 8 0 0 11 ] 0 0 0
04:10:00 PM 0 0 0 20 5 0 0 6 0 1 0 0 0 152
04:15:00 PMI 0 1 0 12 5 4] 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 132
04:20:00 PM 0 6 1] 0 8 5 [} 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 a5

116 483

05:25:00 PM

0 9 0 0 12 1 0 0 5 1 2 0 Y 0
05:30:00 PM| O 10 0 Q 20 6 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 108 473
05:35:00PM| 0O 7 0 0 15 15 0 1] 8 0 0 0 0 0 115 484
05:40:.00 PM|] © 12 0 0 18 5 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 124 485
05:45.00PM| © 6 0 0 14 5 0 0 5 0 Q 0 0 0 114 468
05:50.00PM| © 5 0 0 9 3 0 [¢] 6 0 4 0 4] [ 96 468
05:55:00PM| 0 6 2 0 18 9 0 0 2 o 4 0 0 0 98 473




K-D-N

KEY DATA NETWORK

Southbound
S Hwy 395
Heavy Vehicle 20.0%

16 201 775

1 13 0 0 0 13 3 Q 0 0 o 0 0
05:30:00 PM| 1 13 0 0 0 25 6 0 0 0 0 1 a 30 2056 772
05:35:00PM| 2 13 0 0 0 30 3 0 0 0 0 0 ] 12 182 772
05:40:00 PM| 3 13 0 0 0 23 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 21 200 777
05:45:00 PM| 1 10 0 o 0 18 6 0 0 0 g 1 0 17 177 756
05:50:00 PM| 2 9 0 0 0 12 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 17 159 749
05.55.00 PM 1 7 0 o 0 26 ] 0 0 0 0 ! 0 12 148 743

Data Provided by K-D-N.com 503-504-4224 Bicycles  Right ~ Thry  Left  U-Tum
N/S street 8 Hwy 395
E/W street 184 WB 4l 03 o 0
City, State Stanfield OR
Site Notes Peds 0
Location 45.764017 - -119.204546 3
U-Tum 0 Bicycles 0
Start Date Wednesday, September 27, 2017
Start Time 04:00:00 PM - S Hwy 395 at 1 84 WB A T
] Left a Right 250 2
Weather ;] % Peak Hour Summary S 5
116502 383 = : s »8
= (836 Thru Y 04:25 PM to 05:25 PM Thiu Y FT
o - ; [ s S
w o> ~ I
® ! > &
@ Right 0 Left 3 ®
T ]
Bicycles o U-Tum 0
Peds 0
—_— e
T U-Tum Left Thru Right  Bicycles T
I 1] i5 155 0 a I
Heavy Vehicle 23.5%
S Hwy 395
Northbound
Peak-Hour Volumes {(PHV)
Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound Entering Leaving
Leftt Thru Right Uwm | Left Thru Right Umum | Lefft Thru Right Utum | Left Thu Right Uten | NB sB EB wB NB SB EB wB
15 155 0 1] o 303 7 0 0 0 [+} 0 3 0 250 0 170 374 0 253 306 405 86 0
Percent Heavy Vehicles
67% 252% 00% 0.0% | 00% 158% 380% 00% | 00% 00% 00% 00% | 00% 00% 140% 00% | 5% 201% wnav 138% | 157% 1e3% 3:26%  o0o%
PHV- Bicydes PHV - Pedestrians
Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound in Crosswalk
Lleft Thu Right Utum | Left Thru Right Utum | Left Thru Right Utum| Left Thru Right Utun | Sum | NB SB EB WB | Sum
[1] 0 0 o 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1] 0 0 1 0 0 [} 2 2
All Vehicle Volumes
Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound
S Hwy 395 S Hwy 395 184 WB 184 WB 15 1HR
Min
Time Left Thru Right Uum | Lefft Thru Right Utum | Left Thru Right Utum | Left Thru Rignt Ulum | Sum Sum
04.00:00PM| 0 19 0 0 0 23 4 0 0 0 0 1 1} 30
04:05:00 PM 1 29 0 0 0 8 9 0 0 0 0 0 [} 27
04:10:00PM] © 11 4] 0 0 25 4 0 0 0 1} 0 0 17 238
04:15:00 PM] 2 5 0 0 0 17 12 1} 0 0 0 0 2 30 229
04:2000PM| © 7 0 0 0 13 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 15 164




K-D-N

KEY DATA NETWORK

Southbound
S Hwy 395
Heavy Vehicle 12.9%

%00 OPIUBA ArseH
Py Ui
punoqisam

Data Provided by K-D-N.com 503-594-4224
N/S street S Hwy 395
E/W street Irwin Rd g 310 0 o
Clty, State Stanfield OR
Site Notes Peds 0 t
Locatlon 4576923 - -119.204823 J
U-Tum 0 Bicycles 0
Start Date Wednesday, September 27, 2017
Start Time 04:00:00 PM % - 0 S Hwy 395 at frwin Rd il g
Weather ) z i n Peak Hour Summary
L 11 ' ‘gg § Thru 0 g 04:25 PM o 05:25 PM g Thru 0
i > &
2 Right 0 Left o
Bicycles [} U-Tum ]
Peds 0
— 4_
U-Tum Left Thru Right  Bicycles
0 325 2 a
Heavy Vehicle 9.2%
S Hwy 3985
Northbound
Peak-Hour Volumes (PHV)
Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound Entering Leaving
Left Thru Right Utum | Left Thru Right Utumn | Lefft Thu Right Utum | Left Thru Right Utum | NB sB EB wB NB S8 EB wB
Q 325 2 1} 0 310 0 0 0 0 o 0 0 0 0 0 327 310 0 0 310 325 0
Percent Heavy Vehicles
00% 92% 00% 00% | 00% 129% 00% 00% I 00% 00% 00% 00% I 00% 00% 00% 00% [ 92% 120% NaN 00% | 129% 92% NaN 00%
PHV- Bicycles PHV - Pedeslrians
Northbound Southbound Easthound Westbound in Crosswalk
Left Thru Right Utum| Left Thru Right Utum | Left Thru Right Utum | Left Thru Right Utum | Sum | NB SB EB WB | Sum
0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1} 0 0 0 0 1 0 1] 0 0 1}
All Vehicle Volumes
Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound
S Hwy 395 S Hwy 395 Irwin Rd Irwin Rd 15 1HR
Min
Time Let Thru Right Utum | Lel Thru Right Utlum| Left Thru Right Utum | LeR Thru Right Utum | Sum Sum
04:00:00 PM 0 44 1 0 0 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 [
04:05:00 PM 0 45 0 0 0 a8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
04:10:00 PM 1} 20 0 0 0 20 0 0 0 0 1} 0 0 o0 188
04:15:00 PM 0 32 1 0 0 23 0 0 0 0 o 0 1} 0 179
04:20:00 PM 0 18 0 0 o] 16 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 130
I a4 1Y 4 w ) - —_ | !
I [ - (L S | [ : — ] ey 2
05:25:00 PM 1] 21 0 0 0 18 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 163 633
05:30:00 PM Q 33 0 0 0 25 0 0 0 0 1] 0 0 0 168 637
05:35:00 PM 0 20 0 0 0 28 0 0 0 0 [} 1 a 0 146 635
05:40:00 PM 0 30 0 0 0 24 4] 0 0 [} 0 0 0 ] 161 637
05:45:00 PM 0 29 4] [} 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 143 618
05:50:00 PM 0 13 0 0 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 119 605
05:55:00 PM 0 19 0 0 0 28 0 0 0 0 [} 0 0 0 112 606

57




K-D-N

KEY DATA NETWORK

Southbound
S Hwy 395
Heavy Vehicle 21.7%

Data Provided by K-D-N.com 503-594.4224
N/S street S Hwy 396
E/W street Pliot Dwy L 50 290 0 o
Clty, State Stanfield OR
Site Notes | Peds 0 |
Location 45.765841 - -119.204678 N
U-Tum o Bicycles 0
Start Date Wednesday, September 27, 2017
Start Time 04:00:00 PM < S Hwy 395 at Pilot Dwy , =
= Left o Right 0 ?
Weather '§ g.; - Peak Hour Summary % 0%
w l* el % B J:: Thru 0 ﬁ 04:25 PM fo 05:25 PM g Thru o % g %
o e E [ o ; g 3
2 Right 87 Lefl 0 g
Bicycles 0 U-Tum 1}
Peds 0
—_—) —
T U-Tum Left Thru Right  Bicycles T
| 6 382 0 0 |
Heavy Vehicie 18.3%
S Hwy 385
Northbound
Peak-Hour Yolumes (PHY)
Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound Entering Leaving
Left Thu Right Utum | Left Thm Right Uum | Left Thu Right Um | Let Thru Right Utum | NB sB £B wB NB S8 EB we
63 342 0 0 0 290 50 0 [1] 0 a7 o 1] 0 0 0 405 340 87 0 3T 342 113 [+]
Percent Heavy Vehicles
oo 218% 00% 00% | oow 255% oo% oon |oox oox 1w o0% l 00% 00% 00% 00% | 183% 218% 11% 00% | 199% 216% 00% 00%
PHV- Bicycles PHYV - Pedestrians
Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound in Crosswalk
Left Thru Right Uwum | Left Thru Righl Utum | Left Thu Right Utum | Left Thru Right Uksm | Sum NB SB EB WB | Sum
0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1] [ 0
All Vehicle Volumas
Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound
S Hwy 395 S Hwy 395 Pilot Dwy Pilot Dwy '1V‘§ 1HR
n
Time Let Thru Right Utum| Left Thru Right Utum | Left Thru Right Utum | Left Thru Right Utum | Sum Sum
04:00:00 PM 1 48 0 0 0 21 2 0 0 0 6 1] 0 0
04:05:00 PMI 8 48 0 0 [ 40 2 0 o 0 7 0 0 0
04:10:00 PMI 3 18 0 0 o 24 2 0 0 0 5 0 0 1] 235
04:15:00 PMI 5 37 0 0 [} 17 1" o 0 0 12 0 0 0 239
04:20:00 PM 7 15 0 0 0 13 3 0 0 0 4 0 0 1] 176
05:25:00 PM 7 22 0 0 0 12 7 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 215 813
05:30:00 PM 5 38 0 0 ] 25 2 0 0 0 6 0 o 0 215 811
05:35:00 PM 7 18 0 0 0 25 7 0 0 0 8 0 [} 0 193 813
05:40:00 PM] 4 30 0 0 0 23 3 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 205 814
05:45.00 PM| 2 25 0 0 0 17 3 0 0 (] 7 0 0 0 183 791
055000 PM| 8 18 0 0 0 11 2 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 160 783
06:66:00 PM| 3 16 0 0 0 26 6 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 152 701

o8




K-D-N

EY DATA NETWORK

Southbound
S Hwy 395

Heavy Vehicle 12 9%

Data Provided by K-D-N.com 503-584-4224 Bicycles  Right  Thru  Left  U-Tum
NIS street S Hwy 395
E/W street Stanfleld Ave " 299 0 0
City, State Stanfield OR
Site Notes Peds 0
—* F
Location 45.768346 - -119.204835 3
U-Tum 0 Bicycles 0
Start Date Wednesday, September 27, 2017
Start Time 04:00:00 PM ® S Hwy 395 at Stanfield Ave
o'? Left a7 Right o
Waather 2z3 Peak Hour Summary
Study ID # 116504 3n2 =
= £& % Al 0 _ 04:25 PM to 05:25 PM Thru 0
253 ' °
o >
8 Right 47 Left 0
T
Bicycles 0 U-Tum [}
Peds §
—l 4—
U-Tum Left Thru Right  Bicycles
52 290 0 0
Heavy Vehicle 21.6%
S Hwy 395
Northbound
Peak-Hour Volumes (PHV)
Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound Entering Leaving
Left  Thru Right Utum | Left Thru Right Uum | Left Thru Right Utumn| Left Thru Right Utwn | NB SB EB WB NB SB EB wB
52 290 0 (1] 0 293 1" /] krg 0 47 0 0 0 0 0 342 310 84 0 346 327 63 0
Percent Heavy Vehides
99.1% 7.9% 00% 00% [ 00% 104% B81.8% 0.0% ] 108% 00% ©15% 00% | 00% 00% 00% 00% ]_zum 129% 595% 00% ] 214% 92% 952% 0.0%
PHV- Bicydes PHV - Pedestrians
Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbhound in Crosswalk
Lefi Thru Right Utum | Left Thru Right Uum | LeR Thru Right Utum | Left Thu Right Uksn | Sum | NB SB EB WB | Sum
o 0 [¢] [ 0 1 0 0 [1] 0 ) 0 (1] 0 1 0 0 0 1} [1]
All Vehicle Volumes
Northbound Southbound Easthound Westbound
S Hwy 395 S Hwy 395 Stanfield Ave Stanfield Ave 15 1HR
Min
Time Left Thru Right Utum| Lef Thru Right Utum | Lef Thru Right Utum | Lef Thru Right Utun | Sum Sum
04:00:00PM| 6 42 0 0 0 19 1 0 3 0 4 1} 0 0
04:05:00 PM 5 43 0 0 0 a8 0 0 2 0 4 0 0 1}
04:10:00 PM 5 13 0 0 0 20 0 0 7 0 6 0 0 0 218
04:15:00 PM 4 33 0 0 0 23 1} 0 0 o 5 0 0 0 208
04:20:00 PM 0 15 0 0 1} 15 1 0 3 [\] 1 0 [} 0 151

, h : és £
05:25:00PM| 5 17 0 o] 0 18 [ 0 4 0 1 0 0 0 186 723
05:30:00PM| 7 31 0 0 0 25 [} 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 190 720
05:35:00 PM| 3 15 0 0 0 28 1 0 5 0 4 0 0 0 168 716
054000 PM] 0 30 0 0 0 23 1 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 180 719
0545:00 PM] 3 22 4] 0 0 1" 0 0 7 ] 9 0 0 Q 165 701
05:50.00PM| 6 12 0 0 0 10 2 0 1 [} 3 0 [} 0 143 693
05:55:00PM] O 16 0 0 o 28 0 0 3 1] 3 0 0 0 136 691

aAY pleyuRIS
puriogisam

%00 8RIUBA AreeH

29




ey et
Om Oomuiot  Jmomry 2071 e Ot 2016
Onta P orm. ropmang tht.

Crinm Nasmen D et [

Crashes By Year Crashas by Month
.-_!—!?_ ! ) 'E_E_g RN I_Il I
Cofision Type

- Crushes by Day . Crashes by Hour
b | L
ialia
lll!|l'i ";:lzilyglil;

CF vy W e
ANcohal Use Drug Use
v e s
Numbaer of Vrhicles Involved Involved Vehide Type
O bl -
: ;
i I
i i :
' RS ‘ -
- ==
e Drres R e Wi e
Ivolved Driver Gender Involved Driver Age
i i i | —%
i' M | f AN
: P27

Ul Chpuh Chcsmses
Safety Equipment Use

W -

I-

T

1 .
it muky  aiee  malhe Gl i nesnd e e
o et Mt iy by i Fomh . —

aem

l.
L__
U

7

Investigating Agency
g.
i ,
1 ||
- . =

60



Crashes By Vesr Crashes by Month

N T Ty
Coltision Typa
g .
* R
) Crash Severity . Totel Ocrupent Injurles
i
I i -
i il A
3 ¢
e S

e e e ‘
e o
‘Wasather Conditions Road Surfacs Conditions
Lla. i .
| i -
PP YE o
Crathen By Fadlity Type Traffic Contral Devioe
!'il.i T '“' fnf i: i '
,"!i:i’ 2 I!h!’!ig !{! : -
g Mg
Alcohol Use Drug Use
W O -
Number of Vehides irvolved Iwvolved Vehice Type ;
I .
T H N
Involved Driver Gender nvolved Driver Age
1 .
g' A | o
. s
| NN 777777
- . e *
Top Crash Causes
} :
i N

Safaty Equipment Use
'
e e I e g gy I Loy L AN ST e
bt vt Lembared Wi Mwed, et ool -

Crashes by Day Crashes by Hour

b | #
oy
Tomtey

waader

T+
tacm

Cesh Type

School Tone Work Zone:

Mumber of Participents Involved
!
LR

Irvolved Driver Ueenss Status Imvolved Driver Residence
e E
! 1
i;.//l LSS I .I._ S
S A G, s
At-Faudt Detwer Gendar AtFault Driver Age
' y
l ol s —
i NG
investigating Agency
'

61



oy b
st ety 2011 b Oty WS
s ‘Cum -

Couab Sammry by Grvid amd Tona
Crashas By Year Crashes by A

e | | HiT
o Cotiision Type
l *
'"'H N B
! Sl :
s
——— LSS S

Creshes by Day Crushes by Hour

e Contions Woud Surface Condithons

‘brgererer T -

L
o e Rty
Croshes By Fociity Type Trafic Cantrol Davice
by |
lll '_'__-_---_:-.. l. C .
!hu; il -"g!iiz . 1
;!i ﬂ ! —— ..._,._-:.__,;
(B by —
Acohol Use Drug Use
W g Lo
Number of Vehicles nvolved Involved Vehics Type
Vo B
’ T .
Pam—g Coyouh St
] (WS | T W VAT
Irvobved Driver Gender Involved Driver Agn
3 — y
i I : DR
> ‘, ,’
.— /_', ';’:f 0"::‘ o" e’"’;"
- - 4
oY T —
Top Crush Causes
1l

Safety Equipment Usa

Aigpicie  Esnkey  GmlAs  lmile Ml AMess  feted  Hemed Gt el Umemre
. puieren} byt e i b, ot et gty Gy ppuiy e o

Uight Conditions

— [T

[T
-
|

Ervohved Driver License Status.

, ) .
{;f;l,/;f ‘sl ’I = 1

£ Fault Drivar Gandar At-Fault Driver Age

et o

3 I
1, :;l i
| . :/,:f,', ¢, ,..ff//

Imvestiguting Agency

" . B
. _.l _. l
——— [r— e

62



Crushes by Year Crashes by Momh

i i

Crash Sevarity Totsl Occupar fnjuries

ul
\:I
\I

N

\\'-
\:.

"N —

Alcghol Use Drug Use
W - Uy
Number of Vehides volved frvolved Vehicta Type
; . -
io :-
: X
. K
[ oo - i
Wennpend Ly orms Liue beien iy
Invohwed Driver Gender Irvolved Driver Age
.
i' U u
3 1 "
. .

L
=

7

=
0 U Sl e
Top Crash Causes
i .
i -
i 1)
3 H
H i
: !
A L | B Ay
Sefuty Equipment Uss

Hatra? Crms

2 < 3 = I 2

Narei ot Crmmms

School Zone ‘Wark Zone
Number of Participants Involved
.
P — — = |
! l-ﬂn--l:-—lnm !
Involved Driver License Strtus Involved Driver Residence
I:f | | I: ’
LSS I l
),"/’f / ,/' * Cmaror = ———
At-Fault Driver Gender At-Fault Driver Age

et ot o

I, A
il 777

= [ —— o

Investigating Agency
|
¥ :
" .
‘ - e

63



Crashes by Hour

Creshes by Momh

—_
=.. m w 5 l..,“/
e i o
=l | HIIERARN
J= W ‘g Rty
- - — )
| 7 ..... 2L —I™
: A
— 1[Il .

== = m
§

TN
i E = o S S Sk m = m m
* ) py o . |W
m o g } -mll
| | iy : § N
- ! - I

Crashes By Facility Typs
g
i
Alcohol Use:
Number of Whicles hrvolved

A A

!

: =

il B
m

Cmcatuieics
e
i
g
WAt wd Ocoumin
=
Dt

64



Existing Conditions 1: S Hwy 395 & Irwin Rd
Weekday PM Peak Hour 10/31/2017

Int Delay, siveh
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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
Weekday PM Peak Hour

2: S Hwy 395 & Stanfield Avenue

Int Delay, s/iveh
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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 & 1-84 Westbound Ramps
Weekday PM Peak Hour 10/31/2017

Int Delay, siveh 52

Lane Conf |gurat|ons

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 1 TEESSSESS . = - 2

HCM LOS

HOM LanaV.fCRal 01 - 074 —

HCM 6th TWSC Synchro 10 Report
Transight Consulting LLC Page 4
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Year 2033 Existing UGB 5: S Hwy 395 & I-84 Eastbound Ramps
Weekday PM Peak Hour 10/31/2017

Int Delay, s/veh 4507

Lane Configurations
raffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 6 o0 0 0 0 316 98 545
Future Vol, veh/h 109 0 65 0 0 0 0 316 98 545
Cc ing | : 0 0 0 0 0 {i] 0 0 0

|g Control Sto Stop - Sto Sto op Free Free Free Free Fre Fre

Storage Lengt . ‘ R L 20

rae, :

av ehidea %

Criical Hawy Stg

L A;r_ﬁl__

ok
e £

Iatoon bloced, %

~15
Sl

Mov ap—2 anever

HCM 6th TWSC Synchro 10 Report
Transight Consulting LLC Page 5
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Year 2033 Proposed UGB 1: S Hwy 395 & Irwin Rd
Weekday PM Peak Hour 10/31/2017

Int Delay, s/veh

Lane Conﬁguranons

1389 1881 49 1433 1881

Cn caI Hdwy Stg1

Platoonblocked %
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver

Stage 2 N

HCMLOS

lanelLOS A - - A A A - -

HCM 6th TWSC Synchro 10 Report
Transight Consulting LLC - Page 1

75



Year 2033 Proposed UGB 2: S Hwy 395 & Stanfield Avenue
Weekday PM Peak Hour

10/31/2017

Int Delay, siveh 13285

WBR'NBL

Heﬂw Vehreles %

Conﬂlctmg FlowAIl 1632 2112 335 1700 2081 402 669

4o
~ ‘:g

HCM 6th TWSC Synchro 10 Report
Transight Consulting LLC Page 2
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Year 2033 Proposed UGB 3. S Hwy 395 & Pilot LI RIRO Dwy
Weekday PM Peak Hour 10/31/2017

Int Delay, s/veh

HCMLOS

' Lane VIC Raio

HCM 6th TWSC Synchro 10 Report
Transight Consulting LLC Page 3
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Year 2033 Proposed UGB 4: S Hwy 395 & I-84 Westbound Ramps
Weekday PM Peak Hour 10/31/2017

Int Delay, s/veh

Lane Configurations ol b 7

Conflicting Flow All 1549 1622 - 1065

Stage2 992 1065 -

HCM 6th TWSC Synchro 10 Report
Transight Consulting LLC Page 4
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Year 2033 Proposed UGB 5: S Hwy 395 & [-84 Eastbound Ramps
Weekday PM Peak Hour 10/31/2017

Int Delay, s/veh 736.8

L]
Stop Stop Free
- None

CMLVfC - _ 308 0708 .

{CM Control Delay (s b5
HCM Lane LOS - -

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh)

HCM 6th TWSC Synchro 10 Report
Transight Consulting LLC Page 5
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Existing Conditions with 210% Growth

5: S Hwy 395 & 1-84 Eastbound Ramps

Weekday PM Peak Hour 11/13/2017
— VN Y Y

Movement EBT _ EBR NB 8

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 83 2 15 0 0 0 0 9 6 219 94 0

Future Volume (vph) 83 2 15 0 0 0 0 91 6 219 94 0

[deal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 45 45 45 45 45

Lane Util. Eactor 1.00 1.00 100 100 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 100 100 100 100

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 100 100 100 100

Fit 0.58 i00 08 100 i.00

Flt Protected 0.96 100 100 095 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1277 1863 1380 1492 1845

Flt Permitted 0.96 100 100 037 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1277 1863 1380 579 1845

Peak-hour-factor.-P 0-85 -85 -85 0-85 08 8 085 085 0:85 0:85 35 085

Growth Factor (vph) 210% 210% 210% 210% 210% 210% 210% 210% 210% 210% 210% 210%

Adj. Flow (vph) 205 5 37 0 0 0 0 225 15 541 232 0

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 240 0 0 0 0 0 225 3 541 232 0

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1

Heavy Vehicles (%) 47%  50% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 2%  171% 21% 3% 0%

Tum Type Perm NA NA  Perm pm+pt NA

Protected Phases 4 2 1 6

Permitted Phasss 4 2 ]

Actuated Green, G (s) 178 142 142 402 402

Effective Green, g (s) 178 142 142 402 402

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.27 021 021 060 060

Clearance Time (s) 45 45 45 45 45

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 339 394 292 640 1107

vis Ratio Prot 0.12 c027 013

v/s Ratio Perm 0.19 000 024

HelRaks 0.71 057 00t 085 G2i

Uniform Delay, d1 22 237 209 94 6.1

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 100 100 100

Incremental Delay, d2 6.6 20 00 100 0.1

Delay (s) 288 257 209 194 6.2

Level of Service C C C B A

Approach Delay (s) 28.8 0.0 254 154

Approach LOS C A c B

oV Tl et e S b b S o e T i

HCM 2000 Control Delay 19.9 HCM 2000 Level of Service B

HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.85

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 67.0 Sum of lost time (s) 13.5

Intersection Capacity Utilization 58.6% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Synchro 10 Report

Transight Consulting LLC Page 1
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Mitigated UGB Build-Out 2: S Hwy 395 & Stanfield Avenue
Weekday PM Peak Hour 1114/2017

A 2N N B

Queues Synchro 10 Report
Transgight Consulting LLC Page 1
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Mitigated UGB Build-Out 2: S Hwy 395 & Stanfield Avenue
Weekday PM Peak Hour 1111412017

e oDy —

Traffic Volume (vph) 155 24 140 204 24 161 130 570 168 192 505 110
Future Volume (vph) 155 24 140 204 24 161 130 570 168 192 505 110
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750
Total Lost time (s) 45 45 45 45 45 45 45 45

Lane Util. Factor 1.000  1.00 100  1.00 1.000 095 1,00 095

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 100 1.00 100  1.00 100 1.00

Flpb. ped/bikes 1.000  1.00 1.00 100 1.00 100 1.00 1.00

Fit i.00 067 i00  0.87 i.00 097 i.00 097

Flt Protected 095 1.00 095 1.00 095 100 085 100

Satd. Flow (prot) 1330 1257 1662 1521 1330 3025 1662 2860

Flt Permitted 043 100 047 100 029 1.00 020 100

Satd Flow (perm) 609 1257 814 1521 407 3025 353 2860

Adj Flow (vph) 168 26 152 222 26 175 141 620 183 209 549 120
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 134 0 0 156 0 0 25 0 0 18 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 168 44 0 222 45 0 141 778 0 209 651 0
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1
Heavy Vehicles (%) 25% 0%  25% 0% 0% 0%  25% 8% 0% 0% 10% 25%
Tum Type pm+pt NA pm+pt NA pm+pt NA pm+pt NA
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 4 8 2 6

Actuated Green, G {5) 227 52 215 8.6 375 273 365 276
Effective Green, g/(s) 227 92 215 86 379 273 389 278
Actuated g/C Ratio 029 012 027 011 048 035 050 035
Clearance Time () 45 45 45 45 45 45 45 45

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 30 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 300 147 362 166 321 1052 360 1012

v/s Ratio Prot 010 003 c0.10  0.03 0.06 ¢0.26 c0.08 023

v/s Ratio Perm 0.07 c0.07 0.15 0.21

v/c Ratio 05 030 061 027 044 074 058  0.64

Uniform Dmay d1 22.9 N7 2358 2.4 122 22.5 12.8 212
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 100 1.00 1.00  1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 24 11 31 0.9 1.0 28 24 14

Delay (s) 253 328 2710 330 132 252 151 226

Level of Service C c (6 C B C B c
Approach Delay (s) 292 298 234 20.8
Approach LOS Cc c c C

HCM 2000 Control Delay 244 HCM 2000 Level of Service C

HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.66

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 78.5 Sum of lost time (s) : 18.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 72.5% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 19

¢ Critical Lane Group

HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Synchro 10 Report
Transight Consulting LLC Page 2
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Project #:

Project Name:

Analyst:

Date: 2/19/2018

North-South Street:

East-West Street:

Intersection: US 395/1-84 Eastbound Ramps

Warrant 1: | |Eight-Hour Vehicular Volume
Warrant 2: Four-Hour Vehicular Volume 70%
Warrant 3:  |Peak Hour T0%

Volume Adjusiment Factor:
North-South Approach:

East-West Approach:

Major Street No, Thru Lanes:

Wiooe Sarer 1o, Fiang Lanes:

Speed Factor (Speed >40mph):
Populalion Factor {Population <10,000):
Warrant Faclor: s

Peak Hour/Daily Count: _

Rural Major Collector
Rural Minor Collector Rural Minor Collector
Urban interstate : Urban Interstate

Urban Other Frwy & Expwy : Urban Other Frwy & Expwy
Urban Pnnapal Arierial Urban Principal Arterial
Urban Minor Arterial Urban Minor Arerial

Case; 2 Case: 1

100 AN Mighest Hoet ur A 151 o .00 100
2 ighesd o 14 a7 1) a L) 100
] Highest Heme i a2 7 9 090 0
L it Hou 1 55 n o (13 A7
% Fiighest How m b n: o 067 or
[ Hilghest Hur " Mo 14 o [T o
1 Mighest s 2 e e a 253 arn
L gt Howr 1] T i) i 56 L
7 ighess Fiowr L] 63 " o 055 L
0 Viighet Hour L m L1 o w5 =g
i Mighesd Heur by ar o o e il
n Highest Hhour " M L o ansy L]
1 Hhighe= Halr LE i A 9 48 s
L Kghmt §four n L Ll o 047 05
5 Higgheest Hoor g 19 [ ] 040 a4k
16 eghus Four 51 1153 5 4] (L35 (%]
ir et Four ar % az [} a0 0
1% Higheest Flna i oy n L] an 0
L Highitst Hoa 0 L Ly a iXi] (5L
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Project it:

Project Name:
Analyst:

Date;

North-South Street:
East-West Street:
Intersection:

Scenario:

WAt 1

Edght i Vohigulad Volume

TRANSIGHT
CcCOoNSUL

[T

TING. ..o

2/19/2018

US 395/Stanfield Avenue

Wareana . |Feuls Hious Vishizuls Vohres s

Watrant 8 |Peak thodw

Volume Adjustment Factor:

Moot South Appdach

East-Wast Approach:

Major Street No. Thru Lanes:
Minor Street No, Thru Lanes:
Speed Factor (Speed >40mph):

Minar

Population Factor {Population <10,000):

Warrant Factor:

Peak Hour/Daily Count:

Hural Brivistate -
[irat Principal Arteriai |
Hural Minor Arterial
Rural Major Callector
Rural Minor Collector
Urban Interstate
. Urban Other Frwy & Expwy
Urban Principal Arterial
Urban Minor Arterial

12:00 AM Highest Hour

Reurai imersute
Rural Principal Arterial H
Rural Minor Arterial
Rural Major Coflector
: Rural Minor Colleclor
Urban Interstate
Urban Other Frwy & Expwy
. Urban Pnnaigsl Arlerial

[urban Mirar Attarial

86 D 100 100
2 Highest Hour 347 305 B1 0 099 095
3 Highest Hour 316 n BO o 0.90 093
4 Highest Hour 284 249 7 4] 081 089
5 Highest Hour 237 208 76 0 067 o8
6 Highest Hour 233 204 76 0 0.66 038
v Highest Hour 221 194 n 0 063 034
8 Highest Hour 197 173 1 0 056 083
9 Highest Hour 193 170 69 [} 055 080
10 Highest Hour 189 166 64 0 0.54 075
11 Highest Hour 181 159 62 0 0.52 072
12 Highest Hour 177 156 61 o 051 071
13 Highest Hour 174 152 58 o 049 068
14 Highest Hour 174 152 50 0 0.49 @59
15 Highest Hour 142 125 40 o 0.40 047
6 Tghest e 122 u [ [ [T
17 ighurt boue 103 26 o 029 031
18 Highest Hour 79 69 22 [ 022 0325
19 Highest Hour 71 62 11 o 020 013
20 Highest Hour 38 33 a o 011 009
21 Highest Hour 24 21 7 o 007 008
22 Highest Hour 20 17 s a 006 005
23 Highesl Hour 12 10 2 o0 003 003
24 Higheat jioes 12 10 2 0 003 003
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CITY OF STANFIELD

160 S Main Street PO Boxw 369 Stunfield; OR 97875 - 10~01 0
(_/(3 2y oo . 0 c&}'t/)’
a—(,cmgf 70 ﬂ
TowvMcCarwy W. Blair Lawserv City Hall; 541-449-3831
Mawor City Manager Fow: 541-449-1828

PLANNING STAFF REPORT

GENERAL INFORMATION
Date: 12/17/2018
File No.: 01-2019
Applicant: City of Stanfield, Windblown Ranch
Owner(s): Windblown Ranch, LLC, Union Pacific Railroad
Location: Out: Township 4N, Range 29, Section 31, Tax Lot 1300 and

portions of Tax Lot 1100; Township 4N, Range 29, Section C, Tax
Lot 1101 and portions of Tax Lots 1100 and 1302.

In: Township 3N, Range 29, Section 04, Tax Lots 1900, 2000, 2100,
2200, 2300, 2400.

(See attached Map and Survey Report)

Notice to DLCD: 1/2/2019

Notice Mailed to
Interested Parties:  1/14/2019

Newspaper Notice: 2/1/2019

Joint City-County

Planning

Commission

Public Hearing: 2/13/2019

City Council
Public Hearing: 2/19/2019

County Commission
Public Hearing;: 3/20/2019

Assigned Staff: Blair Larsen, City Manager
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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 property owner, Windblown 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
Pacific 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).
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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 11, 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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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

2. 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,

3. 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 J) 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
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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.

c. Section 5, Part C. Agricultural Lands (Goal 2): To preserve and maintain
agricultural lands. It shall be City policy:
i. To provide for adequate residential, commercial, and industrial
development within the urban growth boundary.

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

iii. 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.

iv. To prevent fragmentation of farmable land within the city and urban

growth area prior to conversion to urban development.

v. 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 J. Economic Development (Goal 9): To diversify and improve the
economy of the community.
i. 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.

ii. Policy Groups:
1. Industrial development
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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.

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.

e

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 Aveniie and US395 and a needed furn lane onto the planned eastward exfension 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;

ti. Oregon Case Law;

iii. Oregon Statewide Planning Goals;

iv. Requirements of the City;

v. Needs of residents or landowners 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.
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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 autlined 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 phascs 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
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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.

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 4Ir The Statewide Economic Development Goal tequires that local Tand 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.

l.  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.
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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 5F: 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.

(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
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(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.
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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, 1L, 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 Type 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 lII 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).
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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

(8]

.

that is required i 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
be obtained;

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), place(s), and date(s) of the 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;
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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.

b.

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
—[}Wmﬂmﬁwan

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. Report the failure together with the proposed change to the City Council; 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 legislative 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 shali
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 performarnce standards of the facility below the minimun acceptable Tevel idemtified
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

2. 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,

3. Altering land use designations, densities, or design requirements to reduce demand for
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