
AGENDA

JOINTMEETING
ONTARIO C:]rY COUNCII. ONTARIO PIANNING COMMISSION

CIWOFONTARIO, OREGON

fuesday, January 21,20t4,7:00 p.m., M.T.

1l Callto order
Roll Call: Norm Crume _ Jackson Fox_ Charlotte Fugate _ Dan Jones

Larry Tuttle_ Ron Verini _ LeRoy Cammack

Mike Allen _ Rita Kanrich _ Cindy McLeran _ Craig Smith
Ed Susman _ Max Twombly _ Michael Rudd _

2l Pledge of Allegiance

This Agenda was posted on Wednesday, January L5,2014, and a study session was held Thursday, January 76,2OL4.
Copies of the Agenda are available at the City Hall Customer Service Counter and on the ci!y's website at
www.ontariooregon.org.

3) Motion to adopt the entire agenda

4l ConsentAgenda:

A) Minutes of Regular Meeting of January 6,2OL4 . . . . . 1-6

B) LiquorLicenseApplication: NewOutlet- Berts GrowlerGarage(1635Sw4"Ave) ......... 7

C) Approvalof the Bills

5) Joint Public Hearing - Old Business:

A) Ordinance #2587-2O13: Amend the UGA to Include 270 Acres for Rail-Dependent Industrial Use;

AmendComprehensivePlan;Applyl-2lone6inotneodind..... ....8-L73

5) DepartmentHeadUpdates:Thursday

7l Public Comments: Citizens may address the Council on items not on the Agenda. Out of respect to the Council and
others in attendance, please limit your comment to three (3) minutes. This time limit will be enforced. Please state your
name and city of residence for the record.

8) Old Business:

A) TourofOntarioBikeRally . ......t74-L77

9) NewBusiness:

A) Resolution #20L4-L04: Purchase Radio RepeaterSystem 178-180
B) Board/Commission/Committee Appointments . 191-193

101 Discussion/lnformationalltems(IfiursdayOnly)
A) Resolution Setting General Standards for Committee Operations
B) Ordinance Amending OMC 2-8 re: Public Works Committee
C) RFQ for Public Works
D) City Manager Evaluation

E) Ex-Officio Appointments

11) Correspondence, Comments and Ex€fficio Reports

l2l Adjourn

MBSION SIATEMENI: TO P^OWDE A SAFE, HEALIHFUL AND SOTJND E@NOMIC ENVT'iONMENr, PROoR€SSTWLY ENHAi/trTNG Otn euAfnf OF UFE

Thcotyofontrriode5notd|scdmiBte|np@k|iru|wtofspro3Er,$rh!grnd&,tivlt|c5dtheb.5isqf@,@|or,Eltbn,.nenry,Btbm|orEin,Po|b|!f||l,
db.t,ilfy,or.nyothGrimPprp'l.t!E.9npFhibitGdby|.wqpo|kvofthest.t.orf.n|34mrnt.ShouHapcmed5P6i.|a@mrEd|tbn'orintrrPGtationsriis,@nt.ct$Gc|vat
rcrtlrydaypriortoth!reedforsdiGs.ndMryG.sDthrffoftto.ffimod.tcthcnccdwlltb"mdc. T.D.D.wtilrblcbyellirE8397266.
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ONTARIO C]TY COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES

Monday, January 6,20L4

The meeting of the Ontario City Council was called to order by Mayor LeRoy Cammack at 7:0O p.m. on Monday,

January 5, 20L4, in the Council Chambers of City Hall. Council members present were LeRoy Cammack, Norm

Crume, Jackson For; Charlotte Fugate, Dan Jones, Larry Tuttle, and Ron Verini.

Members of staff present were Jay Henry, Tori Barnett, Larry Sullivan, Mark Alexander, Alan Daniels, Bret Turner,

Mike Long and Dawn Eden. The meeting was recorded, and copies are available at City Hall.

Mayor Cammack led everyone in the Pledge of Allegiance

AGENDA

Request to amend the Agenda to change Section 7't heading to read "Local Contract Review Board - Old Business".

Ron Verini moved, seconded by Larry Tuttle, to adopt the Agenda as amended. Roll call vote: Crume-yes; Fox-yes;

Fugate-yes; Jones-yes; Tuttle-yes; Verini-yes; Ca mmack-yes. Motion carried 7 / O / 0.

CONSENTAGENDA

Jay Henry, City Manager, stated on page 15 of the December 16, 20L3 Minutes, regarding the question by
Councilor Fugate on how much total money the city would expend this coming year on the Golf Course Contract,
through the end of December,20t4, the answer provided was 5237,500. That amount was incorrect. In the coming
year, it would be 5187,500 of the base management fee, $sOK for repairs, and 513,800 to repair the retaining wall

and for restroom ADA modifications. That totaled 5251,300. There was an additional 56,500 for the N-pHUR|C

Acid, but the discussion on that was that it would be paid for out this yea/s fiscal budget.

Charlotte Fugate moved, seconded by Ron Verini, to approve Consent Agenda ltem A: Minutes of the Regular

Meeting Minutes of December t6, 2O13; ltem B: Bid Award: CCTV Inspection Services; and ltem C: Approval of the
Bills. Roll call vote: Crume-yes; Fox-yes; Fugate-yes; Jones-yes; Tuttle.yes; Verini-yes; Cammack-yes. Motion carried
7lolo.

PUBUCCOMMENTS

Ruth Rolfand, Ontario, stated: The City's Public Works employees continue.to work under the conditions of
employment that were never ratified, because the Gty shut down negotiations with the employees. The City has

never retumed to the toble to work out the differences ond settle the contrad. Ontario's residents are mostly
people who work every doy, (or if retired, ceftoinly used to work every day) - for wages - to take care of their

fomilies, pay their debts, and plon for future needs, just like the employees who work for the City in [the] Public

Works DeportmenL Working people ond working families ore the lfe - ond the constant motion of life - that keep

this city going. They keep the success going for businessmen ond women, becouse they go shopping, buy gasoline,

go to the movies...they rent homes and buy homes, send children to colleges - ond working people ore the ones

hired and charged with moking sure the customers of Employers receive the quolity products and services they
exped, when they wolk in the door, or drive down the street, or onother example, when they used to visit the City's

Aquotic Center. l{s troubling to see the City neglect a worthwhile asset like the public swimming pool. And i{s
troubling olso to see the City in a very similar way show a lock of regard for the Aty's Public Work employees. And
these employees are just like the thousands of city residents and vote$ - they ore working men ond women willing
and proud to do a great job for their employer, and they very much wont their employer to ocknowledge their
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dignity and their rights to collective bargaining. They wont to reach a mutually beneficial relationship, with City

leaderc who respect them os persons, and for their professional resolve to do whot it takes to provide Ontario's
citizens with the public city seruices that city residents deserve and must have. This evening, people have again
been conducting an lnformationol Picket - corrying signs outside City Hall in support of Ontario's Public Work
employees. All working people deserue foirness and the opportunity to have mutuolly respeaful negotiations with
their employer. l{s the right thing to do - the right way to relate to your employees.

Jay Henry, City Manager, stated in response to Ms. Rolland's comments, he was new to Ontario when they entered
into the union negotiations, and what he saw was a Council struggling to balance the needs of taking care of the
employees - who were wonderful employees - and the needs of the citizens of Ontario, who paid the salaries. The

Council felt there were some demands made in the bargaining process that were unreasonable, and he agreed
with them and supported their decision. They were trying to do the best they could, that balancing act of taking
care of the employees and being reasonable to the citizens in what they were asked to pay. He supported the
Council in their decision, and believed they made the right one.

TOCAT CONTRACTOR REVIEW BOARD - OLD BUSINESS

Bid Award: Police and Fire Studv Proposal with ICMA

Jay Henry City Manager, stated at the Council work session on October 3L,2013, the Council discussed whether to
proceed with the contract proposal made by the International City/County Management Association (ICMA) to
conduct a comprehensive analysis of the city's police, fire and EMS services in order to make recommendations to
the city about the provision of those services. The Council consensus was to add the contract to the Council
agenda for the November 4, 2OL3, meeting as a new business item.

At the November 4, 2Ot3 Council Meeting the Council voted to table the Police and Fire Study Proposal and
Contract Review until the 9-1-1 vote was up or down, and then staff was to immediately bring it back before
Council. At the December 2,20t3 Council Meeting the Council voted to approve the 9-1-1 MOU with Malheur
County; the County voted to approve the MOU at the December 11, 2014 County Court Meeting.

The ICMA Contract was exempt from the formal competitive bidding requirements of Oregon law if the Council,
sitting as a Local Contract Review Board, made a finding that the Contract was a personal services contract under
Section 1.7 of the City's Financial Policies Manual. The City Attorney's opinion was that the ICMA Contract qualified

as a personal services contract under Section 1.7.

As stated on Page 33 of the ICMA Proposal, the fee charged by ICMA would be 551,300 (557,000 less a 10%

discount due to the City Manager being a member). ICMA also charged for travel expenset with a proposed travel
--=:-..$gdgetOf$5,O00.-.----- j.-:.'=-:::.::-:----:

Councilor Crume stated if the study was passed, and then completed, where would it go?

Mr. Henry stated it would be provided to both the City Manager and the Council.

Councilor Crume stated if this company suggested something the Council and the City Manager were not in
agreement on, how would they move fonuard?

Mr. Henry stated there had been some preliminary discussions with the Mayor about that issue, and they had a

gentleman's agreement to consider each side's opinion and they would work together as a team. Whatever they
did regarding the recommendations by ICMA" the Council's input was needed, as well as staffs. Working together,
they could make the city a safer place.
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Councilor Fugate stated she contacted ICMA, as well as visited their website. There were four cities that had used

ICMA'5 services for this type of thing. For Jerome, ldaho, it had been recommended that they consolidate public

safety under one manager, but that didn't save them any money. In Hayden, ldaho, that spoke to the

administration feasibility and cost analysis for a police department as they didn't have one, and they were trying to
decide if they wanted one. They found the cost astronomical to start a department. In Eugene, Oregon, they had

the study conducted for the police department only, and the study vindicated that more officers were needed. lt
validated what the chief had been saying but they didn't have the money to hire anyone. Finally, in Spokane

Valley, Washington, a city of 90K, they did an audit for efficiencies, but the city didn't act on the recommendations.

Councilor Verini stated with regard to Councilor Fugate's comments, one large concern he had was not only the

need for determining efficiencies for both police and fire, but also the number of boots on the ground had to be

considered for the safety of the community. He also struggled with the potential suggestion of consolidation of
departments. They, as a Council, should talk about it before it ever occurred. lf there were actual concerns about

even the possibitity of a consolidation of ony department, they should be talking now and presenting it to the

entity doing the analysis. They should state the importance of having a separation of police and fire. The culture of
those departments was so different. The mission might be the same, but the cultures were different. He wouldn't

take the recommendation of a consolidation.

Mayor Cammack stated they were getting ahead of themselves. Who knew what their reasoning would be to
make that recommendation. He felt as Councilor Verini did, but they needed to do the study to see all the areas.

There might be areas being overdone, or areas to just be more efficient. The Council didn't have to do what the

study said to do, but they might want to. They just needed to see what they had to say.

Councilor Verini stated it might be prudent to share the thoughts of the Council with ICMA.

Councilor Tuttle asked which city had the recommendation for consolidation.

Councilor Fugate stated that was Jerome, ldaho. Their population about five years ago was around 15-18K. She

further stated the Chief had recommended they made sure to define the tasks of what the Council wanted, and

what they were looking for.

Councilor Fox asked about the process.

Mr. Henry stated the first step was gathering data and interviewing the Council, Ontario citizens, or members of
the department. lt. was just a massive data gathering. Following thaf during the four month evaluation and

analysis period, they would provide feedback.

:----€ouncilor--Jones askedjf.Ghief-Alexandercould provide'an=updat€ on the.Dispatcher.-.--.-:-.,---=--:--:j.:-:.-:-::.:--:---::

Chief Alexander stated he couldn't comment at this time.

Mayor Cammack stated they had a responsibility to use the study once received, to ensure that when the

information was received, they acted one way or the other.

Ron Verini moved, seconded by Norm Crume, that the Mayor and City Council, sitting as a Local Contract Review

Board, declare that a contract between the City and ICMA to conduct an analysis of the Ci!y's police, fire and EMS

services is a personal services contract under Section 7.1 of the Ontario Financial Policies Manual. NO VOTE.

Councilor Jones wanted to verifo the motion was just to indicate this was for a personal services contract

Mr. Sulf ivan stated yes. Also, it should be Section L.7, not7.L-
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Rewritten motion:
Ron Verini moved, seconded by Norm Crume, that the Mayor and City Council, sitting as a Local Contract Review
Board, declare that a contract between the City and ICMA to conduct an analysis of the Cit/s police, fire and EMS

services is a personal services contract under Section 1.7 of the Ontario Financial Policies Manual. NO VOTE.

Councilor Crume stated there was no mention of the limit on the travel expenses.

Mr. Sullivan stated they could add in a not-to-exceed amount for travel costs.

Mr. Henry recommended making it a total lump sum, not to exceed 555,300, including travel expenses.

Norm Crume moved, seconded by Ron Verini, that the Mayor and City Council, sitting as a Local Contract Review

Board, approve the personal services contract with ICMA, not to exceed 556,300, with travel expenses included.

Roll call vote: Crume-yes; Fox-yes; Fugate.yes; Jones-no; Tuttle-yes; Verini-yes; Cammack-yes. Motion carried

5/u0.

NEW BUSINESS

Resolution f2014: Accept Street Rieht-of-Wav @ 1336 NW 46 Avenue (Jaramillol - Shed

Dawn Eden, Engineering Technician ll, stated Mike R. and Norma G. Jaramillo requested a building permit to
construct a 30' X 30' shed at 1336 NW 4t'Avenue. Because full street right of way had not been obtained at this
parcel, they were asked to donate additional right of way for NW 4tn Avenue as part of their development
requirements. This would bring their property into conformance with the majority of the others on NW 4tn

Avenue.

During Local lmprovement District 43 (1994), NW 4'h Avenue from North Park Boulevard to Verde Drive, right of
way for street construction was donated by the adjacent property owners. At the time of the LlD, this parcel, tax

lot 600, and the adjoining parcels 601 and 700, were under joint ownership of a Mr. Stevens. The city was

successful in obtaining right of way from all of the lots for LID 43 except these three. Reviewing the project files,

staff was unable to determine why this did not take place. Now the three tax lox were under different ownerships.

During the review process for the Jaramillo's building permit application, it was noted that there was only 4o-feet

right of way dedication at this parcel, 1O-feet on the Jaramillo's side and thirty-feet on the parcel on the north side

of the street. LID 43 constructed the street in a 5O-feet right of way. The current City of Ontario Transportation

Plan classified NW 4th Avenue as a Major Collector. The current 60-feet right of way matched the Master Plan's

Figure 7-4, Collector without Bike Lane. As a condition to the building permit, the Jaramillo's were requested to
donate the additional right of way, which they agreed to do.

Councilor Tuttle asked the width of the street.

Ms. Eden stated she was not sure.

Councilor Tuttle stated it was confusing because if they had 30 foot on one side, and 10 foot on the other, where

did they put the street? Was it a 36 foot street, or 40? There was a 210-foot right-of-way. Was there going to be

more right-of-way on one side of the street than the other, or in the middle? By doing this action, it would bring

the street back into the city, correct, because right now, it was on private property.

Mr. Turner stated yes, it would.

Jackson Fox moved, seconded by Larry Tuttle, that the Mayor and City Council adopt Resolution #2014-101, A

RESOLUNON DECIARING THE NECESSTTY AND INTENT FOR ACCEPTANCE OF STREET RIGHT OF WAY FROM MIKE

R. AND NORMA G. JAMMILLO. Roll call vote: Crume-yes; Fox-yes; Fugate-yes; Jones-yes; Tuttleyes; Verini-yes;

Cammack-yes. Motion carried 7 /010.
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Resolution #2014-102: Correction to Resolution #2013-129 re 9-1-1 Funds

Michaef Long, Finance Director, stated this agenda item was to correct Resolution 2013-129, adopted by the
Councif November 13,20t3. Resolution #2013-129 only effected one side of each fund putting the General Fund

and the 9-1-1 Fund out of balance by SZL,Z0O in the in the 2013-2014 Annual budget. This resolution would
correct the funds so they would be in balance.

Jackson Fox moved, seconded by Ron Verini, that the City Council adopt Resolution #2014-102, A RESOLUTION

CORRECTf NG RESOIUTION #2OL3-L29. Roll call vote: Crume-yes; Fox-yes; Fugate-yes; Jones-yes; Tuttle-yes; Verini-
yes; Cammack-yes. Motion carried 7 /O/O.

Resolution f2014-103: Accept Street Rieht-of-Way @ Crest Wav and Hornins Wav (Countvl

Dawn Eden, Engineering Technician ll, stated Malheur County owned the street right of ways for Horning Way and

Crest Way. With the annexation of this residential area, the City of Ontario requested that Malheur County donate
the street right of way to the city.

The Horning and Crest Way area was not created by a subdivision plat. The areas where the Horning and Crest

Way streets were constructed were on privately owned properties. The owner did not pay the taxes on the two
lots and Malheur County took ownership of the lots for non-payment of these taxes. This area had now been

annexed into the Ontario City Limits and the city took over jurisdiction to maintain these streets although Malheur
County still owned the property. The city requested that Malheur County donate these lots for right of way
purposes. The Malheur County Court did so by a Quitclaim Deed. This resolution would allow the Mayor to accept
these parcels.

Councilor Fox asked if this was the last thing on the checklist for this subdivision. Could they now collect on the
money that Dan Cummings [CK3, LLC] had on hold?

Mr. Sullivan stated yes, this should be it.

Jackson Fox moved, seconded by Charlotte Fugate, that the Mayor and City Council adopt Resolution #2014-103, A
RESOLUTION DECIARING THE NECESSITY AND INTENT FOR ACCEPTANCE OF HORNING WAY AND CREST WAY
STREET RIGHT OF WAY FROM MATHEUR COUNW. Roll call vote: Crume-yes; Fox-yes; Fugate-yes; Jones-yes;

Tuttle-yes; Veri ni-yes; Cam mack-yes. Motion carried 7 / O / 0.

CORRESPONDENCE, COMMENTS, AND EX-OFFICIO REPORTS

::_-]*--_:::--=r::[!t3y9r:Gamrnack-.-stated..he'kept-getting-comments-=ff
broadcast of the Council meetings, and asked for an update on the system.

Tori Barnett, City Recorder, stated she had been in contact with the KOHS Advisor Shamra Jones at the
high school. Part of the problem was when the Council held a longer meeting, it was necessary to
compress the meeting onto the DVD, and the resolution and pixels were not as clear. Ms. Jones was

working on some things on her end, also. Another problem could also be that many televisions had the
option to change the size of the view on the screen, such as zooming or widening and that might cause
some of the picture to be missing. She and two other individuals had watched the current airing of the
meeting, and it was fine, other than the resolution was a bit off. She was also working with Ms. Jones to
get the date to scroll across the screen, or to be placed somewhere so individuals would be aware of
which meeting they were watching. She would continue working with the school. Compression made no
changes to audio.
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o Councilor Jones stated at the Thursday Study Session, when he announced that he had contacted LOC and

LGPI, Mr. Henry made comments both in the hallway and in Chambers, that there might be a conflict of
interest if there was litigation. Please explain those comments.

Mr. Henry stated he had been caught by surprise, but he had been thinking that LGPI was the company

that, if there was any problems with employees, LGPI defended the city. Thereforg he had thought there

might be a conflict of interest if they did the evaluation of employee, like himself, and if there were

problems in the future. He didn't know if it would be a conflict, but he recommended that LGPI not be

one ofthe companies used forthe evaluation process.

Councilor Jones stated with his communication with LGPI, it was that the city was a member of LGPI, and

had access to information, and they were willing to provide copies of possible...he would have

information from LGPI to submit to the Council on Thursday, that would give possible review scenarios.

o Councilor Jones stated that Mr. Henry had also stated during the comment on the review they planned to

do shortly, that there were four seats coming open a year from now, and that there was really no need to

do goals until a year from now. He wanted that explained in regards to postponing the discussion of
possible goals for this upcoming year'

Mr. Henry stated what he meant to say was that once the new Councilors were elected in January they

needed to sit down as a group and set goals again. They might have different goals than the current

Council. One thing that was important was to set goals. His employment contract read that the Council

would set specific criteria by which to evaluate him. He apologized for misspeaking but they needed to

get moving on criteria by which he would be evaluated.

o Councilor Crume stated he was pleased to announce that he and Councilor Fugate had met to discuss

names for the Aquatic Center Committee. They decided to have an 11-member committeg which would

include both he and Councilor Fugate, who would not be voting members. They would have nine voting

members, and they were just short one person to complete that number. They had a solid 10 on board.

Those included both he and Councilor Fugate, Ken Hart, Dan Cummings, Stephanie Williams, Matt

Sorenson, Mafi Justus, Debbie Schaffeld, Peggy Hawkins, and Jerry Jorgenson. They would also have

Facilities Manager Brad Howlett, from the city, on the Committee, who would be a non-voter.

He requested that Mr. Henry have Mr. Howlett provide nine copies of the information that he had

completed on the Aquatic Center, plus the architect review and plans that had been done a few years ago.

That would give the committee all the same information for them to move forward.

--:------{ouncilor=Fugate-stated-she,had'spoken-with.Ms;Williams, 
and-the=Gornsrittee}ad-to=haveJhis=dsll€-:=----

before the first of May to qualifo as a service district if that was the direction the committee went.

ADJOURN

Jackson Fox moved, seconded by Larry Tuttle, that the meeting be adjourned. Roll call vote: Crume'yes; Fox-yes;

Fugate-yes; Jones-yes; Tuttle.yes; Verini-yes; cammack-yes. Motion carried 7 /01o.

APPROVED: ATTEST:

LeRoy Cammack, Mayor Tori Barnett, MMC, City Recorder
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Corusrur Aornoe
Jonuory 21,2014

To: Moyor ond City Council

Fnou: Mork Alexonder, Police Chief

THnOuou: Joy Henry, City Monoger

Suslrcr: TIQUOR LICENSE APPTICATION - NEW OUTTEI

Limited On-Premises

Dnrr: Jonuory 10,2014

Surumlnv:
Berts Growler Garage has completed the "New Outlet" application process for "Limited On-

Premises Sales" liquor license privileges through the Oregon Liquor Control Commission for their

business located at 1635 SW 4* Avenue, Ontario, Oregon.

All necessary paperwork has been approved through OLCC office and is awaiting approval through

the Ontario City Council.

BecrenouHo:
Criminal Record process was completed on Berts Growler Garage owners/managers, Micheile and

Lonnie Bertalotto. All records retumed clear. The application forms have been filled out

appropriately and required fees have been paid. All Permit requirements have been met.

Approval of this license will allow Berts Growler Garage to sell beer and wine for consumption on

premises and sell growlers of beer and/or wine to go.

RrcomnnrruDATIoN:
Staff has completed a review of this application information in accordance with the City of Ontario' s

ordinance regulating this license, and recommends approval of the application for New Outlet

Limited On-Premises Sales liquor license for Berts Growler Garage.



PusLrc HrlnrHo Aoenol Rrponr
Jonuory 21,2014

TO: Moyor ond City Council

FRou: Alon Doniels, Public Works Director

THnOucH: Joy Henry. City Monoger

Sus.,rc[ oRDTNANcE#268I-2013: AN oRDTNANcE AI ENDTNG THE oNTARro URBAN GRowTH
AREA BY APPROXIMATELY 27A ACRES FOR RAIT.DEPENDENT INDUSTRIAL USE,

AMENDING IHE CITY'S COMPREHENSIVE PIAN AND TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM PLAN,
AND APPIY|NG UGA HEAVY tNDUSTRtAt (t-2) ZONTNG TO THE PARCETS |NCLUDED
WITHIN THE UGA - SECOND AND FINAT READING

DRfe: Jonuory 14,2014

Summanv:
Attached are the following documents:

. Ordinance#2687-2013
o Exhibit 1: StaffReport
. Exhibit 2: Joint Tecbnical Review Committee Meeting Minutes
. Exhibit 3: Public Notice documentation
o Exhibit 4: UGA & Comprehensive Plan Amendment Justification

o Appendix A: Second Q0l3) Addendum to the 2007 Ontaio Urbanization Study
o Appendix B: Proposed Comprehensive Plan Text and PolicyAmendments
o Appendix C: Proposed TSP Amendments
o Appendix D: Transportation hnpact Study (TIS - Lancaster Engineering)
o Appendix E: Public Facilities Report (Ontario Public Works)

?nEuousCdu-ncrr-At
After opening the December 16, 2013 public hearing and taking testimony, ttre Council
continued the public hearing related to this Comprehensive Plan Amendment package to
January 27,2014. As approved in the motion for continuance, testimony for the January 21,
2014 public hearing will be limited to discussion of Exhibit 4, Appendix D.

Becronouuo:
On December 16,2013 the planning Commission and City Council continued the public hearing
related to the Comprehensive Plan Amendment package as set forth in Action 201 3- 1 0-08CPAMD
and Exhibit I @lanning Commissiell StaffReport). This package included:



a) Expansion of the Ontario Urban Growth Area (UGA) to include approximately 248 tax lot
acres and 22 acresofright-of-way (Alameda Steet and Island Avenue) and railroad (Oregon

Eastern and Union Pacific) to meet identified rail-dependent industrial land needs.

b) Assignation of an Industrial Comp Plan designation with a 5O-acre minimum parcel size to

the 248-acre industrial site to meet site suitability requirements for rail-dependent industrial
users.

c) Amendment of the Comp Plan (including the2007 Urbanization Study) to update factual

information, tables and policies related to targeted rail-dependent industrial users and land

needs.

d) Amendment of the Ontario Transportation System Plan (TSP) to designate SW 4ft Street

south of SW 18tr Avenue as a major collector street and address and mitigate for
transportation impacts from the proposed UGA expansion.

e) Annexation of the rail-dependent industrial site to the City of Ontario consistent with Ontario

Mnnicipal Code, Title 108-45-10; andassignthe CityHeavylndustrial Q-2)zonetothe248-
acre site.

0 Annexation of four intervening tax lots (28.1 acres) and approximately 2.3 acres of SW 4h

Street right-of-way between the industrial site and the existing city iimits and assign Heavy

Industrial Q-2) zoningto the annexed parcels.

However, properly owners in the proposed annexation areas did not sign consent forms prior to the

January 2l,2014hearing date. Without annexation" the City cannot assign city zoning (proposed as

City Heavy Industrial - 12) to the proposed site and intervening properties. However, the proposed

rail-dependent industrial site can be rezoned to county zoning (UGA Heavy Industrial - I2). Statr
revised Exhibit 4 - Map 5 to show UGA Heavy Industrial zoning for the proposed expansion are4
and no proposed annexation of tax lots.

RrconnnneuDATIoN:
After taking testimony on items not presented in the December 16,2013 hearing (as indicated in the

continuance motion, this limits testimony to the TIS for rail-industial properties), Staffrecommends

adoption of the proposed UGA expansion, Comprehensive Plan Amendments, and TSP

amendments:
a) Expansion of the Ontario Urban GroWh Area (JGA) to include approximately 248 tax lot

acres and 22 acres ofright-of-way (Alameda Street and Island Avenue) and railroad (Oregon.:--: 
ana Union Pacifie) to rne€t iclentifietl rail:dependcnt industrial land-rrssd5:::-- -:-: -:'=

b) Assignation of an UGA Heavy Industrial Comp Plan designationlzoning district with a 50-

acre minimum parcel size to the24$-acreindustrial site to meet site suitability requirements

for rail-dependent industrial users.

c) Amendment of the Comp Plan (including the 2007 Urbanization Study) to update factual

inforrnation, tables and policies related to targeted rail-dependent industrial users and land
needs.

d) Arnendment of th9 Ontario Transportation System Plan (TSP) to designate SW 4s Street

south of SW 18ft Avenue as a major collector street and address and mitigate for
transportation impacts from the proposed UGA expansion.



Staffrecommends modification ofthe proposed zone changes as follows:
. Retain intervening properties in their current UGA Heavy Industrial zoning; and

. Rezone the rail-dependent industial site to UGA Heavy Indushial, as shown on Exhibit 4 -
Map 5 (January 2014).

Pnoposro MonoH:
I move that the City Council adopt Ordinance #2687-2A8, based on the inforrration, findings and

facts as set forth in Action 2013-10-08CPAMD and the Planning Commission & City Council staff

repor! and to APPROVE the request to rezone those properties identified in Exhibit 4-Map 5

(January 2014) to UGA Heavy Industrial, on second and Final Reading.
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oRDINANCE NO. 2687-2013

AN SDNIAITGAIVE\DI\GITE€TTIIAFOOVPRE€I6|I/EH.AN,ITUXI,IIIreT}Gd\,Pffi€\EII/EruNMAI'AI\D
TEXr,rtrq\ItARtO InBAIWAIU{ SIt DT,THEqUTAROURBANGRCMfiH BOUI{DARf,ANDIHEOI\rARO

TRAI$FORTATICNI SYSIBYI PI.AN

WHEREAS, The City of Ontario has received multiple inquiries from rail-dependent industrial firms
interested in large, flat industrial sites with access to Crty water and sanitary sewer
servie, and direct access to the Oregon Eastern Railroad spur; and

WHEREAS, The City has a strong interest in providing job opportunities and increased tax base for
the benefit of existing and future citizens; and

WHEREAS, The City of Ontario, with assistance from {gterbrook Planning, has carefully
analyzed alternative sites within the Ontario Urban Reserve Area and concluded that
the property shown on Exhibit 4 - Map 4 best meets the needs of adopted rail-
dependent industrial siting criteria, and the requirements of Statewide Planning
Goals 9 (Economic Development), 11 (Public Facilities and Services), 72
(Transportation) and 14 (Urbanization); and

WHEREAS, The City of Ontario has a strong interest in maintaining the supply of irrigated farm land
in Malheur County and has coordinated with the Owyhee lrrigation District to provide
for transfer of water rights from land included within the Ontario Urban Growth Area
to dry land outside of Urban Growth Boundaries; and

WHEREAS, The City of Ontario has prepared a Transportation lmpact Analysis demonstrating "no
significant impacf' on state transportation facilities will result from urban development
authorized by this ordinance, provided that amendments to the TSP are made;

WHEREAS, Ih191@withthe-orego.!!9p94!!9!Lelleqlpg&lio_u!
SmEndiiig-the-Transportaaion System Plan 

-to" piiivTde for-an effidient-trdnspitrtetion
system that serves anticipated vehicular traffic from planned heavy industrial uses; and

WHEREAS, The City of Ontario has coordinated with Malheur County, the Oregon Department of
Land Conservation and Development, the Oregon Department of Transportation,
Business Oregon, and the Governor's Revitalization Team in the preparation of the
Comprehensive Plan amendment package; and

WHEREAS, Public hearings forthe draftversion of the ComprehensivePlan amendmentpackage
were duly noticed (Exhibit 3) and a joint public hearing was held before the Ontario
Planning Commission and City Council on December 16,2013 and continued to January
2L,2O!4;and

ORDINANCE NO. 26A7 -2Ot3 Ontario Comprehensive PbnAnendments
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WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREA$

The City Council has reviewed all evidence and testimony submitted at the Joint public

hearing, and considered the Planning Commission's recommendation on the matter,
prior to deciding to approve the Comprehensive Plan amendment package; and

Malheur County has scheduled a public hearing to adopt relevant portions of the City's

Comprehensive Plan amendment package; and

The provisions of this Ordinance are subject to the approval of the Malheur County

Court and will not become effective until approved by the Malheur County CourU and

WHEREAS, The City Council concludes that the proposed Comprehensive Plan amendments are

consistent with applicable Statewide Planning Goals and applicable provisions of the

Ontario Comprehensive Plan, based upon the findings and conclusions set forth in the

following documents, which findings and conclusions are adopted by the City Council:

t. The City of Ontario Urban Growth Area & Comprehensive Plan Amendment Justification and

Findings Report dated December 8, 2013 and prepared by Winterbrook Planning (Exhibit 4,

including Appendices A-F and Maps 1-5);

2. The Planning Staff Report dated December 9, 2013 (Exhibit L);

3. The Second Addendum to the Ontario Urbanization Study, prepared by Winterbrook Planning,

documenting the need for and site requirements of rail-dependent industrial users (Exhibit 4 -
Appendix A);

4. The Transportation lmpact Study prepared by Lancaster Engineering demonstrating that the

"reasonable worst case scenario" for development of Industrial land added to the Urban Growth

Area will not significantly impact existing or planned transportation facilities (Exhibit 4 - Appendix

D);

5. The public Facilities Report from Public Works Director Bob Walker, demonstrating the feasibility

of providing sanitary sewer and water service to the expanded Urban Growth Area without

compromising the City's ability to provide urban services to the existing Urban Growth Area

(Exhibit 4 - Appendix E);

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CIW OF ONTARIO ORDAINS AS FOTLOWS:

Section 1. Title 10, The City of Ontario Comprehensive Plan, and supporting planning documents (the

Ontario Urbanization Study, the Ontario Urban Growth Boundary and Plan Map, and the Ontario

Transportation System Plan) are hereby amended as follows:

1. The Ontario Comprehensive Plan Map is modified to expand the Urban Growth Boundary and to

redesignate land irom County Agriculture (EFU)to City Industrial- Heavy Industrial, as shown on

Exhibit 4 - Map 4 and further described in the Planning Staff Report (Exhibit 1);

z. The 2007 Ontario Urbanization Study (which provides the factual and analytical basis for growth

projections and land needs found in the Ontario Comprehensive Plan) is amended as set forth in

exhlbit 4 - Appendix A, Second Addendum to the Ontario Urbanization Study.

ORDINANCE NO . 2687 -2OL3 Ontario Comprehensive PbnAmendments
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3. The Ontario Comprehensive Plan text and policies related to Goals 9 and 14 are amended as set
forth in Exhibit 4 - Appendix B, Comprehensive Plan Policy and Text Amendments.

4. The Ontario Transportation System Plan is amended as set forth in Exhibit 4 - Appendix C,

Ontario TSP Amendments, and as shown on Exhibit 4 - Map 4.

Section 2. The City Manager is hereby directed to effect the above amendments and to provide

notification of the City Council's decision to the Department of Land Conservation and Development in

a timely manner.

Section 3. This ordinanceshall become effective either within 3O days, or upon co-adoption by the

Malheur County Court of the amendments to the Ontario Comprehensive Plan policies and text, the

Ontario Comprehensive Plan Map, and the Ontario Transportation System Plan as authorized by this

ordinance, whichever is later.

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Common Council of the City of Ontario this 21* day of Janua ry,2074, by

the following vote:

AYES:

NAYS:

ABSENT:

APPROVED by the Mayor this 21o day of January, 2014.

Mayor

ATTEST:

ToriBarnett, MMc, City Recorder

ORDINANCE NO. 2687 -2OL3 Ontario Comprehensive PhnArnendments
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Second Addendum to the 2A07 Urbanization Study

PuRpose

This Addendum has two primary purposes:

l. To document the site requirements of rail-dependent industrial and ransshipment centers
and Ontario's comparative advantages in attracting such centers.

2. To provide a factual basis for changes to the2007 Urbanization Study (as amended in
2013), the Goal 9 and 14 chapters of the Ontario Comprehensive PIan (also amended in
2013), and to provide factual support for an amendment to the Ontario Urban Growrh
Area (UGA) boundary to provide a suitable site for one or more large rail-dependent
firms.

Bacxonouruo

The2007 Ontario Urbanization Study provided technical analysis supporting the2007 update of
the Ontario Comprehensive Plan and factual data supporting an expansion of the UGA and

establishment of an Urban Reserve Area (JRA). Thus, the2007 Urbanization Study (l)
evaluated growth forecasts, (2) inventoried the City's buildable land supply, (3) identified
housing and public facility needs, (4) included and Economic Opportunities Analysis @OA) and

economic development strategies, and (5) determined how much land the City will need to
accommodate growth from2006-2026 and from 2006-2056.

i.i r'rt1 1..1 !.:t ir;rrri /.,.ti!,.jtt

The Goal l4 chapter of the comprehensive plan as amended in early 2013 (Ordinance No. 2674-
2013) includes the following revised text with respect to 2}-year and 5O-year land need:

"In 2007, the City of Ontario adopted a 2056 UM to meet identified land needs through

-sTTFz-I0-srIifrI@

acres were reserved in the southeast portion of the UMfor rail-dependent uses semed

by both the Union Pactfc Railroad and Railroad Avenue.

"In 2009, the City of Ontmio and Malheur County amended the UGA boundary to meet a

large-site industrial land deficit. This expansion included the 77-acre "Wada Site" (nine

acres ofwhichwas alreadywithin the UGB) immediately northwest of the Ontuio
Regional Airport and sertedby the Ynrri Beltline (Oregon HigIMay 201).

"The 2012 Addendum to the 2007 Ontario Urbanization Sndy identified an unmet short-
term needfor two 150-250 acre sites to accommodate (1) a very large mega data center

Ontario Urbanization Study . EOONorthwest / Updated by Winterbrook Planning . October 2013. Page 2
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and Q) 2-3 smaller data center users. * * 'r To ensttre that Agricultural land is not
prematurely includedwithin the Ontarto UGA to meet this need, Ontoio has adopted a

sequential approach. Consistentwith Policy 10-14-8(3), Ontario will include one mega

data center site within tle UGA in early 2013 to meet shart-term needs; at such time as

this site is developed, Ontario is committed to initiating a second UGA o*
ensure that a second data center site is immediatelv available within the UGA.

" In 20 1 3: Public facilities needs identified in the 2007 Comprehensive PIan were reduced

by 80 acres to accountfor a transcription error (30 acres) and double-counting school

needs (50 acres). The UGA was expanded to address 105 acres ofthe adjusted 184-acre

publicfacilities need TVu City of Ontario and Malheur identified a needfor at least one

site of approximately 200 acres to rneet the site requirements of mega data centers.

Ontario UGA lacks any such luge sites; therefore, the UGA was expanfud by an

additional 199 acres to meet this identifiedneed.

"Table 14-4 updates 2006-2026 Ontoio land need and supply numbers based on the

expanded 2013 UGA.

Generalized Land Use Buildable Acres

Surplus (Deficitl

zlF.zns
Commercial

Industrial

Public Facility

Residential

TOTAT

242.9

485.8

LL4.9

627.9

\qn.5

{11.2)

{21.s)
(6s.1)

34.5

The Goal 14 element of the comprehensive plan includes the following acknowledged policies:

Table 144: Ontario Land Need and Suppty 2006-2026 @evised 2013)

5. Land added to the UGA to meet the needs of mega data centers shall be retained in

large parcels (minimum of 5a acres) to en&re that large site size requirements are

met consistentwiththe 2a12 Addendumto the Ontmio Wbanization Study.

6. To carry out Ontario's "no rat loss of inigated agricultural land policy," annexdion
agreementsfor properties zoned EFU shall include a specific provision that requires
proof ofwater rights transfer to ruralfarm land before Citywater is provided to the

subject tea.

Ontario Urbanization Study . ECONorthvrtest / Updated by Winterbrook Planning . October 2013. Page 3
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7. Ontario u,ill reserve large parcels of URA land (approximately 500 acres) served by
both the Union Pacifc Railroad and Railroad Avenue to meet regional rail-
dependent industrial needs. "

In2A06, Ontario participated in a study of "rail assets" as paft of a county-wide industrial lands
strategy. It't 2012, Business Oregon approached the City regarding the availability of a large site
to accommodare a rail-dependent industrial firm. The firm had identified specific site
requirements that Ontario was unable to meet. The remainder of this Addendum focuses on site
requirements for rai l-dependent industrial uses.

Mru-neuR Courury Rall Asser SruDy (2006)

Ontario's been interested in attracting major rail-dependent users for a long time - in part to
service its agricultural employment base. Although the City has several industrial sites adjacent
to the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) mainline, Ontario has had not recent successes in
attraetin g major rail-dependent industrial firms.

, ,.;' :, . :,,t:tt.. ,(:.. ,,.'.-.

ln 2006. the City participated inthe Malheur County Rail Asset Study (Claudia Howells). The
study (p. l8) included the following observations regarding Ontario's competitive advantages in
attractin g rzil-dependent employment:

"The area is generally served b1t the Union Pacific Raih'oad (UPRR) a large, Class I
railroad that gives its customers occess to all domestic markets, international ports and
the counties of Mexico and Canada, sonte directly some through other rail carriers.
Ontario is directly served by UPRR and has a sizable marshaling yard in downtou'n
Ontario. Rail-served industries are clustered around the freight yard. * * *

"The condition of the rail infraslructure within the study area is very good. The quality of
sert,ice provided by UPRR is acceptable. UPRR's line through Ontario is one of UPRR's
maior transcontinentalfreight routes and will always ser.ve the Treasure valley area. * *

"A nev'ly-design.ated parcel along the oregon Eastern Railroad [OERR isJ the site of
Treasure Valley Reneu,able Resources. This site was not originally zonedfor industrial
use and required an exceptionfrom the state Department of Land Conseryation and
Development, a lengthy and laborious process. The experience highlighted the need to
des i gn a.te ade quat e p r op er ti e s for r a i I - dep e n d e nt industr i al deve I o p m e n t.

"For manufacturers and agricultaral producers that sell to distant markets and produce
Iow ta ntedium talue prodncts, rail service is not 'alternative lt'ansportation,' il is
essential. Because railroads,for the most part arefor-profit businesses, it is also

Ontario Urbanization Study . ECONorthwest / Updated by Winterbrook Planning . October 2013. Page 4
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essentialfor them to be able to grow business. For both reasons, communities should

take special care in designating and preserving rail-served sites for industrial use, and

planntng.for the redevelopment of 'brownfield' or abandoned sites as permanent

industrialuses. * * *

"In conclusion, the rail resource in the study area is strong and capable ofattracting new

industries that will provide longlerm, family-wage employnent. There is no question

that rail transportation will become increasingly important. Therefore commurtities that

have anlicipated the needfor rail-dependent sites will be highly competitive in attracting
hi gh quality employment. "

The Horvell study (p. l7) also recognizes Ontario's unique advantage in having the OERR short
line connection with the UPRR main line:

"Land located along the Oregon Eastern Railroad has the best chance of being developed

for rail-dependent or rail-accessible industries. Development of new industries along the

UPRRv,ill likely be more dfficztlt. UPRRwill be reluctan,t to give a new shipper access

to its main line, because it does not have the track capacity to su,itch on the main line."

.:it l;, ,:tii:,..,';'.i1|1.. !tii'i.:tii['i-tt!itiii-!t't!I itttiIt.!t ir.t
Regarding the site requirements for rail-dependent industries, the Howell study (p. l8)
recognizes that being next to the UPRR main line doesn't mean that a site has access ro the line,
and makes the following observations:

"Being next to a railroad does not necessorily mean that the rail line can be physically
accessed. Topograplry of a particular parcel may restrtct the building of a connecting
industrial spur. The lrack struchtre of the main line may not allow the addition of a

switch. Particular locations, such as property within a wye, are not conducive to

development. * * *

:ffiqinty'@Efu 
y:ysteally-aeeesfr Fle,-b-urrhe:rat

providing service. This is particularly tnte of the WRR UPRR generallywill not allow
a new switch to be added to its main line, espeeially if it is single-track location. On the

other hand, the Oregon Eastern will be fw more agreeable to locating new industries
anryay alang its line. * * *

"Generally speaking, railroads prefer to concentrote rail operations rather than stringing
customers alang the whole of a rail line. This ts particularly true of swall customers. In
other words, efforts should be made to clwter small industries so that the railroad can
manage its business as fficiently as possible. * * *

Ontaric Urbanization Study . ECONorthwest I Updated by \Mnterbrook Planning . October 2013 . Page 5
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"Increasingly, especially on the UPRR, industrial rail operations are expected to be self-
contained. Car loading and storage tracks should be entirely within the property. This
characteristic will drive the needfor large properties to accommodate high volume rail
business. * * *

"Rail operations are noisy, and depending o the customer, m6y operate 24/7. Therefore

care should be take care to reduce potential conflicts."

The Howell study (p. l9) also identified other critical site requirements, including adjacency to
the UGB, parcels sizes of 50-100 acres, flat topography without wetland or floodplain
constraints, good road access and access to City utilities. In particular, the study described the
characteristics of "Tier l " rail-dependent properties:

. Served by the Oregon Eastern Railroad or UPRR's Homedale Branch
o Parcels of50-100 ocres
o Proximate to the UGB
o Flat topography
o Limited or no wetland or other environmental constraints
t Adequate road access
o Available utilities

Buslr,tEss OReoon - PRo.lecr Rau

Business Oregon is currently working with a railcar maintenance and services company that is

looking for the opportunity to expand their core business in Oregon.

According to "Project Rail" documentation provided by Business Oregon (November 2012),

"They are lookingfor suitable property along either - Union Pacific Railroad, ANSF

Railway and/or any port location with rail access. They prefer property with track that
has dual access (UPRR A BNSF) and is large enough to accommodate multiple unit

----ains--tloafar-s75fl0znil8500Vacn-'iite-ngfh.:Thircomp-anyifnfr'M:sitonrtoTniesrin:adding the necessmy track if other suitable conditions with regards to the property are

ovailable.

Jr* 'r' * They are lookingfor suitable property to lease and/or purchase - thefollowing is

a list of items, criteria and/or questions they need answered regarding each site for
evaluation pwposes

I. Property located offa main line with BNSF, Union Pacrfic R& CSX or Norfolk
Southern. (Company will consider short lines or ports with rail access based on the

volume of trafic).

Ontario Urbanization Study . ECONorthwest / Updated by Winterbrook Planning . October 2013 . Page 6
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2. Does the property have a switch or switches of the main line? How much track is

onsite? Andwhat is the lay-out? Can it accept unit trains? Curvature and condition

of *ack?

3. How close in proximity to the main line is the track?

4. Switchfees from the railroads? (Example - power on, power offees or do switch

fees applyfrom the railroadfor unit trains or indfuidual cms)

5. Location of the closest railroadyard? And how often does the kR switch this

facility?

6. Any issues with the property being afloofud and is it in aflood zone?

7. Buildings onsite? Track tlvough and or beside the structure? Size and layout?

8. Any EPA and/or noise restrictions associated with the property and/or community?

9. River access? Transloading capabilities? Any concrete pads?

10. Number of acres? (Prefer 150 to 200 acres)

11. Terms ofuse? Lease and/orpurchase?

12. Federal, state and local incentives (Grants, Ioans, etc.) and names of local, state, and

federal fficials that may have involvement with the property, funding, grants, low
interest loans, etc? Names and contact informationfor applicable Railroad
In&rtr ial D evelo pment p er s onne l?

I3. Utilities - Electric and water required.

Business Oregon is also cunently working with a rail-dependent manufacturing company that is

looking for the opportunity to develop a rnulti-phase facility in Oregon.

According to "Project T8" documentation provided by Business Oregon (September 2013),

The project will be developed in multiple phases. Thefirst two phases of development are
for the first two of a potential four manufachtring lines. The requirements for phases I
and II are listed in the second column in the table on the next page. The investment snd
employtnent figres could roughly double with the implementatton of the additional
phases. The third colwnn in the table bellows represents the minimum project investment

Ontario Urbanization Study . EOONorthwest / Updated by Winterbrook Planning . October 2013 . Page 7
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and employment once all phases are implemenr.ed. This chosen location. will also be a
strong candidatefor other company operations to be determin.ed.

They w,ill accept an.d evaluale sites that only meet the Phase I & 2 requiremenls, but
locations that exceed the Phase I & 2 requirements and allov'for expansions lhat can
accommodate Total Build Ozn requirements will h.atte a signif cant advantage.

Phase I & 2 Totcl Build Oul
fudditi o n al oo er ati o n s)

Capital Investment $700 million $1.4 billion+
Etnolovment 347 full time enzplovees 700+ full time entployees

Site Size 200 acres minimum 400* ucres preferred

Rail Traffic 30-35 per week 60-70+ ner week
Truck Traffic 700 trucks oer week 1,100+ trttcks per v,eek

Electricity Usage #0,A00 MWh per year 860,000 MWh p€r year
min.

Eleetrical Connected Load 52 MW 104 MW min.

Natttral Gas 2,044.000 DTH 4,000,000 DTH min.

Potable Water 30,00A sailons/dst 60, 0 A 0 ea llon s/dav m in.

Indusfi"ial Water 2. 5 nillion sallons/dav 5 million sallons/day min.

Indusf ial Wastetvater L8 million gallons/day 3.6 million gallons/day
min.

Sanitant Wastewater 5,000 sallons/dav I 0,000 eallons/day min.

Nonhazardous Waste (Sludse ) 30 tons/day 60 tons/dav

Nonhazardous Solid Waste
(Other)

220 tons/year 440+ tons/year

. General operating conditions:
o Operation will run 24 lnurs a day, 7 days a week
o A large percentoge of rau' materials will be importedfi'om Canada, South

America and U.S. Iocations.
c Transportationneeds:

o Direct access to rail service on site required
-.-'---- -- 

- 

:-o--PFoiitnityand-exeeltent=q-traliry-acec-st Fo-infeiitdte and:major highways
o Proximity to intermodalfacility

o Electricrequirements:
o Dependable electric power is required, redundan.clt is preferred.
o Demandfactor of 95%o

e Natural Gas requirements:
o Minimum pressure af 40 psi at the property line is needed.

o Abiliry tu purchase direct frorn transmission companies is strongly
prefened

o Water:
o Potable, gray and raw water for in&strial process water are all feasible

although gay or raw water are preferred.
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In &tstr ial w asl eu) ater :
o Treatmentfacility will be built onsite. Time and ability to obtain an

NPDES permit will be uitical to the decision.
o Discharge to a surface waler source is prefened.

Sanitary wastey,ater: -:=-:--:-:

o Treatment provided by others (municipal or other) is pre-

Nonhazardous vtaste:
o Potential to recycle sludge is benefciul

Air Emissions:
o Thefacility is expected to be a major source andwill require a Title V Air

Permit
o Anticipated emissions me listed on the next page:

o Other requirements:
o Site must be zonedfor induslrial operations or, in an area without zoning,

site must be in an area suitablefor hemy industrial development.
o Site with existing infrastructure that may reduce capital costs will have an

advantage. Brou,nfield sites are acceptable so long as minimal
environmental remediation is required and the company may receive a
t ot a I r ele a s e fi om I i ab i litlt fr om pr ev ious c ont amin at ia n.

o Site must be free ofwetlqnds, endangered species or other
e nv i ro n men ta I ly unac cept ab I e c o ndition s th at w oul d si gnrf c a nt ly i mp a ct
or dela-v development of the site.

o Site must be capable of being under full control u,ithin 90 days of a final
location decision.

-ffiFenuHde tffe-76p-yearJlood-plaln as Mfined on FENDT

flood plain maps and must be at a level that is feasible to raise above the
51}-year tlood plain.

o Community supportfor the development of an industrialfacility at this
location is important. Aesthetics me important to the company.

o TaIIest structures on the site are 100' (85'buildingwith l5'exhaust
stacks).

o Noise is expected to be signifcantly less than 80 decibels at the fence line
. Commtmity attributes

o Population of greater than 100,000 within normal commuting distance is
strongly prefewed

o S*ong manufacturingworlforce culture
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Wnar Does Ot.tnnto Hnve ro Orren?

Although Ontario is located on a main line with a major switching yard, many of its rail-

dependent sites have flooding constraints, and some are located near residential areas. Although

there are large sites adjacent to the UPRR main line, larger sites do not have direct access to this

Iine. In particular, Ontario currently lacks rail-dependent sites of 150-200 acres that are served

by a short line with direct access to the UPRR mainline, can be seryed by public utilities, have

direct access to the UPRR line, and are located outside the floodplain.

However, in2007, Ontario anticipated the need for large, raildependent indushial sites. Based

on consideration of the Howell study, ECONordrwest worked with WinterbrookPlanning, the

city of Ontario, Malheur County, and the Oregon Departments of Agriculture and [and

Conservation and Development, to evaluate altemative raildependent sites - focusing on large

and serviceable sites with acress to both the UPRR main line and the EORR short line.

The result was a decision to assign a "raildependent industrial reserve" designation to large

parcels on both sides of the EORR short line - at its terminus with the UPRR main line. As

stated in Urbanization Policy 7: approximately 360 acres' are reserved especially for rail-

dependent uses in the URA:

7. Orxario will reserve large parcels of URA land (approximately 500 acres) served by

both the Union Pacrfic Railroad and Railroad Avenue to meet regional rail-
depndent industrial needs. "

Figure I shows the 360-acre Rail-Dependent Industrial Reserve Area-

t As a rssult of Deparbsnl qf Agicultue comments in 2007, tbc rail{ependent indushial rcsewe area was reduced from 500 to
360 acres.

Ontario Urbanizat'on Study . ECoNorthwest / Updded by Wnteftrook Planning . Oetober 2013. Page 10
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Figure 1: Rail-Dependent Industrial Reserve Area

Ontario Urbanization Study . EGONorthwest / Updated by Winterbrook Planning ' October 2013' Page 11



Gottcluslotrt

Ontario has distinct comparafive advantages when it comes to meeting the siting requirements of
rail-dependent industrial and tansshipment centers. Ontario has:

o A supportive planning and political environment;
. A UPRR mainline and a major rail switching yard;
r Suffrcient water and sanitary sewer capacity;
r Available state tax incentives;
o Support from state agencies; and
r A large urban reserve area.with large, flat and serviceable sites especially reserved for

rai l-dependent industries.

RecouueNDATtoN

Based on Ontario's comparative advantages as documented inthe Malheur County Rail Assets

Stttdy- it is reasonable to conclude that Ontario could be successful in attracting rail-dependent
industrial and transshipment centers. Based on criteria identified by two potential rail-dependent
user:s, a site of 150-400 acres with direct access to the LIPRR main line is needed.

To be competitive in atlracting such centers in the short-term (over the next five years), Ontario
should provide two large, fla! serviceable sites in the 250-acre range. Ontario cunently has no
sites of greater than 90 aues within its Urban Growth Area- and no large sites with direct access

to the UPRR main line.

At the same time, Ontario recognizes the primary almost $300,000 connibution that agriculture
contributes to Malheur County's economy. The Ontario Comprehensive Plan recommends

against premature conversion of agricultural land until it is needed for urban development.

@olicy 1G.34)

To balance these somewhat competing objectives, Winterbrook recommends a conservative,

sequential approach to UGA expansion: Ontario should include one site of approximately 250

acres within the UGA in2Al4. If this site develops rapidly as expected, Ontario should consider

amending the UGA to include a second site for one or more additional raildependent indusbies.

Ontarb Urbanization Study . EOONorthwest / Updated by Winterbrook Planning . October 2013 . Page 12
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Appendix B:

Ontario Comprehensive Plan
Policy and Text Amendments

T*ble rif Conients
GOAL 9: ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT .........................2

10-9-l: Findings General .....-...2

rc-9-2 Findings: National, State and Regional Trends........ ............... 3

10-9-3 Findings: Ontario's Comparative Advantage.. ......................... 3

lA-94 Findings: Site Suitability Requirements............. ..................... 3

rc-9-7 Policies: Economic Development .-............... ........................... 3

Goal 14: URBANIZATION ......... ...................4

10-14-1 Findings: General ........4

10-14-5 Findings: Long Range Buildable Lands Needs......... .............4

i0-14-6 Findings: Comparison ofland Need and Supply .................4

t0-14-8 Policies: Urbanization................. ....................... 6

The following proposed amendments to the Ontario Comprehensive Plan are shown in italic fon.t
and are part of the December 2013 Ontario Comprehensive PIan Amendment package.

Comprehensive Plan references in this document are based on the Ontario Comprehensive Plan

as of Ordinance2674-2013 (February 2013).

GGAL 9: ICONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

I i'-3 : : irilriiltglr ,ir,'lr-jt'iii

finsert following the third paragraph in this section.l

In 2013 tle City also adopted the Second (2013) Addendum to the 2007 Ontario

Urbanization Study. This Addendum docum.ented the short-term and medittrn term need

far one or more large sites to meet the site requirements of "rail-dependent industrial"

users within the Ontmio UGA.

Comprehensive Plan Poliry & Text Amendments . Winterbrook ' October 2013 'Page 2
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[nsert following the last paragraph in this section.l

As indicated in the Malheur County Rail Asset Study (Howells, 2006) and as borne out by

rwo inquiries to Business Oregon since 20lA regarding potential rail-dependent

industrial sites in Eastern Oregon, there is a rising demand for large induslrial sites with

direct rail access in Eastern Oregon.

finsert following the last paragraph in this section.l

Rail - D ep en dent Industr i a I

With respect to rail-dependent industrial needs (in addition to the aforementioned

competitive advantages of plenty ofwater and sewer capacif, a trained or trainable

labor force, and pro-growth commttniDt attitude), with the 201j rail-dependent industrial

land additions Ontario has the competitive advantage of being able to provide large, JIat
and serviceable sites with access to a short-line railroa.d connecting directly with the

Union Pacific Railroad main line.

l.:-!,-,i ,1,:, :!:,.':,: .lli,''-'itii.:iriiii,.ir ,. ','1t':i '':ir' 1,.'

[Insert prior to Table 9-3 in this section.]

Ontario also seelcs ro afiract multiple rail-dependenf industrial users to the community.

To achieve this policy objective, Ontario amended its UGA to include a 245-ate Rail

Industrial site north of the Oregon Eastern Railroad short line. This site cmt be provided

with sanitary sewer andwater service within a year or less, and has access via the short

line to the Union Pacific Railroad main line. This site m.ay be purehased by a single

Imge user or several medium-sized users; however, this site is resewed exclwiwlyfor

ry!!-dqp""&l!Egrlfjg!4lr!!!g_a_q{g$JQ_qgf q_9!-!n9f 9.-,,
i'I-- T .liii;r-.:,.r i. .-.. r-a;l,;tliii i.ll:'.'t:IIi1.:IIi'.1 t'r

flnsert following Policy 14 in this sectiotr.]

15. Ontario seela to attract multiple rail-dependen.t indwtrial users to the community.

Ontario has demonstrated that it isfeasible to provide sanitary sauer, water and

traruportationfacilities within a yemfollowing annexation to the Cily. Onltrio is

committed to providing a competitive short-term supply offully serviced rail-
dependent sites wtth Heany Industrial zoning. Sites included within the UGA for rail-
dependent industrial users shall be reserved in large parcels of at least 5A acres, and

Comprehensive Plan Poliry & Text Amendments . Winterbrook' October 2A73. Page 3
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shall only be developed for rail-depen.dent uses. RaiI dependent uses are industrial
uses that cannotfunctionwithout, and require regular and direct access to, rail
facilities.

i, t-,it r''. 4: Li Ii FiAN lZ,A,lllil ii

finsert following the last paragraph in this section.J

In 2013 the City adopred the Second Q}f 3) Addendum to the 2007 Ontario Urbanization

Study. 77tis Addendum documented the short- and medium-term needfor one or more

large sites to aecommodate "rail-dependent industrial" users u'ithin the Ontario UGA.

rrl-'i,:-.', r,irirl :1':.. i..ilt)t:'.{i:r:(.' iriiii':.iili:t :,'r1r',.. r1 ',:.1'

finsert following the last paragraph in this section.]

The Second (2013) Addendum to the 2007 Ontario Urbanization Study identified an

unmet shorl'term need for rail-dependent industrial sites in the I 5 A-4 00 acre ran ge ta

accommodate (1) a rail-dependent mannfacluringfirm and/or (2) a railcar maintenance

and service company . The City of Ontario and Business Oregon me working to

accommodate interested rail-dependent users htown as Project Rail and Projecl 78. To

ensure that Agriculnral land is not prematarely included within the Ontario UGA to

meet this need, Ontario has adopted a sequential approach Consistent with Policy l0-
l4-8(3), Ontario will include one rail-dependent industrial site withinthe UGA in early
2014 to meet short- and medium-tenn needs; at such time as this site is developedfor

' rail-dependent uses, Ontario is commitfed to initiating a second UGA amendment to

ensure that a second rail-deoendent industrial site is immediatelv available within the

UGA.

[Replace all text and table in this section.]

In 2007, the City of Ontario adopted a 2056 UM to meet identifed land needs through

2056. The 2056 UM included 1,757 ates forfuture urban uses. Approximately 500

acres were resemed in the soufheast portion of the UMfor rail-dependent uses sened
by both the Union Pacific Railroad and RailroadAvenue.

The 2007 Comprehenstve Plan identifed a Year 2026 UGA deficit of obout 351 acres in

thefollowing land use categories:

Comprehensive Plan Policy & Text Amendments . Winterbrook I October 2013 . Page 4
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o Commercial (11 acres)

o Industrial (89 acres)

o Public Facilities (254 acres)*

t Residential 35 acre surplus.
* Publicfacilities need included ciQ and countyfacilities, park, school, fraternal, and

religious needs.

In 2009, the City of Ontario and Malheur Counly amended the Urban Growth Area

(UGA) boundary to meet a large-site industrial tand defcit. This expansion included the

77-acre "Wada Site" (nine acres of u'hich was already within the UGB) immediatellt

northaest of the Ontmio Regional Airport and sewedby the Ytufti Beltline (Oregon

Highu,ay 201).

In 2013:

l. publicfacilities needs identif ed in the 20a7 Comprehensive PIan u'ere reduced by 80

acres to accountfor a transcription error (30 acres) and double-counting school

needs (50 acres). The UGA was expanded to address 105 acres of the adiusted i,84-

a cr e public fa ciliti e s nee d.

2. The City of Ontario and Malheur County identified a needfor at least one site of
approximatety 200 acres to meet the sile requirements of mega data centers' Ontario

UGA tactred any such large sites; therefore, the UGAwas expandedby on additional

199 acres to meet this identified need.

3. In late 20.,3, the City of Ontaria and Malheur Counly idenrified a needfor at least

one site of approximately 250 acres with direct access to the EO&R short line to meet

the site requirements of rail-dependent industrial users. Ontario UGA lacked any

such large sites; therefore, the UGAwas expanded by an additional 245 acres to

meet this identifed need.

Table 14-4 updates 2006-2026 Ontario land need and supply numbers based on the

expanded 2013 UGA.

Comprehensive Plan Poliry & Text Amendments ' Winterbrook ' October 2013' Page 5
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Table l4-4: Antario Land Need and Supply 2A06-2026 (Revised 2013)

2v.1
507.3

250.0

LU.O

s93.4

1,n89

Generalized land Use Buildable Acres

Surplus (Deficitl

rezps
Commercial

lndustrial

Rail-De pendent Industrial

Public Facility

Reside ntial

TOTAI

242.9

485.8

245.0

114.9

627.9

7|65

(Lt.2l
(21..s)

(s.0)

(5e.1)

34.5

,iii i"

flnsert following Policy 7 in this section.]

8. Land added to the UGA lo meet the needs of rail-dependent users shall be retained in
Imge pmcels (minimum of 50 acres) to ensure that large site size requirements for
rail-dependent industrial users are met consistent with the Second (2013) Addendum

to the Ontario Urbanization Studv.

Comprehensive Plan Policy& TextAmendments r Winterbrook. October2013. Page 6
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Appendix C:

Ontario TSP Amendment

The following amendment to the Ontario Transportation System Plan (TSP) is proposed as part
of the December 2013 Ontario Comprehensive Plan Amendment package.

TSP Map Amendment

The proposed amendment to Figures 3-lb and 7-lb of the TSP is shown on Winterbrook Map 4.

This map shows the classification of SW 4tr Steet south of SW 18s Avenue to "major
collector".

OntarioTSPAmendment . Winterbrook 34fanuary20L4 . PageZ
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J.

Executve SumnaeRv

l. The City of Ontario is proposing an expansion of its Urban Growth Area (UGB)' to include
approximately 275 acres of rail-accessible land in the south central portion of Ontario. The
primary purpose of this UGA expansion is to meet identified industrial land needs and provide
the opportrinity for a large rail-dependent employment center. The UGB expansion area includes
an industrial site of approximately 275 tax-lot acres and 30 acres of right-of-way.

It is assumed that by the year 2019 the first phase of development on the UGA expansion area
will be in place and will consist of a manufactwing facility with approximately 175 full-time
employees. It is estimated that this first phase of development will generate approximately 350
truck trips per week. For this initial phase, access to the site will be only via SW 4o'Avenue.

By 2030, it is expected that the southwestem portion of the UGB expansion area will be
developed as well, employing an additional 175 employees and generating approximately 350
additional truck trips per week. For this phase of development on the UGB expansion are4 it
was assumed that access points at Alameda Drive and Railroad Avenue would be constructed to
provide additional passenger vehicle access to Highway 201. Trucks are expected to use SW 4fi
Street and SW i86 Avenue.

All off-site study area intersections will operate with sufficient capacity and at an acceptable
level of service to accommodate trips from development on the UGB expansion area through the
planning horizon. However, to ensure efficient operation and truck turning movements at the
intersection ofSW 18ft Avenue and SW 4s Street, construction ofan eastbound right-tum lane
and a northbound left-turn lane are recommended.

The operational analyses referenced above clarify that the functional classification of SW 4d
Street as a Major Collector should extend south of SW l8'h Avenue to SW Island Road, in order
to serve the site as well as other industrial lands that are currently within the existing UGB but
outside the cunent City Limits. It is recommended that the Transportation System Plan (TSP) be
amended to reflect this functional classification.

t The City of Ontario identifies its UGB as an "Urban Growth Area" (UGA). However, "UGB'is used in this
study.

Ontario Urban Growth Boundary Expansion
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PRo.lecr DescRlpnoN

INTRODUCTION

The City of Ontario is proposing an expansion of its Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) to include
approximately 275 acres in the south central portion of Ontario. The UGB expansion area is also
proposed for annexation into the City and designation as City Heavy Industrial (I2) zoned land.

The UGB expansion area is bordered by Alameda Drive to the wes! agricultural land to the south,
the Union Pacific Railroad (IPRR) to the east and West Island Road to the north. It is adjacent to
the acknowledged Ontario Urban Growth Area (URA) bordered on the southern side by Eastem
Oregon Railroad Short Line and entirely within the acknowledged Ontario URA. The area includes
245 acres oftaxlot acres and 30 acres ofright-of-way lands.

The primary pupose of this UGB expansion is to meet the identified need for a rail-dependent
indusfial site in order to attract industrial firms that could potentially locate in Ontario. Fimrs such
as these have the capacity to become major employers and attracting such a firm would help the city
reach its adopted employment and population projections. This report examines the taffic impacts
of the expansion and future development of the UGB expansion area. The purpose of this report is to
provide both a short-term and long-term analysis that addresses the operation ofeach ofthe study
intersections in order to ensure safe and efficient performance.

All supporting data and calculations are included in the appendix to this report.

LOCATION DESCRIPTION

Based on the location of the UGB expansion area, and the expected trip generation from eventual
development in this are4 the following intersections were selected for analysis of projected traffic
impacts during the weekday evening peak traffrc hours:

- ; Oregon Hi-ghway lolat Raitroaa Avenue
. Oregon Highway 201 at SW 186 Avenue
. Oregon Highway 201 atSW 4'h Avenue
. SW 18ft Avenue at Alameda Drive
. SW 186 Avenue at SW 46 Street
. SW 186 Avenue at SE 2od Steet

Oregon Highway 201 is under the jurisdiction of the Oregon Deparhnent of Transportation (ODOT)
and is classified as an Urban Minor Arterial. It is generally a five-lane roadway, including a center
two.way left-tum lane, with a posted speed limit of 55 mph adjacent to the UGB expansion area and
45 mph within Ontario city limits. Pedestian facilities are not provided along the highway with the
exception of a sidewalk on the east side between SW 4s Avenue and SW 66 Avenue. Curbs are in
installed intermittently along both sides of the roadway in the study area from SW 46 Avenue to SW

Ontario Ufuan Growth Boundary Expansion
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18th Avenue. No on-street parking is available and no bike lanes are denoted. However, 6-foot
shoulders are provided on both sides ofthe street.

Railroad Avenue is a two-lane roadway classified as a Major Collector under the jurisdiction of
Malheur County. It has a posted speed limit of 50 mph. It has no curbs, on-street parking, marked

shoulders, or pedestrian facilities. It runs parallel to the Eastern Oregon Railroad Short Line through

the full extent of the study area from Oregon Highway 201to Alameda Drive. The Stewart Carter

Ditch flows between Railroad Avenue and the railroad line for approximately a half mile east of
Highway 201.

SW 18'h Avenue is classified as a Minor Arterial by the Cify of Ontario and as a Rural Major
CollectorAJrban Collector by Malheur County. It is generally a twoJane roadway with a posted

speed limit of 45 mph between the study intersections at Highway 201, Alameda Drive, and SW 4s
Street. The facility is mostly unimproved; lacking curbs, sidewalks, and a marked shoulder until 0.25

mile east of SW 4ft Street. After the intersection, curbs and sidewalks are installed on flre north side

of the roadway. The roadway is also widened to include a marked shoulder and/or bike lane to

accommodate bicycles. No on-street parking is available.

SW 4'h Avenue is under the jurisdiction of the City of Ontario and is classified as a Principle
Arterial. It is generally a five-lane roadway west of Oregon Highway 201, including a center two-
way left turn lane, with a posted speed limit of 35 mph. Curbs and sidewalks are present on both
sides of the facility. On-street parking and bike lanes are not provided.

SW Alameda is primarily under the jurisdiction of the City of Ontario in the site vicinify and is
classified as a Minor Collector. From SW 4* Avenue to Jakes Drive, it is a two-lane facility with a
speed limit of 25 mph which reduces to 20 mph in places where it passes through school zones.

South of Jakes Drive, the facility does not have on-street parking, curbs, pedestrian facilities, or a
marked shoulder. Bicycle facilities are not provided.

SW 4'h Street is underthe jurisdiction of the City of Ontario and is classified as aMajor Collector. It
is generally a two-lane roadway with a statutory residential speed limit of 25 mph. Curbs are present
on both sides of the roadway and sidewalks are provided on the east side of the sheet. Bike lanes are

denoted on both sides of the facility. A 6-foot shoulder is marked on the west side of the roadway.
No on-street parking is available.

SE 2nd Sfteet is under the jurisdiction of the City of Ontario and is classified as a Major Collector. It
is generally a two-lane roadway with a statutory residential speed limit of 25 mph. No curbs or
sidewalks are present on either side of the steet. On-street parking and bike lanes are not provided.

The intersection of Oregon Highway 201 and Railroad Avenue is a fourJegged intersection that is
contolled by STOP signs on the eastbound and westbound approaches. The eastbound and
westbound approaches each consist of a shared lane for all movements. The northbound and
southbound approaches consist of a shared throughiright turn lane and a shared througMeft tum
lane. Near this intersection on the south side, Oregon Highway 201 crosses a UPRR line that runs
parallel to Railroad Avenue. The railroad crossing is controlled by an automatic warning device that
features alternating flashing red lights and crossing gates upon approach ofa train.

Ontario Urban GroMh Boundary Expansion
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The intersection of Oregon Highway 201 and SW l8d'Avenue is a four-legged intersection that is
contolled by a ftaffrc signal. The northbound and southbound approaches each consist ofa
dedicated right-turn lane, two through lanes, and a dedicated left-tum lane with protected phasing.
The eastbound and westbound approaches each consists of a shared through/right lane and a

dedicated left-turn lane on permissive phasing.

The intersection of Oregon Highway 201 and SW 4d'Avenue is a four-legged intersection that is
controlled by a traffic signal. The northbound and southbound approaches each consist ofa shared
through/right-turn lane, a through lane, and a dedicated left-tum lane with protected phasing. The
westbound leg consists of a dedicated left-tum lane with protective phasing, a through lane, and a
dedicated right-turn lane. The eastbound approach consists of a dedicated left-turn lane with
protected phasing and a shared througl/right turn lane.

The intersection of SW 186 Avenue at Alameda Drive is a three-legged intersection that is confrolled
by a STOP sign on the northbound approach. All approaches consist of a shared lane for all traffic
movements.

The intersection of SW I 8e Avenue at SW 4e Street is a four-legged intersection that is controlled
by a STOP sign on the northbound and southbound approaches. The eastbound approach consists of
a shared through/right lane and a dedicated left-turn lane. The westbound and southbound
approaches each consists ofa dedicated right-turn lane separated from a shared through/left lane by a
bike lane. The northbound approach consists of a shared lane for all traffic movements.

The intersection of SW 186 Avenue at SE 2'd Street is a fourJegged intersection that is controlled by
a STOP sign on the northbound, southboun{ and westbound approaches. The eastbound approach is
free flowing and consists of a shared ttrough/right lane and a dedicated left-turn lane. The
southbound approach consists of a dedicated right-turn lane that is permitted without stopping and a
shared througMeft lane. The northbound and westbound approaches each consists of a shared lane
for all trffic movements.

A vicinity map showing the UGB expansion are4 the study area intersections, and the existing traffic
control devices is shown in Figure I on page eight-

TRAFFICCoUNTS

Traffrc counts were conducted by Lancaster Engineering for the intersections of Oregon Highway
201 atRailroad Avenue and SW l8d Avenue at Alameda Drive on October 156 and October 16ft,

2013, from 4:30 PM to 5:30 PM for the evening peak hour.

Traffic counts for the intersections of SW 186 Avenue at SW 46 Street and SW 186 Avenue at SE
2"d Street were conducted by stafffrom the City of Ontario between December I 16 and December
136,2012, from 4:00 PM to 6:00 PM for the evening peak hour.

For the remaining study intersections, historic fraffic counts were used from both the OR 201

Conidor Refinement Plan written by Kittelson & Associates, lnc. in October of 2004, as well as the

City of Ontario's Transportation System Plan prepared in February of 2006.

Ontario Urban Growth Boundary Expansion
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Traffic counts along Oregon Highway 201 were seasonally adjusted as per ODOT's Analysis
Procedures manual. Following information found in the OR 201 Corridor Refinement Plan, a

seasonal adjustment factor of 1.297 was applied to counts based on information from Automatic
Traffrc Recorder (ATR) 23-006,located 0.26 mile west of OR 201.

Traffrc counts that were collected in previous years were updated to reflect current conditions by
applying a growth rate of 1.8% consistent with that from the OR 201 Corridor Refinement Plan.
Counts collected in previous years were balanced with the most recently collected traffic volumes at

SW l8th Avenue atAlamedaDrive and Oregon Highway 201 atRailroad Avenue.

Figure 2 onpage nine shows the existing traffrc volumes for the evening peak hour at the study area

intersections.

ANALYSIS SCENAfdOS

The primary purpose of this TrafFrc Impact Study is to address the long-term ability of the

fransportation system to accommodate increased trafflrc generated by eventual development on the

UGB expansion area and annexation into the City of Ontario. However, near-term analysis scenarios

are also included to show the expected incremental development on the UGB expansion area and

how the transportation system can accommodate the additional traffic.

As stated previously, the intent of the subject land-use actions are to attract and facilitate the

construction of an industrial rail-dependent employment center in the Cify of Ontario. As such, the

scenarios in this study focus primarily on the incremental development of an industrial employment
center- For the purposes of adequately addressing the Transportation Plaruring Rule (TPR) and other
transportation plaruring goals and policies, the proposed development is considered to be the

reasonable worst-case development scenario. The following scenarios are examined in detail

through the remainder of this report:

. Existing Conditions: Current and prior traffrc volumes adjusted to current conditions. This
' ' establishe5 a baselfuie for comparison of subsequent scendrios

. Phase I, Year 2019: Assumes constuction of the first phase of a manufacturing facility,
consisting of a 175-employee manufacturing facility with a single manufacturing line.
Anticipated to generate approximately 350 trucks per week. Car and truck access is taken
only from SW 4the Sfeet. Truck traffic will predominantly tum west at the junction with
SW 18d'Avenue to access Oregon Highway 201, although it is possible that some tuck
traffrc could turn east and utilize SE 2"'t Steet to travel north.

. Phase II, Year 2030: Assumes the facility has doubled in size to include a second
manufactwing line. The facility will employ atotal of approximately 350 employees and
generate a total of approximately 700 trucks per week. It is also assumed that two new
zrccess points to the site will be added from Alameda Drive and Railroad Avenue to
accommodate passenger vehicle traffic only. Trucks will continue to use SW l8s Avenue

and SW 4s Sfteet.

Ontario Urban Grcurth Boundary Expansion
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Trup GeneRATtoN & DtsrRleunoN

TrupGnNBnInoN

To estimate the number of tips that will be generated by eventual development on the UGB
expansion area following annexation, trip rates from TNP GENEMTION, Ninth Edition, published
by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), were used. The trip rates used for this analysis
are from land use code 120, General Heavy Industrial. The trip generation is based on the acreage
of the facility and was calculated for 245 acres of land.

The land proposed to be brought into the City of Ontario's UGB and annexed into the city limits is
planned for development as a rail-dependent industial facility along with transportation and access

facilities to support it. Trip rates from the ITE manual encompass all frps generated by the site,
including employees, deliveries, visitors, truck trips, and any other activities on the site. In this case,

the expected user will be rail dependent making use of both the adjacent railroad and truck freight
for the movement of goods. Information supplied by the City of Ontario indicates an expectation of
700 trucks per week to and from the site at build out. These truck trips are included in the overall
trip generation calculations explained here.

To examine impacts from development of the UGB expansion area over time, two phases of
development were examined in this report. Phase I will consist of the development of one-half of the
total UGB expansion area as General Heavy Indusftial land use, completed by 2019. Phase II will
account for the full build out of the expansion area-

A summary of the tip generation calculations based on the general development plan is shown in the
following table. Detailed trip generation calculations are included in the appendix to this reporl

TRIP GENERATION SUMMARY

ITE AM PeakHour PM Peak Hour Weekday

Code Size In Out Total In Out Total Total

Phase I
GeneralHeayy Industrial 120 123 Acres 202 41 243 58 n7 7,r.5 827

Phase II
GeneralHeavy Industrbl 120 122 Aqes 201 41 242 58 2M %4 827

Total 245Acres 403 82 485 116 413 529 l,6Y
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TRIP DISTRIBATION

Trtrck Routes

As identified in the OR 201 Conidor Refinement Plan, the intersection of Railroad Avenue at

Highway 201 experiences a disproportionally high number of crashes. The Coridor Plan identifies a
number of potential scenarios that would mitigate the safety deficiency. These options include:

r Closure of the intersection with a new connection to Highway 201. at Cairo Junction to the
south;

o Restriction of left turns at the existing intersection location;
. Realignment of Railroad Avenue to be north to increase the separation between the

intersection and the rail crossing.

However, there is no specific improvement identified or funded at this time. For this reason, all
truck trips to and from the site are planned to be routed to SW 18e Avenue. In addition, the close
proximity of the at-grade rail crossing to the existing intersection of Railroad Avenue and Highway
201 would make any intersection improvements diffrcult. If truck trips were added to the

intersection, mitigation such as a southbound left-turn lane would likely be required, but the location
of the crossing gates would require a major intersection and crossing upgrade in its current location.
Such a project would be rather cosfly, but also inconsistent with the OR 201 Corridor Plan.

The site is bounded on the west by Alameda Drive. It is expected that in the later phases of
developmen! access to Alameda Drive will be available. However, there are a number of single-
family homes along Alameda Drive between the site and SW 186 Avenue. To avoid significant
impacts to this residential area from truck trips, all truck traffic to and from ttre site will be routed to
SW 186 Avenue via SW 4e Street.

If the Railroad Avenue at Highway 201 intersection is mitigated in the future, it is possible that this
could be a direct and convenient route for traffic, including fucks, to and from the site. However,
this analysis makes the worst-case assumption that all trucks will utilize SW l8s Avenue.

General Distribution

It is expected thatthe majority of taffic accessing the site will be originating and terminating from
the west direction of Oregon Highway 201. For the initial phase of development, passenger vehicles
and delivery trucks are expected to arrive at the site using SW 18e Avenue and SW 46 Street. At the

complete build-out of Phase II, it is expected that additional accesses be constructed from Alameda
Drive and Railroad Avenue, however they are only anticipated to be used for passenger vehicle
access. Truck access will continue to be from SW 4e Street.

It is projected that the majority percentage of vehicles (35%) are arriving and departing towards the
north on Oregon Highway 201. A significant percentage is also projected to arrive from within the
city of Ontaxio by using SE 2d Steet Q5%), SW 46 Street (15%), Alameda Drive (10%), or Sunset

Drive (5%). A minor amount of traffrc (10%) is projected to arive and depart from south of the
subject properly.

The trip assignment for each of the development scenarios in the evening peak how is shown in
Figures 3 and 4 on pages 12 and 13, respectively.

11Ontario Urban Growth Boundary Expansion
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OpenRnonel AnRlvsrs

BACKGROAND TMFFIC

To provide analysis of the impact of the proposed development on the existing tansportation
facilities at the time of opening and at the planning horizon, an estimation of future traffic volumes is
required. In order to calculate the future tra.ffrc volumes, a growth rate was applied to existing traffic
volumes and trips from specific anticipated development (in-process trips) were added.

In-Process Trips

In2013, approximately 308 acres befween Oregon Highway 201 and Sunset Drive north of SW 186
Avenue were approved for annexation into the City of Ontario. This site is currently being promoted
for development as a data center, although no specific user has been secured. Lancaster Engineering
conducted the Traffrc Impact Study for this application in 2012 and2013. As explained in that prior
TIS, if a data center user is not secured, the site could be developed with a more traffrc-intensive use.
The worst-case development was identified as a 1,300,000 square foot disfribution center and284
single-family dwelling units. For the purpose of this analysis, trips from the worst-case development
scenario on the data center site were included in the year 2030 background taffrc volumes.

The trips associated with the in-process development are shown in Figure 5 on page 15.

Growth Rates

Linear growth rates of 1.9%o and L8% were observed in the Or 201 Corridor Refinement Plan and a
growth rate of 1.6% was observed in the City of Ontario's Transportation System Plan (2006). This
study utilizes solely the 1.8% growth rate from the OR 201 Corridor Refinement Plan for estimating
growth in traffic counts at each study intersection.

The growth rate was applied to the current year traffic volumes over a period of 6 years to determine
the year 2019 tr:affirc conditions (when Phase I is to be completed) and a period of 17 years to
determine the year 2030 traffrc conditions (when Phase I and Phase II are to be completed and
occupied. These volumes are shown in Figure 6 on page 16 and Figure 7 on page 17. Figure 8 on
page 18 and Figure 9 on page 19 show the background haffrc with the addition of trips from
expected Phases I and II development respectively.
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C,qp,tctryAN,ttysts

To determine the level of service at the study intersections , a capacity analysis was conducted. The
level of service of an intersection can range from A, which indicates very little or no delay
experienced by vehicles, to F, which indicates a high degree of congestion and delay. According to
the City of Ontario's Transportation System Plan, a level of service of D or better is acceptable for
signalized intersections and a level ofservice E or better is acceptable for unsignalized intersections.

The intersections along Oregon Highway 201 are under ODOT jurisdiction. ODOT standards are
based on a volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio rather than the level of service. The v/c compares the
actual (or demand) haffic volumes to the potential capacity to determine the available capacity of the
intersection. The v/c ratio is expressed as the percenkge of the capacrty that is utilized during the
analysis period. According tothe 1999 Oregon Highway PIwt, all signalized intersection along OR
201 should operate at 0-70 or better within the vicinity of the UGB expansion area

The study area intersections were analyzed using the signalized and unsignalized intersection
analysis methods inthe HIGHWAY CAPACITY MANUAL, published by the Transportation Research
Board. The analysis was made for the evening peak hour for the following scenarios:

o Existing conditions

o Year 2019 background taffic conditions (no build)

. Year 2019 background plus Phase I

. Year 2030 background plus Phase II

ODOT Intersections

Oregon Highway 201 at SW 46 Avenue currently operates at av/c ratio of 0.48 in the evening peak
hour. The intersection v/c ratio is expected to increase to 0.53 over the period of six years and reach
0.67 by the year 2030 without the UGB expansion. With the added trips from Phase I of the
development, the v/c ratio in 2019 is expected to reach 0.56 in the PM peak hour. With the
completion of Phase II, the v/c ratio in 2030 is expected to reach 0.70 in the PM peak hour.

Oregon Highway 20I at SW lSth Avenue currently operates at avlc ratio of 0.32 during the evening
peakhour. Theintersectionisprojectedtoreachavlcratioof0.36overtheperiodofsixyearsand
reach 0.58 by the year 2030 without the UGB expansion. If the city expands its urban growth
boundary and development occurs, the intersection is projected to reach a v/c ratio of 0.44 by year
2019 and a v/c ratio of0.58 by the year 2030.

Oregon Highway 201 atRailroad Avenue presently operates at avlcratio of 0.21 in the evening peak
hour. The intersection v/c ratio is expected to increase to 0.27 by 2019 with the UGB expansion. If
the expansion and development occurs, the intersection's v/c ratio is projected to reach 0.28 under
year 2019 tafFrc conditions.

Oregon Highway 201 al Railroad has been discussed to possibly be re-aligned and resfricted to right-
in/right-out only in the future for safety reasons. To account for this possibility, it was assumed that
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under year 2030 traffic conditions that both east and westbound directions be restricted to right-
inlright-out only. Under this scenario, the intersection operates at av/c ratio of 0.26 regardless of the
additional trips from the proposed UGB expansion.

City of Ontario Intersections

SW l8ttr Avenue at Alameda Drive presently operates at a level of service B in the PM peak hour.
This is expected to remain unchanged throughout year 2019 even with the increase of tips from
Phase I of the development. Under year 2030 traffic conditions, the intersection is projected to
operate at level of service B during the evening peak hour. With the completion of Phase II of the
proposed industrial development the intersection is projected to operate at level ofservice C during
the evening peak hour.

SW 18th Avenue at SW 4t Street currently operates at a level of service B in the PM peak hour. The
intersection is projected to continue operating at level ofservice B during the evening peak hour
throughout the planning horizon without the UGB expansion. With the annexation of the propeffy
and subsequent developmen! the intersection is projected to operate at level ofservice D tbrough the
year 2019 (completion of Phase t) and at level of service E through the year 2030 (full build-out of
Phase II). This level of service can be attaine4 even with the existing intersection configuration.

However, with the significant increases in traffic on SW 46 Street between the site and SW 18ft

Avenue, the following intersection mitigations are recommended to ensure smooth and efficient
traffrc flow and also to provide sufficient turning radii for trucks:

o Construct an eastbound right-tum lane on SW l8d'Avenue. The design should generally be

consistent with the westbound right-turn lane that already exists at the intersection. The
ultimate design should include provision for the eastbound bike lane.

. Widen SW 4tr Street to provide a northbound left-turn lane.

r Construct an appropriate turning radius in the southwest corner of the intersection to
accommodate eastbound right tuming trucks. ln general, the radius should be similar to that
already in place in the northwest and northeast quadrants of the intersection.

. The additional turn lanes and wide radii result in a large intersection, particularly with
respect to safe pedestrian crossings. With predominantly industrial and agricultural uses

south of SW 18ft Avenue, pedeshian volumes are expected to be low. However Treasure
Valley Community College is located a short distance to the north and is a significant
generator of pedestrian trips. When the intenection improvements are designed, provisions
should be made for a safe pedestrian crossing.

The following schematic shows the general configuration of the intersection with the recommended
improvements in place. Note that this is a planning-level sketch intended to represent the
recommended turn lanes and large turn radii.
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Conceptual Sketch of Proposed Configuration: SW 18tb Avenue at SW 4th Street

SW 1 8d' Avenue at SE 2nd Street currently operates at a level of service B in the PM peak hour. This
is expected to remain the same through 2019 even with trips from the proposed UGB expansion area

is developed. The level of service is projected to reach C during the evening peak hour under 2030
traffic conditions, regardless of the completion of Phase II of the proposed development.

The results of the capacity analysis, along with the levels of service, delay, and v/c ratios are shown
in the following table. Detailed calculations, as well as tables showing the relationships between
delay and level of service are included in the appendix to this report.
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CAPACITY ANALYSIS SUMMARY
ODOT Intersections Ctty of Onlario Inlersections

PMPM

Stlt 4th Ave at OR 201

ExbtinC

2019 Background

2019 Background + Site

2030 Background

2030 Background + Site

SW I 8th Ave at OR 201

Existntg

2019 Backgromd
2019 Background + Site

2030 Background

2030 Backgromd + Site

Railroad Ave at OR 201

Exbting
2019 Background

2019 Background + Site

2030 Backgroundr

2030 Background + Siter

Delay(s) v/c

32 0.48

35 0.53

35 0.56

35 0.67

35 0.70

12 0.32

t2 0.36

14 0.44

15 0.50

l8 0.58

LOS LOS Delay(s) v/c

10 0.r2
l0 0.14

il 0.15

t2 0.20

22 0.51

13 0.10

14 o.lt
27 0.62

13 0.16

37 0.70

2i 0.51

t2 0.11

13 0.12

t4 0.15

16 0.18

t8 0.23

c
c
c
c
c

B

B

B

B

c

B

B

D

B

E

c

B
B
B
B
B

B

B

B

c
c

c
D

D

B

B

SW 18th Ave at Alameda Dr
Existing

2019 Background

2019 Backgrormd + Site

2030 Background

2030 Background + Site

SW 18th Ave at SW 4th St

Existing

2019 Background

2019 Background + Site

2030 Background

2030 Background + Site 
_

2030 BG + Site Mitigated

SW 18th Ave at SE 2nd St

0.21 ExistirDg

0.27 2019 Background

0.n 2019 Background + Site

0.26 2030 Background

0.26 2030 Background + Site

25

30

3l
12

12

'Assurned to be converted to rigft-in/right-out only. 'With a NB bft-hirn hne and EB right-tum bne

Based on the detailed capacity analysis and as shown in the table above, each of the study
intersections operates well within ODOT's and the City of Ontario's performance standards through
the year 2030, regardless ofthe additional trips projected to be added to the system from the
industrial development. Accordingly, no mitigation is recommended, with the exception of the
identified tum lanes at the intersection of SW 18'Avenue and SW 4h Steet.
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CRASH DATA ANALVSIS

Using data obtained from ODOT's Crash Data System, a review was performed using the most
recent available five years of crash data (2008-2012) at available study intersections. Crash rates
were calculated under the common assumption that traffrc counted during the PM peak period
represents 10% of the annual average daily traffrc (AADT) at the intersection. Crash rates greater
than 1.0 per million entering vehicles (MEV) are generally indicative of a need for further
investigation and possible mitigation.

The intersection of Oregon Highway 201 and SW 4'h Avenue had 5 reported crashes in the previous
five years (crash rate of 0.26). Two crashes were rear-end collisions, two crashes were turning
movement type crashes, and one crash was a non-collision. One of these collisions resulted in
propedy damage only (PDO), two crashes resulted in a possible injury or complaint of pain (Injwy-
C), and two crashes resulted in non-incapacitating injuries (Injury-B).

The intersection of Oregon Highway 201 atSW 186 Avenue had 3 reported crashes in the previous
five years (crash rate of 0.13). One crash involved a collision with a fixed object one crash was a
rear-end collision" and one crash was a turning-type collision. Two of these crashes resulted in
property damage only while the third resulted in a non-incapacitating injury.

The intersection of Oregon Highway 201 at Railroad Avenue had 6 reported crashes in the previous

five years (crash rate of 0.27). Two of these crashes were rear-end type collisions and four were
turning or angle-type crashes. Two crashes resulted in property damage only, tluee crashes resulted
in possible injuries or complaint of pain, and one crash resulted in a non-incapacitating injury.

Detailed information about crashes and crash reports for the study intersections are included in the
appendix to this report.
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Frruprrucs & AnaeruonaENTs to Aoopreo Purus

T RAN s Po RTAnoIv P TINNTNG RuTn

The Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) is contained in Section 660-012-0060 of the Oregon
Administrative Rules. The TPR is in place to ensure that when an adopted plan or land use

regulation is amended, provisions are made to ensure that the transportation system is capable of
supporting any potential increase in trip intensity resulting from the amendment.

As shown in this Traffic Impact Study, the transportation system is capable of accommodating
development under the proposed UGB expansion and annexation. A minor amendment is proposed
to both the TSP as explained in the following sections.

Below in italics is an excerpt from the language of the TPR that considers whether a plan
amendment "significantly affects" the transportation system. Responses to each section are inserted
in bold type- As explained following the TPR excerpt, the proposed UGB expansion and annexation
does not "significantly affect" the transportation system.

660-012-0060 Plan and Land Use Regulatian Amendments

(I) If an amendment to a fimctional plan, an acknowledged comprehensive plan, or a land use
regulation (including a zoning map) would signifcantly afect an existing or planned
transportationfacility, then the local government must put in place measures as provided in
section (2) of this rule, unless the amendtnent is allowedunder section (3), (9) or (10) of this
rule. A plan or land rce regulation amendment significantly affects a trutsportationfacility
if itwould:

(a) Change the fimctional classification of an existing or planned transportationfacility
(exclusive of correction of map errors in an adopted plan);

Response:
The TSP amendment explained in the following sections are simply to extend the
appropriate functional classification for SW 4tr Street south of SW 1E6 Avenue. The
analysis in this report clarilies that the Major Collector functional classification north
of SW 186 Avenue should be extended south to SW Island Road to serve the site as well
as other industrial properties that already inside the UGB. This functional
classification is consistent with the adjacent section of SW 4e Avenue, which is already
inside the City Limits.

(b) Choqe standards implementing afnctional classification system; or

Ontario Urban GroMh Boundary Expansion
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Response:
No changes are proposed to any standards implementing the functional classification
system.

(c) Result in any of the efects listed in paragraplts (A) through (Q of this subsection based

on projected conditions measwed at the end of the planning period identified in the

adopted TSP. As put of evalwting projected conditions, the anount of traffic projected
to be generatedwithinthe area of the amendment may be reduced if the onendrnent
includes an enforceable, ongoing requirement that would demonstrably limit trffic
generation, including, but not limited to, trattsportation demand management. This

redtrction may diminish or completely eliminate the significant ffict of the amendment.

(A) Types or leyels of travel or access that se inconsistent with the fimctional
classification of an existing or plutned trutsportationfacility;

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

(C) Degrade the performance of ut existing or planned trorportationfacility that is

otherwise projected to not meet the performance stmdards identified in the TSP or
comprehensive plm.

Response:
No traffic volumes or access will be inconsistent with the function classifications of the

surrounding and impacted roadways. As shown in the capacity and level of serrice
analysis summary, no intersections will degrade such that applicable performance
standards are not meL Similarly, none of the intersections or street segments in the
project study area are projected to not meet performance standards by the end ofthe
planning horizon.

As demonstrated in this report and highlighted in the above responses, the proposed plan amendment

does not "significantly affect" the transportation system. The TPR is satisfied.

TMNSPORTATION SYSTEM PLAN AMENDMENIS

The portion of SW 46 Street that is south of SW 18ft Avenue and north of SW Island Road will serve

the proposed UGB expansion area as well as developable properties between the railroad tracks and

SW 46 Steet that are cunently within the existing UGB. Based on the analysis in this report it is
recommended that a fi.rnctional classification of Major Collector be extended south from SW 186

Avenue. This would require an amendments to the TSP in two locations as follows:

Street Sesment Classification Location

TW +6 St between SW l8'h Ave and SW Island Rd Major Collector Figure 3-1b

SW 46 St between SW 18th Ave and SW Island Rd Major Collector Figrue 7-lb
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LEVEL OF SERVICE

Irvel of service is used to describe the quality of traffic flow. I-evels of service A
to C are considered good, and rural roads are usually designed for level of service C.
Urban streets and signalized intersections are typically designed for level of service D.
l,evel of service E is considered to be the limit of acceptable delay. For unsignalized
intersections, level of service E is generally considered acceptable. Here is a more
complete description of levels of service:

Level of service A; Very low delay at intersections, with all traffic signal cycles
clearing and no vehicles waiting through more than one signal cycle. On highways, low
volume and high speeds, with speeds not restricted by other vehicles.

Level of service B: Operating speeds beginning to be affected by other traffic;
short traffic delays at intersections. Higher average intersection delay than for level of
service A resulting from more vehicles stopping.

I*veI of service C: Operating speeds and maneuverability closely controlled by
other traffic; higher delays at intersections than for level of service B due to a significant
number of vehicles stopping. Not all signal cycles clear the waiting vehicles. This is the
recommended design standard for rura1 highways.

Level of service D: Tolerable operating speeds; long traffic delays occur at in-
tersections. The influence of congestion is noticeable. At traffic signals many vehicles

stop, and the proportion of vehicles not stopping declines. The number of signal cycle
failures, for which vehicles must wait through more than one signal cycle, are noticeable.
This is typically the design level for urban signalized intersections.

Level of service E: Restricted speeds, very long traffic delays at traffic signals, and
traffic volumes near capacity. Flow is unstable so that any intemrption, no matter how
minor, will cause queues to form and service to deteriorate to level of service F. Traffic
signal cycle failures are frequent occurrences. For unsignalized intersections, level of
service E or better is generally considered acceptable.

Level of service F: Extreme delays, resulting in long queues which may interfere
with other taffrc movements. There may be stoppages of long duration, and speeds may
drop to zero. There may be frequent signal cycle failures. l,evel of service F will typicatly
result when vehicle arrival rates are greater than capacity. It is considered unacceptable by
most drivers.
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LEVEL OF SERVICE CRITERIA

FO R S IG NALIZE D I NTE RS ECT IONS

LEVEL OF SERVICE CRITERIA

FOR U N SIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS

LEVEL

OF

SERVICE

CONTROL DELAY

PER VEHICLE

(Seconds)

A <10

B 10-20

C 20-35

D 35-55

E 55-80

F >80

LEVEL

OF

SERVICE

CONTROL DELAY

PER VEHICLE

(Seconds)

A <10

B 10-15

C 15-25

D 25-35

E 35-50

F >50
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Whereas, he Oegon Departnent ol Transportation, has been requested to perform

un investigation pursuant to fre prwisbns of ORS 81 0. t 80, has caused an engineering

rnd traflic invesligation to be made for tre section{s} ol state highway, county highuay,

rty highway, or hlgfnray wder he jurMiction of a federalagency described below

highmy means p$lic way); and

Whercaf, fre State Traffrc Engineer has been authorized t0 act 0n behalf of the

)regon Transpoiation Commission; and

Vfhereas, he data, hcts, ard informalion obtained in mnnection wih saiJ

ngineering ard fatfic lnvestigatbn are m fib in he office of lhe Traffb Management

iedbn of tre Oregon Departnent of Transportation in Salem, Oregon; and

March 22,2005 lo'u''No' J7621

fttisdirim(s)

Malhzur Co. (OTC) I Ontario

Whseas, based upon sak! engineering and traftic investigBtion, the Traffic Englneer has found that the speed designated in OBS 811 .105 or oRS
,1 1,11.l is greater tran 's 

reasonable under he conditbns found to exist ryon he section(s) of highway for whitlh a lesser speed is herein designated or tnt
rc speed designated !n saitl sbtute is less than is reasonabls under he mnditions found to exist upon frrc sectbn(s)of highway for whldt a greater speed b
erein designated;ard

Whercas, tre proMslons of ORS 810.180 respec{ing notice and hearhg have been complied wift:

It is Therefore 0rder€d hat he dsignated speed for he following seclion(s) of hi$way be as follows:

llamc SW 4th Avenue I SW 2nd Street \ W ldaho Avenue \ Oregon Street

# Speed Zone Order

I-OCATION OF TERMINI

From itP To MP
Designaled Sper
(MihsPerflour|

On SW 4th Avenue

(xG FerryOntado tlwy (OB 201) 25 feet ead ot SW l$h StIBet 352

25 leet east ol S-W 13th Slreet SW 2nd Streel 3oz
ON SI/ 2nd Street

SW 4th Arcnue W ldahoAvenue 2oz
On lf ldaho Avenp

SWhd$reet OrcgonSlrcel n2
On Oreson Stret

W ldalnAvenue 50tedsouh ol l.lUrad $reel 20z

50 feetsorltr of NW2nd Strcet s0fe€[rpdh ol Nw ld sfeot 302

50 feet nofi ot llVllld S:teet 0.5 rnfle rpdh ol Fotuer Stnet 452

0.$ mile nodh d FodnerStreel 0.57 mile nor$ of Forfpr$rcet 45s

I Effiflflrrhtlicffirllfrysrodo{s),he.ter{gllcrbdgoeddrltDcnryhasWWtdltutadOFESll.lltStsclriioal(e)aN85810fr0;
2 W d Mrb - Tre[efl$ b W Wt Jwis*liu'8l na/ld/a' No. 617

3 oTC

This rescinds SZRP Order 7360 of 10/3O1991

Be lt fw6cr ordend hat he roadvay auhority o aufrnrities responshle for he above section(s) of hiqfway install appopriate signs givhg notin of
he des[nated speed(s]herebre as per ORS 810.180, Subsection 4(c] amUor Subseclion 5{e}.

Be it turtha ordaud hal signs instalbd pursuant h frris order oomply wih he pwb'nns of ORS 810.210 and 810.220.

Be it fttrftlr odrrrd tnt any prevtrus onlerrnde by hs Dsparlmenl wih respect b tn desipated speed for tn above seclbn(s) of highmy wtrk*r
s h cordtc{ wiilr te provisions ol hb order b hereby rescinded.
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Speed T.,oneorder
Datr March 22.2@5 loroerNo. J7621

ge it furher ofercO trat tre Traffrc Engineer ol he Oregon Departnent ol Transpofiation is hereby delegated he autnrity to s[n this order for

and on behalf of he Deparfnent.

Fischer, State Traffic Engineer
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TRIP GENERATION CALCULATIONS

Land Use: General HeavY Industrial

Land Use Code: 120

Variable: Acres

Variable Quantity: 245

AM PEAK HOT]R

Trip Rate: 1.98

Enter Exit Total

Directional
Distribution

83% t7%

Trip Ends 403 82 485

Directional distibution comes from General Light Industrial (ITE land-use 110) data

WEEKDAY

Trip Rate: 6.75

Source: TRIP GENERATION, Ninth Edition

PM PEAK IIOUR

Trip Rate: 2.16

Enter Exit Total

Directional
Dishibution

22% 78%

Trip Ends tt6 4t3 529

Enter Exit Total

Directional
Disfribution

s0% 50%

Trip Ends 827 827 1,654

73



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
1: SW 4th Ave & OR 201

Railroad UGB Expansion
Existing Conditions - PM Peak

) -+\ {{- +_ \ t t r J
Lane Configurations
ldeal Flow (vphpl)
Total Lost time (s)
Lane Util. Factor
Frt
Flt Protected
Satd. Flow (prot)
Flt Permitted
Satd. Flow (perm)

1750 1750
4.0 4.0

1.00 1.00
1.00 0.99
0.95 1.00
1630 1696
0.95 1.00
1630 1696

\
1750 1750

4.0
1.00
1.00
0.95
1630
0.95
1630

1750 1750
4.0 4.0

1.00 1.00
1.00 0.85
1.00 1.00
1716 1458
1.00 1.00
1716 1458

t +1.
'1750 1750
4.0 4.0

1.00 0.95
1.00 0.89
0.95 1.00
1630 2906
0.95 1.00
1630 2906

\ t?,
1750 1750 1750 1750

4.0 4.0
1.00 0.95
1.00 0.94
0.95 1.00
1630 3075
0.95 1.00
1630 3075

36
0.90

40
0
0

324 353
0.90 0.90
360 392

00
0 392

237666476
0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
268477527
040006

268707521

59
0.90

66
14
92

12 124
0.90 0.90
13 138
0 216

13 282

Volume (vph)
Peak-hour factor, PHF
Adj. Flow (vph)
RTOR Reduction (vph)
Lane Group Flow (vph)

Turn Type
Protected Phases
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s)
Effective Green, g (s)
Actuated g/C Ratio
Clearance Time (s)

lehicte Extension (s)

2.1 9.0
2.1 9.0

0.03 0j2
4.0 4.O
3.0 3.0

0.6 7.5
0.6 7.5

0.01 0.10
4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0

8
7.5 0.6
7.5 0.6

0.10 0.01
4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0

20.4 50.3
20.4 50.3
0.27 0.66
4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0

Prot
16

Prot Perm Prot
3852

Prot
74

30.5
30.5
0.40
4.0
3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph)
v/s Ratio Prot
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio
Uniform Delay, d1

Progression Factor
lncremental Delay, d2
Delay (s)
Level of Service
Approach Delay (s)

Approach LOS

45 200
c0.02 c0.05

0.58 0.44
36.8 31.4
1.00 1.00
16.7 1.5
53.5 32.9

DC
37.5

D

HCM Average Control Delay
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio
Actuated Cycle Length (s)
I ntersection Capacity Utilization
Analysis Period (min)
c Critical Lane Group

13 168 143 13 1159
0.00 0.03 0.01 c0.10

0.00
0.54 0.31 0.00 1.00 0.24
37.8 32.1 31.1 38.0 15.3
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
36.8 1.1 0.0 249.6 0.5
74.6 33.1 31.1 287.6 15.8

ECCFB
37.3 22.7

DC

HCM Levelof Service

Sum of lost time (s)

ICU Levelof Service

435 2022
c0.24 0.03

0.90 0.05
27j 4.6
1.00 1.00
21.4 0.0
48.5 4.7

DA
39.1

D

I'ibre--cii6h;su'sneryhi{},ffi}iijitr.ii{!i+.,ffi{iii:?i;jil=iq,fji1j&-W}E:#"#i+#r-,j\i!Fi:,i:ii*i:##t*'kiilJ:: t;Ii3&f-.i:4"i#j
31.8
0.48
76.5

54.4h
15

c

12.0
A

11612014
Lancaster Engineering

Synchro 6 Light Report
Page 1
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HCM Signalized lntersection Capacity Analysis Railroad UGB Expansion
Existing Conditions - PM Peak2: SW 18th Ave & OR 201

t\_r { +_a t IIL

Lane Configurations
ldeal Flow (vphpl)
Total Lost time (s)
Lane Util. Factor
Frt
Flt Protected
Satd. Flow (prot)

Flt Permitted

\
1750 1750

4.0
1.00
1.00
0.95

1 630
o.74
1263

\
1750 1750

4.0
1.00
1.00
0.95

1 630
0.95

1 630

\
1 750

4.0
1.00
1.00
0.95
1630
o.71
1225

Tt
1 750

4.0
1.00
0.94
1.00

161 1

1.00
161 1

t*
1 750

4.0
1.00
0.93
1.00

1587
1.00

1 587

t+
1 750

4.0
0.95
1.00
1.00

3260
1.00

3260

f
1 750

4.0
1.00
0.85
1.00

1458
1.00

1458

1 750
4.0

1.00
1.00
0.95

1 630
0.95

1 630

1 750
4.O

0.95
1.00
1,00

3260
1.00

3260

f
1750

4.0
1.00
0.85
1.00

1458
1.00

1458Satd. Flow
Volume (vph)

Peak-hour factor, PHF
Adj. Flow (vph)

RTOR Reduction (vph)

23
0.90

26
0

26

17

0.90
19

10
22

12

0.90
13

U

0

153
0.90
170

0
170

30
0.90

33
26
40

6
0.90

7

0
7

389
0.90
432

0
432

207
0.90
230

99
131

23
0.90

26
0

26

401
0.90
446

0
446

23
0.90

26
11

15

30
0.90

33
0
0Lane Group Flow

Turn Type
Protected Phases
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s)
Effective Green, g (s)

Actuated g/C Ratio
Clearance Time (s)

Perm

4
13.7
13.7
0.21

4.O

3.0

Perm Prot
5

1.2
1.2

0.02
4.0
3_0

Perm Prot
1

3.0
3.0

0.05
4.0
3.0

Perm

6
39.7
39.7
0.60

4.0
3.0

4

13.7
13.7
0.21

4.0
3.0

8
13.7
13.7
o.21

4.0
3.0

I

13.7
13.7
0.21

4.0
3.0

2

37.9
37.9
0.57

4.0
3.0

2
37.9
37.9
0.57

4.0
3.0

D

39.7
39.7
0.60

4.0
3.0Vehicle Extension (s

Lane Grp Cap (vph)

v/s Ratio Prot
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio
Uniform Delay, d1

Progression Factor
Incremental Delay, d2
Delay (s)
Levelof Service
Approach Delay (s)

Approach LOS

252 331

0.01
0.02
0.10 0.07
21.5 21.3
1.00 1.00
0.2 0.1

21.6 21.4cc
21.5

c

260 326
0.03

c0.13
0.65 0.12
24.3 21.6
1.00 1.00
5.8 0.2

30.1 21.7cc
27.7

C

29 1855
0.00 0.13

0.24 0.23
32.3 7.1

1.00 1.00
4.3 0.3

36.5 7.4
DA

7.7
A

830 73
c0.02

0.09
0.16 0.36
6.8 30.9

1.00 1.00
0.4 3.0
7.2 33.8
AC

869

0.01
0.23 0.02
6.3 5.5

1.00 1.00
0.3 0.0
6.6 5.5
AA

7.9
A

1 943
c0.14

HCM Average Control DelaY

HCM Volume to CaPacitY ratio
Actuated Cycle Length (s)

I ntersection Capacity Utilization
Analysis Period (min)
c CriticalLane GrouP

HCM Levelof Service

Sum of lost time (s)

ICU Levelof Service

1 1.5
0.32
66.6

41.2%
15

8.0
A

11612014
Lancaster Engineering

Synchro 6 Light Report
Page 2

7S



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
4: SW 18th Ave & Alameda Dr

Railroad UGB Expansion
Existing Conditions - PM Peak

--+ \ {{-\ f
Lane Configurations
Sign Control
Grade
Volume (veh/h)
Peak Hour Factor
Houdy flow rate (vph)
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (flls)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal(ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
v0u, unblocked vol
tC, single (s)
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s)
p0 queue tree/"
cM capacity (veh/h)

t
Free

o%
188 11

0.95 0.95
198 12

-t
Free

Oo/o

40 254
0.95 0.95
42 267

dtE:4.

Y
Stop

0%
634

0.95 0.95
636

None

555 204209

209
4.2

2.3
97

1338

555 204
6.4 6.2

3.5 3.3
99 96

477 837

Volume Total
Volume Left
Volume Right
cSH
Volume to Capacity
Queue Length 95th (ft)
Control Delay (s)
Lane LOS
Approach Delay (s)

Approach LOS

209 309 42
0426

12036
1700 1338 752
0.12 0.03 0.06

024
0.0 1.3 10.1

AB
0.0 1.3 10.1

B

1.11':i!,-$$1ir,i:f$

ICU Levelof Service

11612014
Lancaster Engineering

Synchro 6 Light Report
Page 3
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
5: SW 18th Ave & SW 4th St

Railroad UGB Expansion
Existing Conditions - PM Peak

JLj --+ \ {+- ta f
iNBB:

Lane Configurations
Sign Control
Grade
Volume (veh/h)
Peak Hour Factor
Hourly flow rate (vph)
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (fUs)

Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal(ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume
v0l, stage 1 confvol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vOu, unblocked vol
tC, single (s)

tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s)
p0 queue tree "h
cM capacity (veh/h)

Free
0%

52 154
0.93 0.93
56 166

64
0.93 0.93

64

6 18

0.93 0.93
6 19

.t
Free

0%
168

0.93
181

8
0.93

I

+
Stop

o%
6

0.93
o

-f
Stop

0%
4

0.93
4

67
0.93

72

13

0.93
14

172

None None

508 478 169 476 473 181189

189
4.1

2.2
96

1385

508 478 169 476 473 181

7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2

3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3
97 99 99 96 99 92

418 465 875 474 468 862

172
4.1

2.2
100

1399

Volume Total
Volume Left
Volume Right
cSH
Volume to Capacity
Queue Length 95th (ft)
Control Delay (s)
Lane LOS
Approach Delay (s)

Approach LOS

56 172
560
06

1385 1700
0.04 0.10

30
7.7 0.0

A
't.9

27 96
14 19

672
492 1145
0.05 0.08

47
12.7 10.4

BB
12.7 10.4

BB

185
4
0

1399
0.00

0
0.2

A
0.2

I
0
I

1 700
0.01

0
0.0

Average Delay
I ntersection Capacity Utilization
Analysis Period (min)

ICU Levelof Service

ee
35.6%

15

11612014
Lancaster Engineering

Synchro 6 Light Report
Page 4
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HCM Unsignalized lntersection Capacity Analysis
6: SW 18th Ave & SE 2nd St

Railroad UGB Expansion
Existing Conditions - PM Peak

Lane Configurations
Sign Control
Grade
Volume (veh/h)
Peak Hour Factor
Hourly flow rate (vph)
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (fVs)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal(ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol
tC, single (s)
tC,2 stage (s)
tF (s)
p0 queue tree "/"
cM capacity (veh/h)

187

187
4.',1

2.2
100

1369

Volume Total
Volume Left
Volume Right
cSH
Volume to Capacity
Queue Length 95th (ft)
Control Delay (s)

Lane LOS
Approach Delay (s)
Approach LOS

Average Delay
lntersection Capacity Utilization
Analysis Period (min)

j +\

tF
Free

O/"
6 166

0.95 0.95
6 175

\?*
Free

O"/"

6 10 169 9
0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

6 11 178 I

181

181

4.1

2.2
99

1400

{1-
q\ r I

SBR

L

s
StoP

0%
59

0.95 0.95
59

0
0.95

0

+
Stop

o%
155

0.95 0.95 0.95
155

6 181 11 187 15 12
6 0 11 0 5 1

060905
1369 1700 1400 1700 502 639
0.00 0.11 0.01 0.11 0.03 0.02

001021
7.6 0.0 7.6 0.0 12.4 10.7
AABB

0.3 0.4 12.4 10.7
BB

ICU Levelof Service

None None

392 399 178 396 397 183

irf r__*v.{,T1iE:-;tt

392 399 178 396 397 183
7.4 6.8 6.5 7.2 6.6 6.3

3.7 4.2 3.5 3.6 4.1 3.4
99 98 100 100 99 99

513 496 805 5M 527 850

fj-f;Cbi16f:Eeiie:#i;*j?ir'i,:t!EB;;,1$i:qB;2;:iwB-:,i;1'.|s19;*tiNB..,.ti-*SF5,1#,.*.;r:i;'|at ;1;f ii ,

11612014
Lancaster Engineering

Synchro 6 Light Report
Page 5
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HCM Unsignalized lntersection Capacity Analysis
7: Railroad Ave & OR 201

Railroad UGB Expansion
Existing Conditions - PM Peak

i {+- t\ t fLt J
Lane Configurations
Sign Control
Grade
Volume (veh/h)
Peak Hour Factor
Hourly flow rate (vph)
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (fVs)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume
vOl, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vOu, unblocked vol
tC, single (s)
tC,2 stage (s)
tF (s)
p0 queue freet"
cM capacity (vehih)

*
Stop

0%
3806

0.92 0.92 0.92
41 07

s
Stop

0%
40

0.92 0.92
40

iNBL#r

52
0.92 0.92

52

308 615

308 615
6.9 4.2

.tTt
Free

0%
o 527 39

0.92 0.92 0.92
0 573 42

.Tf+
Free

0%
559

0.92
608

8
0.92

I

None

908 1215 308

908 1215 308
7.8 6.8 7.2

None

909 1232

909 1232
7.5 6.5

616

616
4.2

2.2
100
946

3.6 4.1 3.4 3.5 4.0 3.3 2.2
80 100 99 98 100 99 '100

211 163 654 229 177 691 954

Volume Total
Volume Left
Volume Right
cSH
Volume to Capacity
Queue Length 95th (ft)

Control Delay (s)
Lane LOS
Approach Delay (s)
Approach LOS

I ntersection Capacity Utilization
Analysis Period (min)

10 306 312
420
509

3&r 954 1700
0.03 0.00 0.18

200
15.2 0.1 0.0

CA
15.2 0.0

c

48
41

7
232

o.21
19

24.5
c

24.5
c

286 329
00
042

946 1700
0.00 0.19

00
0.0 0.0

0.0

1.0
28.2%

15
ICU Level of Service

Average Delay

11612014
Lancaster Engineering

Synchro 6 Light Report
Page 6
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
1: SW 4th Ave & OR 201

Railroad UGB Expansion
2019 Background Conditions - PM Peak

i --+ \
;E-BR,F ,r,i lJFf !;..'

tt-
1750 1750

4.0
0.95
0.89
1.00

2906
1.00

2906

{
WBtr

Lft+_

Lane Configurations
ldealFlow (vphpl)
Total Lost time (s)

Lane Util. Factor
Frt
Flt Protected
Satd. Flow (prot)
Flt Permitted
Satd. Flow (perm)

t.
1750 1750

4.0
1.00
0.99
1.00

1 695
1.00

1 695

1750 1750 1750
4.0 4.0

1.00 0.95
1.00 0.94
0.95 1.00
1630 3074
0.95 1.00
1630 3074

\
1750

4.0
1.00
1.00
0.95

1 630
0.95
1630

\
1 750

4.0
1.00
1.00
0.95

1 630
0.95

1 630

+
1 750

4.0
1.00
1.00
1.00
1716
1.00
1716

if
1750

4.0
1.00
0.85
1.00

1 458
1.00

1458

t
1750

4.0
1.00
1.00
0.95

1 630
0.95

1 630

Volume (vph)
Peak-hour factor, PHF
Adj. Flow (vph)
RTOR Reduction (vph)

40
0.90

44
0

0

258477527
0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
289388588
o40007

289708581

13 137
0.90 0.90

14 152
0 247

't4 304

359 391 65
0.90 0.90 0.90
399 434 72

0 0 15
o 434 101Lane Group Flow (vph)

Turn Type
Protected Phases
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s)
Effective Green, g (s)
Actuated g/C Ratio
Clearance Time (s)

1.7 9.2
1.7 9.2

0.02 0.12
4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0

0.6 8.1

0.6 8.1

0.01 0.10
4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0

I
8.1 0.6
8.1 0.6

0.10 0.01

4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0

Prot
16

Prot Perm Prot
3852

Prot
74

Vehicle Extension (s)

29.6
29.6
0.38

4.0
3.0

223 51.3
223 51.3
0.29 0.66
4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph)
v/s Ratio Prot
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio
Uniform Delay, d1

Progression Factor
Incremental Delay, d2
Delay (s)
Levelof Service
Approach Delay (s)

Approach LOS

36 201
c0.02 c0.06

0.78 0.48
37.8 32.0
1.00 '1.00

66.9 1.8
104.7 33.9

FC
49.2

D

13 179
0.00 0.03

0.62 0.32
38.4 32.3
1.00 1.00
64.0 1.1

102.5 33.3
FC

40.6
D

152 13

0.01

0.00
0.01 1.08
31.2 38.6
1.00 1.00
0.0 276.9

31.2 315.5
CF

0.93 0.05
26.9 4.6
1.00 1.00
24.5 0.0
51.4 4.7

DA
41.5

D

1107
c0.10

0.27
16.6
1.00
0.6

17.2
B

24.6
c

468 2030
cO.27 0.03

';!:i *;i /.r 6j

HCM Average Control DelaY

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio
Actuated Cycle Length (s)

I ntersection Capacity Utilization
Analysis Period (min)
c Critical Lane Group

35.0
0.53
77.7

58.4%
15

HCM Levelof Service

Sum of lost time (s)

ICU Level of Service

' { ; !,4':i; }i ::" .:a',

c

12.0
B

1t11t2014
Lancaster Engineering

Synchro 6 Light Report
Page 1
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HCM Signalized lntersection Capacity Analysis
2: SW 18th Ave & OR 201

Railroad UGB Expansion
2019 Background Conditions - PM Peak

JLti \ {{- +_ t
Lane Configurations
ldeal Flow (vphpl)
Total Lost time (s)
Lane Util. Factor
Frt
Flt Protected
Satd. Flow (prot)
Flt Permitted
Satd. Flow (perm)

\?'
1750 1750 1750
4,0 4.0

1.00 1.00
1.00 0.94
0.95 1.00
1630 1613
0.71 1.00
1216 1613

\r*
1750 1750
4.0 4.0

1.00 1.00
1.00 0.93
0.95 1.00
1630 1587
o.73 1.00
1260 1587

ttt
1750 1750 1750

4.0 4.0
1.00 0.95
1.00 1.00
0.95 1.00
1630 3260
0.95 1.00
1630 3260

f \tt f
1750 1750 1750 1750
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85
'1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
1458 1630 3260 1458
1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
1458 1630 3260 1458

Volume (vph)
Peak-hour factor, PHF
Adj. Flow (vph)
RTOR Reduction (vph)
Lane Group Flow (vph)

19 13

0.90 0.90
21 14
11 0
240

33337
0.90 0.90 0.90

37378
2900
4508

25
0.90

28
0

28

170
0.90
189

0
189

431

0.90
479

0
479

25
0.90

28
12

16

229 25 444
0.90 0.90 0.90
254 28 493
11200

49328142

Turn Type
Protected Phases
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s)
Effective Green, g (s)
Actuated g/C Ratio
Clearance Time (s)
Vehicle Extension (s)

Perm
4

4
14.4 14.4
14.4 14.4
0.22 0.22
4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0

Perm
8

I
14.4 14.4
14.4 14.4
0.22 0.22
4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0

1.2 36.9
1.2 36.9

0.02 0.56
4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0

2
36.9 2.9
36.9 2.9
0.56 0.04
4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0

Perm
6

b

38.6 38.6
38.6 38.6
0.58 0.58
4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0

Prot Perm Prot
52 1

Lane Grp Cap (vph)
v/s Ratio Prot
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio
Uniform Delay, d1

Progression Factor
Incremental Delay, d2
Delay (s)
Levelof Service
Approach Delay (s)
Approach LOS

265 351
0.01

0.02
0.11 0.07
20.7 20.6
1.00 1.00
0.2 0.1

20.9 20.7cc
20.8

c

274 345
0.03

c0.15
0.69 0.13
23.8 20.9
'1.00 1.00
7.1 0.2

30.9 21.0cc
28.1

c

30 1817
0.00 0.15

0.27 0.26
32j 7.6
1.00 1.00
4.7 0.4

36.8 8.0
DA

8.2
A

71 '1901 850
c0.02 c0.15

0.01
0.39 0.26 0.02
30.8 6.8 5.8
1.00 1.00 1.00
3.6 0.3 0.0

34.4 7.1 5.9
CAA

8.4
A

813

0.10
ai7

7.2
1.00

0.5
7.6

A

:. -^..r" (ilE!1
rDSUrnrll?Il

HCM Average Control Delay
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio
Actuated Cycle Length (s)
I ntersection Capacity Utilization
Analysis Period (min)
c Gritical Lane Group

HCM Levelof Seruice

Sum of lost time (s)
ICU Levelof Service

12.0
0.36
66.2

43.6%
15

8.0
A

1t11t2014
Lancaster Engineering

Synchro 6 Light Report
Page 2
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
4: SW 18th Ave & Alameda Dr

Railroad UGB Expansion
2019 Background Conditions - PM Peak

---l \ (+-t t
$,ifiNBh##ffiffSF?

Lane Configurations
Sign Control
Grade
Volume (veh/h)
Peak Hour Factor
Hourly flow rate (vph)
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (fVs)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume
vC1, stage 1 confvol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol
tC, single (s)

tC,2 stage (s)
tF (s)
p0 queue lree T"
cM capacity (vehih)

12 44
0.95 0.95

13 46

Stop
OYo

738
0.95 0.95

740

t"
Free

0%
208

0.95
219

d
Free

0%
281

0.95
296

None

614 225232

232
4.2

2.3
96

1313

614 225
6.4 6.2

3.5 3.3
98 95

439 814

Volume Total
Volume Left
Volume Right
cSH
Volume to Capacity
Queue Length 95th (ft)
Control Delay (s)
Lane LOS
Approach Delay (s)
Approach LOS

Average Delay
I ntersection Capacity Utilization
Analysis Period (min)

232 342 47
0467

13040
1700 1313 719
0.14 0.04 0.07

035
0.0 1.4 '10.4

AB
0.0 1.4 10.4

B

:Jtler-{f,li.-r#1

1.5
42.2%

15
ICU Levelof Service A

1t11/2014
Lancaster Engineering

Synchro 6 Light Report
Page 3
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
5: SW 18th Ave & SW 4th St

Railroad UGB Expansion
2019 Background Conditions - PM Peak

,:-if"'.i::.::ffiE ::E '"WBliir'
Lane Configurations \

i +\

Free
o%

58 171

0.93 0.93
62 184

{+-

"tFree
0%

7 4 186
0.93 0.93 0.93

84200

f\ I

Sign Control
Grade
Volume (veh/h)
Peak Hour Factor
Houdy flow rate (vph)
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (fUs)

Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol
tC, single (s)

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s)
p0 queue tree "h
cM capacity (veh/h)

914
0.93 0.93

10 15

720
0.93 0.93

822

s
Stop

O/"
7

0.93
8

.f
Stop

o%
4

0.93
4

74
0.93

80

None None

563 531 188 528 525 200210

210
4.1

2.2
95

1361

191

191

4.1

2.2
100

1376

563 531 188 528 525 200
7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2

3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3
96 98 99 95 99 91

378 432 854 434 435 841

Volume Total
Volume Left
Volume Right
cSH
Volume to Capacity
Queue Length 95th (ft)

Control Delay (s)

Lane LOS
Approach Delay (s)
Approach LOS

62 191

620
08

1361 1700
0.05 0.11

40
7.8 0.0

A
1.9

204 't 0
40
0 10

1376 1700
0.00 0.01

00
0.2 0.0

A
0.2

30 105
15 22
880

4s6 1114
0.07 0.09

58
13.5 10.7

BB
13.5 10.7

BB

Average Delay
I ntersection Capacity Utilization
Analysis Period (min)

ICU Levelof Service

111112014
Lancaster Engineering

Synchro 6 Light Report

, Page 4
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
6: SW 18th Ave & SE 2nd St

Railroad UGB Expansion
2019 Background Conditions - PM Peak

Lane Configurations
Sign Control
Grade
Volume (veh/h)
Peak Hour Factor
Hourly flow rate (vph)
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)

Walking Speed (fVs)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume
vCl, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol
tC, single (s)
tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s)
p0 queue tree"/"
cM capacity (veh/h)

) -+\

tF
Free

0%
7 184

0.95 0.95
7 194

\F
Free

0%
7 11 187

0.95 0.95 0.95
7 12 197

*
Stop

0"/"
10 0

0.95 0.95
11 0

+
Stop

0/o
166

0.95 0.95 0.95
166

{{- +-1 t L

10

0.95
11

a

0.95
7

None None

435 443 197 439 441

435 M3 157 439 441 202
7.4 6.8 6.5 7.2 6.6 6.3

3.7 4.2 3.5 3.6 4.1 3.4
98 98 100 100 99 99

477 467 7U 507 497 829

207

207
4.'l

2.2
oo

1346

201

201
4.1

2.2
99

1377

Volume Total
Volume Left
Volume Right
cSH
Volume to Capacity
Queue Length 95th (ft)

Control Delay (s)

Lane LOS
Approach Delay (s)

Approach LOS

7 201
70
o7

1346 1700
0.01 0.12

00
7.7 0.0

A
0.3

12 207
120
0 11

1377 1700
0.01 0j2

10
7.6 0.0

A
0.4

18 14
71
06

471 611
0.04 0.02

32
12.9 11.0

BB
12.9 1 1.0

BB

Average Delay
lntersection Capacity Utilization
Analysis Period (min)

ICU Levelof Seruice
1.1

20.4/"
15

1t1112014
Lancaster Engineering

Synchro 6 Light Report
Page 5
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HCM Unsignalized lntersection Capacity Analysis
7: Railroad Ave & OR 201

Railroad UGB Expansion
2019 Background Conditions - PM Peak

Lane Gonfigurations
Sign Control
Grade
Volume (veh/h)
Peak Hour Factor
Hourly flow rate (vph)
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ftls)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol
tC, single (s)

tC,2 stage (s)

tF (s)
p0 queue free "/"
cM capacity (veh/h)

+
Stop

OY"

420
0.92 0.92

460

None

1005 1345

1005 1345
7.8 6.8

74
0.92 0.92

84

62
0.92 0.92

72

.ft.
Free

0%
619 I
0.92 0.92
673 10

LT J
=SBT;4sBRdt'

Free
0%

0 584 43
0.92 0.92 0.92

0 635 47

j --+ \ {{- +*\ r
+

Stop
0%

0
0.92

0

None

341 1007 1364 341

341 1007 1364
7.2 7.5 6.5

683

683
4.2

2.2
100
893

341 682
6.9 4.2

3.3 2.2
99 100

658 900

3.6 4.1 3.4 3.5 4.0
74 100 99 98 100

177 135 621 194 147

Bi1i..;

Volume Total 53
Volume Left 46
Volume Right I
cSH 197
Volume to Capacity 0.27
Queue Length 95th (ft) 26
Control Delay (s) 29.8
Lane LOS D

Approach Delay (s) 29.8
Approach LOS D

11

4
7

336
0.03

3
16.1

c
16.1

c

364
0

47
1 700
0.21

0
0.0

339 346
20
010

900 1700
0.00 0.20

00
0.1 0.0

A
0.0

317
0
0

893
0.00

0
0.0

0.0

Average Delay 1.3

lntersection Capacity Utilization 30.8% ICU Levelof Service
Analysis Period (min) 15

1tl1t2014
Lancaster Engineering

Synchro 6 Light Repod
Page 6
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
1: SW 4th Ave & OR 201

Railroad UGB Expansion
2019 Background plus Site - PM Peak

Lj \ (F\a t
i:wBB-,*:jNBl$,#

Lane Configurations
ldeal Flow (vphpl)
Total Lost time (s)

Lane Util. Factor
Frt
Flt Protected
Satd. Flow (prot)
Flt Permitted
Satd. Flow (perm)

\s
1750 1750
4.O 4.0

1 .00 1.00
1.00 0.99
0.95 1.00
1630 '1695

0.95 1.00
1630 1695

\+
1750 1750 1750

4.0 4.0
1.00 1.00
1.00 1.00
0.95 1.00
1630 1716
0.95 1.00
1630 1716

ift
1750 1750
4.0 4.0

1.00 1.00
0.85 1.00
1.00 0.95
1458 1630
1.00 0.95
1458 1630

IF
1750 1750

4.0
0.95
0.91
1.00

2951

1.00
2951

\ tr'
1750 1750 1750
4.0 4.0

1.00 0.95
1.00 0.95
0.95 1.00
1630 3104
0.95 1.00
1630 3104

Volume (vph)
Peak-hour factor, PHF
Adj. Flow (vph)
RTOR Reduction (vph)
Lane Group Flow (vph)

40
0.90

44
0
0

209
0.90
232
245
386

25847752
0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
28938858
o4000

28970858

7 '13

0.90 0.90
814
70
114

359 391 85
0.90 0.90 0.90
399 434 94

0015
o 434 123

Turn Type
Protected Phases
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s)
Effective Green, g (s)
Actuated g/C Ratio
Clearance Time (s)

Vehicle Extension (s)

1.7 9.1

1.7 9.1

0.02 0.12
4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0

0.6 8.0
0.6 8.0

0.01 0.10
4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0

I
8.0 0.6
8.0 0.6

0.'10 0.01
4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0

22.2 51.6
22.2 51.6
0.28 0.66
4.0 4.O

3.0 3.0

Prot
16

Prot Perm Prot
3852

Prot
74

30.0
30.0
0.39
4.0
3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph)
v/s Ratio Prot
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio
Uniform Delay, d1

Progression Factor
IncrementalDelay, d2
Delay (s)
Level of Service
Approach Delay (s)

Approach LOS

36 198
c0.02 c0.06

0.78 0.49
37.9 32.2
1.00 1.00
66.9 1.9

104.8 34.2
FC

49.5
D

13 176
0.00 0.03

0.62 0.33
38.5 32.5
1.00 1.00
64.0 1.1

102.6 33.6
FC

40.8
D

'150 13
0.01

0.00
0.01 1.08
31.4 38.7
1.00 1.00
0.0 276.9

31.4 315.6
CF

465 2056
cO.27 0.04

0.93 0.06
27.1 4.6
1.00 1.00
25.8 0.1

53.0 4.7
DA

41.3
D

1 136
c0.13

0.34
16.9
1.00
0.8

17.8
B

24.2
c

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio
Actuated Cycle Length (s)

I ntersection Capacity Utilization
Analysis Period (min)
c CriticalLane Group

HCM Levelof Service

Sum of lost time (s)

ICU Levelof Service

34.3
0.56
77.9

60.5%
15

c

12.O

B
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
2: SW 18th Ave & OR 201

Railroad UGB Expansion
2019 Background plus Site - PM Peak

t_i -+\ ({- a tL I
Lane Configurations
tdeal Flow (vphpl)
Total Lost time (s)

Lane Util. Factor
Frt
Flt Protected
Satd. Flow (prot)
Flt Permitted

Protected Phases
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s)

Effective Green, g (s)

Actuated g/C Ratio
Clearance Time (s)

t?*
'f 750 1750 1750 1750

4.0 4.0
1.00 1.00
1.00 0.89
0.95 1.00
1630 1520
o.73 1.00

\++f
1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750
4.0 4.O 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00

1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85
0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
1630 3260 '1458 1630 3260 1458
0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

1750 1750
4.0 4.0

1.00 1.00
1.00 0.94
0.95 1.00
1630 1613
0.62 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1070 1613 1260 1520 '1630 3260 1458 1630 3260 1458

VotumG(vpn) ZS 19 13 191 33 105 7 431 235 45 444 25

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0'90 0.90 0.90

Adj. Flow (vph) 28 21 14 212 37 117 I 479 261 50 493 28

RToRReduction(vph) 0 11 0 0 90 0 0 0 126 0 0 12

Lane 28 24 o 212 64 I 479 135 50 493 16

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Prot
1

Flow

4
15.4
15.4
0.23

4.0
3.0

4

15.4
15.4
0.23

4.0
3.0

I
15.4
15.4
0.23

4.0
3.0

I

15.4
15.4
0.23

4.0
3.0

1.2
1.2

0.02
4.0
3.0

34.8
34.8
0.52
4.0
3.0

2
34.8
34.8
0.52

4.0
3.0

4.9
4.9

0.07
4.0
3.0

6

38.5
38.5
0.57

4.0
3.0

Perm

6
38.5
38.5
0.57

4.0
3.0

Prot
52

Vehicle Extension (s

Lane Grp Cap (vph)
v/s Ratio Prot
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio
Uniform Delay, dl
Progression Factor
Incremental Delay, d2
Delay (s)
Levelof Service
Approach Delay (s)

Approach LOS

246 370
0.02

0.03
0.11 0.07
20.5 20.2
1.00 1.00
0.2 0.1

20.7 20.3cc
20.5

c

c0.17
0.73 0.18
23.9 20.8
1.00 1.00
9.3 0.3

33.2 21.0cc
28.1

c

29 1691

0.00 c0.15

0.28 0.28
32.5 9.1

1.00 1.00
5.1 0.4

37.6 9.5
DA

s.7
A

756 119
c0.03

0.09
0.18 0.42
8.6 29.7

1.00 1.00
0.5 2.4
9.1 32j
AC

0.01

0.26 0.02
7.2 6.2

1.00 1.00
0.3 0.0
7.5 6.2
AA

9.6
A

837289 349
0.04

1870
c0.15

HCM Average Control Delay
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio
Actuated Gycle Length (s)

I ntersection Capacity Utilization
Analysis Period (min)
c Critical Lane Group

HCM Levelof Service

Sum of lost time (s)

ICU Levelof Service

13.9
o.44
67.1

44.8%
15

B

16.0
A
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HCM Unsignalized lntersection Capacity Analysis
3: SW 18th Ave & Alameda Dr

Railroad UGB Expansion
2019 Background plus Site - PM Peak

\ { tsa r
li40vcfie-ft".{##:+g;1:j,tritr:EBId.r,tFE, tt*8:".fl.ry,9!:+flVuiiG.i :N85ffi--? ,i *i::iii,5::i.+:,,j$,$, if!;j.;::r:i,,'=::1!si
Lane Gonfigurations
Sign Control
Grade
Volume (veh/h)
Peak Hour Factor

"tYFree Stop
0% 0%

44 384 7 38
0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
46 404 7 40

None

t.
Free

o%
237

0.95
12

0.95
13Hourly flow rate (vph) 249

Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ftls)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal(ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol
tC, single (s)
tC,2 stage (s)
tF (s)
p0 queue free o/"

cM capacity (veh/h)

262

262
4.2

2.3
96

1279

753 256

753 256
6.4 6.2

3.5 3.3
98 95

364 783

Volume Total 262 451 47
Volume Left 0 46 7
Volume Right 13 0 40
cSH 1700 1279 664
Volume to Capacity 0.15 0.04 0.07
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 3 6
Control Delay (s) 0.0 1 .2 10.8
Lane LOS A B
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 1.2 10.8
Approach LOS B

tfiffr'dEEtiftiiSfr.mfi?rfl4: i;i;r;',''t;i"€H','+::S!,i;',i;'i+i.:?i.'.*:i#.4:;.i€l*1F*--- i;i.^r.,i,:i.:fo:fF;+i'r+i;-F;F.fftl'
Average Delay 1.4
lntersection Capacity Utilization 49.2% ICU Levelof Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15

1tl1t2014
Lancaster Engineering
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HCM Unsignalized lntersection Capacity Analysis
4: SW 18th Ave & SW 4th St

Railroad UGB Expansion
2019 Background plus Site - PM Peak

i
-li \ {{- +-a t JL

Sign Control
Grade
Volume (veh/h)
Peak Hour Factor
Hourly flow rate (vph)
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (fUs)

Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal(ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol
tC, single (s)
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s)
p0 queue lree "/"
cM capacity (veh/h)

42 18
0.93 0.93
45 19

f

9 138
0.93 0.93
10 148

58
0.93

62

t
Free

0%
171

0.93
184

.f
Free

0%
186

0.93
200

$
Stop

OTo

38
0.93

41

20
0.93

22

-f
Stop

O"/o

13
0.93

14

59
0.93

63

74
0.93

80

None

617 580 206 631

None

592 200210

210
4.1

2.2
95

1361

229

617 580 206 631 592 200
7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2

3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3
56 90 92 93 96 91

338 401 834 320 394 841

229
4.1

2.2
99

1333

Volume Total
Volume Left
Volume Right
cSH
Volume to Capacity
Queue Length 95th (ft)
Control Delay (s)

Lane LOS
Approach Delay (s)

Approach LOS

Average Delay
I ntersection Capacity Utilization
Analysis Period (min)

: r. 
j { i' EBi l";'*iE_B 2i r-:itr{B'zi:t

62 229 219 10
620190
045010

1361 1700 1333 1700
0.05 0.13 0.01 0.01

4010
7.8 0.0 0.8 0.0
AA

1.7 0.8

i '...i-:ff-,;,-,1;,

253 115
148 22
63 80

410 1132
0.62 0.10
100 I
26.9 1 1.8

DB
26.9 11.8

DB

9.9
52.2%

15
ICU Levelof Service

111112014
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
5: SW 18th Ave & SE 2nd St

Railroad UGB Expansion
2019 Background plus Site - PM Peak

a' -+ \ {{- +*a r IL

Lane Configurations
Sign Control
Grade
Volume (veh/h)
Peak Hour Factor
Hourly flow rate (vph)
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (fUs)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 cont vol
vCu, unblocked vol
tC, single (s)

tC,2 stage (s)

tF (s)
p0 queue tree "/"
cM capacity (veh/h)

711
0.95 0.95

712

256

256
4.1

2.2
99

1315

10 7
0.95 0.95
11 7

01
0.95 0.95

01

tt
Free

0%
236

0.95
248

F
Free

0Y"
201

0.95
212

+
Stop

0%
10

0.95
11

+
Stop

0%
6

0.95
6

6
0.95

6

7
0.95

7

222

222
4.1

2.2
99

1329

None None

505 512 252 508 51't 217

505 512 252 508 511 2',17

7.4 6.8 6.5 7.2 6.6 6.3

3.7 4.2 3.5 3.6 4.1 3.4
98 98 100 100 99 99

427 425 729 455 454 813

iWBii

Volume Total
Volume Left
Volume Right
cSH
Volume to Capacity
Queue Length 95th (ft)
Control Delay (s)
Lane LOS
Approach Delay (s)
Approach LOS

7 256
70
o7

1329 1700
0.01 0.15

00
7.7 0.0

A
0.2

222 18 14
071

11 0 6
1700 426 570
0.13 0.04 0.02

032
0.0 13.8 11.5

BB
13.8 11.5

BB

12
12
0

1315
0.01

1

7.8
A

0.4

Average Delay
I ntersection Capacity Utilization
Analysis Period (min)

ICU Levelof Service

1111t2014
Lancaster Engineering
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
6: Railroad Ave & OR 201

Railroad UGB Expansion
2019 Background plus Site - PM Peak

irt t Y_i!.Y !!.!.v_ jvl#*.8::F.:. .

Lane Configurations
Sign Control
Grade
Volume (veh/h)
Peak Hour Factor
Hourly flow rate (vph)
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (fVs)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vOu, unblocked vol
tC, single (s)
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s)
p0 queue tree "/"
cM capacity (veh/h)

i -+\

.lb
Stop

AY"

420
0.92 0.92
460

{.-
WB-T..!.W

+
Stop

0%
740

0.92 0.92 0.92
840

90
0.92 0.92
100

.tf"
Free

0%
605 43
0.92 0.92
658 47

ILt

b
0.92

7

,NBn.i
.fF

Free
o%
625

0.92
679

2
0.92

2

None

1032 1374

1032 1374
7.8 6.8

None

352 1025 1393

352 1025 1393
7.2 7.5 6.5

345 704 689

689
4.2

2.2
100
888

345 704
6.9 4.2

3.3 2.2
99 100

654 883

3.6 4.1 3.4 3.5 4.0
73 100 99 98 100't69 130 611 188 141

#.:.j ; rj :-a EB.:.1-+.:yiiBii?gi N 841ffi
Volume Total
Volume Left
Volume Right
cSH
Volume to Capacity
Queue Length 95th (ft)
Control Delay (s)

Lane LOS
Approach Delay (s)
Approach LOS

53 11 342
4642
870

189 328 883
0.28 0.03 0.00
2830

31.4 16.3 0.1
DCA

31.4 16.3 0.0
DC

349
0

10
1 700
0.21

0
0.0

376
0

47
1 700
0.22

0
0.0

329
0
0

888
0.00

0
0.0

Average Delay
I ntersection Capacity Utilization
Analysis Period (min)

ICU Levelof Service
1.3

30.9%
15

A

1tl1t2014
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
1: SW 4th Ave & OR 201

Railroad UGB Expansion
2030 Background Conditions - PM Peak

j \ { 
F \ \ r Ll J

\ +r'
1750 1750 1750 1750

4.0 4.0
1.00 0.95
1.00 0.96
0.95 1.00
1630 3125
0.95 1.00
1630 3125

Lane Configurations
ldeal Flow (vphpl)
Total Lost time (s)

Lane Util. Factor
FN

Fh Protected
Satd. Flow (prot)
Flt Permitted
Satd. Flow (perm)

t.
1750 1750

4.0
1.00
0.99
1.00

1 696
1.00

1 696

\ +r"
1750 1750
4.0 4.0

1.00 0.95
1.00 0.90
0.95 1.00
1630 2936
0.95 1.00
't630 2936

\
1750

4.0
1.00
1.00
0.95

1 630
0.95

1 630

1 750
4.O

1.00
1.00
0.95
1630
0.95

1 630

+
1750

4.0
1.00
1.00
1.00

1716
1.00
1716

f
1750

4.0
1.00
0.85
1.00

1 458
1.00

1458

Volume (vph)
Peak-hour factor, PHF
Adj. Flow (vph)
RTOR Reduction (vph)

Lane Group Flow (vph)

8
0.90

I
0
0

30
0.90

33
0

33

99
0.90
110

3
116

861
0.90 0.90

968
00
968

24 16

0.90 0.90
27 18

240
318

216 423
0.90 0.90
240 470
259 0
451 0

489 122 47
0.90 0.90 0.90
543 136 52

0200
543 168 0

Turn Type
Protected Phases
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s)

Effective Green, g (s)

Actuated g/C Ratio
Clearance Time (s)

Vehicle Extension (s)

3.1 11.3
3.1 11.3

0.04 0.14
4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0

8
1.0 9.2 9.2
1.0 9.2 9.2

0.01 0.11 0.11

4.0 4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0 3.0

2.0 24.5
2.0 24.5

0.02 0.30
4.0 4.0

Prot
16

27.6 50.1
27.6 50.1
0.34 0.62
4.0 4.0

Prot Perm Prot
3852

Prot
74

3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph)

v/s Ratio Prot
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio
Uniform Delay, d1

Progression Factor
Incremental Delay, d2
Delay (s)
Level of Service
Approach Delay (s)

Approach LOS

238
c0.07

0.52 0.49
37.9 31.9
1.00 1.00
7.6 1.6

45.6 33.4
DC

36.1
D

20 '196 167

0.01 0.04

0.45
39.4
1.00
15.3
54.7

D

0.00
0.35 0.02 0.44
32.8 31.6 38.6
1.00 1.00 1.00
1.1 0.0 7.3

33.9 3'1.6 46.0
ccD

35.1
D

41 895
0.01 c0.15

0.50
23.0
1.00

2.O

25.0
c

25.5
c

560 1947
c0.33 0.05

0.97 0.09
26.0 6.0
1.00 1.00
30.0 0.1

56.0 6.1

EA
43.2

D

63
c0.02

HCM Average Control DelaY

HCM Volume to CapacitY ratio

Actuated Cycle Length (s)

lntersection Capacity Utilization
Analysis Period (min)

c Critical Lane GrouP

HCM Level of Service

Sum of lost time (s)
ICU Levelof Service

34.6
0.67
80.4

69.2%
15

12.0
c

1t1112014
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
2:SW 18th Ave & OR 201

Railroad UGB Expansion
2030 Background Conditions - PM Peak

i \ {{- t_

4.0 4.0
1.00 1.00
1.00 0.91
0.95 1.00
1630 1567
0.73 1.00

8
8

16.8 16.8
16.8 16.8
0.24 0.24
4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0

\ tL J

Lane Configurations
ldeal Flow (vphpl)
Total Lost time (s)

Lane Util. Factor
Frt
Flt Protected
Satd. Flow (prot)
Flt Permitted

ts
1750 1750 1750
4.0 4.0

1.00 1.00
1.00 0.94
0.95 1.00
1630 1605
0.69 1.00

,i

\F r+t
1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750

is

4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

1 .00 0.95 '1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85
0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
1630 3260 1458 1630 3260 1458

0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

52 16
26

1.3 35.3 35.3 4.8 38.8 38.8
1.3 35.3 35.3 4.8 38.8 38.8

0.02 0.51 0.51 0.07 0.56 0.56
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Satd. Flow (oerm) 1 186 '1605 1252 1567 1630 3260 1458 1630 3260 1458

Volume (vph) 80 22 16 211 39 53 11 524 274 40 533 30

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0'90 0.90

Adj. Flow (vph) 89 24 18 234 43 59 12 582 304 44 592 33

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 14 0 0 45 0 0 01480014
Lane Grouo Flow (vph) 89 28 O 234 57 O 12 582 156 44 592 19

Turn Type Perm Perm Prot Perm Prot Perm

Protected Phases 4
Permitted Phases 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 16.8 16.8
Effective Green, g (s) 16.8 16.8

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.24 0.24
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph)
v/s Ratio Prot
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio
Uniform Delay, dl
Progression Factor
Incremental Delay, d2
Delay (s)
Levelof Service
Approach Delay (s)

Approach LOS

289 391
0.02

0.08
0.31 0.07
21.3 20.1

1.00 1.00
0.6 0.1

21.9 20jcc
21.3

c

305 382
0.04

c0.19
0.77 0.15
24,2 20.4
1.00 1.00
11.0 0.2
35.2 20.6

DC
30.8

c

31 1670
0.01 c0.18

0.39 0.35
33.4 10.0
1.00 1.00
7.8 0.6

41.3 10.5
DB

10.7
B

0.11
0.21 0.39
9.2 30.6

1.00 1.00
0.6 2.2
9.8 32.8
AC

0.01
o.32 0.02
8.0 6.7

1.00 1.00
0.5 0.1

8.5 6.7
AA

10.0
B

747 114 1836 821
c0.03 c0.18

HCM Average Control Delay
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio
Actuated Cycle Length (s)

I ntersection Capacity Utilization
Analysis Period (min)
c CriticalLane Group

HCM Levelof Service

Sum of lost time (s)

ICU Levelof Service

=.e..F=:i'!'ii;_lij+.+:;ft=-p:*

B

16.0
A

14.5
0.50
68.9

48.7"/"
15
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
3: SW 18th Ave & Alameda Dr

Railroad UGB Expansion
2030 Background Conditions - PM Peak

\ { +-t t
Sign Control
Grade
Volume (veh/h)
Peak Hour Factor
Hourly flow rate (vph)
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (fUs)

Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median tyce
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume
vC1, stage 1 confvol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol
tC, single (s)
tC,2 stage (s)

tF (s)
p0 queue treeoh
cM capacity (veh/h)

t*
Free
0/"
305

0.95
321

52
0.95

55

4
Free

o%
393

0.95
414

Y
Stop

0%
I

0.95
8

44
0.95

46

14
0.95

15

None

852 328

852 328
6.4 6.2

3.5 3.3
97 94

315 713

336

336
4.2

2.3
95

't201

1i:, -:::
Volume Total
Volume Left
Volume Right
cSH
Volume to Capacity
Queue Length 95th (ft)
Control Delay (s)
Lane LOS
Approach Delay (s)
Approach LOS

336 468
055

15 0
1700 1201
0.20 0.05

o4
0.0 1.4

A
0.0 1.4

55
8

46
597

0.09
I

1 1.6
B

11.6
B

Intersection Capacity Utilization
Analysis Period (min)

1.5
53.8%

15

ICU Levelof Service
Average Delay

1t11t2014
Lancaster Engineering
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HCM Unsignalized lntersection Capacity Analysis
4: SW 18th Ave & SW 4th St

Railroad UGB Expansion
2030 Background Conditions - PM Peak

i ---) \ {{- +_\
t. .f i;

Free Free
0% 0%
2518527010
0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93
2709529011

t LT J
b.1fiij Y!Y.rY!:!i Y!,j.Lq.1fl:::"+.i'r'.r'i+..,

Lane Configurations
Sign Control
Grade
Volume (veh/h)
Peak Hour Factor
Hourly flow rate (vph)
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)

Walking Speed (fVs)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol
tC, single (s)
tC,2 stage (s)

tF (s)
p0 queue free o/"

cM capacity (veh/h)

301

301
4.1

2.2
93

1260

Volume Total
Volume Lefi
Volume Right
cSH
Volume to Capacity
Queue Length 95th (ft)
Control Delay (s)
Lane LOS
Approach Delay (s)
Approach LOS

Average Delay
I ntersection Capacity Utilization
Analysis Period (min)

* User Entered Value

278

278
4.1

2.2
100

1278

0.2 13.0 12.3
BB

None None

797 752 274 749 745 290

274
6.2

*2.0

99
1 208

77
0.93

83

+
StoP

0%
1788

0.93 0.93 0.93
1899

Stop
OYo

24599
0.93 0.93 0.93
26 5 106

749 745 290
7.1 6.5 6.2

3.5 4.0 3.3
92 98 86

304 318 749

797 752
7.1 6.5

'2.0 *2.0

95 98
369 525

Di'idtiribTliL"ehE#.F3ii;1-s*, EBi2,*T-w.Bg:iiw.B,r:2:il:i$B*1wsffit+,ffi::,,';:iwi €,1'rr"
83 278 296 11 35 138
830501826
0 I 0 11 9 106

1260 1700 1278 1700 486 968
0.07 0.16 0.00 0.01 0.07 0.14

5000612
8.1 0.0 0.2 0.0 13.0 12.3
AABB

1.8

Itii:dffiti'ejir,Stirn.ifiary.-r,l€i:' *,;,;;;r.:i.t*+#J.4:..*€=;';+ir:*:;+,-:, lj=.::;sF.,i';r!:: :i:f-:3-l*i-lt.,t€.,i.{j:F.F,;.
3.4

46.7y"
15

ICU Levelof Service

1t11t2014
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HCM Unsignalized lntersection Capacity Analysis
5: SW 18th Ave & SE 2nd St

Railroad UGB Expansion
2030 Background Conditions - PM Peak

j +\{ts
; _, ;'t=;ii *= i; EBLj:5: :.: EBR-s';i

\\ t JI
Lane Configurations
Sign Control
Grade
Volume (veh/h)
Peak Hour Factor
Hourly flow rate (vph)
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (fVs)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume
vCl, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol
tC, single (s)

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s)
p0 queue free "/"
cM capacity (veh/h)

Tt-
Free

0%
I 267

0.95 0.95
I 281

tlF
Free

o%
8 13 272

0.95 0.95 0.95
8 14 286

128
0.95 0.95
138

+
StoP

0%
177

0.95 0.95 0.95
177

s
Stop

o%
12

0.95
13

0
0.95

0

None None

619 628 285 624 626 293

619 628 285 624 626 293
7.4 6.8 6.5 7.2 6.6 6.3

3.7 4.2 3.5 3.6 4.1 3.4
98 97 100 100 98 99

353 362 698 377 388 737

299
4.1

2.2
99

1245

289

289
4.1

2.2
99

1278

ii;"f WB..-.i={

Volume Total
Volume Left
Volume Right
cSH
Volume to CapacitY
Queue Lengrth 95th (ft)

Control Delay (s)

Lane LOS
Approach Delay (s)

Approach LOS

299 21 16

081
1307

1700 358 497

0.18 0.06 0.03
052

0.0 15.7 12.5
CB

15.7 12.5
CB

I
8
0

1245
0.01

1

7.9
A

0.2

289
0
I

1700
0.17

0
0.0

14
14

0
1278
0.01

1

7.8
A

0.3

Average Delay
I ntersection Capacity Utilization
Analysis Period (min)

:t-i-"J-il ':
i-, -'vl:',11 .1

ICU Levelof Service

1t1112014
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
6: Railroad Ave & OR 201

Railroad UGB Expansion
2030 Background Conditions - PM Peak

ILta+-{\)

Sign Control
Grade
Volume (veh/h) 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (tt/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal(ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume
vCl, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol
tC, single (s)

tC,2 stage (s)

tF (s)
p0 queue free "/"
cM capacity (veh/h)

-ftt
Free

0"/"
70750

0.92 0.92 0.92
80815

s
Stop

0%
0

0.92
0

s
Stop

0%
0

0.92
0

.tt*
Free

0%
708

0.92
770

51

0.92
55

80
0.92 0.92

90

10 0

0.92 0.92
11 0

None

1212 1623

1212 1623
7.8 6.8

None

412 1214'1646

412 1214 1646
7.2 7.5 6.5

3.4 3.5 4.0
98 100 100

556 136 99

413 825

413 825
6.9 4.2

826

2.2
100
788

' -.;lj '-{il. .'.". : ''.\ . -=-.I :1'".":-" ':. . :ril:-,

826
4.2

3.3 2.2
99 100

591 795

3.6 4.1
100 100
123 90

D.ii6tii6-n'i:[:iiie #"-,.'i...' '1i,,,E8.:i:rrwB.;j 'rjNB i,ii:,N8.;2':-isa;j.:;#Sa.ziilii'::.:,5. :]:,;,.:i'r.

Lane Configurations

Volume Total
Volume Left
Volume Right
cSH
Volume to Capacity
Queue Length 95th (ft)
Control Delay (s)
Lane LOS
Approach Delay (s)
Approach LOS

i h6ia6ctiti'n siiiiif, i'aiy ;' i

9 I 408 418 385 440
000000
I 8 0 11 0 55

556 591 795 1700 788 1700
0.02 0.01 0.00 0.25 0.00 0.26

110000
11.6 11.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

BB
11.6 11.2 0.0

BB
0.0

Average Delay
I ntersection Capacity Utilization
Analysis Period (min)

0.1

31.2/"
15

ICU Levelof Service A

1/11t2014
Lancaster Engineering
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
1: SW 4th Ave & OR 201

Railroad UGB Expansion
2030 Background plus Site - PM Peak

\ {ts +. a
iii0vem'edtiltf.#__*- F=,,*:EBr:::i EB-T:'i,.EBBS EE?,3WF'8*W-ER.#TA.j-B!-H'I$ET NBH.jrrsE!,1i.5q.,S8-j"k;j,SER

JItj

Lane Configurations t F
ldeal Flow (vphpl) 1750 1750

\ +r'
1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750

4.0 4.0 4.0 4.O 4.0
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95
1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.91
0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
1630 1716 1458 1630 2969
0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
1630 1716 1458 1630 2969

\ +r'
1750 1750 1750 1750

4.0 4.0
1.00 0.95
1.00 0.97
0.95 1.00
1630 3150
0.95 1.00
1630 3150

Total Lost time (s)
Lane Util. Factor
Frt
Flt Protected
Satd. Flow (prot)
Flt Permitted
Satd. Flow (perm)

4.0 4.0
1.00 1.00
1.00 0.99
0.95 1.00
1630 1696
0.95 1.00
1630 '1696

Volume (vph) 30 99
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.90 0.90
Adj. Flow (vph) 33 110
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 3
Lane Group Flow (vph) 33 116

8 61 24 16 288
0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90

9 68 27 18 320
00240255
968318535

423 489 162
0.90 0.90 0.90
470 543 180

0020
0 543 212

47
0.90

52
0
0

8
0.90

9
0
0

Turn Type
Protected Phases
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s)
Effective Green, g (s)
Actuated g/C Ratio
Clearance Time (s)
Vehicle Extension (s)

3.1 1 1.3
3.1 '1 1.3

0.04 0.14
4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0

Perm Prot
5

I
9.2 2.0
9.2 2.O

0.11 0.02
4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0

27.6 50.1
27.6 50.1
0.34 0.62
4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0

Prot
16

Prot
38

Prot
74

1.0
1.0

0.01
4.O

3.0

9.2
9.2

0.11
4.0
3.0

2

24.5
24.5
0.30

4.0
3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph)
v/s Ratio Prot
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio
Uniform Delay, d1

Progression Factor
Incremental Delay, d2
Delay (s)

Level of Service
Approach Delay (s)

Approach LOS

20 196 167 41 905
0.01 0.04 0.01 c0.18

0.00
0.35 0.02 0.44
32.8 31.6 38.6
1.00 1 .00 1.00
1.1 0.0 7.3

33.9 31.6 46.0
ccD

35.1
D

560 1963
c0.33 0.07

0.97 0.11
26.0 6.1
1.00 1.00
30.0 0.1

56.0 6.2
EA

41.1
D

..'-..",'l,if.1$iil#.3F,1',

63 238
c0.02 c0.07

0.52 0.49
37.9 31.9
1.00 1.00
7.6 1.6

45.6 33.4
DC

36.1
D

0.45
39.4
1.00
15.3
54.7

D

0.59
23.7
1.00
2.8

26.5
c

27.0
c

HCM Average Control Delay
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio
Actuated Cycle Length (s)

I ntersection Capacity Utilization
Analysis Period (min)
c Critical Lane Group

HCM Levelof Service

Sum of lost time (s)

ICU Levelof Service

34.1

0.70
80.4

71.3%
15

12.0
c

1t|1/2014
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
2: SW 18th Ave & OR 201

Railroad UGB Expansion
2030 Background plus Site - PM Peak

I J\rj --+ \ t-
!\i!,6Vbifi EfI-ilii,ei':i;
Lane Configurations
ldeal Flow (vphpl)
Total Lost time (s)

Lane Util. Factor
Frt
Flt Protected
Satd. Flow (prot)
Flt Permitted

\
1750 1750

4.0
1.00
1.00
0.95

1 630
0.95

1 630

SB[i':

1750
4.0

1.00
1.00
0.95

1 630
0.58
988

1 750
4.0

1.00
0.94
1.00

1 605
1.00

1 605

1 750 1 750
4.0

1.00
1.00
0.95

1 630
0.73
1252

t*
1750

4.0
1.00
0.89
1.00

1519
1.00

1519

tt
1750

4.0
0.95
1.00
1.00

3260
1.00

3260

if
1 750

4.0
1.00
0.85
1.00

1 458
1.00

1458

\
1 750

4.A
1.00
1.00
0.95

1 630
0.95

1 630

1 750
4.0

0.95
1.00
1.00

3260
1.00

3260

if
1750

4.0
1.00
0.85
1.00

1458
1.00

1 458Satd. Flow (perm)

Volume (vph)
Peak-hour factor, PHF
Adj. Flow (vph)
RTOR Reduction (vph)
Lane Group Flow (vph)

80
0.90

89
0

39
0.90

43
102

812989

22
0.90

24
13

16

0.90
18

0
0

252
0.90
280

0
280

126 11

0.90 0.90
140 12

00
012 662 143

596
0.90
662

0

280
0.90
311
168

80
0.90

89
0

89

533
0.90
592

0
592

30
0.90

33
15
18

Turn Type
Protected Phases
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s)
Effective Green, g (s)

Actuated g/C Ratio
Clearance Time (s)
Vehicle Extension (s)

Perm
4

4
19.9 19.9
19.9 19.9
0.27 0.27
4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0

Perm
8

8
19.9 19.9
19.9 19.9
0.27 0.27
4.O 4.0
3.0 3.0

1.2 33.6
1.2 33.6

0.02 0.46
4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0

2
33.6 7.8
33.6 7.8
0.46 0.11
4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0

Perm
6

b
40.2 40.2
40.2 40.2
0.55 0.55
4.0 4.0
3.0 3.0

Prot Perm Prot
52 1

Lane Grp Cap (vph)
v/s Ratio Prot
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio
Uniform Delay, dl
Progression Factor
Incremental Delay, d2
Delay (s)
Level of Service
Approach Delay (s)

Approach LOS

268 436
0.02

0.09
0.33 0.07
21.4 19.8
1.00 1.00
0.7 0.1

22j 19.9
CB

21.4
c

340 412
0.05

c0.22
0.82 0.20
25.1 20.5
1.00 1.00
14.8 0.2
39.9 20.8

DC
32.3

c

27 1494
0.01 c0.20

0.44 0.44
35.7 13.5
1.00 1.00
11.2 1.0
46.9 14.4

DB
14.3

B

668 173 1788
c0.05 0.18

0.10
0.21 0.51 0.33
11.9 31 .0 9.1
1.00 't.00 1.00
0.7 2.6 0.5

12.6 33.5 9.6
BCA

12.5
B

:. :a :::r.:i. 1..i.: ; ._,:.:ii,:Esr.1

800

0.01
o.o2

7.6
1.00

0.1

7.6
A

HCM Average Control Delay
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio
Actuated Cycle Length (s)
I ntersection Capacity Utilization
Analysis Period (min)
c Critical Lane Group

HCM Levelof Service

Sum of lost time (s)
ICU Levelof Service

jiE
17.8
0.58
73.3

545%
15

B

12.0
A

1t11t2014
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
3: SW 18th Ave & Alameda Dr

Railroad UGB Expansion
2030 Background plus Site - PM Peak

-+\ {+-a t
Lane Configurations t*
Sign Control Free
Grade O%
Volume (veh/h) 334 37
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95
Hourly flow rate (vph) 352 39
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (fUs)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal(ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume
vOl, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vOu, unblocked vol
tC, single (s)
tC,2 stage (s)
tF (s)
p0 queue free "/"
cM capacity (veh/h)

.tY
Free Stop
0% 0%

80 473 63 146
0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
84 498 66 154

None

391

391
4.2

2.3
93

1147

Volume Total
Volume Left
Volume Right
cSH
Volume to Capacity
Queue Length 95th (ft)
Control Delay (s)

Lane LOS
Approach Delay (s)
Approach LOS

Average Delay
lntersection Capacity Utilizatio n
Analysis Period (min)

391 582 220
08466

39 0 154
1700 1147 434
0.23 0.07 0.51

0670
0.0 2.0 21.5

AC
0.0 2.0 21.5

c

4.9
71.6%

15

1037 371

1037 371
6.4 6.2

ICU Levelof Service C

3.5 3.3
72 77

237 675

1t11t2014
Lancaster Engineering
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
4: SW 18th Ave & SW 4th St

Railroad UGB Expansion
2030 Background plus Site - PM Peak

Lj -+\ {{- +_a t J
.SBBr,lr :l;,i

Lane Configurations
Sign Control
Grade
Volume (veh/h)
Peak Hour Factor
Hourly flow rate (vph)
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (fUs)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume
vCl, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol
tC, single (s)
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s)
p0 queue free o/"

cM capacity (veh/h)

\F
Free

0%
108 302
0.93 0.93
116 325

43 20
0.93 0.93
46 22

.ff
Free
0/"
284 10 118
0.93 0.93 0.93
305 11 127

60 24
0.93 0.93
65 26

s
Stop

0"/"
39

0.93
42

.t
Stop

o%
14

0.93
15

107
0.93
115

None None

994 939 348 991 952 305316

316
4.1

2.2
91

12M

371

371
4.1

2.2
98

'1182

994 939 348 991 952 305
7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2

*2.O *2.0 "2.0 3.5 4.0 3.3
47 89 94 85 93 84

241 375 1085 178 231 734

€!{-B;2';,
Volume Total
Volume Left
Volume Right
cSH
Volume to Capacity
Queue Length 95th (fi)
Control Delay (s)
Lane LOS
Approach Delay (s)

Approach LOS

Average Delay
I ntersection Capacity Utilization
Analysis Period (min)

' User Entered Value

ICU Levelof Service

116 371
116 0

046
1244 1700
0.09 0.22

80
8.2 0.0

A
2.0

327 11

220
0 11

1182 1700
o.o2 0.01

10
o.7 0.0

A
0.7

233 156
127 26
65 115

335 753
0.70 0.21
124 19

37.2 15.3
EC

37.2 15.3
EC

111112014

Lancaster Engineering
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HCM Unsignalized lntersection Capacity Analysis
5: SW 18th Ave & SE 2nd St

Railroad UGB Expansion
2030 Background plus Site - PM Peak

Juj {{- +ta r
ilr1ir!6fi^6hil"$:l;
Lane Configurations
Sign Control
Grade
Volume (veh/h)
Peak Hour Factor
Hourly flow rate (vph)
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)

Walking Speed (fUs)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (fi)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume
vCl, stage 1 conf vol
vG2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol
tC, single (s)
tC,2 stage (s)
tF (s)
p0 queue lree "/"
cM capacity (veh/h)

\F
Free

0Y"

I 370
0.95 0.95

8 389

\F
Free

0%
8 13 301

0.95 0.95 0.95
8 14 317

s
Stop

0%
8120

0.95 0.95 0.95
8 13 0

+
Stop

0%
IT

0.95 0.95
17

12
0.95

13

7
0.95

7

None None

758 767 394 763 765 323329

329
4.1

2.2
99

1213

398

398
4.1

2.2
99

1 166

758 767 394 763 765 323
7.4 6.8 6.5 7.2 6.6 6.3

3.7 4.2 3.5 3.6 4.1 3.4
97 96 100 100 98 99

282 299 604 302 322 709

,=':i*i:;E8,1;

Volume Total
Volume Left
Volume Right
cSH
Volume to Capacity
Queue Length 95th (ft)
Control Delay (s)
Lane LOS
Approach Delay (s)
Approach LOS

8 398
80
08

1213 1700
0.01 0.23

10
8.0 0.0

A
0.2

14 329
140
0 13

1 166 1700
0.01 0.19

10
8.1 0.0

A
0.3

21 16
81
07

292 430
0.07 0.04

63
18.3 13.7

CB
18.3 13.7

CB

I ntersection Capacity Utilization
Analysis Period (min)

ICU Levelof Service
Average Delay

111112014
Lancaster Engineering
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
6: Railroad Ave & OR 201

Railroad UGB Expansion
2030 Background plus Site - PM Peak

Lane Configurations
Sign Control
Grade
Volume (veh/h)
Peak Hour Factor
Hourly flow rate (vph)
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (fVs)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume
vCl, stage 1 confvol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol
tC, single (s)
tC,2 stage (s)
tF (s)
p0 queue tree "/"
cM capacity (veh/h)

Volume Left
Volume Right
cSH
Volume to Capacity
Queue Length 95th (ft)
Control Delay (s)
Lane LOS
Approach Delay (s)
Approach LOS

fiGiffiiidh.Su'mfiery,

j -+\

&
Stop

o%
008

0.92 0.92 0.92
009

Lt
.fF .fF
Free Free
o% o%
759 16 0 708 51

0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
825 17 0 770 55

{ts \t t
s

Stop
0%

00840
0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92

0091 0

None

1301 1640

1301 1640
7.8 6.8

842

842
4.2

2.2
100
776

825
4.2

2.2
100
795

3.6 4.1 3.4 3.5 4.0 3.3
100 100 98 100 100 84
90 88 556 133 98 584

None

412 1227 1659 421 825

412 1227 1659 421
7.2 7.5 6.5 6.9

Volume Total I 91 412 430 385 M0
000000
991017055

556 584 795 1700 776 1700
0.02 0.16 0.00 0.25 0.00 0.26

1140000
1 1.6 12.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

BB
1 1.6 12.3 0.0

BB
0.0

Average Delay
I ntersection Capacity Utilization
Analysis Period (min)

0.7
33.4%

15
ICU Levelof Service
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
4: SW 18th Ave & SW 4th St

Railroad UGB Expansion
2030 Background plus Site - PM Peak

Lane Configurations
Sign Control
Grade
Volume (veh/h)
Peak Hour Factor
Hourly flow rate (vph)
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)

Walking Speed (fUs)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume
vCl, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol
tC, single (s)
tC,2 stage (s)
tF (s)
p0 queue free T"
cM capacity (veh/h)

Volume Total
Volume Left
Volume Right
cSH
Volume to Capacity
Queue Length 95th (ft)
Control Delay (s)

Lane LOS
Approach Delay (s)

Approach LOS

\+if
Free

Oo/"

108 302 43
0.93 0.93 0.93
116 325 46

\+f
Free
O/"

20 284 10
0.93 0.93 0.93
22 305 11

\r+
Stop

o%
118 39 60
0.93 0.93 0.93
127 42 65

Lt
.tf

StoP
O/"

24 14 107
0.93 0.93 0.93
26 15 115

i +\ {ts\\ t
l.*]].EBR,: 'j.::NBBj.{:

None None

970 916 325 991 952 305316

316
4.1

2.2
91

1244

371

371
4.1

2.2
98

1182

325
6.2

*2.0

94
1123

991 552 305
7.1 6.5 6.2

3.5 4.O 3.3
86 93 84
179 231 734

970 916
7.1 6.5

*2.0 *2.0

49 89
251 389

1 16 325 46 22 305 1 1 127 106 156
1160022

00460
00127026
0 11 0 65 115

1244 1700 1700 1182 1700 1700 251 644 755
0.09 0.19 0.03 0.02 0.18 0.01 0.51 0.17 0.21

I 0 0 1 0 0 66 15 19

8.2 0.0 0.0 8.1 0.0 0.0 33.2 11.7 15.3
AADBC

0.52.0 23.4
c

a i?!:!!I=:' :i. ,'.

15.3
c

Average Delay
I ntersection Capacity Utilization
Analysis Period (min)

* User Entered Value

ICU Levelof Service
7.4

44.1"/"
15

111312014
Lancaster Engineering
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PROJECT 78 - IFDUSTRIAL LANDS
AITERNATTVE II\-FRASTRUCTT]RE COSTS

An initial in-frastructure cost estimate of $28,200,200 from the Public Works Department for the

Rail Dependent Lands was prepared on January 16,2013. This document examines an altemate

infrastructure cost estimate thaf would include providing access to the site on SW 46 Street south

from SW 18tr Avenue. The City of Ontario provide only for domestic water and sewer, and

assists the developer with obtaining water rights for their industrial usage. The City would also

explore options available for industrial wastewater disposal. This alternative could significanfly

reduce the cost requirements to the City and eliminate the need for water treafuent upgrades and

the sewer infrastructure required to provide for the industrial water and wastewater. This

altemative a[5q sliminates the need for the developer to utilize the City's more expensive freated

potable water for a lower quahty industrial water.

The water and sewer infrastucture currently located in SW 4ft Street south of SWl8ft Avenue is

more than adequate to meet the domestic needs of the proposed Industrial Developer. The

domestic needs of the developer are such that it would not overload the capacities of the water

teatrnent plant nor the wastewater treatnent plant. Therefore, the City would not require capital

to upgrade either of these facilities. However, System Development Charges for water and sewer

would apply and be based upon the size of the water service required.

Access to the site would be from Highway 201 on SW 18fl'Avenue to SW 4e Sfreet then south

on SW 4tr Street to Island Road. The potential to use Railroad Avenue to access Highway 201

was examined. ODOT states this would not be approved as Railroad Avenue intersects Highway

201 next to a railroad crossing which does not allow enough stacking room for traffic traveling

north on Highway 201 attempting to tum right on Railroad Avenue. In order to utilize Railroad

Avenue the intersection with Highway 201 would have to be moved north of its present location

a considerable distance to allow sufficient separation from the railroad crossing. This would

require the procurement of easements and approval from ODOT which could be costly and time

consuming.

PROJECT 78 COST ESTIMATE

The SW 4ft Street Alternative for providing water, wastewater, and transportation infr.astructure

necessary to serve the 267 acres south of Island Road to Railroad Avenue between Alameda

Avenue and the railroad tracks which is referred to as Project 78 is outlined below.

The domestic water infrastructure would require a water main from the l2-inch water line in

SW 4d'Street to the Industriat facility. To provide adequate fire protection, an on-site

2 million gallon reservoir with booster facilities would be required.

The domestic wastewater infrastructure would require a gravity sewer main from the l2-inch

sewer line in SW 4t'Street to the Industrial facility.

The transportation infrastnrcture would require reconstruction of SW 18m Avenue from Highway

201 to SW 4m Street in addition to construction on SW 41tr Street in order to adequately serve the

site.

The following table outlines the costs for these infrastnrctrne improvements.

Appendix "E"

Ordinance #2687-2OL3

Amend Comprehensive Plan
0r-27-2014

L\2



IIE[lt

1

Water System
Elements

2
aJ

AT

DESCRIPUAN
Mobiliztioru Adminishatio&

Bonds & Irsuance

usll auaNTrTY

Eal

$ xul TAIAL

$490,000

$100 $194,500

$5,000 $5,000

$2,400,000 ___q?l!999q_

$700 $6,378,400

$7oo__$1,802t9q

12" Pipeline

Tie ins and interconnect

2 Mil Gal Steel Water

Storage Tank

L.F.

Fa

EA

r,945
1

1

Wastewater
Elements

5 12" Sewer Main

Tnnsportation
Elements

SW l8thAve HwY201 to

6 SW 4th SL

SW4thSt- l8thAveto
7 Elslanrl Rd.

'WaterElements Subtotal $2'599'500

L.F. 1,900 s100 $190,000

WastewaterElementsSubtotal $190,000

L.F. 9,112

L.F. 2,575

Estimated Construction Costs

Engineering Costs

TransportationElements Subtotal $8,180,900

$11,460,400

$1,719,600

Total Estimated Costs $13,180'000

Note: The transporiation costs for SW 4e Street can be reduced somewhat due to Deferred

hnprovement Agreements with other property owners adjacent to the street.

PROJECT 78

II\DUSTRIAL WATER AIID WASTEWATER

A cgrsory investigation indicates that a feasible alternative for providing industrial water to the

Project 78 development would be from the Snake River which is located approximately one-half

mile east of the site. This would require either wells drilled adjacent to the Snake River or a

direct river intake, pumps to deliver the water to the industrial site, a pipeline from the pumps to

the site, and a railroad undercrossing.
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The developer would also need a water right. As a municipality, the City of Ontario generally
has a priority for water.ights. A recent intemal assessment indicates that the City would have

sufficient Snake River water rights for the first phase of the development. We have discussed this
intemally and the City, with Council approval, would likely be in a position to provide these

rights at a modest to no cost. The advantage here is that the ability to tansfer water rights to a
land adjacent to the City is a fairly straigbtforward process with the Deparhrent of Water

Resources. This type of arangement would allow a period of about four years to secure either

expanded water rights through the municipality or for the developer to work through the process

and protocols for secwing their own rights or supplemental rights. The City of Ontario is eager

to work through these issues as an active parhrer to the developer.

There are a few options for disposal of the Industrial Wastewater. These include reuse of the

wastewater, storage and land application, treabnent and discharge to the river. The last option
would be expensive and time consuming due to regulatory requirenrents. The City of Ontario has

experience with storage and land application and is more than willing to assist the developer in
exploring this option. It is recommended that the developer consider reuse options so the amount

of wastewater to land apply is reduced.

Bob Walkerl I erry Elliott
Ontario Public Works Deparfinent
November 26,2013
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Exhibit "l"
Ordinance #2687-2013

Amend Comorehensive Plan
ot-21-20r4

PLANNING COMMISSION & CITY COUNCIL AGENDA REPORT
Monday, December 16, 2013

7:00 p.m.
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I. GENERAL IIT{FOR]\{ATION:

TO:

FROM:

THROUGH:

Ontario Planning Commission & Ontario City Council

Marcy Skinner, Planning andZonng Technician
Jesse Winterowd, Winterbrook Planning

Jay Henry, City Manager

SUBLECTz LAIID USE ACTION #2013-10-08 CPAMD, ORDINANCE#2687-2013:
r Expand the Ontario Urban Growth Area (UGA) to include approximately 248 tax lot acres

and22 acres of sheet (Alameda Street and Island Avenue) and railroad (Oregon Eastem and

Union Pacific) right-of-way to meet identified rail-dependent industrial land needs;

. Amend the Comp Plan (including the 2007 Urbanization Study) to update factual

information, tables and policies related to targeted rail-dependent industrial users and land

needs;
. Amend the Comp Plan to include a policy to protect the rail-dependent industrial site for its

intended purpose by establishing a 50-acre minimum parcel size and limiting the use of this

site to uses that require direct rail access;

. Annex the rail-dependent industrial site to the City of Ontario consistent with Ontario

Municipal Code, Title 10845-10; and assign the City Heavy lndustrial (I-2) zoneto the248-
acre site;

r Annex four intervening tax lots (28.1 acres) and approximately 2.3 acres of SW 4tr Street

right-of-way between the industrial site and existing city limits and assign Heavy Industrial

(I-2) zoningto the annexed parcels;

. Amend to Ontario Transportation System Plan (TSP) to designate SW 4th Street south of 18ft

Avenue as a major collector street and address and mitigate for transportation impacts from

the proposed UGA expansion that are identified in the Transportation Impact Study found in

Exhibit 4, Appendix D.

STIBJECT PROPERTIES: As shown on Map I below, the proposed rail-dependent UGA
expansion area(248 acres) is bordered by Island Avenue to the north, the Oregon Eastern

Railroad (OERR) short line to the south, Alameda Drive to the west and the Union Pacific

Railroad (UPRR) to the east. The site is entirely within the acknowledged Ontario Urban

Reserve Area (JRA) and designated for future rail-dependent industrial use.

The four intervening parcels (28.1 acres) and proposed for annexation and zone change are

located between the rail-dependent industrial site and the current city limits, adjacent to and east

of SW 4s Street. The SW i* St ROW adjacent to the intervening properties is also proposed for

inclusion within the UGA and annexation; this ROW covers approximately 2.3 acres.

APPLICAI\T/PROPERTY OWlt{ER: The City of Ontario initiated this application. The

Crty's address is 581 SW 33'd Steet, Ontario, Oregon 97914. Property owner consent to annex

agreements (when signed) will be included in Exhibit 4, Appendix F.

STAFT'REPORT DATE: December 9 20t3

20 j 3-t 0-08CPAMD Rail-Dependent Industrial UGA Amendment, Annqation & PIan / Zone Change
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II. SUMMARY & BACKGROUND:

The primary purpose of this application is to provide a serviceable, rail-dependent industrial site

to attractemployment to the City of Ontario. The annexation of UGA properties between the

existing City Limits and the proposed UGA expansion area is also proposed.

The Ontario Comprehensive Plan (updated in2007) and the Ontario Urbanization Study

(adopted in2007) provided the factual basis for the2007 establishment of a 50-year Urban

Reserve Area (URA) by the City of Ontario and Malheur County. These plans identified major

2}-year land deficits in two categories: (l) industrial land, and (2) public facilities land (mostly

to meet identified park needs).

Comprehensive Plan Policy 10-14-8-3 commits the City to periodically expand the Urban

Growth Area (JGA) to maintain a continuous 2O-year land supply:

Ontario will periodically expand the Urban Growth Boundary PGA) to maintain a

continuous, 27-year supply of buildable landfor employnent, housing and public/semi-

public needs.

Comprehensive Plan Policy 10-14-8-7 designates land specifically for rail-dependent industrial

reserve use at the terminus of the OERR with the UPRR mainline.

Since the Malheur County Rail Study was completed in 2006, the City of Ontario and Malheur

County have recognized the need one or more large, rail-dependent industrial sites within the

Ontario UGB. The Second Addendum to the Ontario Urbanization Study (Exhibit 4, Appendix

A) justifies the need for a 250-acre rail-dependent site within the rail-dependent industrial

reserve area atthe east terminus of the OERR short line. Because the proposed rail-dependent

industrial site is within the acknowledged Ontario Urban Reserve Area (URA), this area is the

"highest priority" classification for inclusion within the UGA under ORS 197.298, Priorities for

urban growth bounda{v expansion. As documented in Exhibit 4, Appendix E, this area can be

provided efficiently with public and private facilities necessary to support planned development.

As documented in Exhibit 4, Appendix D, development of this site, with proposed mitigation

measures, will not adversely affect state or local transportation facilities.

In addition to its commitnent to providing high-paying manufacturing jobs, Ontario has a strong

commitment to protecting its agricultural economy by maintaining its regional irrigated rural

land supply. The excellent farmland within Ontario's URA originally was desert; irrigation is

required to make this and other farm land in Malheur County productive. To ensure that there is

no net loss in irrigated agricultural land as a result of this (or future) UGA expansion proposals,

Ontario and Malheur County adopted a plan policy earlier this year to ensure that irrigation

rights from agricultural land brought into the Ontario UGA are transferred to nearby farm land

without comparable inigation rights. Such water rights transfer will be ensured through

agreements between propelty owners and responsible water disfricts -and through signed

annexation agreements between properfy owners and the City of Ontario. Four properties served

2013-10-08CPAMD Rail-Dependent In&lstrial UGA Amendnent, Ann*ation & Plan/ Zone Change
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by SW 4s Street are located between the rail-dependent industrial site and the existing city

limits. These intervening properties are proposed for annexation and zone change from URA

Industrial to City Heavy Industrial (I-2).

Proposal
The specific land use proposal is for the following:
o Expand the Ontario Urban Growth Area (UGA) to include approximately 248 tax lot acres

and22 acres of right-of-way (Alameda Street and Island Avenue) and railroad (Oregon

Eastern and Union Pacific) to meet identified rail-dependent industrial land needs.

. Assign an Industial Comp Plan designation with a 50-acre minimum parcel size to the 248-
acre industrial site to meet site suitability requirements for rail-dependent industrial users.

. Amend the Comp Plan (including the 2007 Urbanization Study) to update factual
information, tables and policies related to targeted rail-dependent industrial users and land

needs.
. Annex the rail-dependent industial site to the City of Ontario consistent with Ontario

Municipal Code, Title 10B-45-10; and assign the City Heavy Industrial (I-2) zonetothe24S-
acre site;

o Annex four intervening tax lots (28.1 acres) and approximately 2.3 acres of SW 4ff Street

right-of-way between the industial site and the existing city limits and assign Heavy

Industrial (I-2) zoning to the annexed parcels;
. Amend to Ontario Transportation System Plan (TSP) to designate SW 4th Street south of 186

Avenue as a major collector street and address and mitigate for transportation impacts from
the proposed UGA expansion.

Supporting Documentation
LAND USE MAP: Mlp 1: Annexation and Plan I Zone Change Area

EXHIBITS: Exhibit 1: Staff Report (this document)
Exhibit 2: Joint Technical Review Committee Meeting Minutes
Exhibit 3: Public Notice documentation
Exhibit 4: UGA & Comprehensive Plan Amendment Justification

Appendix A: Second (2013) Addendum to the 2007 Ontario
Urbanization Study

Appendix B: Proposed Comprehensive Plan Text and Policy

Amendments
Appendix C: Proposed TSP Amendments*
Appendix D: Transportation lmpact Study (TlS - lancaster

Engineering)*
Appendix E: Public Facilities Report (Ontario Public Works)*
Appendix F: Annexation Information and Signed Annexation

Agreements*

*StaffNote: The Public Facilities Analysis, Transporiation Impact Study and Sigted Annexafion

Agreements for the subject properties were not completed at the time this staffreport was mailed. Oregon

statutes require that staffreports be available at least seven days prior to the public hearing. Moreover,

affected state agencies (notably the Oregon Department of Transportation and the Oregon Departrnent of
Land Conservation & Development) will not have had adequate time to review these important

documents. Based on research conducted to date, staffis confident that the subject properties can be

2013-10-08CPAMD Rail-Dependent In&tstrial UGA Amendment, Annexation & PIan/ Zone Change
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efficiently provided with sanitary sewer, water and transportation facilities. However, the lack of the
formal reports and sigrred annexation agreements leads staffto recommend that the public hearing be
continued until January 20,2014. Please see recommended motion at the end of this staffreport.

Proposed Annexation and 7.one Change Area:

Map I (Map 5 in Exhibit 4), inserted below and attached in larger format to this document,

shows the proposed annexation and Comp Plan / Zone Change areas.

Map 1: Comp Plan / ZoningMap of Subject Properties
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Proposed Comprehensive and Zoning Map Amendments

This staffreport supports the proposed UGA amendment, Comprehensive Plan amendments,

TSP amendment, annexation to the City and amendment of the Comprehensive Plan andZoning

Map for the subject parcels - from URA Rail Industrial and UGA Industrial to City Heavy

Industrial.

III. PREVIOUS PLANMNG COMMISSION ACTION:

Nothing substantive on this request.

IV. APPLICABLE CRITERIA AND STANDARDS:

Zone changes (including changes to the UGA boundary) must meet the requirements of Section

l0-20-30 of the OZO, including applicable Comp Plan policies, Statewide Planning Goals and

Administrative Rules. Annexations must meet the statutory requirements of ORS 222.

Annexations and zone changes for properfy outside the existing city limits are subject to the

procedural requirements of the Ontario - Malheur County Urban Growth Management

Agreement (UGMA).

A. Joint Management Agreement Procedural Requirements
The City of Ontario and Malheur County Joint Growth Management Agreement (GMA) requires

review and comment by a "Joint Technical Review Committee" (JTRC) prior to the preparation

of staff reports or administrative decisions.

4) A Joint Technical Review Committee QTRC) shall be established by the City and

the County to coordinate land use decisions in the UGA and UM.
a) At a minimum, the JTRC will consist of representatives from the planning and
public works stffi of the City and the County. In addition, other representatives may

participate as appropriate, including, but not limited to, the County Sanitarian,

County Assessor, public safety fficials, economic development fficials and

representativesfrom special districts such as school districts or irrigation districts.

The chair of individual meetings shall be the Planning Director from the jurisdiction
with lead authorityfor the issues under review.

b) The JTRC shall review all land use applications prior to the preparation of a staff
report or administrative decision. The purpose of this review is to identifu and agree

on applicable policies and development standards and specifc issues to be addressed

by the applicant. This review moy occur prior to the submission of an application,

similar to a pre-application conference.

Staff Findings: A JTRC meeting was held on November 6,2013 to review this proposal. The

meeting held via phone conference and was chaired by Planning Technician Marcy Skinner. In

attendance were:

City Staff
t Lany Sullivan
. Bob Walker

City Attorney
Public Works Director

Rail-Dependent Industrial UGA Amendment, Annexation & Plan / Zone Change
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. Al Higinbotham Fire Chief
o Dan Shepard Engineering Department
. Bret Tumer Project Manager
. Alan Daniels Chief Innovations Officer

Other Attendees
. Clayton Kramer Rural Fire District
r Alvin Scott Malheur County Planning
. Tom Edwards Malheur County Surveyor
. Jeff Wise Rural Road District #3

. Eric Evans Malheur County Environmental Health

By Phone
o Grant Young DLCD Representative
. Greg Winterowd Winterbrook Planning
. Jesse Winterowd Winterbrook Planning

The JTRC supported the project provided that adequate sheet and utility improvements are

made; no objections were raised. Exhibit 2 contains the JTRC meeting minutes.

B. Comp Plan / Z'oningMap Amendment Criteria

Secfion I0B-20-30 REQUIRED FINDINGS, DECISION CRITERA. Inpreparing

findings to support a quasi- judicial zoning map amendment decision, thefollowing

findings shall be addressed except when alternatives are set forth or where a required

finding clearly does not apply to the carrent action:

a. The zoning map amendment is in conformance with statewide planning
goals and guidelines.

Staff Findings: UGA amendment justification and findings are attached as Exhibit 4 to this

document. As described in detail in Exhibit 4, the proposed UGA expansion to include rail-
dependent industrial lands meets identified needs for targeted rail-dependent industrial firms

identified in the Ontario EOA, and therefore is consistent with Statewide Planning Goal 9

@mployment) and Need Factors 1 and 2 of Goal 14 (Urbanization).

Exhibit 4, Section 4 (Statewide Goal Consistency Analysis) indicates conformance with all
applicable statewide planning goals. Exhibit 4, Section 5 shows conformance with all applicable

City comprehensive plan goals and policies.

b. The zoning map amendment is in conformity with the aclvtowledged

comprehensive plan.

c. The applicant hss demonstrated a mistake or ewor in the original zone

designation or the applicant has demonstrated a change in physical,

2013-10-08CPAMD Rail-Depenfufi Inh$tial UGA Amendtnent, Annsation & Plan/ Zone Change
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social or market conditions generally afecting the area which make the
propo se d change appr opr i ate.

d. A public need is demoywtratedfor this zoning at this locafion and is not
the granting of a special privilegefor a single property or small group of
properties.

e. The property afected by the change is adequate in size and shape to

facilitate its use and development as permitted under the new zoning
classification.

Staff Findings: As discussed extensively in Exhibit 4, the proposed UGA amendment and zone
change provides sufficient land to meet identified rail-dependent industrial siting needs. The
proposal is consistent with and builds on existing plans for the proposed expansion area - the
proposed rail-dependent industrial site is URA Rail krdustrial, and the intervening area also
proposed for annexation is UGA Industrial.

f. The property affected by the proposed change ofzone is properly related
to streets and public facilities and with services adequate to meet the

demands of the uses allowed in the new zone.

Staff Findings: The Development Services Director has shown that the subject parcels can be

efficiently provided with adequate public facilities in Exhibit 4, Appendix E. The proposed TSP

amendment (re-classification of SW 4th Street from a local street to a major collector - Exhibit 4,
Appendix C) will ensure that street capacity is consistent with planned demands.

g. The proposed zoning map change will not result in adverse fficts upon
surrounding properties or surrounding wes from dust, noise, vibration,
odor, Iteat, glare, lighting, or discharges into the air, water or land.

Staff Findings: The proposed zoning map changes are consistent with urban reserve and

comprehensive plan designations for the subject parcels. The subject parcels are adjacent to
railroad lines, developed industrial land, and undeveloped URA land that currently is in farm use

- all uses that are generally compatible with heavy industrial development. Potential adverse

impacts from industrial development are mitigated by City development standards for heavy
industrial zoning, and by EPA clean air and water requirements.

Recommended Findings of Fact:

Criteria a &b: As this is a Comprehensive Plan Amendment to change zoning classification, the
amendment itself must be shown to be consistent with the Comp Plan and with
applicable Statewide Planning Goals. The above section of this report shows the
proposed rezone to be consistent with the Comp Plan and the Goals.

Criteria c & d. The City Public Works Director has prepared a public facilities analysis (Exhibit
4, Appendix E) demonstrating (a) that the City can serve the subject parcels plus

Rail-Dependent lndustrial UGA Amendment, Annexdion & Plan/ Zone Change
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land already within the City Limits, and (b) explaining how sewer and water

services can be extended to serve the subject parcels. The TIS will be coordinated

with ODOT and will include recommended measures to ensure that identified
impacts to state and local transportation facilities are adequately mitigated.

C. Annexation Requirements

Properties Proposed for Annexation

Table I on the following page lists properties proposed for annexation.

Except for the SW 4d' Street ROW, all annexed properties will be assigned City Heavy Industrial
zonins.

Citv of Ontarioable 1: Lis ofP lbr Annexation to the ta
Tax Ref # Tax Assessor's Man Tax Lot # Acres Owner

Intervenins Properties East ofSW 4* Street (30.4 Acres)
18497 1854716A. 600 4.0 Evans Grain

I 8340 1854716A 700 8.1 Evans Grain

15205 18S4716A' 900 8.2 Weaver

7780 18S4716A' 1 100 7.8 Weaver

SW 4- Street Rieht-of-Way 2.3 Malheur Countv

Rail Dependent Industrial Properties (248 Acres)
7787 8S47 6 r400 0.2 Navarrete

7188 8S47 6 1 500 0.3 Navarrete

7786 8S47 6 1600 l9.l Duvn/Navarrete

7789 8S47 6 1 800 s7.6 Kameshise

7790 8S47 6 I 800 0.9 Kameshiee

t'791 8S47 6 1300 79.0 Duvn/Navarrete
'7't92 8S47 6 1200 40.2 Duvn/Navarrete

7793 8S47 6 1 100 47.6 Duyn/Navarrete

7841 t8s472l
(northern oorlion)

200 3.0 Treasure Valley
Renewable Resources

Annexation Review Criteria

I0B-45-10 INITUTION OF ACTION. When a person, authorized by statute,
wishes to extend the city's boundaries, an application on forms supplied by the

city shall be filed with the Planning Director and which include: annexation
consent forms, by the property owners, and by tenants if required by lrw or court
decision; request .fo, o chonge in zoning map designation, or plan change if
required; request for other quasi-judicial action if required; fees, and other
exhibits and requirements for a quasi- judicial action as set forth in this Title. All
land use actions associated with the annexation shall be consolidated, as feasible,
and one fee paid.

2013-10-08CPAMD Rail-Dependent Indilstrial UGA Amendment, Annexation & Plan / Zone Chanee
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2. Oregon Revised Statute 222.I25: Annexation by consent of all owners of land and
majority of electors; proclamation of annemtion. The legislative body of a city
need not call or hold an election in the city or in any contiguous territory
proposed to be annexed or hold the hearing otherwise required under ORS

222.120 when all of the owners of land in that territory and not less than 50
percent of the electors, ,f any, residing in the territory consent in writing to the
annexation of the land in the tetitory and file a statement of their consent with
the legislative body. Upon receiving written consent to annexation by owners and
electors under this section, the legislative body of the city, by resolution or
ordinance, may set the finol boundaries of the mea to be annexed by a legal
description and proclaim the annexation.

1. Exhibit 4, Appendix F will include the signed annexation agreements.

2. Provided that the intervening properties (Tax Lots 600, 700, 900 and 1400) have signed
annexation agreements, they are annexable because they (a) lie inside the UGA boundary, (b) are
contiguous with the current City Limits, and (c) can be readily provided with urban services.

Malheur County has signed an annexation agreement for the SW +tr Avenue ROW (Exhibit 4,

Appendix F).

3. Provided that the rail-dependent industrial properties (Tax Lots.1 100, 1200, 1300, 1400,

1500, 1600, 1800 and 200) have signed annexation agreements, they are annexable because they
(a) will become part of the Ontario UGA as a result of this action, (b) are contiguous with the

SW 4th Avenue ROW and intervening properties listed below, and (c) can be readily provided
with urban services as documented in Exhibit 4, Appendices D and E.

V. SI]MMARY CONCLUSION AI\D STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission and City Council open the public hearing and

take public testimony of this consolidated land use application.

Upon State Agency concunence with the Public Facilities Analysis (Exhibit 4, Appendix E), the
Transportation Impact Analysis (Exhibit 4, Appendix D), and receipt of signed annexation
agreements (Exhibit 4, Appendix F), staffis prepared to recommend approval of the land use

application.

However, because these reports and annexation agreements were not available for public or state

agency review prior to the mailing of the staffreport in December 7,2013, staff recommends
that the public hearing for these items be continued until January 20,2014 (the second

regularly-scheduled City Council meeting in January). This continuance will allow sufftcient
time for ODOT and DLCD to review and comment on the public facilities and transportation
impact analyses, and to allow staffsufficient time to work with properfy owners to determine

their annexation preferences.
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W. SUGGESTED MOTIONS FOR CONTINUA}ICE

A. Suggested Planning Commission Motion

I move that the Planning Commission continue the public hearing on ACTION 2013-10-08

CPAMD to January 20,2014. The purpose of this continuance is to allow public and agency

testimony on incomplete items in Exhibit 4, Appendices D (Transportation Impact Study), E

@ublic Facilities Analysis and F (Annexation Agreements)-

Public testimony at the continued public hearing will be limited to the above-mentioned

technical items and any implications they may have to approval, denial or approval with
conditions of ACTION 2013-10-08 CPAMD.

B. Suggested Cify Council Motion

I move that the City Council continue the public hearing on ACTION 2013-10-08 CPAMD to

January 20,2014. The purpose of this continuance is to allow public and agency testimony on

incomplete items in Exhibit 4, Appendices D (Transportation Impact Study), E @ublic Facilities

Analysis and F (Annexation Agreements).

Public testimony at the continued public hearing will be limited to the above-mentioned

technical items and any implications they may have to approval, denial or approval with
conditions of ACTION 2013-10-08 CPAMD.

2013-10-08CPAMD Rail-Dependefi Inh$trial UGA Amendment, Annexalion & Plan/ Zone Change
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VII. I\EXT STEPS

If the Planning Commission and City Council decide to continue the public hearing on this
matter, the review, local adoption and Land Conservation and Development acknowledgment
process should work as follows:

. The Planning Commission and City Council will hear public testimony regarding

this application on December 16,2013.

The joint public hearing will be continued until a date certain (staff recommends

January 20,2014) to allow sufficient time for public and agency review and

comment on the Public Facilities Analysis (Exhibit 4, Appendix E), the

Transportation Impact Study (Exhibit 4, Appendix D), and signed annexation

agreements @xhibit 4, Appendix F).

A revised staffrepor! completed Exhibit 4 Appendices (D, E and F), public and

agency comments, and Ordinan ce #2687 -201 3 (adopting this rail-dependent

industrial UGA expansion and associated comprehensive plan text and map

amendments).

If the Planning Commission recommends approval (or approval with conditions),

the City Council will consider and vote on the proposed Ordinances. Council

changes will be noted and included in the final ordinances and exhibits to both

Ordinances.

The Mayor would then sign the ordinance and Winterbrook will work with City

Planning staffto forward the adopted UGA amendments to Malheur County for
its review.

It is anticipated that the Malheur Planning Commission will hold a public hearing

on this matter on December 19,2013. It is our understanding the County staff

will recommend that this public hearing be continued to a date certain. Since the

County Planning Commission meets the fourth Thursday of each month, the

likely continuance date will be January 23,2014.

A public hearing before the County Court is scheduled for January 8tr, 2014; this

public hearing will also be continued to a date certain to allow time to consider

the Malheur Planning Commission recommendation on this matter. Since the

County Court meets each Wednesday, the likely continuance date will be January

29,20t4.
If Malheur County co-adopts Ontario's proposal, Winterbrook and City staffwill
work with DLCD representative Grant Young to prepare the notice to the

Deparbnent of Land Conservation & Development of final local decision.

If the DLCD Director approves the proposed UGA amendments (and there are no

objections from participating parties), the City and County ordinances will be

"acknowledged" and in ef[ect.

Rail-Dependent Indstrial UGA Amendment, Anrpxdion & PIan / Zone Change

t26
20I3-IO-OSCPAMD

t2



ExhibR "2"
Ordinance #2687-2Ot3

Amend Comprehensive Plan
0!-27-20L4

Cifv of,Ontario Joint Technical Review Committee (JTRC) Meetins
DATE rU6l20r3
TiME 1:30PM

Rail Derrendent Industrial Lands-Proiect 78

-245 Acres north of Railroad Avenue

-The project is expected to use 5 rnillion gallons of water per day

-Domestic water is not necessary for processing, it may be possible to use the water from the Snake

River (it was discussed that TMDL restricts discharge to the Snake River)

-The sanitary sewer may need to go to lagoons onsite, there is not currently enough capacity (Bob

suggested an adjacent system for a lesser cost) we can handle 30,000 gallons per day of domestic

wastewater
-possible land applying irrigation for waste disposal of process water

-A PW memo is iequired by the consultants for the domestic sewer and water

-ODOT won,t ailow using itailroad Avenue unless extended to the north (which isn't feasible)

-ODOT recommended uslng SW 4th Sfteet to SE 2nd Street (will be improved by STIP funding)

-The consuitants needed to know if there was enough ROW on SW 4* Street, check TSP

-They also needed to know what paving standard would be used from the site going to SW 18h Avenue

(should be designed for,hucks)
-.4 signal light at SW 4th Srcei and SW 18th Avenue was discussed

-aiao Oaniels stated that the SDCs on this project would be significant

-A possible Deferred Inaprovement Agreement (DIA) was discussed for all users

-The street should be built fulty incluJing sidewalks as it's anticipated to have many employees

-A late comer's fee may be needed to repay the developer

-Alan Daniels mentioned 1.3 miles along SW 18ft Avenue to possibly receive STIP monies

-A usage-based LID was discussed

-iutryidfivan said that they could not force adjacent property owlrefs into an LID

-Alan Daniels stated that he had talked to the property owners about annexation agreements

-The transferring of irrigation rights will not be necessary on the intervening properties

-It was suggested that the annexation NoT be run as an emergency clause

-DEe p"rfrtr- an air quality discharge permit would take a year to receive (Saiem is good with this

project)

Cifv of Ontario StaffPresent
eob Wult.. PW Director 541-881-3231

Jolrn Bishop Operations Manager 541-889-8572

Dan Shepard Engineering 541-88l-3238

Bret Turner PW Project Manager 541-889-8572

Economic DeveloPment
Fire Chief
Planning & Zoning Tech

City Lawyer

bob.walker@ontariooregon. org
john.bishop@ontariooregon. org
dan.shepard@ontariooregon. org
bret.turner@ontari oore gon. org

alan.daniels@ontariooregon. org
al.h i ginbotham@ontari ooregon'org
marcy.skinner@ontari ooregon.org

Alan Daniels
Al Higinbotham
Marcy Skinner
Larry Sullivan

Others Present
Clayton Kramer
Alvin Scott
Tom Edwards
JeffWise
Eric Evans

54r-212-16'.76
s41-881-3230
541-881-3224

Rural Fire Disrrict
Malheur Co Planning
Malheur Co SurveYor
Rural Road District #3

Malheur Co Environmental Health
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BvPhone
Grant Young
Winterbrook

DLCD Representative
Greg& Jesse from Winterbrook
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Pxhibit "3"
Ordinance #2587-20L3

Amend Comprehensive Plan
o7-2L-20r4

November 26.2013

NOTICE OF CITY & COUNTY PTIBLIC MEETINGS

PIIBLIC HEARINGS:

Monday, December 16,2013 at 7:00 p.m.

Joint City of Ontario Planning Commission and City Councilmeeting located at:

Ontario City Halt,444 SW 4* Street, Ontario OR9791,4

Thursday, December 19,2013 at 7:00 p.m.

Malheur County Planning Co_mmission meeting located at:
Ontario Citv Hall.444 SW 4* Street. Ontario OP.979l4

Tuesday, January 8,2A13 at 9:00 a.m.

County Court meeting located at:

Malheur County Coufihouse, Room #707,251 B Street W, Vale OR 97918

The City and County will consider the following matfers concerning Treasure Valley Community
College. Cify of Ontario Planning File 2013-10-07CPAMD (Ord #2686-2013) and Malheur County File
No. 2013-11-007 (Ord # 201); and

The Cify and Counfy will also consider the follorving matters concerning Industrial Lands. City of
Ontario Planning File 2013-10-08CPAMD (Ord #2687-2A8) and Malheur Counfy File No. 2013-11-008
(Ard#202).

SUBJECT: TREASURE VALLEY COMMUNITY COLLEGE- UGA TO CITY PUBLIC FACILITY
crTy FILE 2013-10-07 cPAMp (ORD #2686-2013) ANp CO[jNTY FILE 2013-11-007 (ORD #20r):

Treasure Valley Cornmunity College (TVCC) proposes to expand the Ontario Urban Growth Area (UGA) in
order to annex the Livestock Center, consistent with the adopted TVCC Master Plan. The proposal would allow
extension of urban sanitaly sewer and water services to the 3.7-acre site.

The proposed site is adjacent to the UGA, is designated "ulban reserve" and therefore is first priority for UGA
expansion (ORS 197 "298), is already developed, and abuts cily serner and water lines.

Proposal
The proposal is for the following:
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r Expand the Ontario Urban Growth Boundary (UGA) to include 3.7 acres to meet identified TVCC
Master Plan and Public Facility land needs identified in the Ontario Comprehensive Plan.

r Assign a Public Facility comprehensive plan designation.
r Amex the UGA expansion area to the City of Ontario consistent with Ontario Municipal Code, Title

l08-45-10; and assign the City Public Facility (PF) zoner to the site.

Proposed Annexation andZ,one Change Area:
Map I below and attached in larger forrnat to this document, shows the proposed annexation and Comp Plan /
ZoneChange area-

Map l: Comp Plan / ZnningMap of Subject Properfies

Urban ReserveArea

egend
Ontario UGA2013

'' Prooosed TVCC UGA/Annexation

13 Onlado UGA with TVCC Additi

Existing Water Llnes

! !s I 6-,r*
+---.--:<

UIiltr{G MAPI
filC€ Prqcrcd UGA aodAoemtim Exprcim Am
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Map l: Comp PIan / Zoning Map of Subject Properties

Legend

Its)13 UGA bi E+lnrr.hi
r5:3krlt,*&il-Hrry6S t.:l

Hr|js@:SxnG
C6lhsittu$6> Fl$*!

MAP5
Eopo:cd Auxatioa ud Zobg lr{ap Aundumrs

O!5f lC. Sl3

UGA Expansion Area Description

As shown on the map attached, the proposed UGA expansion area is:

o located at the northeast intersection of Oregon Highway 201 (a major arterial) and SW l8'h Avenue (a minor
arterial) - across Hwy 201 from the Ontario Municipal Airport.

. entirely within the acknowledged Ontario Urban Reserve Area (URA).
bordered on tluee sides by the acknowledged Ontario UGA and separated from Agricultural / URA land on the
fourth side by SW l8'h Avenue - a minor arterial street.
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STJBJECT: INDUSTRIAL LANDS- UGA TO CITY IIEAW INDUSTRIAL (I-2)
CITY FILE 2013-10-08 CPAMD (ORD #2687-2013) AND COUNTY FILE 2013-11-008 (ORD #202):

Proposed amendments to the Ontario and County Comprehensive Plans (Comp Plans):

1. Expand the Ontario Urban Growth Boundary (UGA) to include approximately 245tax lot acres and 30

acres of right-of-way to meet identified raildependent industrial land needs.

2. Assign an Industrial Comp Plan designation with a 5O-acre minirnum parcel size tothe245-acre industrial

site to meet site suitability requirements for rail-dependent industrial users.

3. Amend the Comp Plan (including the 2007 Urbanization Study) to update factual information, tables and

policies related to targeted raildependent industrial users and land needs.

4. Annex the UGA expansion area to the City of Ontario consistent with Ontario Municipal Code, Title l0B-
45-10; and assign the City Heavy Industrial (l-2) zone to the 245-acre industrial site.

5. Annex four intervening tax lots between the industrial site and existing city limits.

6. Amend to Ontario Transportation System Plan (TSP) to designate minor arterial and collector streets

within the UGA expansion area consistent with preliminary TSP designations and address and mitigate for
transportation impacts from the proposed UGA expansion.

Proposed Annexation and Zone Change Area:
Map I shows the proposed annexation and Comp Plan / Zone Change area
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The decisions will be based on the standards and procedural requirements for hearings as set forth in Titles 8,

10Ao and 108 of the City of Ontario Municipal Code, Title 10, Malheur County Code Title 6 Chapters 2,3y'^,
38, 3P & ll, Statewide planning Goals: Goal 1, Citiz-enlnvolvement, Goal 2,I-and Use Planning, Goal 3,

Agricultural Lands, Goal 9, Economic Developmenl Goal 11, Public Facilities, Goal 12, Transportation, Goal
I4,Urbantzation and City of Ontario and Malheur County Growth Management Agreement (2007).

Information submitted by the applicant and the city staffreport may be viewed at the City Annex, 458 SW 3'd

St, Ontario; copies may be obtained at reasonable cosl

Comments on any or all of these mafiers may be submitted in writing to the planning and Zoning Department at
the City Hall Annex by 5:00 P.M. on Monday, December 16,201,3. Written or oral testimony may be given at
the hearing.

Pursuant to the Citv of Ontario and Malheur Countv Growth Manaeement Aereement the county review shall
be based on the record made before the citv. All evidence must be presented at the citv hearin$. Inquiries may
be directed to: Marcy Skinner, Planning and ZontngTechnician, at (54I) 88L-3224.
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Exhibit "4"
Ordhance #2687-2013

Amend Comprehensive Plan
ot-2L-20!4

Justification and Findings

DECEMBER 8. 2013
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CITY OF ONTARIO
UnenN Gnowru Anrn & CorupneHENslvE Pnm Aruerupnnerur

PROPOSAL:

APPLICANT:

This narrative supports the following proposed amendments to the

Ontario Comprehensive Plan (Comp Plan):

1. Expand the Ontario Urban Growth Boundary (UGA) to include

a pproximate ly 248 tax lot acres and 22 acres of ri g ht-of-way to meet

identified rail-dependent industrial land needs.

2. Assign an IndustrialComp Plan designation with a sO-acre minimum

parcel size tothe748-acre industrialsiteto meet site suitability

req ui rements fo r rail-depen dent industrial users.

3. Amend the Comp PIan (including the 2007 Urbanization Study)to
update factual information, tables and policies related to targeted rail-

dependent industrial users and land needs.

4. Annex the UGA expansion area to the City of Ontario consistent with

Ontario Municipal Code, Title 108-45-10; and assign the City Heavy

Industrial (12) zone to the 248-acre industrial site;

5. Amend to Ontario Transportation System Plan fl'SP) to designate 4h

Street south of 186 Avenue as a major collector street consistent with

preliminary TSP designations and address and mitigate for

transportation impacts from the proposed UGA expansion.

The applicant is the City of Ontario. However, this project is of critical

importance to Malheur County. Public hearings are scheduled with City

and County planning commissions and elected officials.

. Contact Alan Daniels, Chief lnnovations Officer, at541-2I2-1676 or

Marcy Skinner, Planning Technician at 54"1 -881 -3224-

. The City is represented in this matter by Winterbrook Planning /
310 SW Fourth Avenue, Suite 1 100 / Portland, Oregon 97204 /
ContaccJesse Wnterowd, Project Planner, at (503) 827-4422-
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L,AND USE MAPS: Maps referenced in this report are found immediately following the Table
of Contents. Appendices are found at the end of this report.

Map 1: Existing Ontario Comprehensive Plan Map Designations

MAp 2: Rail0ependent Site Alternatives

MAP 3: Alternative Site Characteristics

Mnp 4: Proposed Comprehensive Plan and TSP Map Amendments

MAp 53 Proposed Zoning Map Amendments

APPENDICES: This report incfudes the following appendices:

Appendix A: Second {2013} Addendum to the 2O07 Ontario
Urbanization Study

Appendix B: Proposed Comprehensive Plan Text and Policy
Amendments

AppendkC: Proposed TSP Amendments (in process)

Appendix D: Transportation lmpact Study (TlS - Lancaster
Engineering) (in process)

Appendix E: Public Facilities Report (Ontario Public WorksXin process)

Appendix F: Annexation Information and Signed Annexation
Agreements (in process)
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As shown on Map4the proposed UGA expansion area is:

. located between lsland Avenue and Oregon Eastern Railroad, and

UGA EXPANSION between Alameda Drive and the Union Pacific Railroad;

AREA -=:::==_-+arrtird/j rith*f,lh€Gknowledged Ontario Urban Reserve Area (URA);

DESCRIPTION: and
o adjacent to the acknowledged Ontario UGA bordered on the southern

side by Oregon Eastern Railroad short line, and on the east by Union

Pacific Railroad main line.

Duyn / Narrarrete: TLs 1 8547 1 5 1 1 O0' 1 2OO, 1 30O'

1600
UGAEXPANSION (Ref#sT786,7791,7792,77931

AREA . Kameshige:Tl 18547161800
OWNERSHIP (Ref#s 7789,77901
ANDTAXLOTS: r Navarrete:Tls 1854716f40O,1500

(Ref#s 7787,778;81
Treasure Valley Renewable Resources: TL 1854721

2OO (Ref# 7841)

Duyn / Navarrete: TLs tgs4716 1 1OO, 1 2OO, 1 3OO,

1600
(Ref#s 77 86, 77 91, 77 92, 77 931

ANNEXA''N'ifs-TlH,TrHr7161800
AND REZON! r Navarrete:TLs18547161400' 15OO

AREA (Ret#s7787,77881

OWNERSHIP o Evans Grain: TLs 18547164 600' 7OO

ANDrAxLors: 
. lx::i:lffJ;Jl#lloroo,,,oo

(Ref#s 15205,77801
Treasure Valley Renewable Resources: TL 1854721

2OO (Ref# 7841)
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INTRODL}CTION

The Ontario Comprehensive Plan (updated in20O7) and the Ontario Urbanization Study (adopted in
2007) provided the factual basis for the 2007 establishment of a SO-year Urban Reserve Area (URA) by
the City of Ontario and Malheur County. These plans identified major 2O-year land deficits in two
categories: (1) industrial land, and (2) public facilities land (mostly to meet identified park needs).

Comprehensive Plan Policy 10-14-8-3 commits the City to periodically expand the Urban Growth Area
(UGA) to maintain a continuous 2}-year land supply:

Ontario will periodicolly expand theUrban Growth Boundary (UGA) to maintain a continuous,2A-year

supply of buildable land for employment, housing and publidsemi-public needs.

Comprehensive Plan Policy 10-14-8-7 designates land specifically for rail-dependent industrial reserve

use at the terminus of the OERR with the UPRR.

The Second Addendum to the Ontario Urbanization Study justifies the need for a 250-acre rail-
dependent site within the rail-dependent industrial reserve area at the east terminus of the OERR

short line. Because the proposed rail-dependent industrial site is within the acknowledged URA, this
area is the "highest priority" classification for inclusion within the UGA under ORS 197 -298, Priorities

for urban qrowth boundary expansion. This area can be provided efficiently with public and private

facilities necessary to support planned development.

Nevertheless, Ontario has a strong commitment to protecting its agricultural economy by maintaining

its regional irrigated rural land supply. The excellent farmland within Ontario's URA originally was

deserq irrigation is required to make this and other farm land in Malheur County productive.

To ensure that there is no net loss in irriqated aqricultural land as a result of this (or future) UGA

expansion proposals, Ontario and Malheur County have adopted a plan policy earlier this year to
ensure that irrigation rights from agricultural land brought into the Ontario UGA are transferred to
nearby farm land without comparable irrigation rights. Such water rights transfer will be ensured

through agreements between property owners and responsible water districts -and through signed

annexation agreements between properry owners and the City of Ontario.

I 
i r* i: l:i cr,i ( i o tt p rr: I t e t t :; i,., c I 

ii,.r n,t l l.' n,.l tl.- ;t r :r

Th,is narrative and referenced maps and studies support proposed amendments to the Ontario

Comprehensive Plan, the 2007 Urbanization Study, the 2006 Transportation System Plan OSP), and the

Ontario Zoning Map:

1. The proposed UGA expansion area is shown on Map 4 and supported by Appendices A-E.

2. Proposed Comp Plan Map amendments are shown on Map 4.

3. Proposed Ontario TSP amendments are shown on Map 4, described in Appendix C and supported

bythe TIS found in Appendix D.

CITY OF ONTARIO - UGA Amendment Justification & Findings - December 8, 2013
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4.

5.

Proposed Comp Plan text, table and policy amendments are found in Appendix B which includes

proposed amendments to Goals 9, 12 and 14 of the Comp Plan-

Proposed annexation and rezoning of land within the UGA expansion area are shown on Map 5;

Appendix E documents compliance with Ontario MunicipalCode,Title 108-45-10 and ORS 122

annexation requirements (including signed an nexation agreements).

i..'sal I .i Iir:qr!irtnreni.!

This section addresses requirements for amending the Ontario UGA to accommodate the targeted

rail-dependent i ndustrial use.

Goal 14 requires cities and counties jointly to establish and maintain UGAs to provide for an orderly

and efficient transition from rural to urban land use, to accommodate urban population and urban

employment inside urban growth boundaries, to ensure efficient use of land, and to provide for

livable communities. OAR Chapter 660, Division O24 clarifies procedures and requirements of Goal 14

regarding local govemment adoption or amendment of a UGA.

Amendments to UGAs are based upon consideration of six factors:

Need Factors

| . Demonstrated need to occommodote long range urban populotion, consistent with a 2o-year

populotian forecast coordinated with offected local governments;

2. Demonstrated need for housing, employment opportunities, livability or uses such as public

facilities, streets and roods, sdtools, parks or oPen sPdce;

Location Factors

l. Efficient accommodation of identified land needs;

2. Orderly ond economic provision of public facilities dnd services;

3. Comporative environmental, energy, econamic dnd soeial consequences; and

4. Compatibility of the proposed urban uses with neorby ogricultural and forest activities occurring

on farm and forest lond outside the urban growth boundcry.

As noted in Goal 14 iself:

In determining need,local govemment may specify chdracteristics, sach ds parcel sizentopography

or proximity, necessary for land to be suitable for an identifred need.

As further explained in OAR 660-024{060(5), cities may identi[rsite requirements for needed

employment and apply these requirements to address ORS 197.298 Priorities for urban growth

boundary expansion:

CffY OF ONTARIO - UGA Amendment Justification & Findings. December & 2013
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In determiningned'locol goyemmentmoyspecifydraracteristics, such as parcel size,topogrophy
or prortmiry, necessary for land to be suitable for an identified need ond limit its consideration to
Iand that hos the specified charaderistia when it conducB the boundary luation altematives
anolysis and applles ORS/ 97.298.

Page 3 | ctTY oF oNTARto. UGA AmendmentJustification & Findings. December & 2ot3-
I
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NEED FOR ADDITIONAI, EMPLOYMENT SITE

i'1.,,-rl ["1r,:,t,r' l: l)eruorr:.tr',rLc.l ir,:t'ci (., :ii:f(]nilri(,,1,tr, l.,l:e r';in!',1: r)t'l)jfr 1'opli:itir-,rt. ii,irl.isl\ni
i,itir,i 2{i._,t,ri 1rr.ili1l11i,.rli i,'ir.:,:;( cr1('r(liil;: lc{l ivirlr.rilt:r-trt,.l ioi;rl {(i','r:tfln;rt)t,'.

Goal '14, Factor 1 addresses the need to accommodate long-term population growth based on the

coordi nated population forecast.r

The 2007 Ontario Urbanization Study (Table S-1) includes the City's coordinated population and

projections from 2006 to 2056. Ontario's population is projected to increase from 1 1 A25 (2O06) to
'15,692 (2026) at an average annual growth rate of 1.1%. Employment growth is linked directlyto
popuf ation growth and is also projected to increase at1.1% per year - from 10,430 (2026) to 14,328

(2026)-

Ontarlo's population and employment growth has been impeded by the Great Recession: Ontario's

2010 population was 11,366 in 2010 and is estimated to have decreased slightly in 201 1. (US Census)

Although U5 Census figures do not identifi/ the number of new employees in the community since

2006, no major industrialfirms have chosen to locate in the Ontario UGA since 2007.2

Ontario, Maf heur County, and the State of Oregon would like to turn this around. Ontario is now in a

position to become a center for rail-dependent industrial and regional transshipment, with its

substantial economic benefits. To provide the opportunity for a large rail-dependent employment

centeL Ontario needs to provide large industrial sites, along the OERR shon line, with public and

private facilities necessary to support them. lf Ontario is successful in attracting a regional

transshipment or raildependent manufacturing center, it will be more likely to meet its coordinated

population and employment projections.

t Dh/ision 015 Urban Growth Boundarles includes a conesponding ptovisiott:
'66O-O2rH)Ort0 Land Need (l) The UGB must be based on the adopted 2$year population forecast fior the urban area described in OAR 65(}

(D4-0030, and must provide for needed housing, employment and other urban uses such as public facilities, streets and roads, schoob,
parls and open space over the 2Gyear planning period consistent with the land need requirements of Goal 14 and this rule. The 2G
year need determinations are estimates which, although based on the ben available information and methodologies, should not be
held to an unreasonably high level of precision.'

2 There has been no major new industrial employment in the area - in pan because mega data center representatives that looked at
Ootario have chosento locate in other communities east cfthe Cascades (Prineville and Boardman Oregon, and Wenatchee and
Quincy Washington) in large part because they had sites of sufficient size to meet the short-term siting requiremenG of mega data
centers, and Ont-ario has not been able to provide any suiable niFdependent industrial sites.
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Table S-1. Population and employment forecasb,
Ontario 2006-2026 and 2006-2056

Year Population Employment Pop/Emp

2006 11,425 10,430 1.1

2426 15,692 14,328 1.1

2056 24,185 21,109 1.1

Change 2006-2026

Number 4,267 3,898 1.1

Percent 37o/o 37o/o

AAGR 1.5% 1.5%

Change 2006-2056

Number 12,760 10,679 1.2

Percent 112o/o 102o/o

AAGR 1.4% 1.30/o

Sourcer ECONorthwest

fu noted in Ontario's 2007 Economic Opportunities Analysis (part of the Urbanization Study) and in

the 2012 Addendum to the Urbanization Study, Onario is part of the Treasure Valley region which

includes (a) Ontario, Vale and Nyssa (Malheur County); and (b) Boise and Nampa (Ada and Canyon

Counties in ldaho).

A single rail-dependent employment center is likely to employ about 35G-700 people (depending on
its characteristics and size).3

However, not all of these rail-dependent industrial jobs will be filled by people who will live in Ontario.

These employees will come from Malheur County, the Treasure Valley region (including Boise and

Nampa), and from outside of the area.

The 2007 Ontario Urbanization Repoft predicted that overall employment would increase by about

3,9OO employees - from 10,430 in 2006 to 14,328in2026-

The Second Addendum to the 2007 Ontario Urbanization Report projects that up to 700 new on-site
jobs willbe created in the community if one very large (ortwo medium sized) raildependent

industrial uses develop facilities in Ontario. This represents about 18% of projected employment
growth during the 20-year planning period.

I See Appendix A Secod Mdendum to the 2007 Ontatio Urbanbation Report
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Rail-dependent industrial employment represents a relatively low percentage of planned employment
growth over the next 15 years. But, unlike seMce and retail sector employers, rail-dependent

industrial uses initially consume a lot of land per employee - about 2 employees per acre. Although
the acreage needs are great, the employment impact is relatively small.

However, this relatively low employee-per-acre ratio is balanced by a relatively large economic impact.

ln addition to the 350-700 industrial employees from the nil dependent industrialfirm(s), spin-off

employment in the retailand service sectors is likely to be about twice times this number. The efFect

will be to increase the intensity of employment within Downtown Ontario and in existing under-

developed retail and service employrnent centers.

f,Jeed Factar 1 {anclrrsion

The 2007 Ontarjo Urbanization Study projects that both employment and population are expected to
growth at 1.1% frorn 2006 to 2026. The results of this study have been adopted as part of the
acknowledged 2007 Comp Plan. Both project that the Ontario URA will accommodate about 4,300

people and 3900 jobs from2A06-2026.

Providing a site for a rail-dependent employment center is likely to result in 350-700 new

manufacturing iobs with an additional 700-'i- ,4O0 retail and service sector jobs. Ontario population

and job growth has not met expectations to date - in part because of the Great Recession and in part

because Ontario has not been able to attract a major employer to the community. To the extent that
Ontario is successful in attracting one or more large, rail-dependent industrial uses, the new
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employment will be consistent with and help to reach Ontario's adopted, coordinated and
acknowledged employment and popu lation projections.

Need Factor 2, related to employment land need, is directly applicable and is quoted and addressed
below.

i.!ccri liir:tti' ./: [)crrriilistt;ttrtl irer:d for iic,rrsiriii. ,:rirl.i!ol.'r-r-,,.,i-r-i :]illr_1li.l Lililri.i lii,,,i,iiiri, i!r rr.iu:
r'.tcl: ar;1;,rblir. tt,.;liftlt, sr:r'(ja{s: iirlri ri}.lrl:;, st.lronis.-1,r,r1.-:.r}r (iircl},\liiLC;

The following findings address Goal 14, Need Factor 2 and demonstrate unmet need for employment
land. The 2007 Urbanization Report contained a detailed Buildable Lands Inventory (BLt). The BLI
results were included in Goal 14 tables and text amendments to the Ontario Comprehensive plan in
2oa7, and updated in 2009 and February of 2013. Table 1-1 below shows the 20OF|O}6 need and
supply comparison after 2013 data center and public facilities land additions.

Tabte 1-I: comparison of Land Need and supply, ontario UGB 2006-2026r(

Generalized Land Use Buildable Acres

Surplus {Deficit)
240G2026

Commercial

I nd ustrial

Public Facility

Residenti al

TOTAL

242.9

485.8

114.9

677.9

t,47L.5

(11.2)

(21.s)

(6e.1)

34.5

67
"Accounting for2013 data center and public facilities amendments.

Rail-$eperrrl*rit Irrdustrial Siie i.te,:ri

As discussed in Appendix A: Second (2013) Addendum ro the Ontario Urbanization Study, the Malheur
County Roil Asset Study (Howell, 2006) documents a need for rail-dependent industrial uses and
explains Ontario's competitive advantages in attracting such uses. Moreover, according to
documentation provided by Business Oregon and cited in Appendix A, "Project Rail" is a railcar
maintenance and service company that requires a much larger site (in the 150-200 acre range) for its
operations, and "Project 78" is larger still (200-400 acres). From an engineering feasibility and
marketing standpoint, the site should be serviceable within one year or less with City water and
sanitary sewerfacilities. Thus, the City has received inquiries from two major rail-dependent users (via
Business Oregon) identifuing needs for sites ranging from 150-400 acres with suitable access to the
UPRR mainline. There are no such sites within the existing UGA.

Representatives from Business Oregon believe that Ontario shares the comparaiive advantages with
these communities that are attractive to potential rail-dependent industrial users. Ontario has:

r A supportive planning and political environment;
e A UPRR mainline and a major rail switching yard;
r Sufficient existing and planned water and sanitary sewer capacity;
. Available state tax incentives;

Page 7 [ CIW OF ONTARIO . UGA Amendment Justification & Findings . December 8, tol 3 -
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. Support from state agencies; and
r A large urban reserve area with large, flat and serviceable sites especially reserved for rail-

dependent industries.

What Ontario lack is large, serviceable sites with direct access to the OERR short line - which connects

directly with the UPRR mainline within its UGA. The largest industrialsite with potential rail access

within the existing UGA is 80 acres in size, but this site lacks direct access to the UPRR line because of
topographical limitations and UPRR access policy. This parcel also lacks access to a connecting short
line. Rail-dependent industrial users demand large sites for rail car storage and loading,

manufacturing, connecting rail lines through the property. buffers from adjoining land uses, and
possible future expansion. As documented in the Howell study, rail-dependent users often cluster, so

a larger site might also serve the needs for two or three mid-size users.

As further documented in the Howell study, Ontario is competing with other westem states to attract
rail-dependent users. To do so effectively Ontario needs large, serviceable sites that can readily be
provided with urban services and annexed to the City. To be competitive in attracting such rail-
dependent industrial users in the short-term, Ontario needs to provide at least one large, fla!
serviceable site in the 250-acre range, along the OERR short line. Ontario lacks such a site within iis
current Urban Growth Area.

As noted above, and in the 2007 Urbanization Report and Buildable Lands Inventory (BLl), there are no
such sites within the existing UGA. However, there is one site in the 250-acre range that within the
URA that is designated for "lndustrial Rail-Dependent" users and which abuts the UGA boundary. The
proposal is to add about 248 acres of Rail-Dependent Heavy Industrial land to meet the identified site

need for a rail-dependent industrial user. Table 1-3 below shows the 200G2026 land need and supply
cornparison after accounting for rail-dependent industrial need.

Table 1-3: Comparison of Land Need and Supply, Ontario UGB 2006-2026*

Generalized Land Use Buildable Acres 2m/6-ZAZ6 za062026

Commercial

lndustrial
Rail-Dependent lndustrial

Public Facility

Residential

TOTAL
*Accounting for 250-acre raiFdependent industrial land need.

Adoprcd [fiicicncl' Measurcs

As prescribed in Goall4:

242,9

485.8

0.0

tt4.9
627.9

(],1.21

(21.s)

(2s0.0)

(6e.1)

34.5

317.3)

Priorto expanding an urban growth boundary,local govetnments shall demonstrctethotneeds
cannot reasonably be accommodoted on Isnd already instde the urban gromh boundary.

2y.L
507.3

?sa.a

184.0

593.4

L,788.8
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The Ontario Urbanization Study evaluated the capacity of the UGA to meet identified 2o-year land
needs. Prior to adopting the URA, the City identified a number of efficiency measures for land within
the UGA to reduce long-term need for land outside the UGA. As documented in the adopted City of
Ontario and Malheur County 2a56 Urban Reserue Area (IJRA) Justification and Findings Report
(Winterbrook Planning, September 10,2OO7),the City implemented a number of measurgs to reduce
the demand for commercial land, while maintaining an adequate supply of industrial sites throughout
the 5Gyear planning perioda:

However, the need this application addresses is for a 250-acre rail-dependent industrial user(s), as

identified and defined in AppendixA. As shown in the Urbanization Study fiables 3-6 and 5-18), there
are no sites adjacent to the OERR short line within the UGA, under any plan designation. Industrially-
planned sites adjacent to any rail line within the UGA are all less than i 00 acres in size. Therefore, the
identified need cannot be accommodated within the existing UGA.

.5ii. .\tr iial-'i iii y llcqiri rcnr,--rrrs

As explained in OAR 660424-0060(5):

ln detemining need,local government may specify characteilstics, such as parcel size, topography
or prortmity, necessary for lond to be suitoble for an identified need and limit its consideration to
Iand that hos the specified charaderistics when it conducts the boundary locotion alternotives
anolysis a nd appli es ABS DZ 298.

As noted in the Economic chapter of the Qntario Comprehensive plon:

Firms wonting to expand or locate in Ontario will be looking for a variety of site and building characteristics,
depending on the industry and specific circumstonces- While there ore always specific oiteria that are
industry-dependent and firmspecifrC many firms share at leost a few common site criteria. ln generol, all
industries need sites thot are relotively flot, free of natural ar regulatory construints on darclopment, with
good tronsportation access and adeguate public services.The exact amount, quality, and relative
importance of these foctors vary among differenttypes of firms.

Appendix A: Second (2013) Addendum to the 2007 Ontario urbanization Study identifies the general
characteristics that are important to rail-dependent industrial firms seeking to locate in Ontario. The
availability of a short line railroad is criticalto meeting rail-dependent industrial siting requirementt

a 
Quoting from ttn Ontario URA Justification ReporL pp. i7-18:

W Eorlietinthissection,theCitydndCountyhaddemonstroted theneedfor2J25 grossbuinobkocres
withinthe2056 URA-or about 3.48 squore miles- sdusiveof rail dqendent indunrio! u*tAfter occounting forinseosd singte-tomily
residential &iciency, Year 2056 land ned hos been reduced to 1 ,803 gtoss buildoble acres - or 3.35 squorc miles- Aftet occounting for
commerciol intentificotion meosures distussed obove, the need for genaal commercial land outside the edsting UCA has been reduced frcm 544
to 200 gross builddble dqes.

Thissubstantialreduaion recqnizesthot Thereoreovet some t 50 acres potentiolly ovoiloblefor'big box'retail in Ontaio's EmploymentZone
-withinthefloodplain but nrved by lnterstoteg;'OldTown'and theg/y' 4th Avenuecommercjo! oreo have substantlatreda'etqment
potentiaL occounting for an odditionol I M ooes worth of buildable lond need; and Ontario's Business Po* ond tndustrbl zons wil!
acammodate office and selice usrs thot typicolly locote on commaciolly-fuignotd lond, occounting for the ranoining comnercio! lond
needthatcon bemetwithout dllocdting land specifically forcommerciol uses outsldethe UGA(% ecr&.'
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Additionalsiting requirements documented in Appendix A for'Tler 1" rail-dependent industrialsites
include:

. Served bytheAregon Eastern Roilroad or UPRR's Homedole Branch

. Parcels of50-100 acres
o Proximote tothe UGB

. Flat topography
o Limited or no wetland or other environmental constraints
. Adequate roadaccess
e Available utilities

According to documentation provided by Business Oregon and cited in Appendix A, "Project Rail" is a

railcar maintenance and service company that requires a much larger site (in the 150-200 acre range)

for its operations, and "Project 78" is larger still (200-400 acres). From an engineering feasibility and

marketing standpoint, the site should be serviceable within one year or less with City water and

sanitary sewer fu cilities.

ln 2013, the Ontario Public Work Department demonstrated that it was feasible to provide sanitary

sewer, water and transportation facilities to serve a potential industrial site immediately to the north
of the proposed UGA expansion area. To meet identified need for a rail-dependent industrial site with
characteristics summarized above, the City carefully analyzed all areas adjacent to the UGA when it
designated the proposed UGA expansion area as Rail-Dependent lndustrial Reserve- The propefties
within the proposed UGA expansion area are the only properties that {a} comprise at least 200 acres,
(b) abut the existing UGA boundary and (c) have a direct connection to the UPRR main line via the
OERR short line- Map 2 shows there is only one site that meets the above criteria.

As shown on Map 3 and documented in Appendices C and F, the proposed site meets Suitability
Criteria 1-5. lt is 248 acres, flat and buildable, has access to the Oregon Eastern short line railroad, is
adjacent to the UGA and within the URA. Moreover this site has three property owners who have

signed annexation agreements, are willing to sell at a reasonable price and to transfer irrigation water
rights to non-irrigated land outside the Urban Reserve area-

Toiaf Ernployrnerrt Land Need ancl Supply Conrparisrirr

Table 1-3 above provides a comparison of identified land need and supply, after accounting forthe
2A09-20"13 UGA amendments, and a250-acre rail-dependent industrial site need. Unmet year 2026
land needs total:

Commercial:11 acres

lndustrial:22 acres

Rail-Dependent lndustrial: 250 acres

Public Facility (Residential): 69 acres

Page 10 | CW Of ONTARIO . UGA Amendment Justification & Findings . peiemGr A zor:
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The proposed 2013 amendment package includes a 248-acre industrial site to meet identified nil-
dependent industrial land needs.Table 14 below shows the20O6-2026land need and supply
comparison, including the proposed 2013 rail-dependent industrialUGA amendment.

Tabfe l-4: Comparison of Land Need and Supply, Ontario UGB 2006-2026*

Generalized land Use Buildable Acres

Commercial

lndustrial

Rail-De pendent Industrial

Public Facility

Residential

TOTAT

242.9

485.8

248.0

L!4.9

627.9

L,7L9.5

(1,1.2)

(21.s)

(2.0)

(6s.1,)

34.5

2fl.1
fr7.3
250.0

7U.A

593.4

1,788.8
*Accounting for this applicationt proposed raildependent industrial UGA amendments
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SF,CTION 2: EVALUAI'ION OIr AJJERNATIVE SITES

Appendix A: Second [2013) Addendum to 2007 Ontario Urbanization Study concludes that an

lndustrial site of approximately 250 acres is needed to meet the identified need for a rail-dependent

industrial user. Once need has been determined, alternative boundary locations must be evaluated

consistent with ORS 197.298 and OAR Chapter 660 Division 024 with consideration of the Goal 14

"locational" factors,

A. {}l{S l(}-l .Ttti;\ i}rir,ritici i,ir L,irlr,rtl {lir','"rtir l]r.irrnJar}' Ir.::l)11rlsi(}r1

UnderORS 197.298,land within the URA is "first priority" for inclusion within a UGA:

"(1) First prierity land to be included in an urban growth bounddry is thst which hos been designated

urban reserue land under ORS 195.145.'

Map 2 shows one employment site with 200 acres or more adjacent to the Ontario UGA and a short

line railroad. This site is within the Ontario URA and therefore is "first priority" for inclusion within the

Ontario UGA.

R- 5rrrrrmar';, ,',i-$.'ilr, tli,. l'i..,1-,,1.,-,1 Sii, i:|,:.rt I'.'i<r--ts IJr:rrtif irJ li.aii.']1.,r,:i,clttrt irroitstriai Sirc

Rcq trir'<'t nc:rr i.s

The proposed rail-dependent industrial site borders the UGA as shown on Map 2. The proposed site is

located adjacent to {west o0 the Union Pacific Railroad and (east o0 Alameda Street, and between

OERR short line to the south and lsland Road to the north. The site is approximately 248 acres, with
flat and well-drained soils. As shown on Map 2, the proposed site is located adjacent to the UGA,

UPRR, and the OERR short line. The site is also within the acknowledged URA and designated

specifically for "lndustrial Rail-Dependent" uses.

(1. Findings []e rntiirrirxlillg ( i*rrsistcr]c], \i'irl.r {io:rl 1.i I.o,.:ltititr Ilaetors

The four Goal I4 location factors are: (1) Efficient accommodation of identified land needs; (2) Orderly

and economic provision of public facilities and services; (3) Comparative environmental, energy,

economic and social consequences; and (4) Compatibility of the proposed urban uses with nearby

agricultural and forest activities occurring on farm and forest land outside the UGA.

Factc,r I: Ir.lflcicrit rcconrtttrrc{,ititin tt{: itlr'IrIiFir:d l"n.l n.,i-ds

Rail-dependent industrial land needs are detailed above. As indicated in Appendix A and 'Tler 1 site

requirements" above, the rail-dependent industrial uses currently seeking sites in Oregon require

access to rail service and 150-400 acres of buildable and serviceable land. By providing a rectangular

248-acre site adjacentto a short line and the UGA, a raildependent industrial user can efficiently

develop the proposed site.
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The proposed site borders the UGA and services can be efficiently provided via extension along SW 4h
Street, as described under Factor 2 and shown on Map 3.

i';lr-t(ir -2: (-irrir;i;, i;ri(l (-i.-ijii{)!r:it, i i,.,',,rsirirr r:{ prr!;1i,. irrr.iiitic:;;irrrl.ri:r-:.i,-,-r.;

As stated in OAR 660-009{005(9), "Serviceable" means the city or county has deterrnined that public
facilities and transportation facilities, as defined by OAR Chapter 660, Divisions 0i i and 012, currently
have adequate capacity for development planned in the service area where the site is located or can
be upgraded to have adequate capacity within the 20-year planning period.

Appendix E, Public Facilities Report, documents the City's existing water supply and sanitary sewer
treatment capacity. Rail-dependent industrial uses typically can be major consumers of potable water.
Appendix E makes it clear that Ontario has the capacity to meet Year 2026 demand for sanitary sewer
and water service ond meet the high-end estimate of 5 MGD peak demand for industrial water service

to a rail-dependent industrial use.

Ontario Public Works estimates the City's water supply at 1 
'1.5 million gallons per day (MGD) -

10 MGD from the Snake River, i.5 MGD from wells. Ontario's water treatment capacity totals
12 MGD. Ontario's 20'l O population was 1'1,44O. The demand generated by the 2010
population totals 6.1 MGD. The 2007 Urbanization Repoft forecast Ontario's 2026 population
to be 15,692 - an increase of 4,252 persons from 2010. Application of the 2010 warer usage
ratio results in a demand of 8.4 MGD by 2026.

Development of planned rail-dependent uses are likelyto consume XXXX. lNote to Reader:

Ontario Public Works is currently working with one of the prospective rail-dependent firms to
identifiT water needs more specifically and to prepare plans for meeting these needs in the
short-term.l

Ontario Public Work has determined the City's sewage treatment capacity, with needed
improvements, is sufficient to service the proposed expansion areas and the existing UGA.

Appendix E provides an analysis of the City's treatment capacity and planned collection
facilities.

Appendix E (in process) demonstrates that it is feasible, from an engineering standpoint, to provide
sanitary sewer and water service to the proposed site within a year of annexation approval. As such,

the proposed site could qualify immediately as a "state certified industrial site."

From a transportation access standpoint, the proposed site has direct access to Railroad Avenue (a

future major collector and truck route), Alameda Street (a future major collector) and to SW 4th Street
(a collector street).s As described in Appendices C and D, transportation needs for a rail-dependent
industrial use can be met by improving SW 4h Street to major collector standards.

As documented in Appendix D (the Tl5 in process), the proposed site can be developed without
exceeding the capacity of existing transportation facilities assuming development of a large rail-
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dependent industrial use with approximately 350-700 employees. The TIS prepared by Lancaster

Engineering has been (will be) fully coordinated with the Oregon Department of Transportation

Region 5 staff.

l::l{: ti}r -i: (}tnrpiuaf ivt: crtvironnrclrta}, crlrt[']y) eoonrirnir: ;intl sri<.irtl ( orls(qur:'r]ces

The URA Justificotion Reporthas already considered general ESEE consequences in the establishment of
the Ontario URA. There is only one possible site that meets siting requirements for a rail-dependent

industrial use. The only other property designated for "lndustrial Rail-Dependent" uses is located on

the south side of the OERR short line, is not contiguous to the existing UGB, and would be more

expensive to serve (because is further from existing utilities), and lack access to a planned major

street.This southern site is potentially useful as a raildependent expansion area, but not to meet

needs identified in this application.

Il:;i r.ir; 4: (.ontp'rtil-riliLl' rtf tltc gttt.,;,.,r,,,,',,{ rrr[r"ri r-tsc:, lvitlt ;i.:rtr[-'.r, rgric.rrltural arr,] {:tircst

;-r,--tiviriis ocrur.r'ing on Farn:rrrJ {irt::.t l.ri;d ortrsitl,-'thc trr'[,:,n gr<twtli l'roundarv

Except for a few small rural residential exception areas, the Ontario UGA is surrounded by Agricultural
(EFU) land. The proposed rail-dependent industrial site within the URA is currently designated for
Agricultural use.lt is surrounded by agricultural land. However, it is separated from Agricultural land

to the south by the OERR short line, and from land to the east by UPRR main line. ln addition, industrial

uses tend to be more compatible with agricultural uses than residential or commercial uses.

Proposed site surrounding uses:

Nonh: lsland Road forms the northern border of the site. A portion of the proposed northern
border is industrial land within the existing UGA. The rest is agricultural land within the URA;

West: The western border of the proposed site is Alameda Drive. To the west of Alameda Drive
is Agricultural land within the URA.

East: The eastern border of the site is UPRR. Beyond the railroad to the east is Agricultural land
within the URA.

South: The southern border of the proposed site is the OERR short line. Land to the south of
OERR is Agricultural land within the UM (this area also designated future rail dependent

industrialURA).

The alternative Rail-Dependent Industrial site to the south of the OERR short line is also surounded by
agricultural land. Thus, comparatively speaking, there are no major differences between the two sites

in terms of potential impacts to agricultural land.
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SECTION 3: TRANSPORTATION

To determine transportation impacts and address local and State facility needs, the City has

conducted a transportation impact study (attached as Appendix D) to serve as the basis for updating
itsTransportation System Plan ffSP). This update was performed in coordination with ODOTand

addressed a ftrnge of scenarios - including phased development.

As shown on Map d primary and initial access to the proposed site will come from 5W 4d' Street,

proposed to be upgraded to major collector standards. [Note to Readen this section to be completed
following TISJ

Appendix D identifiestransportation improvements necessaryto serve the site undertwo
development scenarios. Funding for these improvements would come pdmarily from developers and

system development charges, with likely support from Business Oregon grant and loan programs.
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SECTION 4: STATEWIDTl GCIAI- CONSISTENCY ANALYSIS

This section addresses compliance with applicable Statewide Planning Goals.

6oal i Cirizen lnvolvemenr

Goal 1 calls for the opportunity for citizens to be involved in all phases of the planning process. The

City and County engaged in a year-long public involvement process prior to adoption of the URA, the

Ontario lJrbanimtion Study and extensive amendments to the Ontafio Comprehensive Plan. Public

hearings before both the City and County planning commissions and elected officials were held in the

spring and summer of 2AO7 were duly noticed and held prior to the adoption of the plan amendment

package in 2007.

The plan amendment package carries out direction established bythe 20O7 Ontario Urbonization

Studyby including residential land to meet most of the identified publicfacilities land need.The

amendrnent also carries out of the direction of Appendix A: Second (2013) Addendum to the2007

Ontario Urbanization Study, by including a suitable site to meet identified raildependent industrial

land needs. Public hearings relating to this application will be duly noticed and held before the City

and County Planning Commissions and elected officials prior to adoption of the proposed plan

amendment package.

Goal 2 Larld UEe Planrring

Goal 2 (Land Use Planning) outlines the basic procedures of Oregon's statewide planning program,

stating that land use decisions must be made in accordance with comprehensive plans and that

suitable corresponding implementation ordinanc€s must be adopted. The City has inventoried

existing land uses, projected buildable land needs by specific land use classifications, and compared

these needs with buildable land within the Ontario urban growth area. The resolution of land need

and suppfy is found in the Onrario lJrbanization Study and in the revised OntarioComprehensive Plan

(See Appendix B).

The City and County have shown a high level of coordination in the establishment of the Ontario URA

in 2007 and in adoption of this plan amendment package. As referenced above, the City and County

adopted coordinated population projections and amended their comprehensive plans to

accommodate the establishment of an urban reserve area and associated policies. Additionally, notice

of public hearing has been provided in accordance with state and local regulations. All pertinent

documentation has been made available to all interested parties. Goal 2 has been properly addressed.

Goal 2 also requires consistency between the comprehensive plan and implementing zoning. This

proposal is to include the proposed rail-dependent industrial site into the UGA with a Rail-Dependent

lndustrial plan / zoning designation.

Goals 3 Agricultr.rral Lands and 4 Farest Larrds

Goal 3 requires counties to inventory agricultural lands and to maintain and preserve them through

EFU zoning. Goal 4 requires counties to inventory forestlands and adopt policies that will conserve
.aq\t+ffi +ffi-.....=...,.'''.':..tGl'-'!.-+..ffi:r'.r*@rryffi@r+' iry
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forest uses. As stated in 660-024-0020(b), Goals 3 and 4 are not applicable when establishing or
amending an urban growth boundary. No further analysis is required. However, the City has adopted
a "no net loss of irrigated agricultural land" policy that will be implemented through signed

annexation agreements with property owners and in coordination with affected irrigation districts-

Goal 5 Open Spaces. Scenic and Histaric Areas & Nattrral ReEourceg

Goal 5 requires local govemments to inventory and protect natural resources. There are no

inventoried Goal 5 resources on the proposed UGA amendmenq therefore, Goal 5 does not apply.

Goal 6 Air, fy'ater and Land Resources Qirality

Goal 6 requires local comprehensive plans and implementing measures to be consistent with state

and federal regulations. Construction of the rail-dependent industrial site would comply with
acknowledged Goal 6 policies in the Ontario Comprehensive Plan. By complying with applicable air,

water and land resource quality policies, Goal 6 will be properly addressed.

Goal 7 Areas Sutiject to lrfatural Disasters anrl Hazards

Goal 7 reguires that jurisdictions apply appropriate safeguards when planning development in areas

that are subject to natural hazards such as floods or landslides. The rail-dependent industrial site is

not located in any identified natural disaster or hazard area.

Because the proposed UGA amendment is located entirely outside the 100-year floodplain, the
proposal is consistent with adopted Ontario Plan Policy rc-7-4 (OCP, pp- 18-10):

10-74 Flooding and Steep Slope Hazard Policies

1 - The City recognizes that land within the lOGyear floodplain hos been inappropriately designoted for urban

uses in the past, resulting in the loss of flood storage capacity and potential hazards to life and property. The Cty,

therefore, is committed to wo*ing with Malheur County to avoid this mistake in the future.

a. The Oty will not propose future UGA expansions for raidential, commercial or industrial uses within the
flood hazard zones (100-year froodplains) ofthe Snake or Malheur Rivers.

b. lndustriel land within the | hFyear floodplain is not considered suitable for meeting the City's long-term

employment needs.

Thus, Goal 7 has been properly addressed.

Goal I Recreation I'Ieeds

Goal 8 requires each community to evaluate its areas and facilities for recreation and develop plans to
deal with the projected demand for them. Ontario's recreation needs were addressed in 2007

revisions to the Ontaria Comprehensive Plan, and 201 3 UGA amendments. As shown on Table 1-4, Goal

I tand needs are mostly met within the existing UGA.

Goal 9 Economy of the State

Goal 9 requires cities to provide an estimate of the approximate number, acreage and site

characteristics of sites needed to accommodate industrial and other employment uses to implement
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plan policies. The adopted and acknowledged 2007 Ontario Urbanization Study includes a complete
Economic Opportunities Analysis that was prepared in compliance with Goalg and the Goal 9

administrative rule. Appendix A: Second (2013) Addendum to the 2007 Ontario Urbanization Study
reviews national regional and local trends and documents the need for at least one site of
approximately 150-400 acres in size to accommodate the short-term siting requirements of one or
more rail-dependent industrial user(s). As indicated in Appendix A, and this application, the City does
not have a site capable of accommodating identified rail-dependent industrial needs within its UGA.

Including the proposed site into the UGA will allow the City to provide a site that is suitable for rail-
dependent industrial use. Development of this use will have numerous positive economic impacts, as

described in these findings and in Appendix A.

Forthe above reasons, Goal t has been adequatelyaddressed.

Gaal 1O i{,";rrsing

Goal 10 requires cities to inventory their buildable residential lands, project future needs for such
lands, and to plan and zone enough buildable land to meet those needs- The City has addressed the
requirements of Goal l0 during the 2007 comprehensive plan update, and the 2013 UGA

amendments- fhe Ontario UrbanizationSfudydetermined that Ontario has an adequate supply of
residential and public facilities land within its current UGA. Therefore, Goal 10 has been adequately
addressed.

Goel I 1 Pubic Facilities and Services

Goal 11 requires that a city or county develop and adopt a public facility plan for areas within an urban
growth area containing a population greater than 2,500 persons during Periodic Review. The purpose
of the plan is to help assure that urban development in such urban growth boundaries is guided and
supported by types and levels of urban facilities and services appropriate forthe needs and
requirements of the urban areas to be serviced, and that those facilities and services are provided in a
timely, orderly and efficient arrangement (OAR 660-01 1-0000). Public facilities and services should be
planned in. accordance with a community's needs and capacities, rather than reacting to development
as it occurs.

To address Goal 1 1 requirements for this plan amendment package, the Development Services
Director has prepared a detailed analysis (Appendix E) demonstrating (a) that the City can serve the
proposed UGA amendment site plus land already within the UGA, and (b) explaining how sewer and
water services can be extended to serve the proposed site.

As provided in ORS 195.137,"Urban reserve' means lands outside an urban growth area that will
provide for: (a) Future expansion over a long-term period; and (b) The cost-effective provision of
pubticfucilities and services within the area when the lands are included within the urban growth
area. Because the proposed site is located in the acknowledged URA, it has already been determined
thatthe site would have access to cost-efficient public services and facilities.
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Additionally, public facilities and services consequences have been considered in the Goal l+
alternatives analysis process. Section 2 of this report includes an analysis of the serviceability of the
proposed site within the URA. As demonstrated in Appendix E, the proposed site can be served in the
short-term in an orderly and efficient manner. For the above reasons, Goal i i has been adequately
addressed.

6qrJf i 2I r'*nsi'rorratil:r.r

Goal 12 encourages the provision of a safe, convenient and economic transportation system. This
goal also implements provisions of other statewide plann ing goals related to transportation planning
in order to plan and develop transpofiation facilities and services in coordination with urban and rural
development (OAR 660-0 i 2-0000( 1 ).

As stated in 660-024-0020(d):

"the transportation planning rule requirements under OAR 660-An-0060 need not be applied to an
urban growth boundary amendment ifthe land added to the urbon growth area is zoned as
urbanizable land either by retaining the zoning that was assigned prior to inclusion in the area or by
assigning interim zoning thot does not allow development thdt would generate more vehicle trips
than development allowed by the zoning ossigned priorto inclusion in the boundary."

Lancaster Engineering prepared a Traffic lmpact Study for the two-phased development of the
proposed site with two rail-dependent industrial uses." (See Appendix D.) Appendix C includes
proposed amendments to SW 4s Street classification (from local street to major collector) shown in
the TSP. With amendments to the TSP to mitigate for impacts from development of the proposed site,
the requirements of Goal 12 have been addressed.

Go;i ? ? Eriergl,

Goal 13 requires land and uses developed on the land to be managed and controlled so as to
maximize the conservation of all forms of energy, based upon sound economic principles. Energy
consequences of the proposed urban growth area amendment have been considered in the Goal 14
alternatives analysis process. Therefore, Goal 13 has been adequately addressed.

€oa[ 14 Url:ainiratior

Goal 14 has been complied with as demonstrated in Sections 2 and 3 of this report. The 248-acre site
to be included within the Ontario UGA will be reserved exclusively for rail-dependent industrial users
as called for in the revised EOA. A 5O-acre minimum site size will ensure that the site is retained in
large parcels for targeted large-scale, rail-dependent industrial users.

Goat 15 thrc,*gh i !)

Goals '15 through 19 are related to the Willamette Greenway and coastal resources. As such, these
goals do not apply to the subject site and no further analysis is required.
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S}1CTiC}N 5: COMPLIANT]I] \X/1'1'H APPLICABI-T1 CITY
COMPRL,HENSIVE PTAN POLICIES

The proposed plan amendment package is consistent with applicable Antario Comprehensive Plan

goals and policies for reasons stated below.

A. lriilrrrtrr,ul Lnrrti [.1..;c l:',rlie i.::.

As demonstrated in Table 4 below, inclusion of the proposed site into the urban growth area would

com ply with Onta r io Co mp reh en siv e P la n i nd u stria I land u se policies.

i}. Flcr:nctiiiic [)cvclcprrrcnt friliricr iC.ral 9)

As demonstrated in Table 5 below, inclusion of the proposed site into the urban growth area would
comply with the City's economic development policies.

Table 4. Industrial Land Use Policies: Consistency Analysis

1. lndustriol areos shallbe protectedfrom encroachment

by incompatible lond uses.

Complies - Including the proposed site into the UGA for a rail-
dependent industrial use. with lndustrial designation, will not

istino industrial areas within Ontario.

2. The land use plon sholl designote industrial sites of a
variety of sizesto provide ample spoce for new industries;

expansion of existing industries, and to provide for
in the industdal land market.

Complies - The proposed site is needed to meet the site
requirements of rail-dependent industries as identified in
Appendix A.

3. lndustrial sites shall befunctionally related to existing

or proposed transportation systems. Access through
residentidl arcas shall be avoided.

Complies - As shown on Map 4 and Appendices C and D,

access to and from the proposed site will be available on SW 4th

Street - proposed to be desiqnated as a maior collector.

4- Industrial sites shall be grouped tofacilitate serviceby
utilities and public safety seruices.

Complies - The proposed rail-dependent industrial site is

adjacent to the OERR short line and UPRR This provides the
most efficient configuration of transporlation facilities possible
to serve the site. In addition, the proposed site continues a

of industrial desionation alono UPRR.

5. Industrial developments sholl provide design features

or buffers which prctect odjocent non-industrial properties
from adverse effects.

Complies - The Ontario Heavy Industrial zone provides
protection for adjacent non-industrial properties. Potential
impacts from raildependent industrial uses will be addressed

6. Premature industrial zoning shall be avoided when
on productive agricultural land or otherwise conflict
with policies of this title. Plans shall be devised which
will designate future industrial locations with assurance

of agricultural use until the market demands substantial
industrial use ofthat land.

Complies - Ontario has reason to believe that the proposed site
will develop for a raiFdependent indusvial use within the short-
term - that it over the next five years. Ontario has
demonstrated that it is feasible, from an engineering
standpoint, to provide full urban services to the proposed site
within a year.

Consistent with this policy, the proposed site indudes an
overlay that limits development to sites of at least 50 acres in
size (See Appendix B). This precludes development of non-
targeted industries, and maintains current activities until
substantial industrial use occurs.

7. The lands most suitable for industry shall be
protected from intrusion of residential uses.

Complies - Designating the proposed site as Industrial, with a

Heavy lndustrial zone, will protect this land from intrusion of
residential uses. A minimum parcel size of 50 acres has been
applied to ensure that the proposed site is reserved for large
industrial users.
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Table 5" Economic Development Policies: Consistency Analysis

t - The City shall give emphasis to the attraction and
development of industries and activities that employ and
raise the income level ond economic security of the local
residents. Pafticular attention shall be oiven to the

Complies - Amending the UGA to include the proposed sire
would provide the City w;th a raildependent industrial site. fu
detailed in Appendix A, this would help to attract raildependent
industries and activities that would provide jobs and contribute to

2. Specialemphasis in anracting and developing industries
sholl be given to those for which the local region has an
economic odvantage,

Complies -The City has a comparative advantage to anract rail-
dependent industrial development because ofits available and
affordable power supply, climate, local focus on and support of
attracting industry, proximity to the ldaho border and
transportation network (i.e. potential for a sit€ adjacent to the
OERR short line and UPRR). Amending the UGA to include the
proposed site would allow the City to capitalize on these

3. {ndustrial sites shall be plannedfot the qunntity, quality
and size suffrcient to provide a compaiilve market for
industriol land and to provide the employment sites
necessoty to support the population anri facilities called for in

Complies - The proposed site meets site requirements identified
in Appendix A, and consistent with Comprehensive Plan
amendments shown in Appendix B

4- t-he City shall strongly support rhe expansion and
increosed productivity of existing employers.

Complies - Amending the UGA to include the proposed site
would provide basic employment and help to stimulate local
economic activity, contributing to a more stableeconomic base.

5- Land useplans shall notprovidefor industriol
developmentswhich will generate wastes which will exceed
the natural carrying capocity of the local air and streams.

€omplies - The UGA amendment would attract raildependent
industrial development. The Heavy Industrial zone includes
standards that limit emissions that may adversely affect the
carrying capacity of the land, air or water. Additionally, industrial
development would be held to rhe Ciq/s Goal 6 policies ensuring
that impactto local air and streams would be minimal. Allprojects
will be required to meet State air and water quality standards and
all development rarill be required to receive permits from the

6. €ommercial and industfial development proposals shall
be evaluated by the city stoff to determine the public corts
and benelis ossociated with them.If the development is
determined to be desirable andis permitted, the business or
industry shall beat iis fat ond equitoble shore of the cost, as
determined by the City Council, of providing the public
faci I iti es w h ich serue it.

Complies - Appendix F includes annexation agreements which
recognize the developer's obligation to pay for public facilities
improvements necessary to serve the proposed site and
intervening land within rhe UGA.

7. The City shall monitor economic developmmt to
determine iB effects on population charocteristict income,
lond requirements and other aspeas of public policy.

Complies - Appendix A - Second (2013) Addendum to the 2@7
Ontario Urbanization Study, is an update to the City's Economic
Opportunities Analysis. As noted in Appendix A, Ontario has not
been able to capitalize on multiple recent rail-dependent
industrial site inquiries due to lack of a suitable site{s). The
proposed site will improve the local econornic conditions

8. Potentid{ conflicts between commercial and industrial
d*elopment and ag ricultu re shall be mini mized. Ag ricultural
lands shall be conserued whenever possible-

Complies -This policy is addressed in Section 2 of this report
Raildependent industrial use5 do not conflict with agricultural
uses because their operational characteristics (like agr'icultural
operations) typically are noisy and dusty. . Moreover, the
proposed site is bordered on all sides by existing roads and
railroads, which provide buffers to existing agricultural areas - all
within the UM. To the south is an area that is planned for future

9. lndustrial land shall not be so lx.ated os to inteffere with
theenltyment of residential land and residences and
maxufactured home parls shall be prohibited from

on lands mostsuitableforond olanned for

Complies - The proposed raildependent industrial site is
adjacent to two railroad lines and continues an existing pattem of
industrial development along UPRR. The designations for land
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industry.
1 0. Com mercial a nd indurtrial developments shal I

contibute to the coss of building and maintaining central
publk facilities (such as the water treatment plant) on a basis

appropriateto the type and scale ofthe development. Costs

shall be determined by the city council and recovered through
various develoDment user fea.

Complies - Compliance with this policy is ensured by the
provisions of signed annexation agreements found in Appendix F,

by the Heavy lndustrial zone and by SDC provisions of the Ontario
Municipal Code.

(1. t,Jr[r.rrriz.ritiorr l)clicirs {Goal l1r)

As demonstrated in Table 6 below, inclusion of the proposed rail-dependent industrial site into the

UGA complies with applicable urban growth policies.

Table 6. Urbanization Policies: Consistency Analysis

1 . Ontario will coordinate with Malheur County in the
establishment and maintenance of a SFYear Urban Reserve

Area (URA).

Complies - The City and County coordinated to establish
the URA in 2007.

Z Ontario will monitor land development on an annual basis

and compare the supply of buildable land ogainst the land needs

identified in the Ontorio Urbanizotion Study Q007).

Complies - The City has monitored the buildable land
compared to the needs identified in Appendix A, and has

determined thatthe proposed site would help the city meet

3. Ontario will periodically expand the Urban Growh
Boundary PGA) to maintain a continuous,2}-yeor supply of
buildable land for employment, housing and public/semi-public
needs.

Complies - The proposed site is needed within the UGA in
order for the Cityto meet identified target industry site
needs and therefore maintain a 2&year supply of land for
employment needs.The proposed site is also needed to
meet short-term (within the next five years) demand for rail-
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SECTION 6: COMPLIANCE WTI-I TI"IE MAI-i{IUR COLINl-y
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN:

Ia coasidetiag an ameadment to tbe text ot the zoning maps, the planaiag,comaissioa and
cotutty court shall detennine the followiag:

A. That the ptoposed change is coasisteat with the comprchensive plaa.

Response: ln 2007 , Malheur County and the City of Ontario jointly adopted an Urban Reserve

Area (URA) immediately outside the Ontario Urban Growth Area (UGA). The purpose of the URA was
to identify lands that will be "first priority" for inclusion within the Ontario UGA when need is shown.

The proposed plan amendment brings approximately 248 acres of URA land for Heavy Industrial (rail-

dependent industrial) use. Since URA lands are ffrst priority" for inclusion, and only URA lands are
proposed for inclusion, the proposed UGA amendment is consistent with the comprehensive plan.

B. That the level of development ia othet locations has reached the point wheteby additional land is
needed fot the proposed usc(s), aad that the atea ofthe proposed cltaage can best mcet such needs.

Response: As explained in Section 1:

r A detailed analysis of buildable land within the existing UGA (the BLI) was performed in 2004
. Appendix A (Second (2013) Addendum to the 2007 Ontario Urbanization Study) identifies a

need for a rail-dependent industrial site of 150-400 acres, adjacent to a short line railroad-The
2007 BLI indicates that no sites larger than 8O acres are available within the UGA, and no sites
are available adjacent to a short line railroad so these needs must be met outside the UGA.

By designating24E acres of land for heavy industrial use, rail-dependent industrial site need will be
met - at least untilthis property is developed for one or more rail-dependent industrial users-

Section 2 of this application considered alternative URA sites to meet the industrial land need. After
considering the requirements of Statewide Planning Goal l4 (Urbanization), this application found
that the proposed site is the only site that meets identified site requirements within the Ontario UGA

or URA.

ln conclusion, the proposed amendment package includes a rail-dependent industrial site to meet
identified site needs.

C. That adequarc tutal setuices ate auailable aad wiII not be ovetbutdeaed.

Response: This criterion is not directly applicable. However, as documented in Appendix E (Public

Facilities Report), the City can provide adequate urban sewer and water service to this area within six
months following annexation to the City.
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D. That ameadaeats to the tcxt ot maiag aap which signifrcaody affect a uaasportatioa facility
shall asswe that allowed laad uses ate consisteat vith the fuactioa, capaciqr, aod level of setuice
of the facility identifrcd ia the tzaspottation system plaa. This shzll be eccomplished by oae of
the followiag: 1. Limitiagallowed land uses to be coasistentwith theplanned fuactioa of the
ttenspottation facility;2. Aaeadiag tbe aaasportation system plaa to ensute that existing,
imptoved or acv ttanspottatioa facifitics atc adequate to suppott the ptoposed laad uses
consisteat with the rcquircaent of thc ttanspottetion plaaaiag rale; ot 3. Altedag land use
desigaadoas, densities, ot design rcquitemertts to teduce dcmaad fot autoaobilc ttzvcl aad
meet ttavel aeeds through othet modes.
A text ot zoniag aep amendaent sigaifrcaady affects a taaspottatioa facility if it: I Changes
the fiiactional classifrcatioa of aa existiag or ph.aaed ttansportation facility; 2 Chaages
standatds iapleaeatiag a fructional classificatioa systeml 3. AIIows $pes ot levels of laad use
that would result in levels of tavel ot access what are incoasisteat with the fuactioaal
dassificatioo of a trafrspofrtetioa facility; ot 4. Vould teduce the level of seruice of the facility
below the miaiaum ecceptable level ideatifred in the tansportatioa systcm plen. (Od. 125, 6-
m-2000)

Response: Appendices C and D contain proposed TSP amendments and a traffic impact study. As

detailed in Appendix D, proposed improvements mitigate for significant transportation impacts

generated by the proposed plan amendmenl The City and Lancaster Engineering coordinated closely

with the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) in preparing Appendices C and D.
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SEC'T'ION 7: ANNEXATION 1-O TI-lE CITy OF ONI-ARIO

As srated in oAR 660{14{060:

"... cityonnexatian made in compliance with a comprehensive plan aclotowledged pursuanttoORs
197.251(1) or 197.625 shall be considered bythecommissiontohave been madein accordancewith
the goals unless the acknowledged comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances do not control
theannexdtion."

As proposed in this application, the proposed site will have a City Industrial plan designation
implemented bythe City's Heavy lndustrialzoning. The Heavy Industrialzone is identified in the City
Toning Code as an IndustrialZone. Sections 2-5 of this report demonstrate that the Industrial plan
designation and Heavy Industrial zoning comply with applicable Statewide Planning Goals and
pof icies of the Ontario Comprehensive Plan.

Annexation to the City of Ontario is governed by Title 1 0B (Adminisirative Procedures for Land Use

Regulation) - Chapter 45 (Annexation). This chapter does not have specific annexation review criteria
and implements the requirements of oRS chapter 222 - city Boundary changes; Mergers;
Consolidations; Withdrawal. As provided in the Title 108-45-10 and ORS 222.175 consent forms must
be signed by the owner of the proposed site for annexation to proceed. The annexation review
process will be consolidated with the public hearing process forthe entire plan and code amendment
package.

Owners of all property to be annexed have signed annexation agreements consenting to annexation
of their property to the City. The annexation agreements also commit each ownerto pay annexation
and consultant fees at the time of development. Appendix F includes the signed annexation
agreements.

The following properties are to be annexed and the Zoning Map designations for the following parcels
are to be changed from County Agriculture (EFU) to City lndustrial - Heavy lndustrial (12):

Ref# MaP Tax Lot # Acres Owner

18/97 't8s47164 600 4.O Evans Grain

18340 18547164 700 8.1 Evans Grain

15205 1854716A 900 8-2 Weaver

7780 18547164 1 100 7.8 Weaver

7787 1854716 1400 0-2 Navarrete
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7788 18sr''716 1500 03 Navanete

7786 1854716 1600 19.1 Duyn / Navarrete

7789 1854716 1800 57.6 Kameshige

7790 18s4716 1800 0.9 Kameshige

7791 1854716 1300 79.0 Duyn / Navarrete

7792 1854716 1200 q.2 Duyn / Navanete

7793 18547't6 | 100 47-6 Duyn / Navarrete
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CONCLUSION

Based on the findings in Sections 1-6 above, the proposed plan amendment package (including

UGA expansion, TSP update, comprehensive plan t zoning map changes, comprehensive plan

policy and text amendments, and annexation to the City of Ontario) complies with applicable

Statewide Planning Goals and provisions otthe Antario Comprehensive Plan,the Malheur

County Comprehensive Plan, and City and County zoning ordinances.

The proposed amendment package directly implements adopted and acknowledged plan

policies to identify and meet site needs for targeted industries. The proposed UGA amendment

site best meets identified needs of rail-dependent industrial uses for reasons stated in Sections

2 and 3 of this report.

Protecting the proposed amendment site from development of sites under 50 acres, and

verifying that industrial users require access to the OERR short-line will ensure that the site is

maintained in its potential for raildependent industrial users' and continues to be viable

agricultural land until large-scale industrial development o(Gurs. Ontario's "no net loss of
irrigated agricultural land" policy will ensure that irrigation rights from farm land added to the

UGA will be transferred to dry farm land elsewhere in the area.

The TSP arnendments as supported by the Transportation tmpact Study update will ensure that
potential impacts to the state and local transportation system are addressed prior to
developrnent of newly annexed land, while allowing the City to plan for the efficient

development of the proposed UGA amendment site.
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If proposed event is a parade, also include the number of animals and
automobiles. participating in the event:

Animals:
Automobiles:
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Attach additional information as requested on the instruction form for the type of
permit you are requesting. (See attached)
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Name of Sponsoring Organization:

Estimated number of people who will participate in the event: 50 +
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9) Type of permit requested and refundable clean-up and/or damage depositsx
required

_ Consume alcohol in public pafk (ctrecf with ontario Police Depaftmentforrules
and regutations - find out whether a temporary license will be needed)

_ Use other City ProPertY
_ Reserve park pavilion only ($10 reservation fee - non-refundable)
X temporary closure of street(s) (attach a proposed street closure map)

(For events such as holiday marketsr.festivals, public dances, parades)

- 
Use a significant portion of a park ($50 use fee - non-refundable)

(ff using significant portion of park AND pavilion, $5O fee includes pavilion reservation)

DepOSitS (finance code for forfeited deposits for cleaning FRCLNDP and for damage FRDMDP)

- 
$25 clean-up deposit for groups under 10

- 
$50 clean-up deposit for groups 10 < 25
$75 clean-up deposit for groups 25 < 50

- 
$100 clean-up deposit for groups 50 < 100

- 
$250 clean-up deposit for groups 100 < 250

_ 9500 clean-up deposit for groups 250+ (constitutes significant use of park)

- 
$500 damage deposit for equipment being set up in park

- 
$500 damage deposit for vehicles driven in park

Additional Fees
_ $66 City pre and post inspection fee (mandatory for significant use of park)

, (finance code PKINSP)

V $100 for City crew block-off (finance code srRrBLK)

- $100 electricity fee (available only at Lion's Park) (rinance code AQELEC)

*Cl€n-up deposits are refundable with production of photographic evidence of cleaned and/or
undamaged area. Damage deposits will tentatively be refunded within seven business days after the last date
of the event, depending upon the findings of the Parks Department's inspection of the site.

If use of a park and/or pavilion are requested, please indicate which of the following
is requested:

Parks with reservable pavilions:

- 
Lion's Park 

- 
Beck Kiwanis Park

_ Pavilion #1 - 10 tables 
- 

Pavilion #1 - 8 tables
Pavilion #Z - LO tables _ Pavilion #2 - 8 tables
Pavilion #3 - 10 tables

10)

_ Laxson Park Eastside Park

- 
Pavilion #1 - 4 tables 

- 
Pavilion #1 - 5 tables

Non-reservable parks - no pavilions available (use permits only):

_ Optimist Park_ Moore Park_ Railroad Depot Park 

-Downtown 
Park

t7s
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INFORMATION TO APPLICANT - PLEASE READ CAREFULLY BEFORE SIGNING.

If you have applied for use of a park or reservation of a pavilion, a map of the park you
intend to use should be attached to this application. If it is not, please ask for one. The
map will show the location of the pavilions and the area of the park you are to use for your
event.

Upon signing this Application, Applicant states
information and that all information contained
best of Applicant's knowledge.

Signature of Ap

TO BE COMPLETED BY THE

The following have reviewed

that he/she has reviewed all pertinent
in the application is true and correct to the

/7-- /L- 2tr3
Date

ONTARIO CITY MANAGER OR HIS DESIGNEE:

the foregoing application and given their opinion:

This application is hereby APPROVED and issuance of a SPECIAL EVENT
PERMIT is hereby authorized.

I hereby DENY this application for the following reasons:

CiTY MANAGER

NOTICE TO APPLICANT.UPON APPROVAL

The CiW Manager may revoke a special events permit if circumstances clearly show that the event can no

longer be conduded consistent with public safety.

Any persons violating any provision of Chapter 3 of the Ontario Municipal Code commits a Class B civil
violation,

PleasenotethatCityparksareforpublicuseandthereforeopentoall residents. Inschedulingtheuseofa
covered area, there will be reservation signs placed at the desired location. All other areas will not be reserved'

AD DTTIONAL REQUIREM ENTS/ PROVISIONS

Additional requirements and provisions are set out in the attachment to this application specifically fior the permit for

which you have applied.

176
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To:

FRotvt:

THnoucH:

Sustrcr:

Dnrr:

AoeHoe Reponr
Jonuory 21 ,201 4

Ontorio City Council

Al Higinbothom, Fire Chief

Joy Henry, City Monoger

RESOLUTION #2O14-"1O4: PURCHASE oF RADIO REPEATER SYSTEM

Jonuory 13,2014

Surumlnv:
Attached is the following document:

o Resolution#20I4-104

The Fire Deparbnent would like to purchase radio repeater equipment that is needed to move toward

9-1-1 consolidation withMalheur County. The Request forBidwas due on January 6,20|4,and only

two quotes were received out of the four requested. We received quotes from White Cloud
Communications and Gem State Communications. However, Gem State Communications cannot

provide an option that offers what we need to meet the ISOAIFPA requirements, whichwas required
in the specifications; therefore, Gem State was eliminated from the bidding process.

Pnrvlous Couttctt- Acnoru:
06127120t3 Council directed staff to work toward 9-1-l consolidation with Malheur

County.

Blcronouno:
The Fire Deparbnent current$ has a radio repeater located at the water tower located offof Foothill
Drive. Currently the Ontario Dispatch Center transmits from City Hall to the repeater for fire
departrnent calls for service, and including pagng of all firefighters. This repeater is also used for
emergency scene radio transmissions, which includes the use of portabie radios.

Once the dispatch center is moved to the SherifPs Office in Vale, the repeater site on Foothill Drive
will be in the shadow of Malheur Butte. This prevents clear radio and paging radio transmission from
the Malheur County Sheriffs Dispatch Center radio tower on Rhinehart Butte.

Once consolidation occurs, it will be imperative that information and calls for service be given by

radio transmissions, including paging and portable radio transmissions.

t7B



The fire deparhnent would like to install a new repeater system at the Airport Fire Station #2. This

location is in clear line of site with Rhinehart Butte and a central location for all fire departrnent

radio transmissions. Station #2 also has emergency power available for the repeater which the

Foothill site does not currently have. This location would enhance all radio transmissions and paging

capabilities ensuring firefighter safety and responses.

Cost estimates have been obtained to purchase and install a new repeater system at Fire Station #2

($13,080.30). Therearecurrentlynoknownfundingsourcesforthereplacementofthisequipment.

Staffrequests to proceed with the purchase and instalhnent ofthe allocating the purchase

from Contingency Funding.

Frrunrcnt lnnpucnnorus:
The purchase ofthe equipment will require up to $13,080.30 be taken fromEquipmentReplacement
Contingency.

RrcommrruDATIoN:
Staffrecommends the Council adopt Resolution #2014-104.

Pnoposro Monoru:
I move that the Council adopt Resolution #201,4-104: A RESOLUTION AUTI{ORZING TIIE
PURCFIASE AND INSTALLATION OF A RADIO REPEATER SYSTEM, ALLOCATING TIM
PURCHASE FROM EQUIPMENT REPLACEMENT CONTINGENCY FLTNDING IN THE
AMOI_rNT OF $ I 3,080.30.

t79



RESOLUTTON # 2014-104

A RESOLUTION REDUCING CONTINGENCY TO PURCHASE RADIO REPEATER
EQUIPMENT FOR THE FIRE DEPARTMENT AND AUTHORIZING EXPENDTURE

OF THOSE FUNDS

WHEREAS, The City Council has directed staff work toward the consolidation of 9-1-1
services to Malheur County; and

WHEREAS, the implementation of radio repeater equipment is needed for consolidation to
occur; and

WHEREAS, the Ontario Fire Department has obtained a cost estimate for that equipment;
and

WHEREAS, the City desires to modify the2013-2014 budget to receive and expend funds
to purchase and installthat equipment.

NOW THEREFORE, BE lT RESOLVED by the Ontario City Council to approve the
following adjustments to the fiscal year 2013-2014 budget:

Effective Date: Upon adoption

Passed and adopted by the Ontario City Council this 21st day of January, 2414.

Ayes:

Nays:

Absent:

Approved by the Council President this 21st day of January ,2014.

ATTEST:

LeRoy Cammack, Mayor

Line ltem Item Description FY t3-14
Budqet

Amount of
Chanqe

Adjusted
Budqet

GENERAL FUND

001-004-871100 Eouip Reol Continqencv $86,800 ($13.081) $73,719
020-048-712100 Equipment Purchase $0 $13,081 $13,081

Resolution 201+104 Purchase Repeater Radio Equipment 180

Tori Bamett, MMC, City Recorder



AcrruoR Rrponr
Jonuory 21,2O14

To: ontorio City Council

Fnou: Tori Borneit, MMC, City Recorder

Sus.Iecr: APPOINTMENTS TO BOARDS, COMMIrTEES, AND COMMISSIONS

Dnrr: Jonuory 13,2014

Sunnmlnv:
Attached are the following documents:

o Letters of interest for appointnenVreappointment from various citizens.

It is time for the annual appointnent of City c,emmittss, commission and board members. Following are the

vacancies and expressions of interest in serving.

Arnronr Boano: 2 Vlclnclrs
Two letters received - Christ Droege and Jack Terry both request reappoinhent.

Gorr Connmmrr: 2 Vncnrcles
Two letters received - one new, one requesting reappointrrent: Jobn Schram seeks reappointnent; Robert

Myers seeks appointrnent.

Puntlne Connansslott: 1 Vacatcv
One letter received - Craig Smith requests reappointnent.

Pusuc WoRxs Col tr^lnrr:3 VnclNctrs
Two letters received - Benrie Babcock and Riley Hill both request reappointment.

Rrcnrlnon Boano: 2 Vnceuclrs
Two letters received - one ne% one reappoinbnent. Jeremy Roberts requests reappointment; Debbie

Schaffeld seeks appointnent.

V&C Bunmu Bolno:2 Vncanqrs
Two letters received - Doug Dean and Cheryl Cruson both seek reappointrnent.

Recomrurruollott:
Staffmakes no recommendation as these are appointnents made by the Council.
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Pnorosro Monol:
I move to appoint Chris Droege and Jack Terry to the Airport Board; John Scbrarn and Robert Myers to the
Golf Committee; Craig Smith to the Plaruring Commission; Bernie Babcock and Riley Hill to the Public
Works Committee; Jeremy Roberts and Debbie Schafteld to the Recreation Board; and Douglas Dean and
Cheryl Crusonto the V&C Board. Expiration of terms will coincide with those established by ordinance.

L82



City of Ontario
Office of the City Recorder

Tori Barnett, MMC, City Recorder

444 SW 4th Street

Ontario, OR 97914

Voice (541)881-3232

Fax (541)BB9-7121

to ri. barn ett@onta rioo regon .org

November 4,2c13

Chris Droege
PO Box 99o
Ontario, OR97914

Re: AirPort Committee

Dear Mr. Droege:

your term on the Airport Committee expires December 31,2013. I want to express my appreciation for

your service as a member of this group. The issues you have dealt with over this term have ranged in

tomplexity, and ontario has benefited from your experience and your willingness to give your time.

As we prepare for the new year, the City Council and I need to know whether you would like to be

considered for reappointment. lf yes, please submit a letter of interest either by email, regular mail, or

drop it off at the City Hall front desk. Letters need to be received by this office no later than Friday,

December 6,zot3.

After the 6th, the Council and staff will review all letters received, with appointments tentatively

scheduled for a January Council meeting-

If you have any questions, please contact me at 54t-B8t3z3z'

Sincerely,

^^,
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Jack Terry, PE
Commercial & lndustrial Electrical Design

November 20-2013

Tori Barnet, MMC
Citv of Ontario
++4 sw 46 Street
Ontario, OR 97914

Re: Airport Committee

Good Monring:

Thanks for your letter regarding the coming expiration of my temr on the Committee.

As a pilot and aircraft owner based at KONO I've enjoyed serving with the goup and being a

part of and conkibuting to the improvements wbich have taken place at the airport over the past

several years.

Further to that, I would be honored to continue serving on the Airport Committee.

Kindly contact me if there are questions or if further information is needed.

Sincoely yours,

wr7
L84

368 SW Fifth Ave. o Ontario, OR 97914 . 208.863.4i100 o 541.889.5411 o F 541 .889.2074 o jack@ackterry.net



Page I of I

Tori Barnett - golf commitytee

From: Schramco@q.com>
To: Tori Barnett <toriSanrett@ontariooregon.org>

Date: l2/5D013 4:25PM
Subject: golfcommit5rtee

please consider me for reappointuent to the golf committee. I am very interested in the continuation of
our golf course, and will do what I can to see that this happens.

John M. Schram

185

frleJllC-.Nsers/tbarnetUAppDatallocaUTempDPgrpwise/52A0A915OntarioCityHall100l... tU612013



Page 1 ofl

Tori Barnett - Golf Committee Vacancy

From: RobertMyerscdaddibob@hotmail.com>
To: "tori.barnett@ontariooregon.org"<tori.barnett@ontariooregon.org>
Date: I2/2/2Ot3 2:54 PM

Subject: Golf Committee Vacanry

My name is Robert Myers. I reside at 1954 Brianna Cr. in Ontario, Oregon. I would like to enter my name into consideration for the vacancy

on the Golf Course Board. I am retired and a lifetime golfer with a desire to help the golf course continue to improve and become a real

destination attraction in the future. I think the current manager and staff have managed to address the problems and solutions to those

problems very well in the short amount of time given. The future of recreation in Ontario looks good and with patience and hard work it can

become something all citizens can be proud of.Thank you for your consideration and looking forward to working with you in the future.

Robert Myers

Brianna O.

Ontario, Oregon

mail daddibob@hotmail.com

185
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Page I of 1

Tori Barnett - Plannning Commission Term

From: Craigsmith <uatg@agile-homes.com>
To: lgapJ.SkE* (Marcy.Skinner@ontariooregon.org)" <Marcy.Skinner@ontario...

Date: (lIl8l20l32*8 PM
Souj ""tt-Tiffig Commission Term

please consider this my letter of interest in a new term on the Ontario Planning Commission. Please consider me

for reappointment.

Thank you.
Craig.

Craig Smith
Agile Homes

208-57L-69L4
www.agile-homes.com

"Luxury is the Standard"

187
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Page I of1

Tori Barnett - PUBLIC WORKS COMI{ITTEE

From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

Bemie Babcock <Babcock@tvcc.cc>

"Tod " (Tori.Bamett@ontariooregon.org>

C WORKS COMMTTEE
CC: "Suzanne.skerjanec@ontariooregon.org" (Suzanne.Skerjanec@ontariooregon.org>

lreceived the letter, dated November 4,20L3, regarding my term, on the Ontario Public Works Committee,

which expires on December 31, 2013.

I am sending this electronic mail as notice expressing my interest in reappointment to the Ontario Public Works

Committee for a second term. Let me know if you need anything further.

Thanks!

188
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RILEY J. HILL

PO BOX 428

ONTARIO, OREGON 9793"4

1-s41-889-9113
Fax 1-541-889-3840

Email fm_rhill @fmtc.com

December LI,2013

City of Ontario
Attn: City Recorder, Tori Barnet

444 sw 4th Street
Ontario, OR 97914

Re: Public Works Committee

Dear Ms. Barnet:

Please put my name before the City Council for another term on the Public Works Committee.

189



l! _l/Zrit3_
November L3,2013

To: Tori Barnett

From: Jeremy Roberts

Re: City of Ontario, Recreation Board

I would like to retain my position on the City of Ontario Recreation Board for the next term. lf you have

any questions pf ease let me know. You can reach me at54L-2L2-9540.

Thank you,

190



December L9,2OL3

I would like to volunteer my time to participate on the Ontario Recreation Board. I was born and raised

in Ontario and want to give my time and energy in helping make our community a better place for

families.

Thank you

Debbie Schaffeld

503-939-2506

t9r



Ontario City Manager, City Council and City Recorder
4445.W,4s Street
Ontario, Or.979t4

Re: seat on Visitors and Convention Bureau Board

To whom it mayconcern:

[, Douglas Dean, understanding that my term as a volunteer on this City Board is
about to expirg wish to submit my name for consideration to be reappointed to this
Board.
Thank you for the opportunity to serve the citizens of Ontario and the City Council in
this capacity.

Respectfully,
Douglas Dean
P.O. Box 933
Ontario, Or.979L4

541-881-8881

L92



Page I of I

Tori Barnett - Visitors & conventions Bureau board

From: "Dale & Cheryl Cruson" dcruson@fintc.com>
To: <tori.bamett@ontariooregon.org>
Date: 12/8/201,3 7:AAPM
Subject: Visitors & conventions Bureau board

HiTori,
I was sick all last week and did not have a chance to get by City Hall so please accept this email as my
letter of interest to be considered for reappointment to the Visitors & Conventions Bureau Board. I

have enjoyed serving in this capacity as the Vice Chairman and would like to continue. Please put my
name before the City Council. Thank you. Cheryl Cruson 375 Outlook Drive, Ontario, OR 97914 Cell:

541-881-6168

193
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