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NOTICE OF ADOPTED AMENDMENT Web Address: http://www.led.state.or.us
March 23, 2011 m
Ripatcatal
e
TO: Subscribers to Notice of Adopted Plan

or Land Use Regulation Amendments
FROM: Plan Amendment Program Specialist

SUBJECT: City of Roseburg Plan Amendment
DLCD File Number 004-10 Revised

The Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) received the attached notice of
adoption. A copy of the adopted plan amendment is available for review at the DLCD office in
Salem and the local government office. The attached City of Roseburg adoption amends the
Urban Growth Boundary by 4.45 acres, but will not be acknowledged by DLCD until Douglas
County co-adopts the City‘s UGB expansion. If the County does not co-adopt UGB expansion
this approval cannot be used for purposes of making subsequent land use decisions.

Appeal Procedures™®
DLCD ACKNOWLEDGMENT or DEADLINE TO APPEAL: Tuesday, April 05,2011

This amendment was submitted to DLCD for review 45 days prior to adoption. Pursuant to

ORS 197.830 (2)(b) only persons who participated in the local government proceedings leading to
adoption of the amendment are eligible to appeal this decision to the Land Use Board of Appeals
(LUBA).

If you wish to appeal, you must file a notice of intent to appeal with the Land Use Board of Appeals
(LUBA) no later than 21 days from the date the decision was mailed to you by the local government.
If you have questions, check with the local government to determine the appeal deadline. Copies of
the notice of intent to appeal must be served upon the local government and others who received
written notice of the final decision from the local government. The notice of intent to appeal must be
served and filed in the form and manner prescribed by LUBA, (OAR Chapter 661, Division 10).
Please call LUBA at 503-373-1265, if you have questions about appeal procedures.

*NOTE: THE APPEAL DEADLINE IS BASED UPON THE DATE THE DECISION
WAS MAILED BY LOCAL GOVERNMENT. A DECISION MAY HAVE
BEEN MAILED TO YOU ON A DIFFERENT DATE THAN IT WAS MAILED
TO DLCD. AS A RESULT YOUR APPEAL DEADLINE MAY BE EARLIER
THAN THE ABOVE DATE SPECIFIED.

Cc: Marion Thompson, City of Roseburg
Gloria Gardiner, DLCD Urban Planning Specialist
Ed Moore, DLCD Regional Representative
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Notice of Adoption

This Form 2 must be mailed to DLCD within 5-Working Days after the Final

Ordinance is signed by the public Official Designated by the jurisdiction L,:p‘f : f:-'. pei (i il
and all other requirements of ORS 197.615 and OAR 660-018-000 R Oy

Jurisdiction: City of Roseburg Local file number: CPA-10-3/AN-10-1/ZC-10-2
Date of Adoption: March 14, 2011 Date Mailed: March 15, 2011
Was a Notice of Proposed Amendment (Form 1) mailed to DLCD? Yes [ |No Date: 09/13/2010
[] Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment X] Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment
[] Land Use Regulation Amendment Zoning Map Amendment
[] New Land Use Regulation X] Other: Annexation

Summarize the adopted amendment. Do not use technical terms. Do not write “See Attached”.

The project will bring 4.45 acres into the City’s Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) provide a land use designation
of low density residential. Annexation is being processed to change the jurisdiction from County to City and
apply a City zone designation of single family.

Does the Adoption differ from proposal? Yes, please explain below:

Final second reading on the Annexation and Zone Change Ordinance is being delayed until the Comprehensive
Plan UGB Ordinance is final. Estimated date of final annexation adoption is April 11, 2011 at which time a
separate Notice of Adoption will be mailed.

Plan Map Changed from: County RC-2 Rural Committed 2 acres to: City LDR Low Density
Residential

Zone Map Changed from: County RR-2 Rural Residential 2 acres to: City R-1-6 — Single Family
residential, minimum 6,000 square foot lots

Location: 10568 NW Troost, Roseburg OR Acres Involved: 4.45
Specify Density: Previous: .5 units/acre New: 6 unit per acre

Applicable statewide planning goals:
NEOORNKONKKKKX XKD OO OO
Was an Exception Adopted? [] YES [X] NO

Did DLCD receive a Notice of Proposed Amendment...

45-days prior to first evidentiary hearing? Xl Yes []No
If no, do the statewide planning goals apply? [lYes [X No
If no, did Emergency Circumstances require immediate adoption? [ ]Yes [X]No

DLCD file No. __PAPA 004-10 (18519)[16572]




Please list all affected State or Federal Agencies, Local Governments or Special Districts:

Douglas County, Douglas County Fire District #2, Roseburg Urban Sanitary Authority

Local Contact: Marion Thompson, AICP, Sr Planner Phone: (541) 492-6750 Extension:
Address: 900 SE Douglas Ave Fax Number: - -
City: Roseburg OR Zip: 97470-E-mail Address: mthompson@cityofroseburg.org

ADOPTION SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS

This Form 2 must be received by DLCD no later than 5 days after the ordinance has been signed by the public
official designated by the jurisdiction to sign the approved ordinance(s)
per ORS 197.615 and OAR Chapter 660. Division 18

I. This Form 2 must be submitted by local jurisdictions only (not by applicant).

2. When submitting the adopted amendment, please print a completed copy of Form 2 on light green
paper if available.

3. Send this Form 2 and one complete paper copy (documents and maps) of the adopted amendment to the
address below.

4. Submittal of this Notice of Adoption must include the final signed ordinance(s), all supporting finding(s),
exhibit(s) and any other supplementary information (ORS 197.615 ).

5. Deadline to appeals to LUBA is calculated twenty-one (21) days from the receipt (postmark date) of adoption
(ORS 197.830 to 197.845).

6. In addition to sending the Form 2 - Notice of Adoption to DLCD, please also remember to notify persons who
participated in the local hearing and requested notice of the final decision. (ORS 197.615 ).

7. Submit one complete paper copy via United States Postal Service, Common Carrier or Hand
Carried to the DLCD Salem Office and stamped with the incoming date stamp.

8. Please mail the adopted amendment packet to:

ATTENTION: PLAN AMENDMENT SPECIALIST
DEPARTMENT OF LAND CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT
635 CAPITOL STREET NE, SUITE 150
SALEM, OREGON 97301-2540

9. Need More Copies? Please print forms on 8% -1/2x11 green paper only if available. If you have any
questions or would like assistance, please contact your DLCD regional representative or contact the DLCD
Salem Office at (503) 373-0050 x238 or e-mail plan.amendments@state.or.us.

http://www.oregon.gov/LCD/forms.shtml| Updated December 16, 2010
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ORDINANCE NO. _ 3367

AN ORDINANCE DECLARING A COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT FOR
PROPERTY LOCATED AT 1058 NW TROOST STREET

WHEREAS, the Roseburg Urban Area Comprehensive Plan was adopted by the
City Council in Ordinance No. 2345, effective on July 1, 1982, and re-adopted in
Ordinance No. 2980 on December 9, 1996; and

WHEREAS, the Roseburg Land Use and Development Ordinance No. 2363, as
originally adopted July 1, 1984, and re-adopted in Ordinance No. 2981 on December 9,
1996, establishes procedures for hearing Comprehensive Plan Amendment; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held public hearings on File No. CPA-10-3
after duly and timely notice; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission adopted Findings of Fact supporting a
recommendation to approve the Comprehensive Plan Amendment; and

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY OF ROSEBURG ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS:

SECTION 1: The City Council hereby takes official notice of the Planning
Commission Findings of Fact and Decision dated January 3, 2011, recommending
approval of the proposed Urban Growth Boundary expansion.

SECTION 2: The City Council hereby adopted the Findings of Fact and Decision
regarding the proposed amendment to the Comprehensive Plan, Annexation and Zone
Change.

SECTION 3: Based on the evaluation detailed in the Planning Commission staff
report and information considered through the public hearing process it has been
determined that the proposal conforms the City of Roseburg Comprehensive Plan and
applicable Statewide Planning Goals.

ORDINANCE NO. _3367- Page 1



SECTION 4: The City Council hereby approves a Comprehensive Plan Land Use
Map Amendment to expand the Urban Growth Boundary and provide a Land Use Map
designation of Low Density Residential (LDR) as shown on the Exhibit 1 attached
hereby and by reference made a part hereto.

PASSED BY THE CITY COUNCIL THIS _14TH DAY OF _MARCH , 2011.

APPROVED BY THE MAYOR THIS__ 14TH DAY OF __MARCH , 2011.

oy

Larry Rich, Mayor

ATTEST:

o AP

Sheila R. Cox, City Reborder

ORDINANCE NO. 3367. page 2



SUBJECT SITE

EXHIBIT 1 — FILE NO. CPA-10-3 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT
URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY EXPANSION
LAND USE MAP DESIGNATION LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL

ORDINANCE NO. _3367- Page 3



ROSEBURG CITY COUNCIL
AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY

URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY AMENDMENT, ANNEXATION AND ZONE CHANGE
CPA-10-3/ AN-10-2/ZC-10-2

Meeting Date: February 28, 2011 Agenda Section: Ordinances
Department: Community Development Staff Contact: Brian Davis, Director
www.cityofroseburg.com Contact Telephone Number: 541-492-6750

ISSUE STATEMENT AND SUMMARY

This is a proposal to amend the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB), providing a Land Use Plan
Map designation of Low Density Residential (LDR) with concurrent annexation and Zone
Change from County Rural Residential — 2 acres lots (RR-2) to City Single Family Residential
(R-1-6) for 4.45 acres located at 1058 NW Troost Street shown on the map below.

\:' Umpqua Village LLC
st

Lemed City Limits
A TJues

BACKGROUND

A. Council Action History.
None

B. Party Status.
Quasi-Judicial — Attachment 1 (page 3) lists the owner and their representative
and individuals that have qualified for party status as property owners or
interested parties.

City Council File Nos. CPA-10-3, AN-10-1, ZC-10-2
February 28, 2011 Page 1 of 223



C. Analysis.
On January 3, 2011, after holding public hearings on November 15, and
December 20, 2010, the Planning Commission adopted Findings of Fact
recommending approval of this Quasi-judicial action. The application involves a
property that abuts the existing UGB and the existing City limits. The proposal
would bring the property into the City’s jurisdiction. There is information about a
potential project, but it is not being considered as a part of this application.
Once action on the current application is final the property owner has noted the
intent to submit a development application to add 12 dwellings to the property.
One unit currently exists.

The Council's decision is to be made based on the record created by the
Planning Commission. The details of the Commission actions are contained in
the Findings of Fact and Planning Commission documents attached to this

report.

D. Financial and/or Resource Considerations.
None

E. Timing Issues.

Per ORS Comprehensive Plan Amendments are not subject to the 120-day
processing limit.

COUNCIL OPTIONS

1. Proceed with adoption of Findings of Fact, followed by first reading of the Ordinances
2. Delay action and continue the matter for further consideration
3. Decline to proceed with the proposed action

STAFF RECOMMENDATION AND SUGGESTED MOTIONS
1. Staff recommends the Council adopt Planning Commission’s Findings of Fact

SUGGESTED MOTION: | MOVE TO ADOPT THE FINDINGS OF FACT APPROVED
BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION FOR FILE NOS. CPA-10-3/AN-10-1/ZC-10-2

2. Proceed with first reading of the Ordinances. No motion is needed, only consensus to
proceed by the Council.

ATTACHMENTS

1 - Qualified Parties (Page 3)

2 - Letters from Parties (pages 4-51)

3 - Adopted Planning Commission Findings of Fact (Pages 52-54)

4 - Planning Commission Staff report and related materials (Pages 55-223)
5 - Ordinance for a Comprehensive Plan Amendment (Pages 224-226)

6 - Ordinance for Annexation and concurrent Zone Change (Pages 227-231)

City Council File Nos. CPA-10-3, AN-10-1, ZC-10-2
February 28, 2011 Page 2 of 223



ATTACHMENT 1 - Qualified Parties

Applicant and Representative:

Paula Kinzer
Umpqua Village LLC
65180 76" St

Bend OR 97701

Interested Parties:

M. Latham & Susan Bryan
1094 NW Troost Street

Roseburg OR 97471

Tom Hawksworth for

Sane, Orderly Development, Inc.

1372 Harlan St
Roseburg OR 97471

Brett Horn
1004 NW Troost St
Roseburg OR 97471

Annette Taylor
1035 NW Troost St
Roseburg Or 97471

Patricia Bruck
419 NW Troost St
Rosesburg OR 97471

Bill and Marilyn Mull
969 Broadway
Roseburg OR 97471

Joe Meyer
943 Charter Oaks
Roseburg OR 97471

Pamela Hardy
1629 NW Fresno Ave
Bend OR 97701

Tracey Bebeau
1077 NW Troost St
Roseburg OR 97471

Daniel Faught
973 NW Troost St
Roseburg Or 97471

Kathryn L Druzik
995 NW Troost St
Roseburg OR 97471

Ken Polk
111 Dusty Lane
Roseburg OR 97471

James A Caplan
145 Agape Ct
Roseburg OR 97471

Shelia M Jackson
1182 NW Harlane St
Roseburg OR 97471

Don Scheleen
549 Cloake St
Roseburg OR 97471

City Council
February 28, 2011

File Nos. CPA-10-3, AN-10-1, ZC-10-2

Page 3 of 223



ATTACHMENT 2 - LETTERS

October 31, 2010

City of Roszburg
Community Development Dept

Community Development Dept.
900 SE Douglas Ave.
Roseburg, OR 97470

To whom it may concern;

| live at 1035 Troost Street directly across from the 1058 property requesting expansion of the Urban
Growth Boundary. | would like to go on the record that we oppose this request.

This past summer | talked with Paula Kinzer about her plans to build 12 new houses on the property
across the street from us. Ms. Kinzer indicated the entry and exit to these 12 houses would be directly
across from our driveway. It is difficult enough now to exit our driveway without adding 12 to 24 more
drivers.

We live near the “ S”curve and have poor visibility for exiting our driveway safely. |think adding this
new develpment will make it even more difficult. There is only one way in and out of Troost St. Making
traffic heavy on this stretch of road. Until the “S” curve is fixed and another exit is added to Troost, | do
not think it is wise to add more housing developments on this street. | am all for adding sewer on
Troost, but not at the expense of safety. | realize that at some point the city of Roseburg will expand out
here. Now is not that time. The housing market is bad; there is no reason to annex it now.

In these hard economic times | do not think it is fair to ask the residents here to pay for; sidewalks,
street lights, sewer and raising property taxes. There are a lot of properties for sale on this road and | do
not think add 12 more will help in these poor economic times.

Please do not annex this property into the city at this time.
Sincerely,

Annette Taylor
1035 NW Troost
Roseburg OR 97470

City Council File Nos. CPA-10-3, AN-10-1, ZC-10-2
February 28, 2011 Page 4 of 223



Sane, Orderly Development, Inc.
1372 Harlan St.
Roseburg, OR 97471

3 November 2010

Ms. Marion J. Thompson, AICP
Senior Planner

City of Roseburg

900 SE Douglas Ave.

Roseburg, OR 97470

Dear Ms. Thompson:

This letter on behalf of Sane, Orderly Development, Inc. (SOD), is in response to the City of
Roseburg's letter advising of a proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendment along with concurrent
Annexation and Zone Change, File No. CPA-10-3/AN-10-1/2C-10-2.

SOD desires party status in the Plan Amendment as a number of our members are “specially,
personally, adversely, and substantially affected by the proposal” and by the fact that SOD currently
should have party status as a result of our appeal to LUBA that has resulted in a2 remand from LUBA
requiring the City of Roseburg to address deficiences in it's Comprehensive Plan. These deficiencies,
to our knowledge, have not yet been addressed by the City.

In addition, SOD has concerns with Goal 14, Land Needs Criteria on pg. 14 of the proposal; Goal 14
Criteria on pg. 17; Goals 15-19, Local Criteria on pg. 18; Land Use & Urbanization — Residential
Development on pg. 22; and Public Facilities on pg. 24. 1 have listed these items as concerns that SOD
has found in a cursory reading of the Proposal, and we believe there will be additional concerns which
we would like to discuss in person at the hearing on 15 November 2010.

Sincerely,
(\___4' 2y =z

D E @ E u W E Tom Hawksworth
President
NOV -4 2010 Sane, Orderly Development, Inc.
Cnmmucn,?yo(;ggsgﬁm Dept
City Council File Nos. CPA-10-3, AN-10-1, ZC-10-2
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C/0: Community Development Department

This message is in regard to the notice of proposed, file No. CPA-10-3/AN-10-1/ZC-
10-2, urban growth boundary amendment.

My family is the current owner of the ddjicent propérty (1004 N.W. Troost) and
would fike to voice our objection to this proposal at the November 15, 2010
council meeting. My name is Brett Horn and | am the grandson of the owner,
Maxine Strode, who would like me to speak for her.

Our objection involves noise; privacy; wildlife, and the proposed property plans,
viewable on the applicant’s web site, which is far from low-density.

Thank you
Brett Horn
541-673-3216
cnmm‘Erg‘ly%‘i?;z;ﬂgﬁfngps:
City Council File Nos. CPA-10-3, AN-10-1, ZC-10-2
February 28, 2011 Page 6 of 223
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November 4, 2010

NECEIVE

Marion.). Thompson, AICP
Roseburg Planning Departrient NOV. -5 2010
City of Roseburg »

§ ) © City:ob Resebyr,
900 SE Douglas AVE Commnity De,v,ela,p'n-eg,ntDe,pt
Roseburg,:OR 974/0

My.name is Kathryn Druzik and I'am writing to request party-status for the proposal CPA-10-
3/AN-10-1/2C-10°2. | gualify-for party status because my house is located at 995 N.W. Trogst Street

whiich is within 300:feet of 1058 N W, Troost Street, Fam also specisily, persona Ily; adversely and
substantially. affected by this proposal.

The property:in this propdsal was zoned as Courity Rural Résidéntial-2 acre lots:when purchased
by the buyer. Changing this praperty to City Single Family-Residential and building 12 city single faniily
tesidences will add noise and a significant-amount of trafficiin our neighborhood. All propeity ownérs
have to share one smail county road to enter'and exit our properties. Thase 12 fiew hories will be
sharing one main driveway that exits onto this smiall county road. If each homeé has.2 cars, that will be
‘24:gars added to the traffic. 1live close to where this common driveway will sit on Troost Street. Trying
to accommodate another:24 cars on this'small road. while navigating the sharp cuives on Troost Stieet
will be dangerous. Many residents walk-along this road even though it dogs not have sidewalks. The
numerous tripsup-and down this road that are taken by these 24 cars will make it very dangerous for
theseresidents. In addition, adding 12 families to our small neighborhood is fiot insignificent. Twelvs
additional families in one small.area will add to the noise-of our community. Many ofthe property
owiiers in our néighborhood purchased their properties because it s 4. rural community and nat higavily
populated. Anincrease in population and traffic volume will affect our quality of life niegatively.

The owner of 1058 N.W. Troost Street should work with the property according to the zoning
that it had-at the time of purchase. The owner had to understand and could detérmine by sight What
type of neighborhood it was entering into when it purchased the property. Currently, this:neighborhood
is rural residential and one property in'the heighborhood should not change this dynamic.nor should it
burden the-other property owners with increased traffic volume that can:be dangerous for our
residents. Our county road is & colinty voad. 1t issimall and narrow and it his a lotof sharp curves. Itis
not:a city road that can-accornmodate developrments of city residences, not-even 12 more residences; |
urge the city not to grant this proposal for the safety of our neighborhood.

iZ.

Sincerely,

Kathryn L. Drozik

City Council File Nos. CPA-10-3, AN-10-1, ZC-10-2
February 28, 2011 Page 10 of 223



November 4, 2010

ECEIVE

Marion J. Thompson, AlCP ‘

Roseburg Planning Department NOV -5 2010

City of Roseburg

900 SE DDuglas,Av_e ‘ ity of Rosgburg
Roseburg, OR 97470 Communily Development Dept

My name Is Ken Polk and [ amwriting to request party statusfor.the proposal CPA-10-3/AN-10-
17ZC-10-2. 1 qualify for party status becatise | own property located at 111 Dusty Lane which is within
300 feet of 1058 N.W. Troost Street. :| am also specially, personally, adversely and substantially affected
by this proposal.

1am.opposed to this proposal because if it-is granted, it will negatively impact my neighborhiood.
Ttie applicant purchased the property located at 1058 N.W. Troost Street knowing that was zofied as
County Rural Residential 2 'acre Jots {RR2)‘and that it was not within the Urban Growth Boundary, Other
property owners.in the neighborhood should not have to suffera change in the characterof our existing
nelghborhood because the applicant now wants the purchased property to be something that itis not.
The addition of 12 city single family residential homes to cur tounty rural feighborheod will add nojse,
pollution, traffic volume and road hazards to the residents of this.neighborhood.

There are approximately 16 houses within 300-feet-of the applicant’s property. The applicant
wishes to néarly double the homes inthis long-standing neighborhood which:will change the character
of our existing neighborhood, This development will alsoadd spproximately 24 more vehicles making
at least 100 trips per day along our small, iarrow county road. This nafrow road has nosidewalks and
does not have the ability to'safely handle this increased-traffic valume. Many-families with:children
‘walk, bike, and runalong eur smallroad. Adding the traffic of approximately 100 more vehitle trips will
makg these retreationg) activities by ‘our'neighborhood residents more dangerous. in addition, there is
‘nota safe.and convenient access:tothis proposed development. The driveway that will-be used for
these 24 vehicles is located right before asharp curve on Troost Street. This-is not an area where 24
vehicles should be entering and exiting Troost Street.

If the city does expand the Urban Growth Boundry to include biir entire neighborhood, then it
makes sense to consider the applicarit’s proposal. However,the city should not rezone-our
neighborhood property by property. By doing so, it isnot protecting nor enhancing the guality of our
existing neighborhoopd. ‘In conclusion, | ask that the city deny the applicant’s proposal in order to
prevent an increase in noise, pollution, traffic velume and road hazards within our county rural

néeighbarhood.
Sincerely,
Ken:-Polk
City Council File Nos. CPA-10-3, AN-10-1, ZC-10-2
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ECEIVE

To: The City of Roseburg
From: Tracey Bebeau NOV -5 2010
Date: November 4, 2010

Re: Notice of Proposed File No. CPA-10-3/AN-10-1/Z2C-10-2 Ciy o Rossburg

Community Development Dept

My name is Tracey Bebeau. | live at 1077 N.W. Troost Street in Roseburg. My property is
within 300 feet of the subject properties mentioned in the above Notice of Proposal.

My property is specially, personally, adversely and substantially affected by the proposal.

| am requesting party status in this matter and am requesting that this written statement be
filed with the Community Development Department of Roseburg. 1 am raising an issue to
protect my right to appeal in the future. This statement protects my right to appear and be
heard at future hearings regarding this proposal.

Reasons for my objection and concerns are listed below:

1. My property is located on the most controversial and critical corner in the Troost/
Charter Oaks area. | have lived on this corner since April of 2002. |am the only person who
observes road traffic activity daily and nightly on this corner. The City Manager, City Planners
and Umpgua Village Developers do not know what happens on this corner. My neighbors do
not even know what happens on this corner.

2. | can see from the perspective of Paula Kinzer. She is from another county. Paula
purchased property in our County to make a profit. She is desperate to develop her property.
She has worked hard and spent alot of money on her project. If Paula is not allowed to
develop her property, she will lose alot of money.

| believe Paula Kinzer made an unwise investment and did not use wisdom or
discernment. Our economy, locally and nationally, is in critical condition. Paula did not
complete the necessary research needed to make a wise decision. There are alot of problems
in the Troost/Charter Oaks area which need to be resolved before a thirteen house
development should be allowed, especially on this corner.

Paula did not "count the cost"” or "weigh and balance.” She took a gamble which did
not turn out as she expected and she is asking our City and the Troost/Charter Qaks
neighborhood to pay for her mistake.

Our City knows the problems that need to be taken care of in this neighborhood
before development should take place. Itis my prayer that our City Manager and Planners will
"count the cost" and "weigh and balance" before making this important decision regarding
Paula Kinzer's proposal.

3. The weight of the proposed development is heavy on this corner. The traffic is
already congested during certain hours on week days. The traffic congestion greatly multiplies

1
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duﬁng the weekends; from early marning until late &t night, There is already much-noise
pollution and if | watch television or have visitors the windows have to be closed.

The structure of the road systent inthe Troost/Charter Oaks area is not adequate for
large:developments, especially-on this corner. TheCity does not have the availabié fupdsto
create an-adequate road system:at this time. Itisnot:wise tobuild a large development 6h a
road System that is not strong enough'to:support it.

To permit Paula Kinzer and Umpqua Village to become a part of the City without
addressing the weight of increased incoming/outgoingtraffic is:not-wise:inthe:long run.
Wisdom-is building Lipona strong and. sturdy folndation. ‘Developrient needs-to be handled
in:a decentand orderly manner to prevent:wasting our City's emergency account.

4, The “stopping and starting”-of cars at'the proposed Umpgua Lane/Troost Street T-Stop
would greatly increase exhaust fumes in-this small, tompact corner. The winds coming up
from the river would blow these fumes into our-homes. 1:already experience the smiell from
thewventing 6f the sewer plant'on the other side of the river, which is.nauseating.

5. Traffic-on this corner istheavy:-and continuous; - |t is currently difficult for me-and those
who visit.to enterand exit my driveway. It is not:only difficult =it is dangerous. |-learned
tecéntly that car traffic from the thirteen new houses in thée proposed developmentwould
add approximately 100 incoming/outgoing car trips to/from Umpqua Village esch day: The
increased incoming/outgoing trafficfrom the new development.would make this corer more
dangerousfor me and my visitors.

6. “The schoel buses pick.up/drop:off students atthe neighborhood mailboxes in'front of
my ga rage. The'increased traffic coming around the sharply turved corner-would greatly
increase the danger for school children’ crossmg the street, People.drive fast argund this
torner and there:would niot be much time to siow down for a child if there were multiple cars.

7. The new bike paths on our side of the river would bring strangers, vagrants, dopers.and
the homeless into our neighborhood. ‘What kind of security and protection is the City planining
to keep predators off of the riverfront properties.

8. Two neighboring homies to the lsft of my home, one home directly across the stréet
from my home and a lot‘across the street on.Agape Lane have been for sale for many-months,
This is:a buyet's. market -not-aseller's market. Developers.are "chomping at the bit"to buy
properties from desperate sellers to make a large profit when the real estate market turns.
around. -This is risky because nooneican predict when:ot if the market will turn around;
Developers-and real estate investors take risks. Sometimes:they win.:and somietimes they lose.
I believe it is better to be-safe than sorry. Our-néighborhood is.not responsible for the risks
developers take. if developers take risks and lose alot of mohey:it is fipt our problem. The
developers are adults:and have to pay the conseguences for-poor decision iiaking: O_urCit_y’
Manager-and Planners haveé a big responsibility to take-good care of ourCity and the people of
our City.
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The economy of our City and Nation is depressed. Adding thirteen new.for.sale signs:
from an tutside developerdogas not make sense, We alfeady have peaple-who have lived in.our
'City for many years who need to:sell thei'r homes; ls the City going to feed the developers whao
ofour’ Clty and thls_nelghborhood I belleve_ our City needs, to take care of "|ts own® béfore:
takingcare of "developers from other.counties.”

We are living in perilous times. It makes me angry that people in our City aré struggling
with their smill businesses/hiomes and developers are:coming to.our City from othiet courities
to make-a profit which takesaway from those: who live in our City. -Our citizens should come
first. If our City leadérs chbose not to také good caré:of its own.people; léadership.should
eventually be transferrad to leaders who will take good care of the people; The decisions the
City leaders make today affect the next generation which will follow = every decision should
includethe next generation.

9. Recently | drove around:inour City:and was sad to-see'the many vacant business
buildings. The thought that came t&:my heart was “ghost.town." There are so-many
abandoéned and runddowf bulldmgs, our City Iooks,very_ depressed and dark. Until'these
buildings are rennovated; visitors are not going to be excited to move to Roseburg. Vacant lots
Inside the City are full of weeds and garbage.

this burld_mg_ was expe,nsnve and t,h,e City:does not’ have, alot of,extr,a money how to do

thie road work-in the Troost/Charter Odks-area which wouldTay the properfoundation for
decentand orderly development. The City probably has a large debt that needs to be paid
off before starting wew projécts. Debt s what:has gotteri-our-Natioh into so much trouble:

10. 1 work with.a Certified Public Accountant who-has taught me-alot-about spending.

Each time | ask forhis advice.on major purchases, he always "weighisand balanees®and "tounts:
the cost,”" This CPA protectsmy'money. I'trust him: He knows weare living in difficult times.
He isnotjust trying te make money off from me, He really cares:about my life; He has
integrity. Healways tells:me to "save farthe: majer purchases” unless.itis an emergency.

If it is an-emergency and the mgney hasito be spent, thé emergency accotnf must be paid
backwith:monthly payments, He advises that | "save and not spend unnecessarily.”

i1, My prayer is:that our City Managerand Planners will learri to be like Joséphin the Book
of Genesis:. Joseph gathered and stored for the time of famine that was.to cormie upoh the Jand
.of Egypt: Wl"gu_ the famine came; there was plenty-of food for the people. Is'our City planning
for a'time of famine-or is:olr City spefiding with a hope.that things are going to.turn around
'soon? Things could become miich worse: before they get better. May our City. Manager and
Plariers be role models for the other cities in our State. May:our City Matiagerand Planners
be "wise stewards" over cur City.
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Community Development Department November 4, 2010
City of Roseburg
Roseburg Or 97470

I am writing regarding re: CPA-10-3/AN-1/ZC-10-2 (Umpqua Village)

Since I live on Troost St, west of the proposed development, I would be substantially affected by
this proposal and am asking for party status. An additional 100 trips a day (as described in the
prospectus) with the current “S” curves would accelerate an already uncomfortable driving
experience. Troost Street beyond the city limits is narrow with ditches on both sides and is
hazardous for bikers and walkers as well as for cars stopped behind school busses and other
public vehicles. These blind curves are bad enough under present conditions without introducing
more traffic which can only aggravate the situation.

Until these curves are corrected, before any development such as that planned for the above
application takes place, I will remain opposed.

1 will be present at the hearing, and at this time don’t know if I will be speaking.

Vohi v, PR ECEIVE

Patricia Bruck
419 NW Troost ST. NOvV -5 2010
Roseburg OR 97471

City of Roseburg
Community Development Dept

File Nos. CPA-10-3, AN-10-1, ZC-10-2
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ECEIVE

November 4, 2010.

Marion J. Thompson, AICP NOV" -5 2010
Roseburg Planning Department

City of Roseburg City of Roseburg,
800.SE Douglas Ave C(’mmumfy Development Dept

Roseburg, OR 87470

My name:is Daniel Faught'and | own property located at 973 N.W. Troost-Street: | am requesting
party status regafding the Proposed Roseburg UGB Expansion; File Number CRA-10-3/AN-10-1/2G-10:2.
| qualify: for party status because l-am:an owner of property within 300 feet of 1058 N.W, Troost Street; In
addition, 1:am 'specially, personally; adversely, and substantially affected by this pmposal [ desireto
appear and be heard at the public hearing.

Traffic:Volume:and Location Hazard

I am specially, personally. adversely and substantially affected by this: proposal primarily because
‘itincreases traffic volume to a hazardous level and decreases road safety because of the location of the
property. The applicant stafes that Troost Street should be able to-accormmodate the additional traiffic
caused by the proposed development. Itis true that Troost Street is-wide and has sidewalks.at the
intersection of Troost Street #nid Calkins. However, Troost Street significantly-namrows: inte-a smallertwo-
lahe foad that is without sidewalks. This smaller road continues into three sharp *S" curves: People who
drivé this harrow part of Troost Strest every day mustalways slow.down to-avoid overcompensating for
‘the sharp “S* curves, o watch for residents backing out directly onto this smaller two fane road, and to
avoid-hitting the numerous walkers and bicycliststiying toWalkor ride o the harrow dift paths or ditches
onboth sides of the strget: This narrow and smaller part of Troost Street is ths anly wayin and sut.of the
areéa:where the @pplicant's property is located. It is already very busy, servicing thi-residences-all along
Troost and the residences located on the roads and lanes off of Troost Strest. Adding approximately 24
cafs {dssuming that.each of the proposed 12 new homes has 2 cars-each).will change:the traffic volume:
in an-area that carinot safely hardie more traffic,

The applicant claims that 12 new residences will cause less than 100.niew vehicle trips per day..
Assurming each residence has at [east 2 vehicles that make at least 3 trips a day out of their property and
a'subsetent 3 trips & day back onto theif property, this:dévelopment could cause at léast 144 new
vehicle trips perday. This is not even taking:into account visitors and busy-weekends. While 144 new
vehicle frips a.day may be “hegligible™ o & wide city road, these trips are overwhelming to a small harrow
county road filled with-S curves. In addition; uniike the applicants proposed 12 néw homies that will sit
back away from Troost Street, a majority of the residences in-the aréa have homes sitting close to-this
rosid and will absorb the noise-and pollution that résult from the trips. made by these new vehicles.

The applicant wants to more than double the current number of homes utilizing the stretch of
Troost Street that borders the applicant's property. ‘Cumrently, the stretch of Troost Street that borders the
applicant's property and extends up to the Dusty Lane turn off serves @ homes (including applicant's
historical home:cufrently on their property). ‘With this proposal, this same small-stretch-of road must
service the ingress and egress of 21 résidences.

The increased traffit volume is not'only a-hazard o ovir area, but it significantly decreases the
quality of life of our residents. The congestion and noise effectively thangesour community for the:
worse. People in'the Hucrest, Charter Oaks, and Troost areas enjoy walking down “rural” Troost Street

City Council File N PA-10-3, AN-10-1, ZC-10-2
February 28, 2011 Page 16 of 223

o)
n
Q)



despite the:lack of sidewalks: Approximately 15 people per day enjoy walking; running, and biking-down
this street. Adding approximately 144-newvehicle frips per day to'this road that lacks sidewalks will not:
only make theseactivities more dangerous but also less enjoyable. ‘The applicant points outat least
twenty times in jits:application that it'is willing to.work with the city to-add a Multi-Use path through its
property, AMulti-Use path that may.or may ot be created in the future does not outweigh the:
immediate burden this development will cause our neighborhood by the substantial increase in fraffic
volume.

According 16 the applicant's application, the City of Roseburg 2006 UGB Policy, Leve! Criteria 2
states that "Expans:on should take place in argas-which are- accessible from sufficient existing/planned
road networks.” This narrow part of N:W, Troost is not a sufficient existing road: network for this
expansion: This expansion provides for the ingress and egress of approximately 24-naw vehicles making
approximately 144 trips per day on a small narrow county road. Therefore, this expansion should nof
take place.

Not only is the volume of traffic created by this development a problem, but the location of the
applicant's driveway is far from.ideal for merging approximately 24 vehicles onto this namow:-road.
Currently; the driveway-on 1058 N:W., Troost Street exits directly onto.one of the *$" ciirves, Even ifthe
driveway-was moved further down the property, it would still provide egress immediately before the sharp
“S™curve. Whilg it is true that several residents deal with this “tricky” area every day, asking
approximately. 24 vehicles to maneuver and merge along this: parrow “S”gurve, along-with-the other
cument residents, is hazardous. Itis especially hazardous to the people who walk every day along the
edge of the road.

Zohing

1-don’t feel that.the applicant should be able to obtain-a zone change that-will, hegatively impact
nelghbormg property owners, especially in light of the fact that the-applicant purchased the:property with
full knowledge that the property was zoned as County Rural Residential 2- acres.(RR2). Many property
owners in this neighborhood énd those who live further down Troost Street purchased their property
because this community is niot:densely populated. If alowed to rezone their property into smgle city
family residential property, the applicant is-able to significantly and negatively alter our existing
neighborhood. | understand that developers make more money by developing and selling as many
homes as possible. However, they are able to walk away with their money and leave residents in the
neighborhood to deal with the stressful traffic tonditions and a reduced quality of life. The city should not
zone just one property within our county rural neighborhood as a city development, This will negatively
alter the character of-ourneighborhood and will overly stress the single road that we depend upon.

Department of Land Conservation and Development Community Services Division

| also agree with Mr. Ed Moore, the Regional Representative of the Department of Land
Censervation and Development.Community Services Division, when he stated in his October 11, 2010
letter to the Roseburg Planning Depariment that the ity should include this application into-the city's on-
going legisiative UGB amendment process rather than processing the-application separately.. He feels
that processing this application separately “is'a piecemeal-approach that could interfere with the city’s
current comprehensive long-range: planning process;”

Mr. Mocre also pointed cut that except for the amount of fand to be added, the same procedure
and criteria-apply 1o both the city and property owners when initiating UGB amendments. He stated that
the city should deny this application as deficient because it failed to. provide “the complete ost recently
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acknowledged BLI for Roseburg’s UGB; the complete most récently acknowledged housing needs
shalysis for Roseburg’s UGE; The completé most recently acknowletiged residential land needs-analysis
for Roseburg’s. UGB; ‘and 4 complete boundary focation analysis consistent with ORS 197,298, Goal 14,
and OAR 660, division 24 as set out in-OAR 660-024-0060:" He also had concemsthat the applicant did
not correctly address the Goal -5 requirément for 8 UGB: expansion,

Conclusion

In conclusior, this proposal will decrease the quality of life for residents ir-the:N,W. Troost Street
area and:provide significant road hazards. | urgethe city to deny this application for the benefit and
safety of our neighborhood, In addition, this application should be inclutied In the City’s: plans for an
expansion of the UGH rather than be processed separately, If processed separately, it appears as
though this application shiould not be approved due to the deficiencigs mentioned in Mr. Moore’s October
14,.2010 letter to the Roseburg Planning Depariment,

Sincersly,
K S
e Danjel Faught ¢/
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ECEIVE

NOV -5 2000

November4, 2010

"Gty o Rosebury
Gommunity Development Dept

Marion J. Thompson, AICP, Senior Planner
Community Development Department
900:SE Douglas: Avenue

Rosebuig, OR 97470,

RE: CPA-10-3/AN-10-1/2C-10-2, Umpqua Valley LLC Proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendment-and
Annexation

Dear M&'Thompsbn;

lamJames A, “Cap” Caplan. 1 havethirty yeats experience in planning, public processes, and eonflict
management:and dispute resolution. |'wasa charter member of the American Planning Association,
onice honored to hold the position of Chair, Environment and Natural Resources Division of that
organization. Ilive 4t 145:Agape Court, Roseburg, OR with my'wife, Chéryl £, Caplan. ‘'We have owned
this property.since 2002. ‘We live within 300 feet of the proposed Umpqua Valley development and
offer the following comments.and sbjections:

Comments

We support the development of this property by Umpqua Valley LLC. Becausethis:developmerit is high-
density compared to those around it; we suggest that the developers”architect, in:so far'as possible,
work to conform the exterior appearance of the homes to the surrounding properties. Most.of the
surrounding properties date to the-1950's and are ranch-styled.

Oblections

1. Motorist and Pedestrian Safety —the current traffic patterh on this.part of Troost, the driving
habits of people living to the west, and the lack of sidewalks make the current road and
transportation planfor Umpgua Valley and hearby areas unsafe to ' both motorists and
pedestrians. |t would be irresponsible of the City of Roseburg to fail to consider and resolve all
related traffic-safety issues-before approving this development.

a. Suggestion-realign Troost: complete the city-proposed realignment of Troost in
conjunctions with'the Umpqua Valley Development and potentially include a local
improvement district aimed at accomplishing:some or:all of the following: sewer
connection, paving and sidewalks, and underground-utilities
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b. Suggestion —if Troost is not to be realigned, build a traffic circle: if the realignment of
Troost is not feasible, short or long-term, require that a traffic circle be built across
Troost at the entrance to Umpgqua Valley and concurrently widen the south side of
Troost to include a safe, paved pedestrian watkway or sidewalk

2. Bike Path from Umpqua Valley LLC to Stewart Park — the proposed bike path raises significant
issues concerning land and water rights ownership, access to the South Umpgqua River by
property owners and the visiting public, path maintenance, trash removal, fencing and other
improvements, flood plain management, liability, and home and property security. The City of
Roseburg would be grossly negligent if these issues were not resolved prior to approving the
Umpgqua Valley development to include a bike path across private lands to Stewart Park.

a. Suggestion —eliminate the problem: drop the bike path from the proposal

b. Suggestion — if the bike path is a priority, do the right thing: purchase in fee or by
easement the necessary rights to extend the Stewart Park greenbelt and recreation area
to Umpqua Valley and enter into access, security, and liability agreements with land
owners so that they may properly use and enjoy their Umpgqua River properties while
allowing public access

3. Annexation - the City of Roseburg seems to be engaged in an antagonistic game of cat and
mouse with property owners in the Charter Oaks area. Disputes have escalated over many
years and the credibility of the City of Roseburg is low or non-existent. Actions taken by the
City have affected the very legitimacy of its public processes including planning. Annexation of
the Umpqua Valley property and the city’s purchase of adjacent land to the south across the
river appear to west-side residents to be yet another illegitimate ploy to annex properties into
the city and extend the Urban Growth Boundary to Charter Oaks. Whether true or not, the City
of Roseburg Community development Department and government must rebuild its
credibility and legitimacy and end the historic conflict pattern. A government will not long
exist that appears to harm its citizens, their properties, or their rights.

a. Suggestion —change your process: embrace an approach similar to that used by the
Oregon Department of Transportation which is based on training provided by the
Institute for Participatory Management and Planning (IPMP) of Monterey, CA

b. Suggestion —if you can’t change your process, change your authority: for example,
legally merge Roseburg into Douglas County to create a joint government that mitigates
city-county boundary disputes, ends duplicative services, and reduces costs levied on
citizens as taxes (see Norfolk, VA and Juneau, AK as references)

We request party status. We desire to appear and be heard at the hearing. Thank you for your
consideration of our comments, objections, and suggestions.

Cheryl E. Caplan
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Marion J. Thompson

From: Bill Mull < mbmull@hatmail.com>

Sent: Friday, November05, 2010 4:44 PM

To: Marion J. Thompsaon

cc: klcubic@co.douglas.orus

Subject: UmpquaVillage::CPA-10-3/AN-10-ZC-10-2
Dear-Marion,

1.wish fo. request patty status in the matter-of a_proposed Comprehensive-Plan Améendment and cdncurrent Annexation &
Zéne Change requested.by Umpqua Village (Valley?) ELC and Kevin-and Pala Kinzer of Art of Design ‘Constructiion
Ine. of Bend, OF.

I live-at 969 Broadway, Roseburg, Oregon 87471 which is 100-yds. from the Proposal property.

I have several concerns, and public.safety. and traffic is.one thatI don't beliéve has been adequately studied with

The relatively recent Hogver Hill ahd the Cedar Ridge subdivisions have already placed increased traffic pressures on the
¢ounty road that'these subdivision exit ohto. Further burdening this road is something that needs'to be looked at carefully
and with the best data that-can be found.

Additionally:I am concerned-dbout construction of a walled and gated community in'this neighbofhood. The proposed
Umpgua’ VIIIage Would NOT be on a ity street with the safety features and emergency vehicle-access that would be
inhetent in & street built to Eity:Specifications.

And, a-walled-and gated community wollld, I believe, fly-inithe face of the city's-Strategic Planfor & varigty of reasons.
Just & few ‘inconsistencies -appear to be the Goal language under "GREAT NEIGHBORHOODS"

Goal.3 calls for an efficient transportatlon system:and safe streets. Section B calls for.action to "evaluate ... mprovements
to facilitate....pedestrians, bycicles.,.." , and Section C calls for action to."achieve connectivity with parks-and
netghborhoods . Goal 4 is charged w1th creating actions that "promote and protect natural resources and common
areas”;-as well as Sectiori C. which identifies protection of wetlands specifically, while Section D.. particularly mentions
fiparian zones.

Proposing an increase of traffic:on:a county road that may already be pressed by its current load; and proposing a walled
and gated. development with an -exclusive, private riverside park, may not fit with goals specifically set forth in the city's
Strategic Plan.

Sincerely ,
Bill angd Marilyn Mull

969 Broadway
Roseburg, Oregon 37471
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Marion. J. Thompson

Fromy: Sheila Jackson <sheilamjackson@charter.net>
Sent:. ‘Friday; November 05, 2010 3:33.PM

To: . Mation J. Thompson

Subject: Umpgqua Village

Dear'Ms. Thompsoen:

I [ive'on Harlan Street &t the end of Troost {the old portion that used to be named Calkinis Road).and. | aim directly
inipacted by the decisiohs made for Umpqua Village and would like to have partystatus at-anymeetings and be subject
to.any information regarding the stafus of thearea that Umpgiia Village LLE Would liketo develop with

12 hew Houses.

Any extra traffic inthat area, whether it be cars, bikes; pedestrians; horsgs; dogs; &tc, could be very dangerous without:
drasticimproveimients in the road; That section of Troost is definitely not adequate for more tiaffic.

| amm-sute ‘other conceris will bteuf to me ¢ 1 become mors informed of the city's and Umpgua Village's plans.
| appreciate:youraddition ofimy letter so-that I-might participate.
Sheila M:Jackson

1182 NW Harian Street
S41-673-8257
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15 November 2010

City of Roseburg Planning Commission

Re: Proposed Roseburg UGB Expansion, Local File #CPA-10-3/AN-10-1/ZC-10-2;
DLCD File # PAPA 004-10

This is part of the response from Sane, Orderly Development, Inc. (SOD) rcgardin:gb the
above proposed action before this Planning Commission. SOD has a rumber of issues
and concerns with the proposed UGB expansion, annexation; and zone change requested

by Umpgua Village LLC.

Ag thisis aquasi-judicial plan amendment covered by:Section 6:150(2) of the City of
Roseburg Land Use and Development Ordinance (LUDO), we feel it is eritical that this
application and the applicants meet those goals of coniplying with-each of the Statewide
Planning Goals, the City's Comprehensive Plan, and they show a public need for this
change. It is the opinion of SOD that they have not done so.

I'will cover two of the Statewide Planning Goals that they have not met later, and show
that they have not shown a public need for the changes later, but first I'want to discuss the

' City’s Comprehensive Plan.

S0D filed an appeal to-the State Land Use Board of Appeals.in 2009 and was successful
in having the City's population element of their Comprehensive Plan remanded to the City
for correction of the deficiencies. (LUBA No. 2008-226) To.date, those deficiencies
have niot been addressed and, in-our opinion, as & result the City’s Comprehensive Plan is
in question. Until the issues remanded by LUBA 1o the City of Roseburg are addressed,
and in addition the remand of the County’s population projections.for the City of
Roseburp are ‘addressed, the City of Roseburg does not have amost recently
acknowledged Comprehensive Plan. Therefore, the City does not have a most recently

acknowledged UGB expansion plan to which Umpqua Village LLC can refer.

OPPONENT EXHIBIT i
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In addition, since the City does not have a UGB expansion plan and the proceeding before
‘yout is. 2 quasi=judicial application, most of the UGB expansion required amendment data,
analysis, findings, and conclusions that are required for this-application have to be.
supplied by the applicant. Based on the applicatien.on record, Umpqua Village LLC
needs to provide the:complete most recently acknowledged Buildable Lands Inventory
(BLI) for Roseburg’s UGB; the complete most recently acknowledged Housing Needs
Analysis (FHNA) for the City’s UGB; the complete most recent acknowledged Residential
Land Needs Analysis (RENA) for the City’s UGB; and a completé boundary location
analysis consistent with ORS 197,298, Goal 14, and OAR 660, division 24 as set out in
OAR 660-024-0060.

The first goal that:the applicants have in error that I wish to. address is Goeal 2, Land Use
Pl’annin_g.,_Under this goal, the State requires planning fo “assure an adequ"ate: factual base
for siich decisions and action.” Since the City’s Comprehensive Plan is not now

*acknowledged,” nor is the County’s; per the above, the-applicant cannot show: that their

application is consistent with those Plaris. Therefore, this application does not I:aye afi
adequaté factual base on which to proceed. Until such time as the City and the.County:
have satisfied the remands from LUBA, this application'should be held in abeyante until

those remands have beeti settled.

The second goal that T wish to'address is Goal 9, Economic Development.. The portion
of Goal 9 that is relevant here is: Such plans shall be based on inventories of areas
suitable for increased economic growth and activity affer taking into consideration the
health of the current economic base; materials and energy availability and cost; Iabor
market factors; educational and technical training programs; availability of key-public
facilities; Hecessary support facilities; current market forces; location relative to markets;
availability of renéwable and non-renéwable resources; availability of land; and pollution

control requirements.

Ttie first senfence of the applicant’s proposal “The proposed development will provide

?
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needed housing close to the economic center of the City of Roseburg.” contains two
errors:

1. ,..will provide needed housing...Not only does the City of Roseburg and it’s environs
eurrently have about 17 months-supply of existing homes, but on Troost St. from the
proposed Umpqua Lane to Garden Valley Blvd., there are approximately 11 homes and
properties for sale. Included in that count is a 12 acre parcel, a 6 acre parcel and'a 2.1
acre parcel in the existing UGB and next to the City limits. So-there is 5ome question as
to theneed for this additional housing on this Jand with the housing market in the
eondition it is in Roseburg and Douglas County and with the number of properties:and

homes already within the city limits and existing UGB.

2. ...close to the economic center-of the City of Roseburg. If.th‘ey are refeming to'it’s
proximity to-downtown Roseburg, I don't believe anyone would agree that 5 miles away
is “close.” Ifthe City of Roseburg is truly trying to make the downtown the “Hub™ of the
City, then housing should be promoted within the existing City limits and UGB and not
expanded beyond the existing UGB. If Umpgqua Village LLC was truly concerned about
sustainable housing and eommunities, it would be building these types of homes within
the City limits or UGB ¢loser to the City’s Main Street program where residents would be
ableto walk or:ride bikes to shopping and entertainment.

Umpqua Village LLC also does not take into account the health of the eurrent economic
‘base by proposing housing that is beyond the:reach of most Douglas County residents
based on the incomes ($41,287 median) under our currerit 14.2% unemployment rate and
anegative 2.93% job growth rate. With a median home price in Roseburg 0f $139,000
and home appreciation ata minus 21.92%, these homes will not sell nearly as fast as they
mightin Seattle or other large cities and rmay just add to our already excessive housing

inventory.

Also, under Goal 12: Transportation, the applicant refers to *...less than 100 new vehicle

trips/day." Iwill not get into that aspect of this, but nowhere in the application or in
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discussions is thers mentioned the SDC (Service Development Charge) for Umpqua
Village. If anyofyouhave been over to the Umpgua Village site, you are aware of the
problems with the curves at that location, and the cost of making that area safe for another
100 trips/day to/from Umpqua Village should be addressed.

For the aboye reasons and for other concerns that may:-follow from other presenters,

Umpqua Village LLC’s application should be denied. Thank you.

Tom:Hawksworth.

1372 Harlan St.
Roseburg; OR 97471
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November 15, 2010

Recently the Economic Forécast committee was given data showing the median household
income was now at $41,000, A past Housing Needs Analysis that was bouncing around had
a table showing a “Crude Estimate of Affordable Purchase Owner Occupied Unit”, At that
time, and making a comparison to the current median household i income, the affordable
housing purchasing price would be in the range of $75,000 - $125,000. The Kinser's
propose building units for around $375,000; this is no where near the needs of the butk of
the citizens of the city of Roseburg;

In their application they’re using a study made by a ‘Seattle firm about how these *green™
houses are on the market 22% less time than a standard house, This:isn’t Seattle,
Roseburg doesn’t have the money the area of Seattle does.

Because this is 4 quasi judicial application, I believe it’s the applicants responsibility to
provide a REQIRED Housiug Needs Analysis. The application makes assumptions that the
city has grown with out €xpanding it’s UGB for a duration of tinie and. it could gasily
absorb:this amount of a¢reage. This assumption can not be made, With out a Housing
Needs Analysis, of which I don’t belicve has been done, your commission can not approve
of theirapplication as this violates Goal 10.

Joe Meyer

943 Choitin Ondor

OPPONENT EXHIBIT ./
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Questions regarding the survey done by Kevin & Paula Kinzer as part of
the process for applymg for a zoning: change & inclusion into the UGB
and then annexation,

I felt the survey was flawed and did not give a true
representation of the situation. It appeared that it was done just to
fulfill “requirements for applying for changes.”

1. Thesurvey was done Saturday, january 30th between Z p.m.
and 6 p.m. The Kinzers recorded the responses of some of the people
who live in the area, contacting30 homes, talkmg to peopie at 19
homes and having only 14 of those participating in the survey. It would
be interesting to know which homes were contacted--impact to Loma
Vista would be much less than further out “Troost St.” and some who
have been having septic problems just want to be on a sewer system.

2. The impact area should be much larger. Every home beyond

_the “S” curves is affected because:-there.is-only one way in or-out and
the road Is narrow, winding, with dips and rises and ditches. Sharing the
road with 13 new homes will aefimtely impact all of us at Charter 0Oaks
and beyond to the Harlan Street neighborhood. I have said this many
times before--our section of Trt ost is actuatly old Calkins Road which
was renamed because Troost feeds directly into it just beyond the city
limits. It does not compare in any way with the new wide street that
people think of when they picture Troost.

2. A praject of this magnitude should qualify for more than 4
hoiirs of seeking input. In the survey metho ology the Kinzers sdid the
goal was to cover more territory, including the Charter 0aks area but
ran out of time for more contacts. If it was the goal of the surveyto’
cover more territory why was not more time allowed? I feel the
respondents did not have enough time to absorb the information, and
to realize how all those homes and construction would impact the area
in general. As we inthis area well know improvements can be done and
will be done to the road “when the need occurs” and if the city/county
has enough money to finance such a project.

3. The questions were too general: Do you object to UV seeking

OPPONENT EXHIBIT %/
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annexation? Are you aware of city options to fix § curves? Which
option do you like best? Do you favor the city connecting Charter Oaks
neighborhood to Multi-Path Network that ends at Stevenson St. ?
(Stephens Street or Stevenson Lane in Green) What was most telling was
that 10 of the 14 taking the survey had never heard of Umpqua Village.

4. Having UV be good for the economy and improve value of
nedarby homes sounds like a valid claim. They claim that over half of the
building materials and sub-contractors will come from within a 100 mile
radius. That-is from Salem to the California border and from the Pacific
ocean to Diamond Lake. How much will be from Roseburg?

I count 12 properties/homes with for sale signs between the 4
‘way stop at Caikins & Troost and Cloake St. ( about 1 mile of road).
They have been up for a while.

1 feel that the Kinzer’s using data from Seattle to claim their
homes would sell quicker because they are “green”™ is wishful thinking in
this area and economy (especially if they are priced around $375,000.)

5. The comment that “these residents” enjoy the LUXURY of city
services and planning densities without paying city taxes is
irresponsible. Most of us are on septic and the water going to our
homes was hooked up when the Oregon Water Corporation supplied the
county and city with water. The city bought the utility and promised to
make. no difference between county and city hookups. It now charges
county residents a surcharge for using the “city’s” water. Also some get
water from wells on their property.

6. If it was the goal of the survey to cover more territory why
was not enough time allowed? Also why is the survey methodology cut
Off with the words: The interests of Umpqua Village believe that. . .
What is missing?

Thank you,

Sheila M. Jackson
1182 NW Harlan Street
541-673-8257
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Umpqua Village: CPA-10-3/AN-10-7C-10-2

At this time the application by Umpqua Village/Paula Kinzer forinclusion into the City of Roseburg Urban
Growth'Boundary, Annexation'into the City, and Zone Change has not shown a burden of proof,

As.an amendment to the UBG; the applicant is to comply with State Wide Planning Goals.

With respect to Goal 5-(Natirral Resaurces, Scenic:and Historic Areas, and Opeén Spaces) the applicant
states'that it is not applicable citing OAR 660-024:0020. OAR 660-024-0020 (1)(cyreads

Goal's and related rules under OAR chapter 660, division 23, apply only in areds added to the UGs;
exceptus required under OAR 660-023-0070 ond 660-023-0250;

The letter from £d Moore, Regional Representative of Oregon Department of Land Corisefvation &
Development, paints out that the applicant’s assumption “betause there are noinventories of Goal 5
sites.on'the-property Goal § does not apply , is riot correct.

OAR 660-023-0250'5(b] the jurisdiction includes riparian corridors, wetlands or wildiife habitat,.

As stated by Mr. Moore “what this:means for the applicant is that wetlands. and npanan mventones and
protection programs-are needed” under-Goal 5, R -

Also the 1897 historic house and properfyishould'be}addrésSed concérning. its historic significante
undergoal 5. The property and house are not dddressed as to thelr evaluation for histaric significahce.

Both'issue needs to-be addréssed before the application is approved.

In-addigtion Goal 12 Transportation) of the state wide planning goals needs to be-addressed.

Oni page 3 of the application it states the “proposed development will comply with respect to public;
health, and Safety systems. Until the “S” curves are fixed there is asafety risk. On page 9 of the
application itstates, * a-well planned sustainable developme‘nt...impro\Ies;tran,sportati_pn patterns.”
There is no provisioh in the application for improvement of the “S” ciirves or the narrow section of
Troost Street from the junction of the Umpgua Village access to Troost Street at the City Limits, This
section.of Troostis very narrow afd is accessed by Loma Vista Drive (on one of the S0 degree curves)
and Cedar Ridge Court {which:has-poor visibility. The applicant wants to add friore tratfic to a very:
narrow section of Troost Street.

OPPONENT EXH_IB!T_,J%—
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The applicant says on page 12:and 25 that it will be less than 100:new vehicles trips per day. Thereis no
data orstudy to quantify this projection of vehicle trips per day.

Onpage 17 (2) the applicant makes the statement that “the property is adjacent to Troost Street, a
major collector; and .will not create enough new-traffic-to impact its performance. Asa resultno new
ransportation infrastructure will be required toservice the property.” And under Local Criteria page 18
“The proposed expansionis.adjacent to Troost Streetand will produce so-little additional traffic that it
will require:no upgrading of existing facilities.”

I-wiiild challenge the assumption‘that the narrow section of Troost Street; from the City Limits
through'the “S”curvesis a major collector and would not requireu pgrading of the existing facilities to
handle additional traffic, ‘On page 26 the applicantacknowledges that “... once realignment of Troost
Street takes place it will create a safer transportation arterial and alternative transportation routes...”
They.also conducted a survey of Charter Oaks Neighborhood {19 people contacted)asking about the tity
and county options for fix of the “S” curves on Troost Street:. They acknowledge that the *S” curves
need to be fixed by asking the question during the survey. If it werenot anissuethey would not have
askedthe guestion.

Therewill be 99'vehicles per day { since there is no data towverify how much less than 100:perday is, 1
will assume 99) through the “S”.curves.. The applicant has net addressed the impact of the increased
trafficat'the “S” curves. They point outithat Troost at the junction with Calkins | atthe four way stop)
received-an A ranking. They need to address the impacts at the g cirves, especially sincethe Village
Lane-accesspaint is very near the'second 90 degregturn.

The City-cannot keep allowing increased traffic.onthe narrow section of Trooststreet { Lomia Vista,
Cedar Street, and now Umpgua Lane ywithout improvementto the road.

13 confused about the bicydle paths. In-one part of the application it says that the bike paths are for
the residents and theninanother part the applicant would be erithusiastic to have a multi-use path
pass throughthe praperty to-access the river trail {page 26). Isthe bike path for the residents of
Umpgua village and at some-future date for the public to access the river? The applicant needs to make:
it clearif the trails.on the property ate for public or private use.

The application needs te be denied until Troost Street isfimproved.
Don 2chzlen
gu4 CloskKe <t
Rosshong O 97471
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660-024-0020
Adoption or Amendinent of a UGB

(1) All statewide goals and related administrative rules are applicable when
establishing or amending a UGB, except as follows:

(a) The exceptions process in Goal 2 and OAR chapter 660, division 4,18 hot
applicable unless a local government chooses to take an exception to-a particular goal
requirement, for example, as provided i OAR 660-004-00 10(1);

(b} Goals 3 and 4 are not applicable;

(¢) Goal 5 and related rules under OAR chapter 660, division 23, apply only in ateas
added to the UGB, except as required under OAR 660-023-0070 and 660-023-0250 ;

(d) The transportation planning rule requirements under OAR 660-012-0060 need tiot
be applied to a UGB amendment if the land added to the UGB is zoned as‘urbanizable
land, either by retaining the zoning that was assigned prior to inclusion in the
boundaryor by assignitig interim zoning that does not allow-development that would
generate more vehicle trips than development allowed by the zoning assigned prior to
inclusion in the boundary; -~ - S e A

(e) Goal 15 is not applicable to Jand added to the UGB unless the land is within the
Willamette River Greenway Boundary;

(f) Goals 16to 18 arenot applicable to land added to the UGB unless the land is
within a coastal shorelands boundary;

(g) Goal 19 is not applicable to 2 UGB amendment.

(2) The UGB and amendments to the UGB must be shown on the city and county plan
anid zone maps at a scale sufficient to determine which particular lots or parcels are
included in the UGB. Where a UGB does not follow lot or parcel lines, the map must
provide sufficient information to determine the precise UGB location.

Stat. Auth.: ORS 197.040, Statewide Planining Goal 14

Stats. Implemented: ORS 195.015, 195.036, 197.295 - 197.3 14, 197.610- 197.650,
197.764

Hist.: LCDD 8-2006, £ 1 0-19=06, cert. ef. 4-5-07; LCDD 2-2009; f. 4-8-09, cert. ef 4-
16-09

City Council
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660-023-0070
Buildable Lands Affected by Goal 5 Measures

(1) If measures to protect significant resource sites inside urban growth boundaries
affect the inventory of buildable lands in acknowledged plans required by-Goals 9, 10
and 14, a local government outside of the Metro UGB, and Metro inside the Metro
UGB, prior to-or at the next periodic review, shall:

{a) Amend its urban growth boundary to provide additional buildable lands sufficient
to compensate for the loss of buildable lands cansed by the application of Goal 5;

(b) Redesignate other land t6 replace identified land needs under Goals 9, 10, and 14
provided such action does not take the plan out of compliance with other statewide
goals; pr

(c) Adopt a combination of the actions described in subsections (a) and (b) of this
section.

(2) If a local government redesignates land for higher density under subsections {1)(b)
or (c) of this rule in order to meet identified housing needs, the local government shall
ensure that the redesignated land is in locations appropriate for the housing types, and
is zoned at density ranges that are likely to be achieved by the housing market.

(3) Where applicable, the requirements of ORS 197,296 shall supersede the
requirements of sections (1) and (2) of this rule.

660-023-0250
Applicability

(1) This division replaces OAR 660, Division 16, except with regard to cultural
resources, and certain PAPAs and periodic review work tasks described in sections (2)
and (4) of this rule. Local governments shall follow the procedures and réquirements
of this division or OAR 660, Division 16, whichever is applicable, in'the adoption or
amendment of all plan or land use regulations pertaining to Goal 5 resources. The
requirements of Goal 5 do not apply to land use decisions made pursuant to
acknowledged comprehensive plans and land use regulations.
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(2) The requirements of this division are applicable to PAPAs initiated on or after
September 1, 1996. OAR 660, Division 16 applies to PAPAs initiated prior to
September 1, 1996. For purposes of this section "initiated" meéans that the local
government has deemed the PAPA ‘application to be complete:

(3) Local governments are not required to apply Goal 5 in consideration of a PAPA
unless the PAPA affects a Goal 5 resource. For purposes of this section, a PAPA
would affect a Goal 5 resource onlyif:

(a) The PAPA creates or amends a resource list or 4 portion of an acknowledged plan
or land use regulation adopted in order to protect a significant Goal 5 resource or to
address specific requirements of Goal 5;

(b) The PAPA allows new uses that could be conflicting uses with g particular
significant Goal 5 resource site on an acknowledged resonrce list; or

(¢) The PAPA amends an acknowledged UGB and factual wformation is submitted
demonstrating that a resource site, or the impaict areas of such a stte, is included in the
amended UGB area.

(4) Consideration of a PAPA regarding a specific resource site, or regarding a specific
provision of a Goal 5 implementing-measure, does not require a local government {6~
revise acknowledged inventories or other implementing measures, for the resource

site ot for other Goal 5 sites, that are not affected by the PAPA, regardless of whether
such inventories or provisions were acknowledged under this rule or under OAR 660,
Division 16.

(5) Local governments are required to amend acknowledged plan or Tand use
regulations at periodic review to-address Goal 5 and the requirements of this division
only if one or more of the following conditions apply, unless éxempted by the director
under section {7) of this rule: '

(a) The plan was acknowledged to comply with:Goal 5 prior to the applicability of
OAR 660, Division 16, and has not subsequently been amended in order to comply
with that division;

(b) The jurisdiction includes riparian corridots, wetlands, or wildlife habitat as
provided under OAR 660-023-0090 through 660-023-0110, or 4gPregate TESOUrces as
provided under OAR 660-023-0180; or
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(c) New information is submitted at the time of periodic review concerning resource
sites not addressed by the plan at the time of acknowledgement or in previous periodic
reviews, except for historic, open space, or scenic resources.

(6) If a local government undertakes a Goal 5 periodic review task that concerns
specific resource sites or specific Goal 5 plan or implementing measures, this action
shall not by itself require a local government to conduct a new inventory of the
affected Goal 5 resource category, or revise acknowledged plans or implementing
measures for resource categories or sites that are not affected by the work task.

(7) The director may exempt a local government from a work task for a resource
category required under section (5) of this rule. The director shall consider the
following factors in this decision;

(a) Whether the plan and implementing ordinances for the resource category
substantially comply with the requirements of this division; and

(b) The resources of the local government or state agencies available for periodic
review, as set forth in ORS 197.633(3)(g).

(8) Local governments shall apply the requirements of this division to work tasks in
periodic review work programs approved or amended under ORS 197.633(3)(g) after
September 1, 1996. Local governments shall apply OAR 660, Division 16, to work
tasks in periodic review work programs approved before September 1, 1996, unless
the local government chooses to apply this division to one or more resource
categories, and provided:

(a) The same division 1s applied to all work tasks concerning any particular resource
category;

(b) All the participating local governments agree to apply this division for work tasks
under the jurisdiction of more than one local government; and

(c) The local government provides written notice to the department. If application of
this division will extend the time necessary to complete a work task, the director or
the commission may consider extending the time for completing the work task as
provided in OAR 660-025-0170.

Stat. Auth.: ORS 183 & ORS 197
Stats. Implemented: ORS 197.040 & ORS 197.225 - ORS 197.245
Hist.: LCDC 2-1996, f. 8-30-96, cert. ef. 9-1-96
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660-023-0010
Deﬁniﬁonjs‘
As used in this division, uriless.the contéxt requires otherwise:

(1) "Conflicting use” is a land use, or other activity reasonably and customarily:subject 1o land userégulations, that.
could adversely-affect a sigrificant Goal 5 resoiirce € (exCEpt as provided in OAR 660-023-D180(1)(B)). Eocal
governments-are:not required o regard agricaltural practices &5 conflicting ises.

(2) "ESEE consequenges™ are the positive and Tiegative Eoonpinis; SOCHAL environmental, and energy (ESEEy
consequences that conld result from a decision to allow; Timit, of prohibit a conflicting use.

(3) "Impact area" is a geographic area within which conflictingnses coriid adversely affect a significant Goal:s
resource. '

{4) "Inventory” is a'survey, Tmap, or description of one. or Wore Tesource: sites that is prepared by alocal government,
state or. federal agency, private citizen; or other organization and that includes informaticn about the fesource valnes
and features associated with such sites: Asaverb, “iVEtory” meansto collect, prepare; compils, of Tefifis
information about one or more resource sites. (Sec résotirce list)

(5) "PAPA™ is a "post-acknowledgment plan amendment ™ The ter encompasses actions taken in accordsice
with ORS (97610 throngh 197625, including amendmerits 1 afkackhowledged comprehensive plan o Jand use
regulation and the adoption; of any new plan or land use regulation. The terni doés not include periodic review
actions taken in accordanée with: GRS 197638 through 197:650;

{6)"Program" or-"programm to-achieve the goal” is aplan: or-course-of proceedinps dnd action eitherd prohibit, fimit,
or allow uses that conflict with significadt Goal 5 ‘Tesources, adopled as-part of thie comprehensive plan and land use
regulations (¢:g., zoning standards, easements, cluster developments, ‘preferential‘assessuients, or acquisition of dand
or.development righis),

(7) "Protect,” when applicd to an individual resonice site, means to limit or prohibit nses that conflict with a

sighificant resource site (except as provided in OAR:660-023-0140, 660-023-0180, and 660-023-0190), When
‘applied 16 4 resource category; “protect” means to develop 4 program consistent with this division.

(8) "Resotirce.category” is any one of the enltaral or natiral resource groups listed in Goal 5.
(9) "Resource list" includes the description, niaps, and other information abour significart Goal 5osource sttes

withina jurisdiction, sdopted by a 16c4l government as.a part of the comprehetisive plasi or.4$ a land'use regulation.
A “plan inventory" adopted uridér OAR 660-016-0000(5)(c) shall be considered to be a respurce fist.

(10) "Resouree-site® or "site™ 1§ a particular area whicrs fésotirces are Jocated, A site may conisist of a'parce] of Tot or
portion thereof or may include an area consisting of twio. br more confignons lots or parcels;

{11)*Safe hatbor" has the meaning given'to it it OAR 660-023-0020(2):
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HEALTHY TUMALO COMMUNITY PLAN

A Health Impact Assessment on the Tumalo Community Plan
A Chapter Of The 20-Year Deschutes County Comprehensive Plan Update

—

OPPONENT EXHIBIT 2
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CONTRIBUTORS:

This project was funded by.the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention and The:Association
of State and Territorial Healthi Officials through @ grant administered bythé Oregon Health
Authority; Office of Environmental Public Health.

Deschutes County HIA Workgroup:
Coordination; Literature Review, Analysis

* Therese Madrigal, Deschutes County Health Services
* Kate Wells, St: Charles Health Systerm
*  Kim Curley, Commute Options for Central Oregon

Advisory Committee

*  Nick Letack; Planning Director, Deschutes. County Community Development
* Terri Hansen Payne, Sr. Planner, Déschutes Colinty:Community Development
*»  Peter Russell, Sr, Transportation Planner, Deschutes County Community Developrgnt
* ‘Susan Peithman, Oregon Advocate for Bicycle Transportation Alliance
' s Cardlyn Perry, Turialo Resident
»  Paula Kinzer; Tumalo Residefit
& Jessica Kelly; Tumals Resident
* Barbara Denzler, Environmental Health Consultant
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lmproving the safety ond accessibility of U.S. Hwy. 20: Highway 20 accessibility (for all
transportation modes)is a key issue in Tumalo. Though the speed limit through Tumalo on the
highway is reduced at45 MPH, there are few measures in place to enforce this speed. Related
to this, safety continues to be:a barrier to rural Jivability-and-optimal community health. The
County:and ODOT have developed a short-term strategy to reduce the traffichazards by
constructing a'raised median Hiear Seventh-and Bailey Street, which will improve tonditions.
intimatel_y, however, broader-measures such as grade.separated crassings-acrass U.S: Hwy; 20
could provide Tumalo a myriad:of benefits, such.as improved publicsafety, greater accessto
destinations withinand just-outside their community, increased physlcal-activity and local
‘economic sustainability. Key HIA recommendations involve changing policy language in the
eurrent draft TCP. Key-recommendations-to policies.in:the current TCP-draft around Hwy. 20
accessibility and safety include:

*» Recommended change.to transportation goal on page 25 (of current TCP-draft) : Provide
asafe and efficient system for cydlists, equestrians, pedestrians and motor ‘vehicles to
isupport local economic development, recreational uses, and community health.

* Recommended change'to Road.and Sidewalk, Policy # 2: Support a ‘complete streets’
policy.consistent with Table A of Deschites County Code 1748 to establish future
»r.oad'way design guidelines that plan for and operate the ehtire right of way to enable
safe access for-all users.

* Recommended change to Policy #9: Support changes in roadside environment to
promote a reduction‘in-traffic speed through tree planting, signage, shoulder
treatments:or othermeans.

* Recommended change to Policy#11: Improve crossing:conditions across Hwy. 20 by
providing a-grade separated crossing to support safe access to recreation:and
community services for. all users,

Multi-modal Trail System and Nearby Recreation: Many Tumalo residents:écho the concern
that growing informal.use of area natural resources, in this case the Deschutes River, may result
in adverse tonsequences. The.community at large supports harnessing this recreational draw
by creating infrastructure to formalize'recreation, capture commercial business and avoid
environmental or health risk that informal use creates, These risks include parking crowding
and congestion along rural roads, vandalism, littering, and public trespassing on private land
and sensitive-wetland areas. ’

The HIA workgroup recommends an integrated planning approach to recreation and trails,
which'would also encompass planning for Highway 20 accessibility. This method,-which includes
linking recreatiohial destinations with transportation infrastructure such as a multi-modal trail
system, can have many positive benefits for rural communities as well as obvious-health
benefits such as increased physical-activity, social cohesion as well'as increased economic.
activity. In the Tumalo Community Listening session; one resident-said “Build a trail under the
bridge along the river from Tumalo State Park to town.” This sentiment was echoed by several
other Tumalo:citizens. Key recommendations to.policies around trails:and recreation include:

* Recommended change to Community Goal {page Z1 of current TCP draft): Protect and

enhance the rural small-town character of the Tumalo Community, while encouraging

Healthy Tumalo-Commgnity-Plan: A Health Impact Assessment; page 2
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accessibility on the provision of services, supporting healthy active lifestyles and
inereasing soclal connections among community members-and the surrounding rural
comrmunity:

* Recommended changeto Open Space and Ree. Policies, Policy# 8: Public access to the
river will bie preserved and infrastructure Improvements will be supported including
formal river access points, public signage, lighting;-sanitary facilities and improved
parking:conditions.

*  Community-Policies (page 21).- add policy: Support school district in improving.
community use of Tumalo Community-School facilities through:joint-use policies that
éncourage community education, recraation and errichment programs for students,
paréntsand non-parent community members.

* Open Space and Recreation Policies (page 21) - add policy: Support the development of
atrails and recreation master plan.

* Opeén Space and Recreation Policies {page 21) - add policy: Supportand advocate for
thie éxpansion-of the Berid Metro Park ahd Recreatioh-District to include the Tumalo
area.

Healthy Tunialo Community Plan: A Health Impéct Assessment, page3
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. INTRODUCTION

Community health is profoundly impacted by multiple economic sectors and policies.
Transportation policies, for example, can play a major role in traffic injuries as well as in noise
and air pollution to nearby public or residential areas. Conversely, transportation policies that
are developed with the intent to improve health outcomes will both help reduce these risks as
well as promote healthy behavior choices such as walking and cycling.

Health Impact Assessment (HIA) is an emerging practice in the United States and it is widely
promoted by the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) as a tool to influence
decisions that have short and long-term health consequences. HIA is commonly defined as “a
combination of procedures, methods, and tools by which a policy, program, or project may be
judged as to its potential effects on the health of a population, and the distribution of those
effects within the population” (Gothenburg, 1999).

a. Tumalo Community Plan HIA Rationale

With funding support, training and technical assistance from the Oregon Department of
Environmental Health, Deschutes County Health Services and a team of community partners
chose to implement an HIA on the draft Tumalo Community Plan, a component of the 20-year,
County Comprehensive Plan Update. The purpose of this HIA is two-fold: (1) Evaluate the draft
Tumalo Community Plan (TCP) in the context of community health by addressing the health
impacts of policies contained within; and (2) Support County Planners in their process of
finalizing the TCP by including recommendations that may be incorporated into the final plan
that is adopted by the County Board of Commissioners in 2010.

Figure 1. Tumalo Community and Surrounding Area

Healthy Tumalo Community Plan: A Health Impact Assessment, page 4
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e Mr. William L. Mull
= ()Mr 969 NW Broadway St
# 5 Roseburg, OR 97471

GOAL FOURTEEN: URBANIZATION

GOAL 14 guidelines call for accommodation of further urban expansion by taking
into account:

. the growth policy of the area

. the needs of the forecast population

.the carrying capacity of the planning area

. open space needs and recreation needs

The Deschutes County Health Impact Assessment on the Tumalo Community
recently addressed the Goal Fourteen guideline that accounts for recreation needs

and open space needs. .
1'd like to take just a moment and read a bit from that April 2010 document.

[READ FROM DOCUMENT]

Additionally the Roseburg Transportation System Plan of 2006 has language
addressing errors in the Applicants Average Daily Trip data that 1'd like to point out.

On the question of safety for pedestrians and cyclists, however, I'd like to read a
portion of a letter written on the day this Commission passed that TSP.
It reads in part:

[READ FROM DOCUMENT]

GOAL FOURTEEN also calls for: “ESTABLISHMENT AND CHANGE OF URBAN
GROWTH BOUNDARIES SHALL BE BASED ON THE FOLLOWING :

1. DEMONSTRATED NEED TO ACCOMMODATE LONG RANGE URBAN
POPULATION, CONSISTANT WITH A 20 YEAR POPULATION FORECAST
COORDINATED WITH AFFECTED LOCAL GOVERNMENTS,

The proposed development of Umpqua Village does not supply adequate findings
of fact that show the support of a coordinated 20 yr. population forecast or a current
population forecast passed into ordinance by the City of Roseburg’s City Council.
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The most current population forecast voted on by the City Council was in December
of 2008, and the Council decided not to vote on it a second time, thereby making it
an approved City ordinance, becausethe Forecast was appea]ed to LUBA. In July of
2009; that Forecast was remanded back to the City by LUBA and has témained in
limbo since.

Forithe Umpqua Village developer to-say in their findings [p. 9 par: 5] that: “Since
then [2000] the city is likely to have added another 10% atleast to its population for
atotal of atleast 22,000 residents. [sic]” is scarcely'a finding of fact to betaken
seriously. Actually,a quxck look at the U:S. Census Bureau’s American Community
Survey [ACS] will show:a 2008 population estimate for Roseburg 0f 20,853. And if
speculation can count as‘afinding of fact, Twould dare speculate that with- year
three now of the Great Recession, the population of Roseburg may be less than the
ACS number:

AND:

2. DEMONSTRATED NEED FOR HOUSING
The proposed development, Umpqua Village; does not show findings that
adequately displaya current BUILDABLE LANDS INVENTORY that has been
approved by the City Council,
Appendix #6 shows date acquired from a contractwith LCOG of Lane Gounty signed
in Auigust 6f 2007 and delivered to theé Cityin April of 2008.
There is'an absence of as well of any analysis of the city of Roseburg’s Current needs
from the years 2008, 2009 and 2010, Without the data from those missing years, the
findings of fact in’ this matter is incomplete.

Furthermore, the-Umpgqua Village developer offers findings that report she will:
“Build-affordable homes in the $375,000 price range.” The mostrecent ACS
information for DOUGLAS COUNTY, [ROSEBURG will be available Feb, 1,2011]
shows that less that 8% of Coiinty residents are paying mortgages.of the size needed
to aromatize a debt thatlarge. Fewer than 13% live in homes assessed by that
amount,

If renters are needed for the two duplex structures, the ACS reports as of 2008 justa
fraction over 4% of renters in Douglas County pay over $1,000.a month for rent.

It’s 1mportant to note then, that thxs walled:and gated communlty is marketed for

park w111 beneﬁt only 13 of Douglas County s 49 000 households

In & city where 549% of single mothers with children under 5 live in poverty, for our
Planning Commission to spend its time standing on its head and doing somersaults
to help:an individual developer provide housing forthe top 15 % of the county’s
residents while the City’s impoverished go begging for suitable housing staggers me.
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AND,
3. PRIOR TO EXPANDING AN URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY, LOCAL
GOVERNMENTS SHALL DEMONSTRATE THAT NEEDS CANNOT BE MET ON
LAND ALREADY IN THE URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY..
Again, | would like to point out that the findings of fact are incomplete; The
.appendix #6 data shows only 2007 data and there has been no attemptto supply:
data for the years 2008,2009, aid-2010.

Thank you for your time and patience.
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GOALFIVE : Natural Resources Scenic anid Historic Areas.

The proposed development failsito add to the City’s open space. The'walled off
private; South Umpqua River park, if this project were to meet existing City, County
and State requirements, would merely add to the open space of 13 families, Thatis
hardly saving open space for strollers, bird watchers, dogwalkers and stick
throwers who cirrently use the space.

Furthermore; the City's own Strategic Plan would ot be:met by this “SAVING OF
OPEN SPACE” :

{READ E-MAIL DOCUMENT TO MARION THOMPSON]

Thank you for you time and patience

City Council
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December 20, 2010

‘ Rebuttal to new information presented at the last Planning Commission meeting pertaining to
‘ application for zon¢ change and annexation by Umpqua Village.

‘ The applicant submitted a letter from a2 Mr. Kaufiman commenting on the issue of adequate septic
systems in the Charter Oaks ares.

This letter presented no factual evidence other than hearsay of past failures. Prior to this Bearing
there have beeni meetings regarding the septic issue which were presented to the County and
never-documented by county or state. This is all public record.

It has e connection with the current issue,

Patricia Bruck

419 NW Troost St.
Roseburg OR 97471

GPPONENT EXHIBIT /
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19 December 2010

Marion J. Thompson, AICP
Community Development Department
City of Roseburg '

‘900 SE Douglas Ave.

Roseburg, OR 97470

Re: Umpqua Village Rebutial of Supplemental Information

Dear Marion;

Thank you for sending the Supplemental Information for the Record from Pamela Hardy.
It was most interesting,

The most interesting part of the documentation was the outdated aspect of the
information. Unfortunately for the applicant, the information provided by is outdated and
not the most current that should be used. In light of the remand to the City of their
population element from LUBA and the corresponding remand to Douglas County of
‘their population element, that includes the City of Roséburg's population elemerit, this
docurnentation in support of the applicant should not be considered.

For example, the applicants supporting documentation uses the 2.5% growth rate that is
no longer applicable since the City now has a coordinated number with Douglas County-
of 2%, And after discussions with the:County, that number is likely to be reduced even
furtheér. In-addition, the applicant's supporting document poipts‘ out that the City has seen
a growth rate over the past 20 years.of approximately 20%<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>