Thank you for the opportunity to provide testimony on the critical question of how our community will
grow in the coming years. | applaud the City Councilors, City of Bend staff, and steering committee
members for their efforts to build a collaborative proposal for the expansion of our Urban Growth
Boundary (UGB) by engaging a variety of stakeholders in a robust public process. The resulting proposal
reflects this effort by taking into account the unique needs of our community while also laying out a
vision for how we can grow wisely in the future to accommodate our expanding population. I am happy
to offer my support for the current UGB Proposal.

I am running for the State Legislature in District 54 to represent the priorities of the people of Bend by
finding common ground and moving our community forward. Over the course of hundreds of
conversations with voters throughout Bend, | have heard broad concern surrounding our growth and
issues related to it, such as traffic, road maintenance, and the rising cost of housing. These conversations
have reinforced my appreciation for the challenges that the city faces in pulling together a balanced
proposal for the expansion of our UGB. | believe the city has done a commendable job both in executing
an inclusive public process and moving forward with a proposal that will ensure Bend grows wisely with
a clear vision for how we will mitigate the challenges that growth brings and preserve the high quality of
life that our community is known for.

I want to highlight a couple of key aspects of the plan that are critical to addressing the top concerns of
community members:

e Addressing housing affordability: The skyrocketing cost of housing at all levels is the top
concern | have heard during my conversations with voters. The shortfall of 5200 affordable
housing units is striking, and warrants urgent action on the part of all leaders. The UGB proposal
will foster the development of a mix of housing options that will better meet the needs of our
citizens. It is critical that this aspect of the UGB expansion proposal is fully implemented as
swiftly as possible to address the affordable housing crisis in our community.

e Focusing increased density in Opportunity Areas: Many people | have talked to are
understandably concerned about the impacts that increasing density will have on the character of
their neighborhoods, and Bend as a whole. By focusing denser development in areas like the
Bend Central District, we can create vibrant new “complete communities” with minimal impact
on existing neighborhoods. It is critical that development in Opportunity Areas happens in
concert with transportation improvements to give residents safe access to a connected system of
walking and biking routes, as well as public transit. This will help ensure that increased density
does not result in more traffic congestion and parking issues. | support the code changes
recommended by Brooks Resources and Central Oregon Landwatch to support this concept.

If elected to represent Bend in the State Legislature, | will work closely with city leaders to ensure that the
UGB expansion proposal is implemented in a way that meets the expectations of the many community
members who participated in the process. Thank you again for the years of hard work that everyone
involved devoted to developing a balanced proposal for our future growth.

Gena Goodman-Campbell, Candidate for State Representative, House District 54

541-699-2581; genaforbend@gmail.com
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UGB Remand Project - Public Comments
August 25, 2016

Victor Chudowsky, Chair
City of Bend UGB Steering Committee

Mr. Chairman:

At the April meeting of the USC, the Bend Neighborhood Coalition requested that additional
policy language be inserted in Chapter 5 of the Comprehensive Plan on Housing, in paragraphs
related to neighborhood livability and residential compatibility, to add the concept of transitional
zoning. We applaud the insertion within the Vision of Neighborhood Livability of the statement
calling for, "Comfortable integration and transitions between housing types and commercial
uses."

However, no change has been made to Sections 5-23 on Residential Compatibility. This section
states that where non-residential uses abut residential areas, "nonresidential uses will be
subjected to special development standards such as setbacks, landscaping, sign regulations, and
building design that harmonize and provide transitions consistent with the primary purposes of
the adjacent zones.”

The Neighborhood Coalition believes it is important to include in this section reference to the
possibility of a step-down in permitted uses within a defined buffer zone in order to minimize
what are called “offsite impacts and nuisances”. This type of policy is standard in many other
cities that have learned how to achieve some degree of harmony between adjacent zones with
different levels of intensity of use.

The physical design of a building is only one aspect of its impact on surrounding areas. The use
of a property has a much greater impact, but currently, there are no policy statements in the
comprehensive plan that provide justification for implementing policy tools such as the
“Neighborhood Compatibility Zones” called for in the Central Westside Plan.

We encourage you to consider adding a reference to the possibility of limiting permitted uses in
addition to requiring special design standards in transition areas.

UGB Public Comments 8/25/16 Page 1 of 2
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We understand that further discussion of these topics has been tabled within the UGB process but
may be taken up by the City Council in the coming year as part of a broader look at livability. We
look forward to being a part of those future discussions.

Sincerely,

Bill Bernardy
Chair, BNC Steering Committee

About the Bend Neighborhood Coalition:

Our members have been active in Bend’s civic life, participating in advisory groups, task forces, neighborhood
associations, HOAs, and ad hoc committees. We have joined together because we believe that healthy, cohesive,
vibrant residential neighborhoods form the backbone of a strong city, and that public policies should preserve and
improve upon this great asset.

We also believe that livable residential neighborhoods encourage small businesses to locate here, creating a more
diverse and sustainable economy. People are happier, more productive, and more civil when they are able to enjoy
peace and quiet at home, safe streets, and the residential character of their neighborhoods. So, we embrace both
smart growth and policies that protect and improve the quality of life for residents.

UGB Public Comments 8/25/16 Page 2 of 2
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Damian Syrnyk

From: Tom Atkins <jtatkins@jtatkins.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 25, 2016 12:01 PM
To: CouncilAll

Cc: Damian Syrnyk

Subject: [ support the UGB Proposal

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Dear City Council

| support the proposed 2016 UGB expansion. | have been a resident of Bend since 1997.

Bend will grow and that growth must be planned for and managed wisely. The proposed UGB provides a strong
foundation for growth that complements and reinforces the Bend’s quality of life assets that have attracted many of our
existing residents and continue to attract new residents and visitors to Bend.

The proposed UGB provides several important opportunities for our community:

. The proposed UGB will reduce urban sprawl and provide opportunities for managed growth - one complete
neighborhood at a time in two ways : 1. by focusing on infill development in underused key opportunity areas within the
existing UGB, and 2. by enabling strategic, appropriate expansion in suitable areas outside of our existing UGB.

J The proposed UGB increased densities and infill within the existing UGB can be accomplished while respecting
the character and scale of existing neighborhoods by creating transition density areas between low-density and high-
density areas. For example new town homes could be used to buffer existing single family residential areas from new
high-density residential developments.

J The Bend Central District concept provides opportunities for mixed-use development close to downtown that
can complement and protect the existing downtown character.
J The proposed UGB provides opportunities to develop walkable and bikeable mixed use neighborhoods. Bend'’s

Northwest Crossing is a very successful complete neighborhood. There is no reason why there cannot be successful
Northeast and Southeast Crossings as well.

J The increased densities within the proposed UGB provide opportunities for a variety of housing options that can
enrich the cultural diversity of our community, and better meet needs of young families, empty nesters, downsizers,
college students and other residents who desire housing options beyond large lot single family homes.

. UGB growth and the associated planning, design and development efforts must address increased traffic, off-
and on-street parking demands that are related to increased densities by improving walking and biking routes, as well as
trails and sidewalks, and by enhancing Bend'’s public transit system.

. The proposed UGB’s westside transect concept addresses the wildlife habitat and movement and wildfire issues
by providing a seamless transition from higher densities to lower densities and forest lands beyond.

Once the UGB plan is in place, Bend needs to provide adequate support to the Long — Range Planning Department to
implement the vision and goals of the UGB.

Sincerely,

J. Thomas Atkins
Retired President
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J.T. Atkins & Company PC
Landscape Architecture and Planning
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Damian Syrnyk

From: Mary Winters

Sent: Thursday, August 25, 2016 1:15 PM
To: Damian Syrnyk

Subject: FW: I support the UGB Proposal
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

From: Mary Ann Kruse [mailto:junehog9@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, August 24, 2016 10:14 PM

To: CouncilAll <councilall@bendoregon.gov>

Subject: | support the UGB Proposal

Thesearereasons| support the UGB proposal:

By expanding onto fewer acres, the UGB proposal reduces urban sprawl by about 70% compared to the
city’s original 2008 proposal.

The Westside transect addr esses wildlife, wildfire, and transportation concer nswhere the city abuts
permanent natural aresas.

It diversifies the housing mix so that residents will have avariety of housing options beyond simply single-
family homes on large lots.

Using Bend’s existing urban land wisely, with infill and redevelopment focused on key opportunity

ar eas, reduces the need for large infrastructure costs to serve new devel opments.

The Bend Central District represents a perfect opportunity for alively, mixed use urban center without
impacting existing neighborhoods. The code revisions proposed by Central Oregon LandWatch and Brooks
Resources should be adopted to enhance this transformation.

The plan creates new walkable, mixed use and complete communities while also complementing existing
communitiesin Bend. This reduces the need for people living on the edges of the city to drive long distances,
and cuts down on traffic.

It meets state requirements so that our city can move forward with a clear plan for well-designed growth.
Oncethe planisin place, please ensurethereisfollow through to get it done. Make sure the Long-Range
Planning Department is adequately supported to enable a successful annexation process.

M.A. Kruse
junehog9@yahoo.com

"You can best serve civilization by being against what usually passes for it." Wendell Berry
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Damian Syrnyk

From: Gena Goodman-Campbell <genaforbend@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 25, 2016 1:39 PM

To: Brian Rankin; Damian Syrnyk

Cc: Jon Skidmore

Subject: UGB Proposal Testimony

Attachments: UGB Hearing Testimony_Gena Goodman-Campbell.pdf
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Brian and Damian-

Please see my attached testimony in support of the UGB Proposal. | understand that it istoo late for it to be
included in the packet for the hearing this evening, but | wanted to make sure to take this opportunity to offer
my support and appreciation for the work that the city has put into this proposal.

I’m sorry that | won't be able to attend the hearing, but I’d love to meet with you at some point to discuss the
UGB, aswell as hear about other issues at the city that | should be aware of.

Thanks,
Gena

Gena Goodman-Campbel |
Candidate for State Representative, House District 54
genaforbend@gmail.com
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Damian Syrnyk

From: Mary Winters

Sent: Thursday, August 25, 2016 4:05 PM
To: Damian Syrnyk

Subject: FW: Support for Bend UGB Proposal
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

From: Jodi Littlehales [mailto:jodilittlehales@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, August 25, 2016 4:03 PM

To: CouncilAll <councilall@bendoregon.gov>

Subject: Support for Bend UGB Proposal

Dear Councilmembers;

Unfortunately, | cannot make it to the hearing tonight as | planned so | wanted to put my strong support Urban
Growth Boundary proposal. | am a native Oregonian who lived out of state for many years, and have been
struck by the strong voices in Bend against smart growth and affordable housing. | am a homeowner but |
would like to see adiversity of housing in Bend, that would allow others who work or go to school here an
affordable option to live here. The growth in Bend over the years has brought new people and made it amore
interesting and attractive place to be. Sustaining that growth with adiversity of housing, and building more
mixed use options in Bend will help maintain that livability.

| see the current Urban Growth Boundary proposal as reducing sprawl and protecting natural areas, as well as
reducing wildfirerisk. | would like to see a diversity of housing so that there is more than single family homes,
and would accommodate different needs. Bend should allow for infill and redevelopment in key urban areas,
which will reduce infrastructure needs. The Bend Central District represents a perfect opportunity for a vibrant,
mixed use areain Bend that will not impact existing neighborhoods and provide more opportunities for
residents to walk, bike and take transit. This would enhance transportation options and reduce traffic, by not
having additional people living far outside of the city and driving long distances into Bend.

| strongly support the proposal and hope that the Council will stand up against self interest of specific
homeowners to see the greater good for all of Bend’s citizens. Thank you for your time and hard work to serve
the City!

Kind regards,

Jodi

Jodi Littlehales

2525 NW 1st
Bend, OR 97703
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Damian Syrnyk

From: Mary Winters

Sent: Thursday, August 25, 2016 4:06 PM
To: Damian Syrnyk

Subject: FW: Comments on UGB Proposal
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

From: Kathy Roche [mailto:krmonkeypaws@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, August 25, 2016 3:02 PM

To: CouncilAll <councilall@bendoregon.gov>

Subject: Comments on UGB Proposal

Thank-you for the opportunity to comment on the urban growth boundary proposal.

First | would like to comment that what makes Bend a great place to live and work is its natural or semi-
natural environment and its great access to recreation activities especially those in the natural

environment. As Bend grows, it would be great if we could maintain those elements for all and emphasize and
harmonize with those elements. | think it is important to remember that those who are seeking to move to
Bend are not likely to be moving here for the urban qualities that so many big cities provide. We are

unique. Let’s keep it that way.

| think that the current proposal is a reasonable approach to designing a growth boundary.

| think that the time and effort you put into addressing wildlife concerns on the west side are evident and |
appreciate that. | do not see the same dedication to wildlife on the eastside of Bend. | know there is a deer
herd on Pilot Butte and in the Orchard district. | know there is a deer herd that uses the Pine Nursery Park and
likely Juniper Ridge and other areas that are included within the UGB. | do not see evidence of concern for this
wildlife. I think there is more work needed on this issue/concern.

My last concern is that “multi-family” can mean anything from a duplex to an extra-large apartment complex. |
think that much of the multi-family construction that has occurred in the last several years is not of an
appropriate scale or design to harmonize with the outstanding natural environment offered by Bend and is not
likely to allow the residents to harmoniously interact with that environment. The row-houses and apartments
where all natural vegetation is destroyed and replaced by high maintenance urban vegetation unsuited to the
Bend environment do not harmonize with the essential outstanding qualities of Bend. The lack of orientation
to the natural beauty of Bend is also evident. As we move forward, | would like to see more emphasis of
keeping Bend beautiful and natural/semi-natural, not just on containing sprawl!

Again, thank-you for the opportunity to comment on the Urban Growth Boundary. We are unique. Let’s keep
it that way.

Kathy
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Kathleen Roche
63255 Stonewood Drive
Bend, OR

kathleensroche@gmail.com
307-760-9325
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Damian Syrnyk

From: Barry Desmarais <bdesmarais@hotmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 25, 2016 4:27 PM

To: Damian Syrnyk

Subject: UGB -The thumb

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Dear Mr. Syrnyk,

I would like to express my opposition to the proposed development set out in the new urban growth boundary
for the area labelled as "The Thumb". It is difficult to imagine how any urban planner could view this property
with its majestic ponderosa pines and scenic views of the Cascades and conclude that this area would best be
used for light industry and commerical development. | am fully aware that the Ward family has expressed
their opposition to the present proposal and perhaps if they if lived on the west side of Bend and if they
carried the political influence that the west side seems to exercise in Bend, perhaps their oppostion would
carry some weight. Unfortunately, the urban growth boundary group along with urban planners have once
again failed in their protection of the natural beauty of Bend. The proposed development of "The Thumb" of
the urban growth boundary is seriously flawed and needs to be reconsidered. To place light industry next to
the Mountain High subdivision and the area residential area across Knott Road is a travesty of urban planning
and once again illustrates the serious divisions between the type development which is permitted on the west
side of Bend and the type of development which is permitted on the east side of Bend.

Sincerely,

Barry Desmarais
Bend, OR
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Damian Syrnyk

From: Mike Riley <mike@envirocenter.org>

Sent: Thursday, August 25, 2016 5:41 PM

To: CouncilAll

Cc: Alan.Unger@deschutes.org; Tammy.Baney@deschutes.org;
Tony.DeBone@deschutes.org; Damian Syrnyk

Subject: Comments on the Bend UGB Proposal

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Dear Bend City Council and County Commisioners:

| testified earlier today at the UGB hearing but didn’t have enough time to complete my
comments. So here they are again in full.

I am writing today to support, and to urge you to adopt, the draft UGB plan. Overall, | think
the plan before you is a strong plan to guide Bend’s future growth and should be
adopted. Here’s four reasons why.

First, the plan complies with state law. That was a major failure of the 2008 plan that City
staff and advisory committees worked hard to fix this time around.

Second, the City staff ran a great process, with support from a high quality consultant team,
that included extensive and diverse community participation from the beginning. The quality
of the product before you reflects that hard work.

Third, this is a good plan for the people of Bend in several ways.

It’s an important step forward in dealing with our affordability challenges:
0 We get a meaningful expansion, which will positively influence the supply of land
for new housing and jobs; and
0 The plan focuses on increasing the diversity of housing types. Bend needs more
than just single family homes to ensure affordable housing for people of all ages
and income levels This plan moves us in that direction.

The plan focuses on creating more complete communities across the whole City. This
means more people will have a full range of services nearby their home, which will get

12283



more families out of their cars and active more often, will reduce congestion and will
reduce the need for costly new infrastructure.

The plan spreads the expansion areas around the community, so one part of town does
not bear a disproportionate burden of new growth, and it spreads the expansion among
a mix of landowners rather than among just a few who own large parcels of land.

Finally, what’s good for people is also good for our economy and environment. The smart
growth principles embodied in this plan will:
Ensure Bend remains a desirable place to live and work, to raise a family, and to start

and own a business;

Get us the greater range of housing types that our workforce needs to live and work in
our community;

Get more people out of their cars over time, which will reduce our community’s
greenhouse gas emissions and overall environmental footprint; and

Protect the forest lands, and natural areas and habitats, that support Bend’s lifestyle
and recreation-dependent economy.

For all of those reasons, | urge you to approve the plan before you so we can move on to
implementation. Bend needs a predictable development environment for the private sector,
which does most of the work that shapes a City. The City’s job is to establish the planning
framework and direction—which this plan does—and then implement that framework in the
infrastructure, zoning, incentives and land use decisions that will make the plan real. It’s time
to move on to that work.

Which leads me to one caveat about this plan: Approving it is just step 1. Once that’s done,
the City Council has to fund the equally important implementation work, which is Step 2. That
means ensuring we have adequate City staff to support implementation, especially in these
areas:

developing creative financing for needed transportation infrastructure, such as roads,

bike lanes, sidewalks and safe crossings;

creating incentives for affordability and diverse housing types; and

completing the annexation and area planning that still needs to be done in the
expansion areas.

Finally, | also want to express my support for two points made by others at today’s hearing
and in their written comments.
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1. | support the recommendations of Central Oregon Landwatch and Brooks Resources
for changes to the Central Area Plan, both their specific suggestions for code changes
as well as their suggestions for mid-term and long-term actions and strategies. The
latter are examples of why we need to have adequate City planning staff post-adoption
of the UGB—to research, develop and implement these creative financing mechanisms
and incentives that will make the CAP plan a success.

2. | support Sid Snyder’s call to include phasing requirements in Chapter 11 for
properties specifically slated to provide affordable housing. See Sid’s letter to the
Bend City Council dated 8/24/16.

Thanks for the opportunity to comment and for the opportunity to participate in a high quality
planning effort for our community.

Sincerely,

Mike Riley
Executive Director
Co-Chair of the Boundary and Expansion Scenarios Technical Advisory Committee

Follow The Environmental Center on Facebook today!

Are you doing your part to reduce energy and help Bend win $5 million? Check out
www.bendenergychallenge.org. Take the pledge today!

What’s Happening? Visit envirocenter.org for our complete events calendar!

*% * *% *% *kkkkkkkkkk

Mike Riley
Executive Director
The Environmental Center

MISSION: to embed sustainability into daily life in Central Oregon

16 NW Kansas Ave, Bend, OR 97701
PH: 541-385-6908, x19 FAX: 541-385-3370

mike@envirocenter.org

www.envirocenter.org
HRIKKRREFHIIRRKEEIKIRRRE KK RRREEEIKRIRREFIRRARIEEHK
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RECEIVED

AUG 2 5 2016

TO: Joint City Council and Board of Commissioners Public Hearing on UGB expansion

FR: Ken Atwell

Any planning effort can stumble over unintended consequences and this UGB expansion plan has the
potential to stumble over its attention to vechile miles traveled (VMT). At the heart of any supply and
demand analysis over space, be it retail goods and consumers or jobs and employees, is the notion of
gravitational pull. This approach starts with the assumption that, in the retail case, that a large retail
store with extensive inventory will have a larger pull on a consumer than a smaller store with a
neccessarily less extensive inventory, given the same distance to each. The "cost" of time and distance
versus the "benefit" of greater selection is what the consumer seeks optimize.

The traditional model starts whith this basic equation and then adds "friction” considerations,
perceptual and less gquantifiable attitudes regarding the nature of the travel or the store. The Envision
Tomarrow model used in this UGB effort can takes this basic model and friction factors to a level
complexity and sophistication that only todays computers allow, but it should only consider the pactors
in place over the plan timeline. This is where planers can use this model improperly.

The most significant example of this is the planning for the Thumb. If the desired zoning were acted
upon by property owners before the needed transportation infrastructure is in place, both the VMT goal
and the development vision would be surely missed. Consider the Baker/Knott Road interchange, China
Hat Road, and the Highway Department's reluctance to increase local access to Hwy. 97.

The Baker/Knott Road interchange, which will necessarily be impacted by an increase of 2,300
households and 4,600 jobs in Southeast Bend. This interchange was one of the high priority, and the
highest cost, rail crossing improvements needed according to the 2009 Central Oregon Rail Planning
report. The solution proposed in that study (see attached) was estimated to cost $36 million. It involved
removing the existing overpass structure, raising the entire facility between the highway and the
railroad 24 feet above current grade while leaving all stops and cross traffic turns in place, and bridging
both HWY 97 and the railroad.

A traffic circle might be the ideal way to sort out this dilema of stops and cross traffic turns, but a circle
with the appropriate radius for the truck volume here will not fit between the highway and tracks, and
certainly not at 24 feet above grade. Such a traffic circle would fit on the Ward property between the
present interchange and the canal. Without a working interchange here the viability of the 70 to 80 acre
business/commercial complex planned for the Thumb and the resulting reduction of extended trips out
of the Southeast, Southwest, and Old Farm neighborhoods of Bend would be questionable.

If we were to assume that such a business/commercial complex would, in a normal urban setting, draw
primary customers from the full 360 degrees of a one mile radius circle, under current circumstances
this complex could likely draw from only 30 degrees of that circle to the southwest and 30 to 40
degrees to the northeast. This is because of the National Forest to the east and the lack of access to the
west to the Ponderosa neighborhood because of Hwy. 97. True, Ponderosa neighborhood customers
could arrive via Brookswood and Baker Road but that adds to the distance and the friction of
inconvenience. So now they would be more than a mile away and at that distance they drive to the CBD
or farther.
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This means a connection of China Hat and Ponderosa is needed to meet some of the VMT objectives
desired. This, as well as a railroad overpass, was mentioned as a distant possibility by a Bend
representative at a recent Southeast Bend Neighborhood meeting. This possibility is physically
impossible using the existing ROW for the roads in question. The distance required to reach the
necessary above grade elevations, while integrating on and off traffic, is significant and naturally
elevated grade change for this on and off traffic integration is the only solution. So, the only way to
overpass both Hwy 97 and the railroad, while having room to integrate both Parrell and the Stonegate
neighborhood, is to cross the railroad 800 to 1,000 feet southwest of the current crossing and through
the Ward property.

The only way to use the Hwy 97 southbound deceleration lane and exit potential of the current ODOT
ROW under this double overpass configuration requires such exit traffic to be directed under the
highway overpass and sorted out on the Baney property. It becomes apparent, then, that opening the
Ponderosa neighborhood to shopping and employment opportunities proposed in Southeast Bend can
not be done using the existing alignment of China Hat and Ponderosa. Also, development of the Baney
and Ward properties without resolving these ROW issues could the quality and quantity of tenants in
the Thumb commercial/business complex and foreclose this critical element in the connectivity and
VMT objectives.

The second significant commercial/business/industrial complex proposed in this UGB plan is situated on
Knott Road between 15th Street and 27th Street. Like the previous complex, it's consumer and
employee market are cut off from Southwest Bend by the current lack of a Murphy Road railroad
overpass. Again, if development in this complex is initiated while the timeline for this overpass is
unknown or distant, the quality and quantity of tenants in this complex will be impacted as well as the
VMT projection.

If there is an area of development in Bend that cries out for further discussion, possibly through an
overlay process involving property owners, this Southeast expansion is certainly it. In such a discussion,
an item that might be included is a dedicated multiuse path connecting from Thumb to Elbow. The
unique topography of the area makes it possible to bridge cross traffic issues and create a special
character for an area that was defined in the first public UGB open house as "where affordable housing
belongs". Such an overlay agreement, to accomplish all of the above, would have to involve a dedication
of SDCs from this area to these projects, as well as developer and other financial commitment.

Introduction to my background

Doctoral Studies: Urban/Regional Economics, Economic Geography, Planning Management

Research: HUD - Evaluation of planning management methods under A95 Review
HUD Interstate Land Sales - Detection of deceptive land sales practices
US Water Resources - Case study of project approval under revised 1970 Guidelines
1970 Joint Congressional Committee on Federal Land Law: Ecomomic impact of Federal Lands on the

Eleven Western States

Native American Community Action Program - Resource and Enterprise Development Program
Occidental Land Co. - Fiscal impact of 12,000 acre Sierra Valley development after Measure 13 passage
International Harvester Co. - Location analysis for sale, service and inventory depots
Private investor - preliminary plan acceptance for the then bancrupt 10,000 acre Eel River Ranch devopment
Private investor - preliminary plan acceptance for the 7,000 acre Peavine Mountain development

One shouldn't raise a logical problem without the same logic being applied to a solution. The following
maps present a possible solution.
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DAVID EVANS AND ASSOCIATES, INC.

SUMMARY COST ESTIMATE

PROJECT: ODOT0000608
Central Oregon Rail Plan

Terry Shike/503-361-8635

CROSSING NOC:

[Baker Rd, Oxing of BNSF, US97

RAIL SEGMENT IDENTIFICATION:

RAIL SEGMENT LENGTH:

NO. ITEM UNIT | QUANTITY UNIT COST TOTAL
RR Bridge 100" x 86" ft2 8600 5165 $1,419,000
US 97 Bridge, 200' x 86' ft2 17200 $165 $2,838,000
MSE Retaining Walls ft2 115,000 $100 $11,500,000
Embankment yd3 100000 315 $1,500,000
Paving ft2 287,000 $10 $2,870,000
Sidewalks ft2 26000 $10 $260,000
Cul de sacs each 3 $25,000 $75.000]
SUBTOTAL $20,462,000
ADDITIONAL COSTS
Utility Allowance $100,000
Design/Surveying (10%) $2,046,200
Constr.Engr./Contingency (50%) $10,231,000
Special Costs (Unigue to crossing or segment)
SUBTOTAL $12,377,200

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST
RIGHT-OF-WAY COSTS (Supplied by ODOT)

Assumptions/Notes:

Four lanes, median with 6 ft bike/shoulder and 6 ft sidewalks.

Retaining walls each side to reduce ROW costs. May be less cost to use embankment.

Span across RR and US 97 - remove existing US97 bridge to match new gradeline.

Raise existing on/off ramps - west ramps raise 24 feet - east ramps 4 ft - MSE walls each side.
Cul de sac intersecting local streets - maybe reconnect these streets toward the west.
Estimate based on rough lengths between features from attached sketch.

Profile is an estimate - assuming 0% grade along the existing ground.

Crossing 10A-005.60

Baker Rd., Bend -- Overcrossing

RATIONALE: Baker Rd intersects US97 approximately 600 feet to the east of the RR and is
carried over US97 on a structure. The profile of this bridge will not match the needed profile
over RR, therefore the bridge must be replaced. Assume the new overcrossing would be adjacent
and to the north of the existing one. There are on/off ramps to US 97 that will need to be raised
to match the profile of the overcrossing. There are approach streets to Baker Rd on the west side,
which also must be raised to meet the new profile, rerouted or access stopped with a cul de sac.

12291



SN
BY

DAVID EVANS
AND ASSOCIATES ine:

s/r5/o&

JIE4  pare

SHEETS

7

OF,

SHEET

ver B4,

-JOB DESCRIPTION

DATE

CHECKED BY

CALCULATION FOR

~g$? {2p2)z
& e II\\\\ - 18 N ° 3
* 3T, AN Pty cm ey B

wa._....nu@.nﬁ..&uﬂ

o] .\.“_\.. Z 7
o) Lfnﬁ..ur.n%_ ey

) QL.\&QW).@ »a..ﬂ
. g S
] AL o s Y gy
“ o )6 . :
H 4 4 = = 7
. 4 &7 \\\VﬂW\\ I B T
; [
% & : TE
| % B shis i
Lo %y =] g Pem o
. | e A N e R— -
.um.r_, 7 Aoy E ’ :
AT otz 83 $7203 q v e
. Ty N, 5YG g e —— m._mv - 3
o Lust i
5 KT
% .&v
/A .
T59 -
PR s e )
ol ; = T A -
3 Y . ezl — 1 B
L : .M : Ly o ’
I ep@ : t
7]
N ,
.W 4 aogi3 E
L e AT 1
M& e . St g
% A,@&_..amb@ﬁu B g7 P P N

@ 790y fen E,J,\wwémx,w\ \......

8/14/06, Calculations

12292



With this approach the stopped and crossing right and left turn issues are not addressed, and the
potential for Hwy. 97 off-ramp backup persists.
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DAVID EVANS AND ASSOCIATES, INC.

SUMMARY COST ESTIMATE
PROJECT: ODOT0000608 Terry Shike/503-361-8635
. Central Oregon Rail Plan
CROSSING NO: China Hat Road {USFS Road 18)
RAIL SEGMENT IDENTIFICATION: RAIL SEGMENT LENGTH:
NO. ITEM UNIT |[QUANTITY| UNIT COST TOTAL
Bridge 106' x 75’ ft2 7950 $165 $1,311,750
MSE Retaining Walls ft2 78077 $100 $7,807,700
Embankment _ yd3 67247 $15 $1,008,705
Paving ) ft2 165900 $10 $1,659,000
Sidewalks ft2 29550 $10 $295,500
Cul de sacs each 0 $25,000 $0
SUBTOTAL 31 2,082,655'
ADDITIONAL COSTS |
Utility Allowance $100,000
Design/Surveying (10%) $1,208,266
Constr.Engr./Contingency (50%) $6,041,328
Special Costs (Unique to crossing or segment)
SUBTOTAL $7,349,593 §:
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST

RIGHT-OF-WAY COSTS (Supplied by ODOT)

access grade would have to be extended to the intersection with Parrell.

Assumptions/Notes:
Four lanes with 6 ft bike/shoulder and 6 ft sidewalks.
Retaining walls each side to reduce ROW costs.

Raise access road located about 600 ft NW 18.8 ft, - 40 ft width.

Caa nnta navt nana far imnact nf Arade channe alana China Hat Rnard

China Hat Rd., Bend -- Overcrossing
RATIONALE: China Hat Rd. intersects with a driveway about 600 feet northwest
of the RR and another driveway or local road about 800 ft. southwest of RR. A
surface drainage detention pond is in the SE quadrant of the intersection with the
RR. Because of the grade change, dropping from southeast to northwest, the
southwest driveway can be accommodated but the northwest cannot because the
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Henry William Burwell
2379 NW 6th Street
Bend, OR 97703
Aug 25, 2016

RE: Ordinance 2271
Dear City of Bend Council and Deschutes County Commissioners,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the pending regulations associated with the Bend
Urban Growth Boundary.

Cities are in the business of a thousand years. The aqueducts in Rome were build 2000 years
ago and still in service along with clay tile sewer lines. M1, the major road northwest out of
London is on a right-of-way established by Roman Legions. Water and road systems in South
America have been planned and build and operated over similar centuries. Good planning
looks out at least 100 years. The State of Oregon has saddled Bend with a process looking out
a dozen years. You need to put something in place to keep the City moving and add space to
help reduce the current low and middle income housing stress. For a long term game plan that
really looks out to the future, press on the State of Oregon to let you look out a 100 years and
back into the future of a wonderful city.

The proposed Ordinance 2271 horribly compressed the lower and middle income housing areas

into spaces where children do not have backyards to play and current middle and lower income

neighborhoods are destroyed. The plan established economic class conflict between the rich ,
and the not so rich squeezing on the middle and lower income peoples. Here are three

examples:

1. The lowest density housing in the City are the golf courses including Bend Golf and
Country Club, Lost Tracks, Tetherow, Widgi Creek, Broken Top, Awbrey Glen, Rivers Edge and
the Old Back Nine. Ordinance 2271 does not significantly affect this very low density housing
comprising thousands of prime acres within our community. According to a recent article in “The
Economist”, golf is a dying activity with Nike getting totally out of the business and one of the
largest retailers teetering on receivership. Your planning process clearly places well healed
golfers and their fading activity above children having a backyard to play in. Some of these golf
clubs are technically outside the City of Bend, but are connected by streets, to city water and
sewer, to the same schools and park system and receive Bend fire and police protection. At
least one is within walking distance of good city services and all are easily within bicycle
distance. They are a part of the City of Bend and certainly even more so in the long run. Why
the exemption and favoritism to the golf community in the Plan?

2. The hobby farm lands around the City seem exempt from the growth needs of the
families here and arriving. Central Oregon Irrigation District, COID, withdraws out the
Deschutes River about 9 acre feet of water per acre to irrigate these lands, or over 2.8 million
gallons per acre per year, mid April to mid October. COID wastes about two thirds the water
with leaky canals. Converting one acre to say 5 single family homes reduces the water
consumed by about 2 million gallons per year. The water still used will go to efficient irrigation
of smaller food print lawns and gardens (not roofs, streets and driveways) and 90% of that going
into the home is reclaimed by the Bend Wastewater Treatment Plant for efficient irrigation.
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Ordinance 2271 places more value on the wealthy horse farms and wasting vast amounts of
water than backyards for children to play in. Converting CIOD hobby horse farms to family
housing frees up vast amounts of water for a depleted river or other higher value uses.

3. Deschutes County has approved the Tree-Farm subdivision just east of town off
Skyliners. This development, for the upper middle class and wealthy, has 50 homes each on
two acres. The Tree-Farm is within walking distance of elementary, middle and high schools
and a short cycling ride to downtown. Perhaps 400 middle income homes could have gone on
the 100 acres so families have yards for children to play badminton and for community.
Ordinance 2271 favors the wealthy people with their two acre lots over the working families and
their children.

The proposed Urban Growth Boundary Planning and Ordinance 2271 assures space for the rich
and squeezes out the families that do the work in Bend taking away their community.

The proposed Ordinance does not take into account the secondary planning effects reducing
the relative number affordable single family lots. These lots will likely still be available at
increasing prices in La Pine, Redmond, Sisters, Madras and other neighboring areas. The Plan
does not have land set aside for enhanced road systems to accommodate the added highway
capacity to the already heavy morning and evening commute traffic and resultant air emissions.

The City of Bend and Deschutes County are caught between the business of a thousand years
and very short sighted State of Oregon planning requirements. Considering pushing back hard
against the illogical short term planning process that generates class conflict between the rich
and those ordinary families trying to own a home for the kids to grow up in. The results seems
insane with vast acreage available for 2 acres home lots, very low density golf communities and
water wasting hobby horse farms and a horrible squeeze on lower and middle income
community families cutting up neighborhoods and pinching single family home lots.

W//

Sincerely,

i
hry%i iam Burwell
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BETWEEN 1 OR 2 STORY, FOOTPRINTS LARGELY FAVOR 1-STORY PLANS
WHICH MAX. LOT AREA WITH LOW RETURN ON LIVING SFACE AND
REDUCE OUTDOOR AREA. HIGHER DENSITY IMPOSSIBLE TO ACHIEVE

ALLOWING FOR OUTDOOR SPACE, HIGHER DENSITY CAN BE ACHIEVED

BETWEEN 1 OR 2 STORY, FOOTPRINTS RELATIVELY THE SAME
THROUGH 2—-S5TORY PLANS FOR HIGHER LIVING SPACE
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August 25, 2016

City of Bend Council and City Staff
710 NW Wall Street
Bend, Oregon 97702

Greetings:

We have been participating in the City UGB process for many years. We support your findings and truly
appreciate the comprehensive effort to evaluate the many candidate areas. Your work has been concise,
creative, and responsive to the community. We are pleased our property will help create a variety of
housing choices and a more complete neighborhood in the southern area of the community. We have
proposed to develop a variety of housing choices including housing at 30% AMI — very much needed in
the community.

Our property abuts the UGB, zoned RR-10 Exception Land, over 38 acres in size, and the former site of the
Sunriver Preparatory School. The school buildings have been removed. We are ready to move forward
by developing a mixed-use project using the zoning and policies proposed by the City.
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Importantly, this project will provide:

e a “kick-start” for reinvigorating the nearby neighborhood with a blend of land uses, extension of
utilities, new primary school, variety of transportation options, and connections to other
community facilities

e extension of needed sewer mains necessary to connect many existing septic fields within the city,
just north of our property — this is a huge benefit to the community

e acomplete neighborhood including low income housing at 30% AMI

We would like to take this opportunity to thank you for all of your hard work in creating a more sustainable
community.

Sincerely,

P

curt éaney,‘Presi 2t )

Baney Corporation
Tel.: 541-382-2188 Email: curtb@oxfordsuites.com
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The plan looks to me to be a permitted density

plan rather than a conditional plan.

I am concerned about the character of my |

neighborhood. what 15 o )%f” ¢ ,Vé’_fﬂi‘ U’f’ Vf’%f" er's
£rom C}n@ ;H9 }mx{se‘s “}O S unets.

Will you please explain to me in layman terms

how my home at 1430 NE 9™ St with a

neighboring house of a quadruple lot (1406 NE

9" St) could be effected by this plan,

Shehnai Sher
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UGB Talking points:

[CLEEFS

My name is Susan Sullivan; | live on the east side of Bend and | am the Land Use Chair for the
Larkspur Neighborhood Association.

| have points to make about three issues associated with the urban growth boundary change.

First: In my role as Land Use Chair, | am frequently in touch with neighbors who express some
distress at changes made in their neighborhoods, particularly related to construction of medium
or high density housing.

| live less than two blocks from Stonebriar Apartments, a development with 192 apartment units
on 5 acres, with roughly 500 people living there. From my experience they have been good
neighbors. We don't have issues with parking, noise or traffic in my neighborhood.

Part of the reason | am comfortable with living near this apartment is that | knew it was there
when we moved in. Before we bought our house, we spent some time walking around the
neighborhood, and through the apartment complex, and felt good about what we saw.

St vt JZ‘W
So my point in talking with you today is that'there will be fess subsequent conflict if the
construction of higher density housing occurs before lower density. Not sure if there is any
mechanism to encourage this with developers, but it is a worthwhile goal.

Second:

Walkability/bikeability. The same point holds for multimodal transportation. Please make plans
for multimodal transportation integral to the inclusion of new land in the UGB. Please help us
provide for pathways that are separate from street travel. As we have all experienced, adding
good multimodal routes after the fact is painful and expensive for all entities involved.

As a specific example, Bend Parks and Rec published a map showing future development of
uban trails throughout the city. This included an east side trail that followed canal right-of-ways
and ended at the Big Sky Sports Complex. This proposed trail passed through the 2-acre
parcel that is shown along Highway 20 included in the latest version of the UGB proposal. Plans
that | have seen for this 2 acre parcel appear to conflict with the proposed trail. | hope this can
be remedied.

Third: | am an enthusiastic proponent of complete neighborhoods. And complete
neighborhoods come about through planning. In that regard, | question the value of adding two
acres to the UGB along Highway 20 when, to the best of my knowledge, this is not part of a
master plan for development along this important corridor. What will happen as the inevitable
expansion happens to the east? Will this area be better suited for commercial development?
Development up to this point on the East side has been piecemeal, and those of us who live
there would welcome a planning process that encourages logical growth.

Thank you.
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James Beauchemin BD?@@: i‘W@@

Address 63610 Boyd Acres Rd, Bend OR .
AUG 2 5 2016

Thank you for allowing me to address this panel today.

| would like to address two areas today:
1. General support of the current UGB proposal.

2. Specific concerns regarding adoption of Ordanance 2271 and related Development
Code changes

| have followed the UGB Planning Prosses and generally support the Preferred Urban Growth
Boundary Expansion - Scenario 2.1G for the following reasons:

It will contain the urban development within a reasonable sized footprint as compared to the
2008 UGB proposal, reducing development inpacts and utilizing infastructure more efficiently.

This plan will provide for a good mixture of housing types to address the needs of a diverse and
growing population with-various needs— . ([
W

It promotes complete neighborhood communities and opportunity areas that‘{ancourage infill,
appropriate redevelopment and mixed-use centers with local transportation and pedestrian-
friendly components.

(Buew"ffé It is a good plan for well-designed growth.

As for adoption of Ordanance 2271 and its related Development Codes changes, | would like to
address changes related to my property and neighborhood zone designation; which is RL
(Residential Low Density).

A change in RL density requirements from a maximun 2.2 per acre to a maximum 4 dwellings
per acre could substantially change the character and value of housing in our neighborhood and
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surrounding area. It would promote the removal of existing dwellirigs to build multiple homes

on large lots. This could have large affects on current homeowners that purchased thinking
current zoning would protect their investent and lifestyle.

Similarily, the proposed reduction of minimum lot sizes in RL from 15,000 sq. ft. to 10,000 sq. ft.
for single-family homes would encourage pratitioning of large lots and removal of existing
homes. This too could substantially change the character and value of housing in our
neighborhood.

With these proposed Develpoment Code changes in mind; Please, consider the need for diverity
in housing types and effects upon established neighborhoods. Quality of lifestyle and
presevation of exsisting well-functioning neighborhoods should be a large component of this
planning process.

Thank you.
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CARL W. HOPP, JR.

e e e e D e
ATTORNEY AT LAWY, 11 |

Carl W. “Bill” Hopp Jr.
bill@cwhopp.com

Derek E. Hopp
derek@cwhopp.com

.:;ﬂms' TR

August 23, 2016

Bend City Counsel : ;
Deschutes County Board of Commissioners Lhweww“”“’“"""",m_' -

RE: UGB Expansion
Dear Counsel Members and Commissioners:

| represent Porter/ Kelly Burns Landholdings, LLC which owns approximately 37 acres adjacent to the
eastern city limits of Bend, Oregon, located between highway 20 and Bear Creek Road. Of this
approximate 37 acres, there is the northwest corner which is currently zoned Urban Area Reserve. I
have worked with City staff and have found them great to work with, and my clients are committed to
having the northwest corner admitted to the UGB to be used entirely for affordable housing.

My clients have entered into a Memorandum of Understanding with Tom Kemper of Housing Works to
partner in completing the 100% use of the northwest corner for affordable housing.

My clients support the need for affordable housing, and are prepared to work with the City of Bend and
Housing Works to see that affordable housing becomes a reality on the northwest corner of their
property.

This property is ideal for affordable housing as my clients have a low basis in the property, sewer, water
and transportation are available, and because of the topography, development of the property will be
inexpensive.

We support the immediate inclusion of the northwest corner of the property into the UGB.
If there are any questions, please contact my office.

Sincerely,

CARL W. HOPP, JR.
vh

168 N.W. Greenwood e Bend, Oregon 97703 ¢ (541) 388-3606 e FAX (541) 330-1519
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AGAINST URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY EXPANSION

REceven

e 25 2016

8/25/16
Prepared by Reed Fitkin, 1177 NW Federal, Bend, 97703 E@h
| have owned property in Bend since the mid 1970’s (when the population was less than 16,000
people) and wish | could have moved here from the other side of the mountain earlier in my
professional career. | loved Bend then and | love Bend now. Growth was always expected and in
many respects has been good for the community.

However, City leadership in today’s world, in my opinion, has lost service focus as to whom it is
serving, specifically its permanent and long term residents. Rather, the City Council seems more
focused on serving and accommodating the transient population (tourism promotion and
accommodations). Within this latter environment, City leadership has, for the most part, failed
and continues to fail in effectively addressing and supporting an array of livability issues. For
reasons below, | do not, at this time, support urban growth boundary expansion, particularly on
the west side of Bend. Priorities include:
1. Short Term Rental -putting grandfathered units on same annual licensing requirements
as new units.
2. Parking — single side parking requirements for side streets, particularly the west side
neighborhoods.
Neighborhood Road upgrading
4. Enforcement of current caravan parking regulations and implementation of stricter
regulation of Car and Caravan camping on city streets.
5. Continued reduction in tourism promotion spending. The world already knows about
Bend, Oregon

w

SPECIFIC REASONS AGAINST BOUNDARY EXPANSION — IN PARTICULAR THE WESTSIDE

1. Traffic Flow: Existing road systems on the Westside They are inadequate to handle more

traffic along Newport or Century Drive. Wait until we experience what the impact of the

OSU campus will have on a road system already congested in the afternoon time period.
(1 do, however, commend the Planning Commission for turning down the re-zoning
request of the Mount Washington round-about property into multi-family)

2. Affordable Housing: The argument that west side boundary expansion will enable more
affordable housing and lowering rents does not appear to be a viable prospect. The west
side is considered by many to be the most desirable location to live in, as supported by
extremely low vacancy rates. As soon as more units become available demand will keep
housing prices and rental rates high. Affordable housing will turn into normal housing
development.
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However, long term rental rates and housing price pressure could be reduced if the City
implemented a level playing field (i.e. including grandfathered units) for the licensing of
all short term rentals and thereby reduce their numbers. According to the Planning
Department, there are currently 216 short term rental units on the west side between
Albany St and Portland (South- North) and the river and 17t street (East- West). It would
be reasonable to expect that at least half of these units are grandfathered and, if put on
a level playing field for licensing, would no longer be available for short term rentals.
(Within a 250 foot radius of our home there are 9 short term rentals.) This would create
significant additional permanent housing for the community within existing boundaries.

- Cost of On-Going Public Services: While development fees may off set the installation
cost of roads and services, how are they going to be maintained if the city cannot maintain
the existing system? | do not believe the increase in property taxes will cover on-going
maintenance costs and the community does not support a gas tax.
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August 25, 2016 %@@M@

Bend City Council and Bend City Planning Department AUG 2 5 2016

Re: Comprehensive Plan Zoning Designation ana
Dear Council and Staff;

61205 & 61215 Parrell Road in Bend compromise a 2.97 acre site that is currently zoned RS.
The property was purchased in 2006 as two separate single family properties each with an old smaller
home residing on over one acre.

From 2006-2007 our partnership spent considerable time, permit and engineering money processing a
19 lot single family tentative map and infrastructure design plan, and solving a local sewer problem.
During the 2008-2011 down turn the project was put on hold and we extended the map once or twice.
The tentative map has now been expired for several years and our land market value has not recovered
for a single family RS project.

In response to the city’s desire and market demand for lower cost and higher density residential product
we are requesting that our RS zoning be included in the city wide re-designation of certain appropriate
parcels and a zone change to either RM or RH be approved.

We feel that this particular 2.97 acre parcel is appropriate for a higher density project for the following
reasons:

*Market demand for the product and a shortage of supply. The project is ready made for this type of
project and can proceed to meet the community needs.

*The project would be a good “transition” property buffering the commercial buildings on two sides
from the RS and RL zoned parcels on its other two sides.

*There is precedent for some RM and RH zoning along Parrell Road, (+/-1 block south & +/- 3 blocks
north). In addition, there is a new multi-family assisted living project about a block and a half away on
37,

*There are numerous other examples of RM zones that touch, or are adjacent to, the large commercial
zone up and down the 3™, There does not appear to be other ready opportunities for some higher
density product in this general area, especially not one that can act as a buffer/transition between

RL and RS properties.

*After already expending funds for planning and engineering on our now expired tentative map, the
additional cost to go through a zone change process would be a heavy financial burden, as opposed to
the seemly logical re-designation now with the pending city wide program.

Thank you for your consideration.
Eric Knirk - Bend Venture, LLC - ekco_properties@msn.com
541-549-3636 Home - 541-610-9942 Mobile
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August 19, 2016 H6 2520”

From: Meredith Nicholls RN R S
To: Bend City Councilors and UGB committec members
Dear Bend City Councilors and UGB Committee:

I am writing this letter to outline some of my concerns that have recently come to my attention.

I have recently moved to Bend from the state of Washington. In doing so, [ have purchased a house off
Bear Creek on Livingston Dr. One of the deciding factors for purchasing this house was the convenient
location and more specifically, the wonderful smaller neighborhood feeling, and the relatively "park-like"
surroundings! I live facing the Land Systems nursery grounds and one lot away from the canal to the east,
on a dead end street.

I have been annoyed by the seeming lack of "quality” communication to the homeowners in our
neighborhood.We were notified by mail, after an initial meeting, concerning the UGB issues. A small
addition of a 2 acre parcel was added very late in the boundary identification process. In realizing this
parcel addition could have a major impact on our little neighborhood, the homeowners have agreed that
our voice needs to be heard and so [ am writing this letter.

I am a former educator and high school counselor. I appreciate the extensive time and cffort it takes to
evaluate and establish UGBs. I have no problem with growth, however, T am shocked at the idea of
putting a proposed, 60 unit Affordable Housing project on the 2 acre parcel which borders Highway 20,
the private nursery ground and the canal. Where would these children safely play? Would a road be
established next to the canal to filter traffic through our neighborhood? At what cost? The roads through
our subdivision are very narrow and the traffic increase would cause several inconveniences and
probable hazards. My concern is genuine and I hope that your committee will "take to heart” the concerns
of' the citizens of Bend.

One last comment. I am very willing to be a part of the process and solution for the establishment of
workable guidelines for the movement to a better Bend! Please contact me if T can be of some assistance
with this process.

Sincerely,
Meredith Nicholls

DO DS
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August 25, 2016

VIA HAND DELIVERY
Mayor Clinton and City Council Members
City of Bend
710 NW Wall Street
Bend, Oregon 97701
RE: Bend UGB Opportunity Areas

Dear Mayor Clinton and City Council Members:

| represent OSU-Cascades in connection with the City’s adoption of the Urban Growth
Boundary project. Please add this letter to the record in this matter.

0SU-Cascades owns approximately 56 acres within the larger Central West Side Opportunity
Area. The Central West Side Opportunity Area is one of nine city-wide opportunity areas
being adopted by the City Council. OSU-Cascades supports the City’s Urban Growth Boundary
project as it relates to the Central West Side Opportunity Area. OSU-Cascades requests that
the City Council approve the UGB project as it relates to the Central West Side Opportunity
Area.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this matter.

Very truly yours,

;even P. Hultberg

. Becky Johnson
Kelly Sparks

{00578976;1}
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August 25, 2016

VIA HAND DELIVERY
Mayor Clinton and City Council Members
City of Bend
710 NW Wall Street
Bend, Oregon 97701

RE: Bend UGB Opportunity Areas
Dear Mayor Clinton and City Council Members:
| represent McKenzie Creek Development LLC and Rio Bravo Properties, LLC in connection
with the City’s adoption of the Urban Growth Boundary project. Please add this letter to the
record in this matter.
McKenzie Creek and Rio Bravo together own a large portion of the Korpine Opportunity Area,
including the Hooker Creek plant and the historic Korpine property. McKenzie Creek and Rio
Bravo support the City’s Urban Growth Boundary project as it relates to the Korpine
Opportunity Area. Both owners request that the city and county approve the UGB project as
it relates to the Korpine Opportunity Area.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this matter.

Very truly yours,
Steven P, Hultberg

o g Matt Day
Scott Carlson

{00578973;1}
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Damian Syrnyk

From: David Jacobsen <jacobsenwriting@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, August 26, 2016 4:18 PM

To: Damian Syrnyk

Subject: 1 min UGB feedback

Damian,

I’'m sure you’re flooded. No need to reply to this. | know you guys have been working an absurd amount on the UGB, and
you can’t please everyone.

The only comment | want to make is: you can’t “unbuild” something, which makes me worry about wildfire. The farther
NW, W, and SW we build, the closer to forest fire danger we build. | was terrified when Bend-LaPine schools looked at
putting a campus right above Shevlin Park—which turned out to be less than a mile from an out of control fire in 2014.

More people/houses/cars/schools/businesses on single-access “pinch points” like SW Century, Skyliners, and Shevlin
Park Road seem more and more dangerous. Arson, climate change, increasing population in the most dangerous areas,

forests...it makes me nervous.

Thanks for listening.
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Damian Syrnyk

From: Charley Miller <charley@mlumber.com>
Sent: Friday, August 26, 2016 7:22 PM

To: Damian Syrnyk

Subject: UGB testimory for the record

Damian, please pass along.

I’'ve been an active participant in the City of Bend UGB expansion process for over a decade. | attended both sessions of
the public hearing yesterday and wanted to add a few comments prior to the record closing on Monday. In general, I'm
in agreement with what | heard from Kirk Schueler, Mike Riley, Dale Van Valkenburg, and Paul Dewey so | won’t rehash
their testimony.

There was a lot of testimony regarding concerns over the changing nature of neighborhoods in Bend. We’re working
under current the Oregon Land use system and we aren’t going to stop the growth of our city. | know Bend is going to
grow, and | also know that Bend is going to change and | don’t think that has to be a negative.

When | graduated from Bend High School in 1980, Bend was a small timber town in transition. Many of my classmates
left for college or to pursue other endeavors, as did |, and although we loved Bend, there was very little opportunity,
and most of us didn’t expect to ever get back. There are many other cities in Oregon who were similarly sized back then
who have experienced virtually no growth in the last 36 years. They experience significantly less economic vitality and
opportunities for their next generations and | think many would really like to be facing some of the issues that Bend
faces today. Many of us who were around back then would agree that, in spite of our challenges, Bend is a much better
place because of its growth.

We will be challenged going forward with increased density, increased traffic, and other infrastructure issues. | think
staff has got a good start planning for the future and although our town will be different, | think we’ll maintain the
vitality and livability that makes Bend special.

When we started through the remand process, | was skeptical of our chances for success. | commend the great work by

city staff, the consultants, the members of the TACs, and the guidance of the USC for a successful and collaborative
process and | urge you to support this proposal. Thank you.

Charley Miller
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Damian Syrnyk

From: Bill Burwell <bburwell@riousa.com>

Sent: Friday, August 26, 2016 9:24 PM

To: Damian Syrnyk

Subject: Re: Urban Growth Boundary - Pulling Up the Ladder

> On Aug 26, 2016, at 8:19 PM, Bill Burwell <bburwell@riousa.com> wrote:

>

> Dear Mr. Syrmyk,

>

> | listened for about an hour yesterday, at the public hearing for UGB, and it become obvious that far short of the dozen
years of the planning cycle, there will be a severe shortage of single family home lots. The present shortage of home
lots may ease for a few years with implementation of the expanded boundary. When one pulls out the expanded
boundaries the commercial/industrial, the parks, the schools and apartment house land, not much will be left. Then
again, the lot shortage may not ease, smart developers may well sit on the new lot land as in a few years, with the
shortages, the lots may go for hundreds of thousands of dollars plus. Boulder, Colorado, has done similar. Look at the
lot prices in the City of Boulder for where Bend will be. Looks like the middle class will be moving towards apartments
and some will compete for relatively few affordable homes generated by NGOs.

>

> Where will the teachers, the restaurant workers, the public works people, the barbers, the retailers, etc. purchase a
home? How will the City of Bend, manufacturers and the school district compete for employees with such a difficult
home shortage created by a compressed UGB? Certainly many will commute from surrounding towns, to afford a home
with a lawn for the kids to play, turning the current busy rush hours into traffic jams and insanity during snow periods.
Unfortunately the UGB proposed does not analyze the need for additional highways to transport the commuters. It use
to be that affordable housing was three bedrooms, one bath, one car garage on an 8000 square foot lot.

>

> A dozen years from now Bend will be a place for the wealthy and the working people relegated to apartment houses
and long commutes. The compressed UGB proposed pulls up the ladder for most of us.

>

> Sincerely,

>

> Bill Burwell

> Bend, OR
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Damian Syrnyk

From: kjonesbend@yahoo.com

Sent: Saturday, August 27, 2016 8:15 AM
To: Damian Syrnyk

Subject: UGB Development

Dear Mr. Syrnyk:

Across the country, demand is growing for livable, walkable neighborhoods. Will
Bend be well-positioned to meet that need?

Bend may be threatened by encroaching development, and the land -- as well as
the social fabric of our neighborhoods -- risks erosion of its distinctive

qualities. How can Bend address these challenges while remaining true to its
unique character and beauty?

We need our local leaders to start an ongoing collaboration with experts who
help smaller cities build durable economies while preserving the features that
make these cities noteworthy. As witnessed at the UGB Hearings this past week,
many had concerns about the rapid pace of growth in Bend. On the other hand,
there was much support for the goal of a well-planned city.

The Urban Growth Boundary process will ultimately decide what kind of

city Bend will become in the next crucial years. We welcome a cooperative effort
between our city and county officials to envision the future of Bend’s urban
boundaries.

Sincerely,
Karen Jones

63370 Brightwater Drive
Bend, OR 97701
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Mike and Kathy Kutansky
19756 Buck Canyon Road
Bend, Oregon 97702

August 28, 2016
City of Bend Council and Staft:

Please add this letter to the record for the UGB expansion. We own the property at
19756 Buck Canyon Road. This parcel is just South of the current city limits, described
as T18-R12-S19A TL 200. This 5 2/3 acre property abuts the Baney property, known as
the “Southwest” parcel,on the west property line.

Our property does not lend itself well to agricultural uses but is very suitable for
residential. Since you are working in conjunction with the County on this expansion it
would seem that this property would be suitable to adopt for both, as it would give easy
access to Brookswood Blvd and neighboring subdivisions, rather than solely routing the
increased traffic through the Homestead Subdivision, or the proposed frontage road to
Murphy Road. This addition would also help ease the current issues of congestion at the
Baker Road Exit.

We propose only residential uses and could easily transition density in this area of the
Bend community. We would also agree to master planning concepts and work closely
with you on development issues.

Moreover, as the City proceeds to develop an Urban Area Reserve we ask that you add
our property to the land under consideration.

In summary, the southern edge of the UGB, north of Buck Canyon Road lends itself
to urbanization and provides a good area for master planned developments and a
buffer to lower density uses. Thus, we believe that lands in this area, including our
property, can provide development areas at an urban level of development.

Thank you for your consideration of our request.

Mike and Kathy Kutansky
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Damian Syrnyk

From: Jim Powell <jhp@bendbroadband.com>
Sent: Saturday, August 27, 2016 11:34 AM

To: Damian Syrnyk

Cc: Nick Lelack

Subject: UGB Process - Lighting

Damian

Thanks for all the effort that you and other planners have put into this process. The citizen outreach and attempts to
move beyond the past trends of design heavily weighted by vested interests has been refreshing. While specifics still
will be refined and argued over, it is nice that you are receiving larger support for the efforts.

| have one request for you to consider as the changes, if approved, are consummated. As “commercial” enterprises
intersperse into residential zones and along the urban interfaces with the county lands, please strongly apply lighting
standards that preserve the county’s “dark sky” ordinances. While some ventures have met or exceeded the intent and
standards of your city ordinances, others have not. The biggest offenders seem to be the auto sales industry, the most
egregious of which was the highly acclaimed LEEDs compliant Toyota of Bend (at the time). While the lights are
shielded, the high intensity illumination pervades everything, including increasing the night sky “Bend glow”. Numerous
examples of light intrusion onto adjacent parcels, particularly at the residential/commercial interfaces have created
conflict over the past 40 years. | realize this is a “minor” issue in the scope of issues with which you are dealing, but
consideration here will smooth some of the complaints and resistance to zone changes that seem to arise.

Again, thank you for your consideration and your efforts.
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Damian Syrnyk

From: Ethan L <ethan_l@live.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 28, 2016 4:35 PM
To: Damian Syrnyk

Subject: Bend land development

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Dear Sir,

One of the main reasons | purchased a home in the Orchard District neighborhood (Shepard Ave north of Neff)
isfor the larger lots with smaller single family homes on them. Thereisrelatively little traffic, very few cars
parked on the street and it’s quiet. Thisis an older neighborhood with older homes dating to the 1960's.
Allowing duplexes, triplexes and homes that can occupy up to 50% of the lot will inevitably ruin this quaint
neighborhood. It will turn into the west side of Bend, with people jammed in together, traffic, noise, higher
crime and no street parking.

| understand and can empathize that Bend has a housing shortage. Prior to moving here, | looked at severd
other small towns in the Pacific Northwest, one of which at that time had a severe housing shortage as well. |
chose not to move there because there was nowhere to live. That is how small towns stay small. If thereisn’t
enough housing, people will stop moving here. Not everyoneisin favor of Bend growing any larger, especially
with the growth that has aready taken place in the past decade or so. The town’sinfrastructure can’t handleit.
Theroads and traffic can’t handle it. Bigger is not always better. Perhaps rather than trying to push more people
into asmaller space, simply let it settle into where it is. If the city keeps making every attempt to accommodate
the rapidly growing population, it will reach acritical state where those of us who live here because it’s a small
town will start leaving at an alarming rate. That will potentially cause another type of crisisall together. Again,
not everyoneisin favor of Bend becoming larger and faster paced.

Thank you for your time,
Ethan
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Damian Syrnyk

From: casrict@bellsouth.net

Sent: Sunday, August 28, 2016 9:56 PM
To: Damian Syrnyk

Cc: moey@centraloregonlandwatch.org
Subject: Comments on UGB

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

August 28, 2016

Damian Syrnyk

Senior Planner

Growth Management Department
City of Bend

Bend, OR 97701

Dear Mr. Syrnyk,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed amendments to the Bend Urban Growth

Boundary (UGB). We attended the August 25" UGB public hearing and we support the UGB
expansion plan and the City’s efforts to manage growth.

We recently moved to Bend from Atlanta, Georgia, a metropolitan area that is frequently cited
(perhaps unfairly) as a poster child for urban sprawl. While living in Atlanta, one of the aggravating
factors that we noticed was the proliferation of cul-de-sac style housing developments. While cul-de-
sacs are often attractive to families seeking quiet play areas for children or wealthy home owners
looking for exclusivity, cul-de-sacs can also exacerbate traffic congestion on arterial roads,
discourage walking and cycling and disrupt the connectivity that characterizes livable communities.
We are encouraged that Chapter 3.4.200 (Rev 10/15) Transportation Improvement Standards of the

Bend Development Code (BDC) contains a restriction on the use of cul-de-sacs:

“Cul-de-Sacs. A cul-de-sac street shall only be used when the applicant demonstrates that
environmental or topographical constraints, existing development patterns, or compliance with
other standards in this code preclude street extension and through circulation.” (emphasis added)
While this provision should give Bend’s planners flexibility in planning streets and neighborhoods, |
am somewhat concerned that the exception “existing development patterns” could potentially be a
back door to excessive use of cul-de-sacs. | realize that | may have missed the meaning of the
language and | am confident that the Growth Development Department will guide development
consistent with the project goals.

Sincerely,

Richard and Andrea Casey
2434 NW 2" Street

Bend, OR 97703
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Damian Syrnyk

From: steve beer <scbeerhere@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, August 29, 2016 8:05 AM

To: Damian Syrnyk; CouncilAll; Brian Rankin
Cc: Doug Kasemeier; Mathew Robinson
Subject: Re: UGB Opportunity Parcel #7 COID
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Hello Damian,

| am writing you regarding the Opportunity Parcel #7, Central Oregon Irrigation District (COID).
I believe that the southern “tail” of the COID land, from the intake off the Deschutes River to the outlet for the
above ground canal, should be either:

a.
b.

Permanently excluded from the Opportunity for Development
Remain designated as currently and for future planning purposes as PF (Public Facility)

Thiswill be avery contentious issue for homeowners on both sides of the Deschutes River, which has
already resulted in previous legal action. This section of land is currently encumbered by restrictions for
a “Do Not Disturb” buffer, so by removing this strip of land from development or by keeping it zoned as
PF, it will aleviate any future action.

In addition, | would offer the following considerations as to why | believe in this position:

. This is a high risk area for fires, which have already occurred in the past. The River Canyon

Estates HOA successfully worked with the COID and local government officials on a fire
abatement clearing program in 2014. Because of the canyon winds and steep slope, fire
would rapidly spread towards town.

The COID irrigation pipe runs above ground for a portion of this “tail” before going underground
paraleling Gorge View Street. | would think that the COID would not alow permanent infrastructure
and building to take place on top of the buried pipeline.

Many residents in the surrounding neighborhoods access the Deschutes River Trail through this area,
and would not want to see that removed.

| know you are in the late stages of the planning process, but please consider taking action to eliminate
the COID “tail” from any future development.
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Sincerely,

Steve Beer
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Damian Syrnyk

From: Michael De Blasi <michaeldeblasi@yahoo.com>

Sent: Friday, August 26, 2016 12:25 PM

To: Damian Syrnyk; CouncilAll

Subject: Bend's UGB

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

I am not a resident of Bend. i live in Salem. But | wanted to say that | support the constrained UGB

expansion. There are a lot of resident who say that they don't want Bend to urbanize and that they want
to retian the small town feel. The problem is that they 1. are spouting the attitude of now that I'm here
pull up the drawbridge and 2. horizontal growth will do more to damage the small town feel than compact,
urban growth. They also apparently not good at math because they don't understand that by limiting
density they are limiting the number of total available housing and by spreading out development (and
infrastructure) they are expanding the city's financial liabilities while reducing the tax revenue to pay for
these costs.

I urge you to stay strong against the NIMBYs. i also urge you to read StrongTowns.org. They lay out the
argument that horizontal suburban-style growth is bankrupting us and making our cities undesirable.

Michael A. De Blasi 541-226-6011
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Brooks Resources Corporation

August 28, 2016

Mr Damian Syrnyk
Senior Planner

City of Bend

710 NW Wall Street
Bend, OR 97701

Re: Proposed UGB Expansion — Floor Area Ratio

Damian

I attended the hearing on August 25, 2016 over the proposed UGB expansion and listened to testimony
and the ensuing discussion over the proposed new code language pertaining to the use of Floor Area Ratio
(FAR) standards. As you know, I participated in the initial discussions over this approach as a member of
the Residential TAC. Some of the testimony and discussion left me feeling as though there was some
inaccurate testimony and a lack of discussion over the benefits of using the FAR.

In the testimony, the COBA and Hayden Homes representative used an example of a 4,000 sf lot to make

his point that the FAR was not an acceptable standard for him and other COBA members. The gist of the

testimony was that they would not be able to build bigger houses on these small lots; which is exactly

why the FAR should be used. The whole point of the FAR is that it limits the scale of the structure being

built. It is true, the FAR has its biggest impact on smaller lots. This is especially important on in-fill lots. .

The use of a FAR is not difficult, as was suggested during the discussion with the council, and is actually
quite commonly used in other communities. The proposed code language associated with the UGB
expansion uses a .55 FAR for the RL, RS, and RM zones. It will have little to no impact in the RL zone
(5,500 sf of building can be constructed on a 10,000 sf lot). As noted above, it is on the smaller lots,
typically in the RS and RM zones, that the FAR will have an impact. Using the 4,000 sf lot example, in
the RS zone, a builder can construct 2,200 sf of buildings, which includes the garage, in either a one-story
or two-story configuration. The 2,200 sf single-story home will not “fill the lot from setback to setback”
on a 4,000 sf lot as was referenced by the COBA/Hayden representative (that is how I interpreted his
testimony). A 2,200 sf two-story structure will fit very comfortably on a 4,000 sf lot. The FAR does not

create any problem of scale on a smaller lot.

As noted above, the objection to the FAR is that it limits the size of the house that can be built on a small
lot. Using the current standards for controlling sizes of homes, the Lot Coverage Ratio (LCR), the \
following can be constructed on a 4,000 sf lot in the RS zone:

One-story home — 50% LCR = 2,000 sf (includes garage) |
Two-story home — 35% LCR = 2,800 sf (includes garage)

As you can see, the proposed FAR actually allows a larger one-story residence (2,200 sf), but limits the
two-story structure to 2,200 sf.

In the RS zone, the FAR creates more compatible structures between lots (avoiding some of the shoulder-
to-shoulder construction that aggravates residents of Bend). There is also the side benefit that a smaller

409 NW Franklin Avenue Bend, Oregon 97701 (541) 382-1662 (Fax (541) 385-3285 www.brooksresources.com

O Printed on recycled paper
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home is typically less expensive than a larger home, thus aligning with the City’s efforts to deliver more
affordable housing. I encourage City staff and council to support the proposed FAR in the RL, RM,
and RS zones as presented in the current UGB proposal.

Kirk Schueler
President and CEO

C: Brian Rankin
Mayor Jim Clinton
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Bend UGB Proposal
Comments for the Public Record
8-25-16

Where Are the Policy Statements that Protect Bend’s Neighborhoods?

As Bend grows and becomes more densely populated, several themes consistently rise to
the top as issues of concern, most falling within the general concept of livability. Specific
examples include noise, traffic, parking, and the high concentration of alcohol-serving
venues and alcohol-related impacts from patrons’ misbehavior.

Many of the impacts are coming from newer businesses and their changing business
practices, especially those that expand what might be expected for a restaurant or a gear
shop, such as amplified musical performances and special events. Often, these new uses
are located within, or adjacent to, our existing residential neighborhoods.

Impacts come from the creation of venues for amplified music, both stand alone and as
part of restaurant and beer-garden decks, as well as using parking areas for events. Other
impacts are from delivery, garbage and other types of trucks and as well as tour buses
and motor homes. Going forward, we fear additional impacts from other more intensive
land uses being allowed as part of the UGB rezoning efforts. Hundreds of acres will be
rezoned to more intensive uses, with no protections normally put in place, as land is
up-zoned. Of particular concern is uses may be permitted that do not fit the scale of areas
adjoining residential neighborhoods — and are simply incompatible. All we have now is the
promise of future protections — which may never materialize.

We understand that other tools, such as a revised noise ordinance, will be necessary to
control some of the impacts, but not allowing incompatible land uses from the beginning
would prevent costly ongoing conflicts, help manage everyone’s expectations, and reduce
the use of expensive police resources and city staff time. It would also create a climate of
support and trust between the City, business owners and residents for the long term.

The proposal, as it stands today, does not include sufficient policy language that
encourages the concept of residential compatibility in order to properly support the levels
of density the UGB plan is trying to achieve. The term “compatibility” best describes the
key issue with which, I believe, Bend is struggling.

Current incompatible land uses already negatively impact the character of residential
areas in Bend and point to gaps in the City’s policies. The land use policies put in place
for a town of 50,000 will clearly not work for a City quickly approaching over 100,000.

Below, | have included some policy language examples from the City of Hillsboro, which is
also in the process of revising its comprehensive plan. Not only may they work for Bend,
but they can also provide the foundation for future policy and related code changes that
will be required for continued stimulation of economic opportunities. At the same time,
they will provide balanced protections and ongoing compatibility for existing
neighborhoods.
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Thank you for considering these comments and | hope additional policy language can be
added to the current draft.

Sincerely,

Donna Davis
NW Albany Street Neighbors

Hillsboro Definitions — Compatibility: The capability of adjacent uses to exist together
without significant discord or disharmony.

Hillsboro Policy UR 1.5: Balance higher densities with other impacts. Promote higher
densities when proposed development is sufficiently designed to mitigate potential
negative aesthetic, environmental, and social impacts and demonstrates high levels of
compliance with City development standards and design guidelines.

Hillsboro Policy UR 2.3: Development consistent with zoning, plans, and
agreements. Support new development, infill development, and redevelopment in a
manner that maintains compatibility with surrounding areas and is consistent with adopted
zoning, relevant City community-level plans, and formal intergovernmental agreements.
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August 27 2016

Damian Syrnyk, Senior Planner

City of Bend Growth Management Department
709 NW Wall Suite 102

Bend, OR 97701

Re: Urban Growth Boundary Testimony. Specifically, 2.5-acre parcel on Hwy 20 East.

| am a resident in the vicinity of the proposed development by Porter/Kelly Burns Land Holdings, LLC to
include a 2.5 parcel into the UGB. This eleventh hour proposal attempts to bypass the exhaustive
examination of UGB additions. This proposal uses the guise of “Affordable Housing” to slip past close
scrutiny. It actually presupposes that adoption of the 2.5 acre “Affordable Housing” apartment complex
wilt pre-authorize the adjoining 39-acre development on currently zoned Exclusive Farm use acreage.

This entire development was passed over during original 2016 UGB remand project.

The City of Bend recently rejected a large apartment complex at the intersection of Mt Washington
Drive and Shevlin Park Road. Demonstrating they do not see a pressing need for more urban
apartments.

This quickly drafted proposal includes statements that expose the lack of planning. Paragraph 4
sentence 3; (I paraphrase} “Depénding on the size of the lines servicing the immediate adjacent
property, sewer MAY BE as close as Livingston Drive.” It goes on to say. “Regardless sewer will be
available from Bear Creek Road.” Once again assuming the larger parcel is a given.

They go on to offer a bribe to the City of free land to build a sewer lift pumping station.
Furthermore, this proposal gives no consideration for:

Prescriptive Easement of my CO{ canal head gate and irrigation source.

Destruction of a large Federally Designhated Wet Lands Pond,

ODOT approval for access to Highway 20, with 60 units entering a 55 mile per hour Highway.
Approval from Deschutes County for Visual Impact on Hwy 20 limiting building height to 28-foot
maximum.

bl S

In Closing: This is a thinly disguised attempt to gain Prima Facie approval for a subdivision that has
already been passed over by the 2016 UGB Remand Project. | respectfully request that you closely
examine this parcel and proposal; and reject its belated inclusion in the 2016 UGB Remand Project.

Sincerely,

Doug Cleavengef, 21450 E Hwy 20, Bend, OR %\L % i

Y5 We nevir 0]’" fom NeHCE 1N the ma| c:’fa, «Zé
ofﬂ/us and’ | believe we arnt close t'i/i/ldujh_w

mo%%%e
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August 28, 2016

Damian Syrnyk, Senior Planner
709 NW Wall Street, Suite 102
Bend, Or 97701

Re: Urban Growth Boundary Testimony
Mr. Syrnyk:

I do support the recognition and need for affordable housing in Bend. As humans we are most
likely NOT to all agree on many of the solutions proposed. The people that have made Bend such
a great place to live need to have their concerns count and be a vital part of the decisions made.
Because of proposed zoning we have an idea how the incoming parcels will be developed. 1
attended both UGB joint hearings on August 25,2016, listened, and learned about what the city is
planning.

My issue is with a letter on record delivered by Carl “Bill” Hopp on behalf of PacWest and others
involved which had an attachment of a Proposed Plan. Just east from 27t on Highway 20 there is
a 2-acre parcel designated as Urban Area Reserve. It is located in the Northwest corner of a 40-
acre parcel. Although the letter says they will use the 2-acre for 60 units of affordable housing,
their true intent is shown on the attachment to their letter, which shows 858 multi bedroom
units.

Their intentional last minute delivery to the Steering Committee meeting in April seems to be a
suspicious tactic and has no consideration of designing a plan to keep Bend’s natural beauty in
tact. I do not trust this late delivery package, it just shows me that money talks.

Hwy 20 and Bear Creek Rd are not designed to accommodate another 800 plus multi-bedroom
units worth of traffic. The access described at Livingston St is through a quiet neighborhood
with narrow streets, They were not designed or built for hundreds more autos traveling in and
out daily.

Their plan will destroy 40 acres, zoned EFU, of mature pines and open space that could be
farmed like the acreage south of this parcel. The plan will tunnel the canal and fill in a beautiful,
large wildlife pond that is designated in the Federal Wetland Inventory.

I brought up in conversation the 2 acre issue with several decision makers and received a very
vague “I don’t recall” response. A booklet handed out at the 8/25/2016 hearing titled “Making
Bend Even Better”, page 2, explains how we get there. I doubt this late addition parcel has had
time to go through all the processes listed and how would we know if it did or didn’t?

My question is, what is the truth and why the secrecy with this proposal? Bend citizens deserve
an honest answer.

Wi il s,

Maria Rodgers
P.0. Box 9485
Bend, Or 9770
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August 28, 2016

Damian Syrnyk, Senior Planner

City of Bend Growth Management Department
709NW Wall Street, Suite 102

Bend, Oregon 97701

Re: Testimony Urban Growth Boundary
Mr. Syrayk:

Why would the City bring 2.5 acres of land into the UGB and mandate high-density housing
be put on it when it will block a Highway? That land sits squarely in the way of where a
major State Strategic Freight Corridor needs to be widened? Those concerned with
Affordable Housing and those concerned with infrastructure do not seem to have
communicated with one another.

During the August 25, 2016 UGB meeting, the Public expressed concern over roads,
roundabouts and infrastructure in general. During the Commissioners’ and Councilors’
questioning of Staff, Staff emphasized the need for planning long-term infrastructure and
paying attention to the “big picture”. I heard nothing regarding the planning for new or
improved “Express Way “ types of access into or out of the core area as part of the
distribution of land being brought into the UGB.

What is the plan to get traffic that has come into Bend from the north, or south, onto
Highway 20 to the east? 1 heard nothing regarding a plan for traffic that

wants to bypass Bend. That was an issue identified in Chapter 11 of the Bend Metropolitan
Transportation Plan as something that needed to be addressed.

Land is being added to the UGB along the Strategic Freight Highway 20 Corridor northwest
of Bend and along the Strategic Freight Highway 20 Corridor east of Bend. Are there
reserves in those parcels to allow for expansion of the Freight Corridor? Eventually there
will be that need. Will there ever be a high-speed express way around the east side of the
City for the Freight Corridor to follow that would get truck traffic off of 3rd and 27, How
would that interact with the proposed additions to the UGB in the northeast, east, and
south?

This is an obvious time to establish the opportunity for future widening and building of
major highways into, out of, and around Bend without making the problems worse by
allowing for development where those right of ways would logically be placed. Has ODOT
been involved? Is the City establishing impediments to future traffic solutions? There must
be a “Global Approach” to the UGB that makes sense from a transportation perspective.

An example of a “Site Specific” lack of UGB/Traffic conflict planning is the UGB addition
south of Highway 20 east of Bend. That 2.5-acre parcel is just east of where the four lanes
end and is directly in the path of future widening to four lanes of the Highway 20 Freight
Corridor. Staff reported that when that 2.5 acres parcel comes into the UGB, there would
be a mandate that 60 units of “Affordable Housing” be placed on it. Is Staff really
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recommending putting Affordable Housing on the path of a Freight Route? What does
ODOT think about this? Well thought out planning for compatibility between uses would
dictate a buffer between a Freight Route and a new high-density development. (It would
not surprise me that once the 2.5 acres are in the UBG, the proximity to the Freight
Corridor would be used as a reason not to fulfill the obligation to build the Affordable
Housing.)

Staff stated there was a policy to not have any incidents of High Density Housing adjacent
to EFU. The 2.5 acres with 60 units will boarder EFU. Seemingly it took just a few minutes
for the City to violate their own standard. The rest of the City should take note.

The Developer of the 2.5 acre parcel, through their attorney, offered to develop 60 units of
Affordable Housing on 2.5 acres if only the City were to bring the land into the UGB, A Site
Plan attached to the letter appears to have little to do with the offer. Rather, the attached
Site Plan shows a build out of 800+ units on a 38-acre parcel that includes the 2.5 acres.
The Plan appears to show that it will be impossible to complete the proposed Park Trail
through that area. The Plan shows the canal and associated riparian area being putinto a
pipe. It shows a wetland that is in the Federal Wetland Inventory being filled and built
over. From my looking at the Plan, the Developer has offered to put 60 units of Affordable
Housing on a 2.5 acre parcel of land, which will impede widening of a Freight Route. The
Plan provided to the City Commissioners appears to make clear that the end result is, not to
put 60 units of Affordable Housing on the parcel, but rather use it as a tool to eventually up
zone adjacent land so as to put in 800+ units. This has everything to do with putting high
density residential on EFU.

All parcels that were being considered to be brought into the UGB were required to have
passed a vetting process by a Tech Group. I cannot believe this 2.5-acre Parcel would have
scored well. 1 would very much like to see that report. The 2.5-acre parcel was introduced
into the process at the very last minute by a large developer’s attorney. Perhaps it was not
vetted at all.

It is easier to relocate affordable housing than relocate a highway. Are other developments
going to be sited in as bad a place.

Sincerely,

%ﬁ/@ /JZ’AM f«:jf/‘

Charles Wessinger
P.0. Box 459
Government Camp, Or 97028
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URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY REMAND

MAKING BEND

EVEN BETTER
lmw ,E.:]]H\ A j n‘l!

Joint Hearing of the

Bend City Council &
Deschutes County Board of County
Commissioners

Bend UGB Remand Project
August 25, 2016
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Presentation Overview

HHHHHHHHHHH
DDDDDDDDDDDDDD

Refresher: how we got here

Key Remand issues and approaches
The UGB proposal

The adoption package

Conclusions
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Refresher: How we got here

HHHHHHHHHHH
DDDDDDDDDDDDDD

2007-2009: First UGB proposal initiated,
adopted, submitted to DLCD

2010: Director’s Report & LCDC Remand

2011-2013: Remand Task Force — narrow
reconsideration directed by Remand

2014-2016: Extensive public process to re-
evaluate land needs, expansion
areas, UGB and implementation
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Refresher: How we got here

2014-2016 UGB Remand process:
« 3 Technical Advisory Committees (41 meetings)
« UGB Steering Committee (9 meetings)

« 3 community meetings

« Outreach through established groups &
presentations




Key Remand Issues & New
Approaches: Residential Land
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Key Remand Issues & New
Approaches: Employment Land s

Economic Ak
Opportunities Analysis
Redevelopment rate

“Market factor”
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Key Remand Issues & New
Approaches: UGB Expansion  pmmwem
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Project Goals

HHHHHHHHHHH
DDDDDDDDDDDDDD

A Quality Natural
Environment

Balanced
Transportation
System

Great Neighborhoods

Strong Active
Downtown

Strong Diverse
Economy

Connections to
Recreation and
Nature

Housing Options and
Affordabllity

Cost-Effective
Infrastructure
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Evaluation of
Potential
Expansion Areas:
Study Area
Creation

Preliminary Study Area:
~18,000 acres exception
land

UGB Study Area by Priority Class
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Evaluation of Potential Expansion Areas:
Preliminary Screening

Unbuildable
Lands

County Goal 5
Resources

Exception / =
Land: R

~16,000 Acres
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Bend UGB Land Suitability Composite (Annotated)

E I t. n f E] 2 Miles from UGB Combined Factor Score VA Heavily Parcelized (Deschutes River Woeds)
va ua IO 0 |:] Urban Growth Boundary I Lowest quartite N Land Separated from UGB by Resource Lands
- B streams/Rivers AL B&Y Restrictive CCR's
I Ote ntl a I Steep slopes (over 25%) stk == Parks & Rec/ School District Ownership
—— Roads/Highways I Highest Quartite

Expansion Areas: —
Initial Suitability sl
Evaluation

Weighing & Balancing ey

Goal 14 Factors: 43 : q
Efficient Land Use K\ | : J, |
Orderly Public o
Facilities o
Environmental, Social,

Economic and Energy
Conseqguences

Compatibility with
Farm and Forest Land

2

A
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Evaluation of Potential Expansion Areas:

Narrowing Focus to Top Performing Land

BAN $RDWTH

Bend UGB Land Suitability Composite (Annotated)

2 Miles from UGB Combined Factor Score Heavily Parcelized (Deschutes River Woods)
D Urban Growth Boundary - Lowest Guariie SN Land Separated from UGB by Rescurce Lands
B streams/Rivers audiarts BR¥ Restrictive CCR's

Steep slopes (over 25%) ard Quartie == Parks & Rec / School District Ownership

Roads/Highways I Highest Quartile

Phase 2 Narrowing of Exception Lands

BOUNDAR
-

Prepared 6/18/2015

Phase 1
Marrowing

N Rarrowing

Combined Factor
Score

- Lowest Quartile

2nd Quartile

3rd Quartile

I Highest Quartile




Evaluation of Potential Expansion Areas:
Alternatives Analysis

Residential Area with Locally-Serving Employment Employment Area

Residential Area with Significant Employment Supplemental Area

N

Supplemental Areas Map 1 Supplemental Areas Map 2 Supplemental Areas Map 3
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Evaluation Of Preferred Urban Growth Boundary Expansion: Scenario 2.1G

Potential UGB EXPANSION AREAS

Residential/Employment

RBAN GROWTH
Y REMAND

North“Triangle”
188 Acres

MARKET

Expansion Areas:

Refinement &
Analysis of
Preferred N vty
Alternative

HAMBY RD

NEFF RD
Refinements based |
on evidence of 5
. E cres
Compelllng - REED MARKET .
advantages HpingPark - Dsalﬁgrﬁfr::tyl

The “Elbow”
474 Aaes

Evaluation of Goal s |
Z o RN % KARD RD
14 Factors for 2.1G g & High Desert
_ 57 Acres = Park
8 E. 5901 2

The“Thumb” ‘
222 Acres ? Miles NORTH
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The UGB Proposal

UGB EXPANSION AREAS |,
D Residential/Employment 188 Acres  § 3 @“D)
‘?E‘B 0
. Park ‘i‘, ; 2 E
» 2

* pa
5 0B Riley 4 Northeast
§ 147 Acres 465 Aaes
‘9 i

#UTLER. MARKET RD

Shevlin § —/ Pine Nursery
68 Acres o Park
N o &N A
. g s
S 3
SR o
2 =
€
3!
NEFF RD

& N st Hwy 20
= 2 Acres
The “Elbow”
474 Aaes

[ 4
7 & High Desert
m Park
The*“Thumb”
222 Acres

(B Aatsf S| 2

? Miles NORTH

Rev. 5/27/2016

2,380 total acres:

1,142 acres
residential land
(including future
schools & parks)

« 815 acres
employment land

« 285 acres for
public facilities in
district ownership

« 138 acres existing
right-of-way
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The UGB Proposal:
Resource Compatibility |

TOPOGRAPHY AND NATURAL FEATURES

No expansion on
resource land,
minimal farm/forest
compatiblility
concerns

Sensitive
development near
natural resources
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The UGB Proposal: Residential Land

URBAN GROWTH
BOUNDARY REMAND

Effl C I ent d evel O p m ent In BEND FUTURE URBAN FORM DIAGRAM
areas with few constraints R et e s

Voluntary affordable
housing commitments

Overall increase In
housing variety and
density

Parks and Schools
Integrated with
neighborhoods

IMajor Arterial/Highway Single Family Suburban
Minor Arterial Large Lot
Street Network Transect 1 2 3 5 O



The UGB Proposal:

Employment Land

Employment land supports
economic growth

\}

s
A

LEGEND

==== City Limits Employment Districts
Urban Growth Boundary B Higher Education
—— River/Stream B Medical

B IndustrialiProfessional Off,
Mixed Employment

+=# Rail Road

m Major Arterial/Highway
—— Minor Arterial

—— Street Network

Focus on
complete communities

A\ !

LEGEND
-=-= City Limits
Urban Growth Boundary

= River/Stream

Centers and Corridors

ﬁ Urban Mixed Use Center Il Mixed Use District

w4 Rail Road [ Wiajor Commerdial Comdor
e [ajor Arteriall Highway
: Community Comm. Center
— Minor Arterial *
Streat Network B Cormmunity Cormm, Corridor

Local Commercial Center
Local Cormercial Cormidor

Non-Centers and Corridors
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The UGB Proposal: Infrastructure

Note: North Third Street roadway

- Cost-effective ==/
sewer investments

» Network of roads to '
support growth J

|

« Area planning for
coordinated growth

Legend Rairoad
— Expressway — incr Arterial Deschutes River
Figure 8.4: Bend Urban Area Street System swcmcs Progosed Expressway  sessie Progosed Minor Arterial Tumalo Cresk
iy 2016 e Principal Arterial — Major Collector [ city Limits
@]D sasass Proposed Principal Arterial  wax=++ Proposed Maior Collector [EJ) UGB - Urban Gowih Boundary
N \ . 2 o Wisjor Atterial ~——— Frontage Road

s 0w o
CITY OF BEND ———— — ... Proposed Major Aderial ==+~ Proposed Frontage Road 1 2 3 5 2




Proposed
Expansion Areas:
Northeast

What:
Pine Nursery Park
Rock Ridge Park

222 acres residential
land

22 acres commercial
land

How:

New, complete
community

Node sets the stage
for additional urban
growth in the future

Help complete
existing
neighborhoods

i
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~
\
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1
_______ =
|
I
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.
I T =y
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Proposed 5 20 §
™ < |
Expansion Areas: BEAR CREEK =
Southeast !
|
I
What: = = i
High Desert Middle Nl
School :
|
|

High Desert Park

347 acres residential
land

385 acres
employment land

How:

More complete
communities

Diverse mix of .
housing and A
employment

Potential large-lot
industrial site =

Transition to existing ——— |
neighborhoods 4 . /

—_—— e ——

y
REED MARKET

15TH
j
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Proposed
Expansion Areas:
South & Southwest

What:
Alpine Park

78 acres residential
land

182 acres
employment land

How:

Complete existing
neighborhoods

Commercial services
& employment
opportunities

Transitions to existing
development

Affordable housing
opportunities

POWERS
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Proposed
Expansion Areas:
West & Northwest

What:

381 acres residential
land

29 acres
employment land

How:

“Transect” concept —
transition from urban
to rural density

Complement
existing
development

Buffers for wildlife
and wildfire




Proposed
Expansion Areas:
North

What:

114 acres residential
land

197 acres
employment land

How:

Build on successful
employment areas

Add residential uses
to balance
employment

Transition to rural
residential
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\
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'- 9
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UGB Adoption Package Overview:
Bend Comprehensive Plan

o\

New Growth ———
Management Chapter
.. \‘“‘.‘ Chapter 11: Growth
» Goals and policies Management
addressing growth
management within the
current UGB

* Annexation policies
« Area planning policies

« Specific requirements
for each expansion
area




UGB Adoption Package Overview:
Bend Comprehensive Plan

Updated Housing S

Ch apter Chapter 5: Housing

* New and revised
housing policies

» Consistency with
updated Housing
Needs Analysis

» Streamlined
background
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UGB Adoption Package Overview:
Bend Comprehensive Plan

Updated Economy D
Chapter

. Chapter 6: Econom
- New and revised (D) cr g

economy policies

« Consistency with
updated Economic
Opportunities
Analysis

» Streamlined
background
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UGB Adoption Package Overview:

Bend Comprehensive Plan

Updated Transportation
Chapter

* New transportation
policies to support UGB

* New policies to reduce
rellance on the
automobile

« Consistency with
Integrated Land Use
and Transportation Plan

+ Removed outdated text

City of Bend Comprehensive Plan

@% Chapter 7: Transportation
& S
ystems
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UGB Adoption Package Overview:
Bend Comprehensive Plan

Other Chapters

» Chapter 1: update Chapt 11an Managemens <
Community Goals to
reflect the project
goals from UGB
planning process

* Minor updates to
remove outdated text

+ Update to new format
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“Efficiency
Measures”
Context & Goals

* Encourage greater
diversity and
density of housing
and mixed use
development

* Guided by
aspirational future
Urban Form

+ Recommendations
from TACs

BEND FUTURE URBAN FORM DIAGRAM

This diagram is concepfual non-regulatory, and subjgct {o changs.

LEGE

-=-— City Limits Neighborhoods

Urban Growth Boundary I Early Bend
== River/Stream Traditional ﬁ
whi- Rail Road Mixed Suburban

e Arterial Large Lot
Park/Open Space Transect
7 Deschutes National Forest

@ Potential Future Park/Open Space Area

URBAK SABWTH BOUNDARY REMAND

MAKING BEND
EVEN BETTER

e T

D

Centers and Corridors

Employment Districts

Il Higher Education
Urban Mixed Use Center [l Medical
B i ajor Commercial Corridor
== Principal Arterial f Expressway Single Family Suburban Community Comm. Center
[ ] Community Cormm. Corridar
Local Commercial Center
Local Commercial Corridor
m— Trails B Mixed Use District

0 Industrial/Professional Off.

Mixed Employment

Public Facilities
Public Facilities
4§ Existing Schools
4 Potential Future Schools
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Opportunity Areas
July 18, 2016

“Efficilency X
Measures” )
Context & Goals

Juniper Ridge

B R BN wm il .

Inner Hwy 20/

F O C u S % Greenwood \S‘*‘%R fv‘-?j'«l—‘r- -
redevelopment :

& major
changes to
“Opportunity
Areas”

AE5TH
SO L

BEAR CREEK

REED, MARKET. - -

Limit changes In
existing e
neighborhoods | = = &4
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UGB Adoption
Package Overview:
Bend Comprehensive
Plan Map

Expanded UGB

Expansion area plan
designations

New Comprehensive Plan
designations for 6
“Opportunity Areas” inside the
current UGB:

1.

mEimiotmi

Century Drive

“Korpine”

East Downtown

Inner Highway 20

COID

15t Street Ward Property

C8- Central Business Distrit [ PF- Pubic Faciities
M CC- Commercial Convenience [l PO- Professional Office

City of Bend Comprehensive Plan

[ RH- Residental Urban High Density
53 Uplard preas of Spcal Infeest. gy . il Gl

RM- Residential Urban Medium Density
RS- Residential Urban Standard Density

% Special Sies (See Chapter 11 of
the Bend Compr




UGB Adoption
Package Overview:
Bend Zoning Map

Expanded UGB

Expansion areas retain
County zoning

*  New zoning districts for 3
“Opportunity Areas” inside
the current UGB:

1. Bend Central District

(Special Plan District +
some zone changes)

2. “Korpine”
3. 15% Street Ward
Property

CITY OF BEND

Bend Zoning Map




Bend Development Code -
Residential Zones Highlights

Proposed Change Notes & Limitations

Housing Mix & Density In Applies to properties >20 acres
Master Planned Neighborhoods

Increase maximum density in Applies where sewer Is

RL available

Increase minimum density in RS Affects properties >1/4 acre that
want to develop

Facilitate housing variety in RS  Still have to meet density
requirements

Require housing mix in RM Applies to sites >3 acres

Remove lot size barriers in RM  Still have to meet density
& RH requirements
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Bend Development Code - Commercial
& Mixed Use Zones Highlights

DDDDDDDDDDDDDD

Create two new mixed use zones

Remove lot coverage and front setback
requirements in the Mixed Employment zone

Residential requires mixed use in Mixed
Employment & Professional Office Zones

Minimum residential density along transit
corridors iIn commercilal & mixed use zones

Limit ground-floor residential uses In
commercial zones
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UGB Adoption Package Overview: Supporting
Documents to Bend Comprehensive Plan

HHHHHHHHHHH
DDDDDDDDDDDDDD

Transportation System Plan (TSP) Updates
Integrated Land Use & Transportation Plan (ILUTP)

New section with updated maps & tables
Buildable Lands Inventory (BLI)
Housing Needs Assessment (HNA)
Economic Opportunities Analysis (EOA)
Urbanization Report
Urban Form Report
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In Conclusion...The UGB Proposal:

HHHHHHHHHHH
DDDDDDDDDDDDDD

Establishes realistic & justifiable land needs

Satisfies land needs for housing, jobs, schools and
parks

Proposes a robust package of efficiency measures
Encouraging development in strategic areas of Bend

Matches UGB expansion to land need
Total of 2,380 acres

Follows state law & rules for evaluation of
expansion areas
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In Conclusion...

HHHHHHHHHHH
DDDDDDDDDDDDDD

Expands solely onto exception land
Only UAR10, MUA10 included

Considers and balances Goal 14 location factors at
several points to identify best performing land

Assigns appropriate urban plan designations,
consistent with land needs

Engaged stakeholders & the public to build support
& consensus
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In Conclusion....

UGB EXPANSION AREAS |,
D Residential/Employment 188 Acres  § 3 @“D)
‘?E‘B 0
. Park ‘i‘, ; 2 E
» 2

55 OB Riley

ﬁ‘l"’ 147 Acres \
Shevlin §
68 Acres y ";;;;_:»-‘_,-

Northeast
465 Aaes

#UTLER. MARKET RD

|
7
»
us]
=
€
T

NEFF RD

& N st Hwy 20
= 2 Acres
The “Elbow”
474 Aaes

|4
/ & High Desert
197Y Park
The“Thumb”
222 Acres

(B Aatsf S| 2
Rev. 5/27/2016

? Miles  NORTH

The proposed UGB
expansion:

«  Accommodates
projected land
needs through
2028

« Complies with
Goal 14, and
State statutes
and rules

* Incorporates
extensive
community input
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Speaker Sign Up
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| -
Urban Growth Boundary CITY OF BEND

Public Hearing Testimony

Address: mNN‘RM - 6121 \U%R \Nh..\&“

[ live inside the City of Bend: YES Kl NO :
g Rd ﬁ%\m

Name: N!\m\m \a\\ﬂ\m Email: @ o E@bﬁnmmw\&tﬁ,‘@

The topic | would like to speak to is: {check ali that apply)

0 Boundary Location
: \.N_. Comprehensive Plan Amendments / Comp Plan Policies
O Development Code Amendments / Zone Chariges
L1 Infrastructure / Transportation, Sewer, Water
0 Other (specify)

Please retum this form fo a city staff person prior to the meeting. When you begin your
comments, please state your name and address. :



Speaker Sign Up

Urban Growth Boundary . CITY OF BEND _\

Public Hearing Testimony

- r
Name: &\%\\K\.\&N\ Email: Wﬁx\&@\m\ﬁu? by <4
Address: \\ 77 \M\ % @N\\\N\K\ \\\Q,W

| live inside the City of Bend: YES K No [

The topic 1 would like to speak to is: (check all that apply)

1 Boundary Location

1 Comprehensive Plan Amendments / Comp Plan Policies
O Development Code Amendments / Zone Changes

,2\ Infrastructure / Transportation, Sewer, Water

O Other {specify)

Please retum this form fo a cily staff person prior to the meeting. When you begin vour
comments, please state your name and address.
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Speaker Sign Up
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Urban Growth Bound o
Public Hearing Testimony CITY OF BEND
Zm.,:m._,ﬁ a;ﬂwﬁ/ FNQﬁM : Email: %C/Wg/ﬁmfm.ﬁm Hﬁﬁ @\L#QMZ@ Lo,

>aa_..mmm /W }:& %ﬁ:@@ﬂ/ 4

| live inside the City of Bend: <mmvmu\ No K

v

The topic | would like to speak to is: (check all that apply)

O Boundary Location Dl swk 0@%\}

O Comprehensive Plan Amendments / Comp Plan Policies wle 0

[1 Development Code Amendments / Zone Changes I
\,E\_s_"_.mm:.:nﬂc..m / Transportation, Sewer, Water .

O Other (specify) P\&u

Please reiurn this form fo a city staff person prior to the meeting. When you @m@s your i
comments, please state your name and address.



1237¢

Speaker Sign Up

Urban Growth Boundary CITY OF BEND v

Public Hearing Testimony

Zm:_mgujj §Q\&o \,m\ mamm_udﬁw@i@u aﬂ\@mu sm(@r@vn.\%m\ aadci
Address: \N%Nw Uﬁwmh_*mg% POKAQ\ h\»wb\\o% nw 77 QRN
[ live inside the City of Bend: YES Kl No O

The topic [ would like to speak to is: (check all that apply) -
O Boundary Location 2ot %«{x@
0 Comprehensive Plan Amendments / Comp Plan Policies . Q\T&
B Development Code Amendments / Zone Changes n&ui _o

[l Infrastructure / Transportation, Sewer, Water
[0 Other (specify)

Please retumn this form fo a cily staff person prior to the meeting. When you begin your
comments, please stafe your name and address.



12377

Speaker Sign Up

Urban Growth Boundary CITY OE BEND _\

Public Hearing Testimony

Name: Nﬂ. 4 @5%\__ X Email: X b pnack &&@@s@i co#
Address: @O@ w/\m N.Nﬁw l@ﬂﬁ% \ L Pt Resortd-

[ live inside the City of Bend: YES O no ﬁ\
The topic | would like to speak to is: {check all that m_.vES

\.

[1 Boundary Location Clbr, b wi

[0 Comprehensive Plan Amendments / Comp Plan Policies T?LC

ﬂhcgm_o_uam:ﬂoo% Amendments / Zone Changes ,momé.k
Infrastructure / Transportation, Sewer, Water

..M Other (specify) 200, m/m @d@d& ,  S4fesccts

Flease retum this form fo a cily staff person prior fo the meeting. When you begin your
comments, please stafe your name and address.



Speaker Sign Up

12378

Urban 0_.05;: Boundary CITY OF BEND "

Public Hearing Testimony

Name: Mkl Ropinseny Email: M ROBINN @) PEREWSWOIE (oM
Address: 20 NW cCih 57, Tenvh Floo@  fultiad) o 11209-4128

L ) . REVTOSENT TAMNY FIME
| live inside the City of Bend: YES [1 NO Dz ﬁ SBMITIE) UETTER DATED

The topic | would like to speak to is: (check all that apply) &) 29.16)

\R Boundary Location Nortt, TV e xs\\m\m

O Comprehensive Plan Amendments / Comp Plan Policies

[0 Development Code Amendments / Zone Changes Q\ymﬁ -126 ok [
O Infrastructure / Transportation, Sewer, Water _

O Other (specify)

Please return this form fo a city staff person prior to the meeting. When you .om,oi your
comments, please state your name and address.




Speaker Sign Up

Urban Growth Boundary \
Public Hearing Testimony CITY OF BEND
0 en ORX
Name: .\hﬁxbﬁ\% hﬁ e y.d Email: %@%ﬁ& ¢ ww}mﬁ Lo
Address: NQ 7 AL /L *\& Of LS NB% a< m\mi AR y 2
| live inside the City of Bend: <mmE\ZO O ;
. . . Pleas imd A,

The topic | would like to speak to is: (check all that apply) It

- 4

K Boundary Location > Py mw

[0 Comprehensive Plan Amendments / Comp Plan Policies
[0 Development Code Amendments / Zone Changes
0 Infrastructure / Transportation, Sewer, Water \

B}-Other (specify) _{/£/{ fuf Fviimsie sasa

Please return this form fo a city staff person prior to the meeting. When you @m@S your
comments, please state your name and address.

12379



12380

Speaker Sign Up

Urban Growth Boundary _\
Public Hearing ._.mmcmao:< CITY OF BEND
Name: @ﬂJ h .1%% Email: ~O # p & O\&Hro\}\\ g

Address: ] 68 NN Greenweol $<m Bend Q% 99707

 live inside the City of Bend: YES [ NO E

-

The topic | would like o speak to is: (check all that apply)
LLC  EHy10

b~ Boundary Location
[0 Comprehensive Plan Amendments / Comp Plan Policies
00 Development Code Amendments / Zone Changes
L1 Infrastructure / Transportation, Sewer, <<m~m_.
[1 Other (specify)

Flease return this form to a city staff person prior to the meeting. When you begin your
comments, please state your name and address.




12381

Speaker Sign Up

Urban Growth Boundary e
Public Hearing Testimony CITY OF BEND
Name: oz’ “mﬂ\\%\\m. | mamm_"iw\\\%o\\v&@x\o\\x\ﬁx& Ve \m\ml
>anmwm&“\w P %\ﬂx \mw&
[ live inside the City of Bend: YES [1 NO _
_<m_:m._m e _.<o en . \& oi§ﬁ§§“
The topic [ would like to speak to is: (check all that apply) UAR ‘bls‘ww
<9 Boundary Location Conllllf o~ TAc

[0 Comprehensive Plan Amendments / Comp Plan Policies
[0 Development Code Amendments / Zone Changes

I Infrastructure / Transportation, Sewer, Water

[1 Other (specify)

Please return this form to a cily staff person prior to the meeting. When you begin your
comments, please state your name and address.




12382

Speaker Sign Up
o2 A=z

Urban Growth Boundary
Public Hearing Testimony CITY OF BEND L

\\ s
Name:__- %w&&% \b\\M\\ &\N\\\\MHMW. Email: %&%W@\ﬁ%\%\&x@ e

>o_a=.mmm \\ LA D - ey o u\m“w o nuwré o %M\i%
f .

| live inside the City of Bend: YES @,\zo O Riniep Campn Ege
4

The topic 1 would like to speak ﬂox_\m” (check all that apply) ¥ Too Voo, m\?&m\ m\\?ﬁ.\

1 Boundary Location
ﬁ Comprehensive Plan Amendments / Comp Plan Policies
U Development Code Amendments / Zone Changes
1 Infrastructure / Transportation, Sewer, Water
1 Other (specify)

Please retfurn this form to a city staff person prior to the meeting. When you begin your
comments, please stafe your name and address.



Speaker Sign Up

Urban Growth Bound
Public Hea s timor, . CITY OF BEND [

ic Hearing Testimon
Name: § NM/‘ Email: “NA\»N& %\@\A\ \m\% Dbg\\ﬁm\/
Address: \@ \N\N\L N\\A% _Ww %W\ mm@\/Q\ %@

[ live inside the City of Bend: <mm% No [
The topic | would like to speak to is: (check all that apply)

12383

us\m__‘im M?S
[0 Boundary Location :
[1 Comprehensive Plan Amendments / Comp Plan Policies
O Development Code Amendments / Zone Changes

_u__z?mmﬂ_.:nﬁ:«m___._...m: \_uo_.ﬁmﬂ_o_._ m Nﬁs <<mﬁm.. JN 4\ N\m
wmﬂ Oﬂ:mlmﬁmoaﬁ kmﬁx\%\\wﬂ Q \ >
Please retumn this form fo a city staff person prior fo u&m\ meeting. When you om@: your

comments, please mwmﬂm your name and address.




Speaker mmm::c_u

12384

Pubhc Hoaring Testimony CITY OF BEND "
Name: JoHr S wan<on Email: ,uo_\.:\a L SFanseri(D Stte 2F.v S
Address: 775 SumasZ ST. NT - SHTeM
| live inside the City of Bend: YES [J No [

The topic | would like to speak to is: (check m=, that apply) Q\\_av«owcﬁhﬂwwm

[0 Boundary Location
[0 Comprehensive Plan Amendments / Comp Plan Policies
[0 Development Code Amendments / Zone Changes
O Infrastructure / Transportation, Sewer, Water .
: (LHAD TLS
~& Other (specify) SOPlAl &V 1< JSto o gFSTETE A S PR {

Please retum this form to a city staff person prior fo the meeting. When you @m,QS your
comments, please state your name and address.




Speaker Sign Up

12385

Urban 9.95,_,. Boundary CITY OF BEND

Public Hearing Testimony

”qummwm"ﬂl\ﬂwg \gr\mg\w%\,\ e MI\WEEM /&\\d&%\\ @ 9%@L\§

[live inside the City of Bend: YEs RO Neow by of ~ whet dlony)

The topic | would like to speak to is: (check all that apply)

O Boundary Location

[1 Comprehensive Plan Amendments / Comp Plan Policies
[1 Development Code Amendments / Zone Changes

O Infrastructure / Transportation, Sewer, Water

ther (specify)

Please retum this form fo a cily staff person prior to the meefing. When you _omm_s your
comments, please state your name and address.




Speaker Sign Up

12386

c_._ums O__.0<.<§ mo:m_amé CITY OF BEND —

Public Hearing Testimony

Name: \ , Email: %%ﬁu %&u&k&&\@/

Address: Q_\\\W\ \mE %\&\W\&

| live inside the City of Bend: YES O no [ : A c

The topic | would like to speak to is: (check all that apply)

[1 Boundary Location

0 Comprehensive Plan Amendments / Comp Plan Policies
O Development Code Amendments / Zone Chariges

O Infrastructure / Transportation, Sewer, Water

O Other (specify)

Please return this form fo a city staff person prior fo the meeting. When you cm@S your
comments, please state your name and address.




Speaker Sign Up

12387

Urban Growth Boundary
Public Hearing Testimony CITY OF BEND v
Name: m\ ﬁm.u\_ Q.,.H,F,ma._\/ Email: W,\uﬁ ﬂ\ﬂh‘@\ L‘Q L, m,\_@\.\,\/
Address: (O g4 2 D.%ﬁﬁnw r,mw e Do
| live inside the City of Bend: YES N_ NO H_
The topic | would like o speak to is: (check all that apply) m_s._tr%
Thwnd S beudif

[1 Boundary Location

[1 Comprehensive Plan Amendments / Comp Plan Policies
LI Development Code Amendments / Zone Changes

O Infrastructure / Transportation, Sewer, Water

L, Other (specify) S & Pe,d TUevels Z e n T

Please return this form fo a city staff person prior to the meeting. When you cm@S your
comments, please stafe your name and address.




Speaker Sign Up

Urban Growth Boundary CITY OF BEND v~

Public Hearing Testimony

Name: @?@ g :

Address: \WWU DW \Q Nélmll

I live inside the City of Bend: YES ﬂhzo ] Keep Bend besuddud
The topic | would like to speak to is: {check all that apply)

Email:

0 Boundary Location
[l Comprehensive Plan Amendments / Comp Plan Policies
T Development Code Amendments / Zone Changes
U\_:_"_.mm\n_.:oﬁ:_.m / Transportation, Sewer, Water
[0 Other (specify) a \S%&N\ Ch anay_ -
Please retumn this form to a city staff person prior fo the :,q\owm::m. When you begin your
comments, please state your name and address.

12388



Speaker Sign Up

12389

Urban 9.05: Boundary CITY OE BEND

Public Hearing Testimony

Name: JQ,Q;)@\ QOC%N\W | Email: DNQQ\B € — GQMQ @\»\%MQQ& 573
Address: QC%\Q QQ\O\%\; O | /u,ﬁ W&EL 6% T7IOZ

] live inside the City of Bend: <mmg/zo n
The topic 1 would like to speak to is: (check all that apply)

,ﬂ/moczamé Location
[1_Comprehensive Plan Amendments / Comp Plan Policies
w__ugm_o_uam:ﬂ Code Amendments / Zone Chariges

nfrastructure / Tr; N:mvo:mao: Sewer, N:ﬂ@.. %
O Other (specify) _A znd on Serhe Wes? er a\ 27 Ffowy
Please return this form to a city mﬁmq person prior 8 the meeting. When you cm@S your
comments, please state your name and address.

Dot imebds
Mk derdd o,
Wy :%




1239C

Speaker Sign Up

c_._ums o_.o<.<§ wo:q.a_m_e CITY OF BEND +

Public Hearing Testimony

ZmBmNO\r/\\J S PN& %% Email:;, %Qﬁf CCp @@
Address: Q/R\AB_ 7“2 IUA.FN?P.KMIFD “o

I live inside the City of Bend: YES _mm\zo O =\£ rEsPricfes o
The topic | would like to speak to is: (check all that apply) F&T m?»n\*s »Q.‘u_&m

0 Boundary Location

[1 Comprehensive Plan Amendments / Comp Plan Policies

4 Development Code Amendments / Zone Changes |l e ﬁ J rw, F
L1 Infrastructure / Transportation, Sewer, Water p. Ny Ao
[0 Other {specify) !

Please return this form to a city staff person prior to the meeting. When you begin your
comments, please state your name and address.




12391

Speaker Sign Up

Urban Growth Boundary CITY OF BEND L

Public Hearing Testimony

Name: L L E 5 mew\* Q.Q\@ﬁh\ i ~§f Email: \Q MUWVA OQIOPBE\KP@NE\AL Cevy

Address: G366 (O Beocdh Apaqy KA 7770/

| live inside the City of Bend: %mm ﬂ No [ mto\\e\l.m /Gp
The topic | would like to speak to is: {check all that apply) Dot Qs\:mn my KL
. ®

\B Boundary Location

O Comprehensive Plan Amendments / Comp Plan Policies
\N_. Development Code Amendments / Zone Changes

O Infrastructure / Transportation, Sewer, Water

[T Other (specify)

Please return this form fo a city staff person prior fo the meeting. When you begin your
comments, please state your name and address.




Speaker Sign Up

Urban Growth Boundary CITY OF BEND v+

Public Hearing Testimony

Name: Q%f\/:) MR\NQQ Email: @«Qr(?ﬂSmg\m\Uﬁ@%ﬁwsdd- Dl

>na..mmm”r\c 2580 ﬁgﬁi,ﬁ% gﬁﬁ
I'live inside the City of Bend: YES E no [ msﬂ\)mx\ needs Ne?&\mw
The topic | would like to speak to is: (check all that apply) Woneid abond 2,57

"2 Boundary Location ALCCEsS , y€ cm ol

O Comprehensive Plan Amendments / Comp Plan Policies ,
[0 Development Code Amendments / Zone Changes

L1 Infrastructure / Transportation, Sewer, Water

[1 Other (specify)

Please return this form fo a city staff person prior to the meeting. When you begin your
comments, please stafe your name and address.

12397



Speaker Sign Up

12393

Urban m,_.os;: Boundary CITY OF BEND v

Public Hearing Testimony engl
Lapespun Lped it o flz@ %

Name:___ Svsn) S W _ _ REY Email: D e Su ; wal @ Cwd L.
Address: 2533 L VS s v

I live inside the City of Bend: <mmE No [ : mw% %1, ne m% i ot
The topic | would like to speak to is: (check all that apply) o T;\m\\\f _

M Boundary Location ool -
. —X Comprehensive Plan Amendments / Comp Plan Policies uusam&@_‘ macl

O Development Code Amendments / Zone Changes )

] Infrastructure / Transportation, Sewer, Water A\_Z%g s?\&?i

[1 Other (specify) 9 A s p1€ el

Please retumn this form to a city staff person prior fo the meefing. When you Um@s your
comments, please stafe your name and address.



Speaker Sign Up

12394

Urban 0_.055 Boundary CITY OF BEND .~

Public Hearing Testimony

Name: \&?ﬂ %\m}\b\@m\ Corvecd Email: £TAR M BE& Haod ﬁm)\m\_\ e

s EEW
Address:
| live inside the City of Bend: YESO No OO . Gollen, Tringy oot
The topic | would like to speak to is: (check all that apply)
B Boundary Location

\_m_\ Comprehensive Plan Amendments / Comp Plan Policies
[0 Development Code Amendments / Zone Changes

\N_\ Infrastructure / Transportation, Sewer, Water

-F1 Other (specify)

Please retum this form to a city staff person prior to the meeting. When you .cm@.: your
comments, please stafe your name and address.




Speaker Sign Up

Urban Growth Boundary L
Public Hearing Testimony CITY OF BEND
Name: Q//\QCD @nﬂ / Email:__ Y20\ d v?,\/?/ L Cobvn
Address: / Rd _u,mo.vl le e Spesie Lo Awwa Merie.
[ live inside the City of Bend: YES B no O [0hc vn AU treante

The topic | would like to speak to is: (check all that apply)

[1 Boundary Location

[0 Comprehensive Plan Amendments / Comp Plan Policies
1 Development-Code Amendments / Zone Changes

[ Infrastructure / Transportation, Sewer, Water

J& Other (specify) Thawles

Please retumn this form to & city staff person prior to the meeting. When you begin your
comments, please state your name and address.

12395



Speaker Sign Up

Urban Growth Boundary CITY OF BEND L

Public Hearing Testimony

/ ‘ ./ ]
Name: x&ﬂﬁgf J&L®H \m Email: A4 Clovw f5 /e S § foin
’ , 3 ” k_ I j
Address: ’ m\m\ i) (/) K b .y c\; At
I live inside the City of Bend: YES 4. No O .3\{)@

The topic | would like to speak to is: {check all that apply)

& Boundary Location

0 Comprehensive Plan Amendments / Comp Plan Policies
£3-Development Code Amendments / Zone Changes

OO Infrastructure [ Transportation, Sewer, Water

[1 Other (specify)

Please return this form to a city staff person prior fo the meeting. When you begin your
comments, please stafe your name and address.

12396



Speaker Sign Up

Urban Growth Boundary . CITY OF BEND e

Public Hearing Testimony

Zmamug®§ 752@@/ Email: 5\_\@‘@\‘@ Q\Eg E@.\_
nacress: | 13l NW 9% Sk 8oy O Landedeh ory

<<__

[ live inside the City of Bend: <mmH No [ QNA\*.Q\W m OLWw

The topic | would like to speak to is: {check all that apply) _O

. *dﬁﬁk 5%¥§3§Q
Boundary l.ocation ve ce
Comprehensive Plan Amendments / Comp Plan Policies
Development Code Amendments / Zone Changes moﬁ\\\* UGR
Infrastructure / Transportation, Sewer, Water .
Other (specify)

Please return this form to a city staff person prior fo the meeting. When you begin your
comments, please stafe your name and address.

12397



Speaker Sign Up

Urban Growth Boundary CITY OF BEND +~

Public Hearing Testimony

Name: _L@,H(Na T/ &édz Email:
Address: \\,\\ \P_ﬁ = QL.E' MWNSQQ\J\& WDA);

[ live inside the City of Bend: YES [0 No [

The topic | would like to speak to is: (check all that apply) Em, :@@.w\ﬁ?,\i
v&h\QPPQA¢
Ossreept 7

0 Boundary Location

[T Comprehensive Plan Amendments / Comp Plan Policies
\A Development Code Amendments / Zone Changes o

0 Infrastructure / Transportation, Sewer, Water sosre

L1 Other (specify)

Please return this form to a city staff person prior fo the meeting. When you vm@S your
comments, please state your name and address.

12398



Speaker Sign Up

12399

Urban n_w_,osqs Boundary CITY OF BEND v

Public Hearing Testimony

Name:
Address:

I live inside the City of Bend: YES [0 No E] - SBVA prey .&nr.w
The topic | would like to speak to is: (check all that apply) WA T Le oo 4 %ﬁw«‘
O Boundary Location wvensd brk agptfs

O Comprehensive Plan Amendments / Comp Plan Policies \36?» mm

£1 Development Code Amendments / Zone Chariges
O Infrastructure / Transportation, Sewer, Water
[1 Other (specify)

Please refurn this form to a o&\ staff person prior fo the meeting. When you _cm.QS your
comments, please state your name and address.



Speaker Sign Up

Publc Hoaring Testimony CITY OF BEND +~
Name: IN\S\?\ mi\vQ@ 4 Email; bburnie \,\® NOWSS, i
Address: 7R 77 NJ \\H\W nmﬂ* @\Q&s & 77O
I live inside the City of Bend: YES [0 No [ _ N.E\mi? o s
The topic | would like to speak to is: (check all that apply) A \Rﬁ Chreerses

I Boundary Location . 4 ?@@m_ qn&.‘:q

[1 Comprehensive Plan Amendments / Comp Plan Policies
[0 Development Code Amendments / Zone Changes
O Infrastructure / Transportation, Sewer, Water

[ Other (specify) Size

Please refurn this form to a cify staff person prior to the meeting. When you U@@S your
comments, please state your name and address.

12400



Speaker Sign Up

Urban Growth Boundary CITY OF BENDv~

Public Hearing Testimony

Name: %Q\.\m\ ﬁ;\MB&\F‘ Email:
Address: @ [SiS Boster Hou e

I live inside the City of Bend: YES B No []

The topic 1 would like to speak to is: (check all that apply)

O Boundary Location
[0 Comprehensive Plan Amendments / Comp Plan Policies mﬁ&« oA WELAL,E.
[1 Development Code Amendments / Zone Changes

O Infrastructure / Transportation, Sewer, Water

& Other (specify) 4 7ane  Cihacwvg

Please return this form fo a city staff person prior to the meeting. When you U@QS your
comments, please stafe your name and address.

12401



Speaker Sign Up ,,f?ﬂ w@m@?

| e 3

Urban Growth Boundary \;\;\?w
CITY OF

Publjc Hearing Testimony
Name: \R\\bk k\\m&% Email: \J 5 %\A&g Chp

>na_.mmm N\W\\ Q \N%&\m @ﬁ;\
\ .

[ live inside the City of Bend: <mm\mﬁ %_m_

The topic | would like to speak to is:{€heck all that apply)

[0 Boundary Location \

LI Comprehensive Wm: Amendments / Comp Plan Policies
AT Development Code Amendments / Zone Changes
L1 Infrastructure / Transportation, Sewer, Water

| Mﬁﬁumo_@v
Please‘return this form fo a city staff person prior to the meefing. When you cm@i your
comments, please state your name and address.

12402



12408

Speaker Sign Up

Urban Growth Boundary CITY OF BEND

Public Hearing Testimony

A L
T 0. ]/ : <
Name: g w\\ux muﬁu\m ) Email:,// E\ \ »\i \\H\M/ \Mum\wﬁ Ly \ﬁm@_v\m: \N?
Address:__ (< 7¢ 7" W T A [ R\ N
[ live inside the City of Bend: YES I/ No O m@m@ vee
The topic | would like to speak to is: (check all that apply) %E_&g /. £ o
OO0 Boundary Location Cop Hor walk femdy
‘Emooiu_.m:osw?m Plan Amendments / Comp Plan Policies Eao wee, )
@w\_ugo_ov_sm:ﬂoo% Amendments / Zone Changes ® m%_,?a? chect
E?mm.:.:oﬁc_.m_.._._.m:m_oonmﬁ_o: mmimq Water o,_QSP%.
“Other (specify) (<t | e

Please return this form to a city staff person prior to the meeting. When you begin your
comments, please stafe your name and address.



Speaker Sign Up No sl

Urban Growth Boundary \
Public Hearing Testimony F BEND

Name: xﬂm L .,Mzimmk%k% oL Email:
Address: o 5o Ly ( ies TSI+

 live inside the City of Bend: YES

The topic | would like ﬁom\um\m to is: (check all that apply)
0" Boundary Locaticn

O :.;Gm ructure / Transportation, Sewer, Water

\M\O&:mq (specify)
Biase retum this form fo a cily staff person prior to the meeting. When you Um@é your
comments, please state your name and mQmemm

12404



12405

Speaker Sign Up

Urban Q_,..OSR—.‘ WO::QQQ \ O_u_l< O_H wmzo v

Public Hearing Testimony

Name: MN(«W&(?%// Email: ﬂi& yafﬂvwfﬁﬂmarw (M/W,
Address: 257, .ﬂ%,nmﬂﬁﬁnﬂ\in\ p\ﬁ%

I live inside the City of Bend: YES O No I
Swpprts UCQ

The topic | would like to speak to is: (check all that apply)

JX Boundary Location i = g
[1 Comprehensive Plan Amendments7 Comp Plan Policies
O Development Code Amendments / Zone Changes
Ll Infrastructure / Transportation, Sewer, Water

L1 Other (specify)

Please retumn this form to a city staff person prior to the meeting. When you begin your
comments, please state your name and address.




Speaker Sign Up

rtan orout Bouiry CITY OF BEND -~
Name:__ Scott Edelman Email:_scoT ¢dtlmas @ sttt oo v
Address:_ [0/l s\ [Jhay Clvd y %?% oR 7720
L live inside the City of Bend: YES O No | DLCD rep
The topic | would like to speak to is: (check all that apply) Q\_\sawr;u Process
[0 Boundary Location don't see CoACerng

O Comprehensive Plan Amendments / Comp Plan Policies
[0 Development Code Amendments / Zone Changes

O Infrastructure / Transportation, Sewer, Water

el Other (specify) __ qrairol  Conurds

Please return this form to a city staff person prior to the meeting. When you begin your
comments, please stafe your name and address.

12406



Speaker Sign Up

Urban 035;: moczawé O_._.<_ OF BEND

Public Hearing Testimony

Name: \;\mlb..lt ,W..._pnﬁ@rm‘ Email: T~ mfr?%ﬁ?ﬁ [

Address: 81116 Fergusov (-

[ live inside the City of Bend: <mmh No [ . Near n_\NSIm

The topic | would like to speak to is: {check all that apply) O?{E RL ws
[0 Boundary Location R Coametead

[0 Comprehensive Plan Amendments / Comp Plan Policies
E Development Code Amendments / Zone Changes

[0 Infrastructure / Transportation, Sewer, Water

[1 Other (specify)

Please return this form to a cify staff person prior fo the meeting. When you begin your
comments, please stafe your name and address. :

124%%



%@% 0551 %%wﬁg&mﬁo

g?m%wxﬁ%w? Speaker Sign U
nﬁ? QE. +Hme wl be %:ﬂ_s& + wMSQK—M
c_.am: O_d<.<5 _wo:_.:_m_,< CITY OF BEND +~

Public Hearing Testimony

Name: N&E«B ﬂ? ¥ Ger® Uiss  Email:

g
Address: Duﬂ\h\ \QO\\ \QW *x\) U%RQ* m@& Qﬁ{
| live inside the City of Bend: YES [ ZOﬁ m 0 @)
The topic | would like to speak to is: (check all that apply) Wi%a& AGR
O Boundary Location Woeried sbouk FAR

LI Comprehensive Plan Amendments / Comp Plan Policies
ﬁ Development Code Amendments / Zone Changes

O Infrastructure / Transportation, Sewer, Water

1 Other (specify)

Please retum this form to a cily staff person prior to the meeting. When you begin your
comments, please sfate your name and address.

12408,



Speaker Sign Up

Urban Growth Boundary e
Public Hearing Testimony CITY OF BEND

.I..\.I..I|.|.l[||\

Name: OmLOGﬁWCT/ Ve ney Email: 09&.(2\_)%@@@@%003
Address: AECT] N & EOQQ:OW_O_M\&( CT ‘H N&\;O_ @Qdmﬁ

| live inside the City of Bend: YES [1 No I

weed sfnd & indmghks

The topic | would like to speak to is: (check all that apply)
for dom el

[0 Boundary Location

O Comprehensive Plan Amendments / Comp Plan Policies
[T Development Code Amendments / Zone Charnges

[1 Infrastructure / Transportation, Sewer, Water

P Other (specify)  School  Classcooo 100 P&t
\ ATnSHAC g O
Please retumn this form fo a city staff person prior fo the meeting. When you om@S your

comments, please state your name and address.

12409



Speaker Sign Up

Urban Growth mOCSQmﬂ< 0_|_|< O _H m m Z D L

Public Hearing Testimony

o o St e e \f.
{ (v ™y VT rﬂ (v LA hS L.

Name: . Email:_{ [ cci¢

Address: — 3% 1 ni @ Veowde Wi nl et

H

| live inside the City of Bend: YES \E No O m:&&iu Q!
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URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY REMAND

MAKING BEND
EVEN BEJTTER

Memorandum

4 Sl ]

August 29, 2016

Bend City Council

To: Deschutes County Board of Commissioners

Cc: Remand Record

From: Bend UGB Project Team

Re: Supplemental Evidence in Response to Testimony

INTRODUCTION

This memorandum provides supplemental evidence and argument in response to key UGB-
related testimony raised at the public hearing on August 25", and as received as of August 28,
2016.

SUPPLEMENTAL EVIDENCE
Eric Knerk

Issues Raised:

Mr. Knerk requested that this property be rezoned from RS (Urban Standard Residential) to RM
(Urban Medium Residential) or RH (High Density Residential.). This property is located on
Parrell Road, and abuts CG (Commercial General) to the north and the west, RS to the east,
and RL (Urban Low Density Residential) to the south.

Response: The project team does not recommend changing the zoning on this property. The
property is not in an opportunity area, and no additional map changes are recommended
outside of the opportunity areas. Infrastructure modeling which accompanied the proposed
Opportunity Sites and expansion areas did not include this proposal, so re-designating this
property at this time would not allow adequate infrastructure modeling to ensure the site can be
provided with adequate infrastructure. Given that rezones are often controversial for
neighboring properties, it would also be premature to rezone this property without making it
more public and involving surrounding properties as was done for the proposed package of
UGB amendments. The current capacity of the UGB has already been estimated to
accommodate almost 70% of forecasted growth, including the additional capacity created by the
development code efficiency measures and the capacity through the opportunity areas. Mr.
Knirk is free to pursue such a change in zoning on his own, involve surrounding properties, and
assess needed infrastructure.

Page 1 of 20
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Ken Granacki
Issues Raised:

Mr. Granacki raised concerns about the land uses in the Elbow and DSL properties. He noted
that safe walking access to the school and park properties in the Elbow would be better served
if residential was nearby in the Elbow. He noted a related concern that children living in the
DSL neighborhoods would have to cross and walk along SE 27", which would not be safe.
Putting these ideas together, he commented that the Council should “switch the zoning”; less
industrial in the EIbow and more industrial in the DSL property.

Response: The DSL property is planned as a complete community, inclusive of an elementary
school, parks and open space. These planned land uses will be integrated into the future DSL
neighborhoods, within close walking distance. SE 27" will be improved from its current rural
standard to an urban standard over time, including sidewalks, bike lanes, and pedestrian
crossings.

The Elbow includes residential and commercial land uses at its north end near High Desert
Middle School, and along most of its western boundary. The TAC explicitly located these non-
industrial land uses in this fashion to promote compatibility with residential neighborhoods to the
west. The employment uses in the Elbow are intended to take advantage of good transportation
access on Knott Road and SE 27", as well as future streets such as the Murphy Extension.
Policy 11-81 requires that the street, path and bikeway network shall provide connectivity
throughout the Elbow. The area planning process, per Policy 11-75, will be an opportunity to
refine land uses in coordination with transportation facilities and the existing school and park
properties.

The analytical process related to Goal 14 involved evaluating three scenarios, three
Supplemental Analysis Areas, and refinements to the preferred scenario of 2.1 from its origins
to seven refinements resulting in the adopted UGB expansion. This evaluation included specific
evaluation criteria and a factual basis related to the four factors of Goal 14, and was based on
community and decision maker input. Each evaluation criterion was calculated, presented,
weighed and balanced by the advisory committees, UGB steering committee, and ultimately the
Bend City Council in its decision regarding the boundary. The City Council finds this process to
meet the legal requirements because it is based on factual information in the record which
demonstrate the Goal 14 factors were weighed and balanced as explained in its findings. The
City Council finds the proposed UGB expansion and combination of efficiency measures to be
the best balance of performance across the many evaluation criteria. The preferred UGB
expansion scenario was one the top performing from the standpoint of including lands which are
the most efficient to develop, offer a balance of large and small parcels without existing
development, provide a mix of uses with convenient access to schools, parks, and commercial
services, rely on existing infrastructure improvements and represent a least cost expansion as a
result, avoid prime habitats and riparian corridors and highest risk/resistant wildfire areas, create
suitable locations for commercial and industrial uses, and avoid areas with active farm and
forest uses. The performance of all the proposed scenarios and the proposed UGB expansion

Supplemental Evidence in Response to Testimony — August 29, 2016 Page 2 of 20
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are detailed in a number of technical reports which demonstrate these findings, and the factual
basis for this conclusion. See Rem Rec 10814, 10223, 11223, 10183, 11201, 06619-06948.

“The Thumb,” “Elbow,” and “DSL” expansion areas represent a mix of land uses and expansion
areas which score highly on a variety of evaluation criteria. Specifically, housing units within
walking distance of schools and parks were criteria under Factor 1 of Goal 14. Housing units
within walking distance of commercial services is an important Factor 1 criterion as well, which
enhances livability, health outcomes, reducing reliance on the automobile, and other social
benefits. Jobs/Housing Units balance was also measured and each area scored. Areas in the
southeast of Bend were found to have a good balance of jobs to housing units and were found
to be “balanced,” which is the top score for this criterion. See Rem Rec 10230-10232. The
“Thumb” and “DSL” were found to score highly under the criterion for “Opportunities for Master
Planning” due to their large size. This score reflects that these sites will be more capable of
creating cohesive and multi-use complete communities due to additional planning requirements
providing needed public amenities such as open space, parks, and schools, in addition to the
broad mix of land uses. These sites also score well for having few urbanized acres in them,
which leads to more efficient and timely growth. The three expansion areas score well under
Factor 3 because they avoid expansions in ODFW identified high-value elk and deer range, are
located in areas expected to have relatively lower land values for housing, represent mixes of
housing which are needed housing under Goal 10. For site suitability for industrial and mixed
employment, the same areas, while not scoring in the top tier of scoring, have immediate
access to Minor Arterials (27"/Knott) which have direct connections with Highway 20 east and
Highway 97 via an interchange. The scoring on this criterion resulted in these three areas not
scoring in the top tier because of adjacent residential. However, the configuration of the specific
land uses can be addressed during subsequent master planning which allows the re-
arrangement of land uses to address compatibility issues that may arise. In addition, there are
development code requirements for industrial uses bordering non-industrial uses such as
residential to minimize any compatibility issues. The City Council finds the additional planning
processes sufficient to address any perceived issues related to compatibility between these
differing uses. All three of these expansion areas were also found to score well for “Site
suitability for commercial uses.” Rem Rec 10255-10257. These three areas also scored well
with respect to Factor 4 of Goal 14, with minimal impacts to irrigation districts. In summary, the
City Council finds it weighed and balanced individual evaluation criteria related to all four factors
of Goal 14, and the preferred UGB expansion represents the best UGB expansion based on this
information. See Rem Rec 10814, 10223, 11223, 10183, 11201, 06619-06948.

Mike Robinson

Issues Raised:

Mr. Robinson, representing the Lamb property in the North Triangle, requested a change to
policy 11-126 to set a cap on the number of affordable housing units that would be required.

Response: Affordable housing in the North Triangle subarea was first proposed to the USC by
the North Triangle Coalition in their testimony in April, 2016. Policy 11-126 was written in
response to this property-owner initiated proposal. The policy applies to the five tax lots
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referenced by the policy on Figure 11-6. The original proposal was for 25% of housing units, on
the five tax lots, to be affordable housing. Approximately 308 housing units of housing capacity
have been estimated for this area; 25% of that estimate is 77 units.

The policy has been clarified so that: (a) the language does not inadvertently create the
potential to deferring affordable housing production; and, (b) there is certainty as to when the
policy is satisfied. Based on this, staff have proposed an amendment to the draft policy to
establish that the minimum required number of affordable housing units is satisfied when 77
units of affordable housing (in total on the properties identified on Figure 11-6) have been
approved in land use applications, subject to phasing requirements acceptable to the City.

Terry Denoux
Issues Raised:

Mr. Denoux testified that his property should have been included and that the City has erred in
not including it in Scenario 2.1G. He argued that the city provided no findings and no evidence
to show why his property should have been excluded.

Response: The City Council articulated its findings on the boundary location statutes and rules
in Section 7 of the Findings Report, including the City’s reliance on the Court of Appeals in their
decision on the McMinnville UGB (Rem Rec 2158).

The Council finds that OAR 660-024 outlines the administrative rules the City must follow in
developing and evaluating alternative boundary expansion scenarios. There are no
requirements in OAR 660-024-0000 through OAR 660-024-0080 that requires the City to explain
through findings why a property or multiple properties that were evaluated for consideration
were not included in a UGB expansion proposal. There are also no requirements in State
statute to do so under ORS 197.298.

We understand Mr. Denoux’s testimony does not cite statute, administrative rule, or their
interpretation through case law to require the City to explain in findings why a property or
properties was not included in a UGB expansion proposal. State law requires the City to explain
how the proposed expansion satisfies the law, including the satisfaction of land needs for
needed housing and economic opportunities. In addition, State law does require that if a need
for land is identified, that any expansion of the UGB be configured to satisfy that specific need;
the City Council does not have the ability to bring in land in excess of the identified needs for
housing and employment.

Statutory requirements notwithstanding, the following is the history of the subject property
relative to the UGB scenarios.

The property at 62910 Eagle Road (tax lots 1712230001505 and 1712230001599) was included
in two scenarios that were evaluated in the Stage 4 Scenario Evaluation: Scenario 1.2 and
Supplemental Analysis Area Map 1 (See October 1, 2015 UGB Scenarios Evaluation Report).
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The Boundary TAC, in their October 8 and October 22nd meetings, worked to understand and
apply the results of the scenario evaluation in order to create a "hybrid" or "preferred” scenario
to recommend to the UGB Steering Committee. Scenario 2.1 was selected as the starting point
for this hybrid scenario because of its overall high score on the Goal 14 Factors and associated
performance measures. Building on the Boundary TAC discussion on October 8, the project
team compiled and prepared two additional scenarios for discussion by the TAC on their
October 22nd meeting:

Scenario 2.2 (a refinement to Scenario 2.1 based on the team recommendations that
were included in the October 8th TAC packet); and

Scenario 2.3 (a refinement of Scenario 2.1 that reflects some of the project team's
earlier recommendations in Scenario 2.2, and incorporated Boundary TAC comments
during the October 8th meeting and continued evaluation of sub-area refinements.

The subject property was included in Scenario 2.2 and 2.3

The UGB Steering Committee met later in the day on October 22nd and heard the
recommendations of the Boundary TAC. The USC chose Scenario 2.1 as starting point for
further scenario refinement. The refinements to Scenario 2.1 that followed (2.1A through 2.1G),
which occurred through weighing and balancing various ideas, did not include the subject

property.

In their meeting on January 20, 2016, the Boundary TAC directed the project team that "if there
[is] additional acreage that needed to be allocated, these acres be allowed on the eastern
edge." In order to include more small landowners in the proposed expansion, citing testimony
from Laurie Craghead and Bill Hopp on this point. (See minutes from January 20 meeting). This
direction informed Scenario 2.1D, which was presented to the Steering Committee at their
February 10th meeting. It was at this point that additional lands south of Butler Market Village
and north of the subject property were added to the proposed expansion. The subject property
was not added at this time because there was insufficient land need remaining in the overall
expansion.

Please see attached maps illustrating the history of the scenarios in the NE Area in the
Appendix.

The analytical process related to Goal 14 involved evaluating three scenarios, three
Supplemental Analysis Areas, and refinements to the preferred scenario of 2.1 from its origins
to seven refinements resulting in the adopted UGB expansion. This evaluation included specific
evaluation criteria and a factual basis related to the four factors of Goal 14, and was based on
community and decision maker input. Each evaluation criterion was calculated, presented,
weighed and balanced by the advisory committees, UGB steering committee, and ultimately the
Bend City Council in its decision regarding the boundary. The City Council finds this process to
meet the legal requirements because it is based on factual information in the record which
demonstrate the Goal 14 factors were weighed and balanced as explained in its findings. The
City Council finds the proposed UGB expansion and combination of efficiency measures to be
the best balance of performance across the many evaluation criteria. The preferred UGB
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expansion scenario was one the top performing from the standpoint of including lands which are
the most efficient to develop, offer a balance of large and small parcels without existing
development, provide a mix of uses with convenient access to schools, parks, and commercial
services, rely on existing infrastructure improvements and represent a least cost expansion as a
result, avoid prime habitats and riparian corridors and highest risk/resistant wildfire areas, create
suitable locations for commercial and industrial uses, and avoid areas with active farm and
forest uses. The performance of all the proposed scenarios and the proposed UGB expansion
are detailed in a number of technical reports which demonstrate these findings, and the factual
basis for this conclusion. See Rem Rec 10814, 10223, 11223, 10183, 11201, 06619-06948.

Ed Elkins and Terry Denoux

Issue Raised:

Both Mr. Denoux and Mr. Elkins testified that their UAR properties are both considered first
priority land under state law, and under the Bend Area General Plan. This classification should
have ensured that they be considered first for any UGB expansion.

Response: Both Mr. Denoux and Mr. Elkins are correct that their properties are designated
Urban Area Reserve and zoned UAR 10 on the Bend Area General Plan map. However, the
Land Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC) concluded in their Remand Order
that properties so plan designated and zoned are not urban reserves under the priorities statute
(ORS 197.298) because they were not designated as statutory urban reserves pursuant to ORS
195 and OAR 660-021 (Rem Rec 5856-5857). The Commission concluded that these areas
were approved as exception lands under Deschutes County Ordinance 80-216. As exception
lands, they are considered Priority 2 under ORS 197.298(1), and considered in the same priority
class as those exception lands zoned MUA10 and RR10 on the Deschutes County Zoning Map.
The properties’ designation as UAR under the Bend Area General Plan does not quality them as
first priority land under ORS 197.298(1)(a).

Ellen Gibson

Issue Raised:

Ms. Gibson commented on the Thumb, stating that the property is beautiful and questioned the
industrial designation. She suggest that a high school would be a good use in the Thumb.

Response: The Thumb includes residential and locally serving commercial along portions of
China Hat Road and Knott Road to promote compatibility with adjacent residential uses and
create a mix of land uses in the Thumb. The proposed industrial and larger scale commercial
uses were designated because: (a) the area meets the employment land site suitability criteria
of good transportation access, flat land, and larger parcels; and (b) industrial is an appropriate
land use adjacent to the railroad tracks. The proposed land uses do not preclude a school from
being sited there in the future.
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Duane Oaks
Issue Raised:

Mr. Baney asserted that the Baney property should not be added to the UGB because it is not
being managed well (e.g. fire, vandalism). He stated the city should provide infrastructure to his
neighborhood to the north before allowing this expansion.

Response: Staff notes that no substantial evidence was provided regarding how the property
has been managed in the past, and that this is not a criterion for potential expansion of the UGB
under state law. The selection of the Baney property for inclusion in the UGB is based the
City’'s evaluation that this would be reasonably efficient use of urban land (a mix of uses and
housing types is proposed), infrastructure can be provided and will be required with
development, and that the economic, social, environmental and energy consequences would be
positive due to the proposed affordable housing.

The City Council finds the proposed UGB expansion and combination of efficiency measures to
be the best balance of performance across the many evaluation criteria. The preferred UGB
expansion scenario was one the top performing from the standpoint of including lands which are
the most efficient to develop, offer a balance of large and small parcels without existing
development, provide a mix of uses with convenient access to schools, parks, and commercial
services, rely on existing infrastructure improvements and represent a least cost expansion as a
result, avoid prime habitats and riparian corridors and highest risk/resistant wildfire areas, create
suitable locations for commercial and industrial uses, and avoid areas with active farm and
forest uses. The performance of all the proposed scenarios and the proposed UGB expansion
are detailed in a number of technical reports which demonstrate these findings, and the factual
basis for this conclusion. See Rem Rec 10814, 10223, 11223, 10183, 11201, 06619-06948.

Greg Heacock, Doug and Carol Suchy

Issues Raised:
This testimony raised concerns about the need for height standards, citing compatibility
concerns adjacent to Mixed Use designated lands, and blocking of views on other lands.

Response: The current development code contains existing standards for building height within
each zoning district which includes building height bonus for affordable housing. The proposal
does not change any of the existing building height standards. The proposal does add new
code provisions for the Mixed Use Urban and Mixed Use Neighborhood zones and the Bend
Central District. The building heights in those new area will range from 45 feet to 65 feet in
height with height bonuses for affordable housing and the provision of structured parking.

The City does not have code provisions or Comprehensive Plan policies to protect views.
However, the city does have Development code provisions that address solar access and solar
protection.

Supplemental Evidence in Response to Testimony — August 29, 2016 Page 7 of 20

12441



Gavin Hepp, Katherine Austin, Maria Rodgers, Susan Sullivan, David
Morman and Meredith Nicholls

Issues Raised:
This testimony raised concerns and opposition to the inclusion of the Hopp property in the UGB.
In summary, the concerns included:
Hopp Property was not considered in any UGB scenario or supplemental scenario.
Hopp Property is small and isolated from other expansion areas
The area has an incomplete transportation system and no pedestrian or bicycle
amenities.
Development will adversely impact a man-made pond and irrigation canal and eliminate
wildlife habitat and open space.

Response: The Porter/Kelly/Burns Land Holdings, LLC & Pac West Development Property
represented by Carl Hopp was recommended for inclusion into the urban growth boundary by
the USC on April 21, 2016, largely on the basis of the property owners’ commitment to provide
affordable housing and its relative lack of environmental constraints and its efficiency to serve
with existing and planned sewer infrastructure.

The expansion areas on the east are intended to help create new neighborhood centers and
"nodes" for existing and future neighborhoods. While the Hopp area is small, it is close to
commercial services and scores well from an infrastructure standpoint. Existing road accesses
stubbed to the property contain sidewalks and connections to existing separated paths and
sidewalks connected to the large retail shopping center and many other businesses in the area.
Access issues identified in the testimony are also not appropriate to address at this stage
because the exact locations and number of access points to the site will be identified through
site planning and approved in subsequent planning approvals. The City’s Development Codes
require developments to mitigate on and off-site transportation impacts with improvements,
provide frontage improvements such as sidewalks, bike lanes, and road widening as necessary,
and access points with meet local and state requirements for separation. Together, these
Development Code requirements will ensure adequate access to the site without undue and
inappropriate impacts to surrounding properties, and build frontage improvements to provide
safe access. Future planning decisions also require public notice so neighboring properties are
involved in future decision.

Looking very long-term, the City generally sees the eastern edge of the City as an area for
potential future expansion. Future UGB expansions or Urban Area Reserve planning will most
certainly involve the traditional east side of Bend since it is one of the areas which seem to be
suitable for urbanization, but not as ideal as areas included in this UGB expansion.

The property was not identified earlier in the study area evaluation and formation of scenarios
due to a mapping error (the majority of the parcel is EFU, and was thus overlooked). However,
it is noteworthy that all surrounding non-resource lands were in the top quartile of lands
surrounding the city. While it is impossible to retroactively map the 2.5 acre site, it would have
scored just as well as the surrounding exception lands. Correcting a mapping error that
occurred at the outset of the project demonstrates the city and planning process was
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responding to public testimony and creating a factual basis for its decision rather than a mistake
as the testimony suggests.

The City Council finds the proposed UGB expansion and combination of efficiency measures to
be the best balance of performance across the many evaluation criteria. The preferred UGB
expansion scenario was one the top performing from the standpoint of including lands which are
the most efficient to develop, offer a balance of large and small parcels without existing
development, provide a mix of uses with convenient access to schools, parks, and commercial
services, rely on existing infrastructure improvements and represent a least cost expansion as a
result, avoid prime habitats and riparian corridors and highest risk/resistant wildfire areas, create
suitable locations for commercial and industrial uses, and avoid areas with active farm and
forest uses. The performance of all the proposed scenarios and the proposed UGB expansion
are detailed in a number of technical reports which demonstrate these findings, and the factual
basis for this conclusion. See Rem Rec 10814, 10223, 11223, 10183, 11201, 06619-06948.

Lealia Gregory

Issues raised:
Ms. Gregory raised a concern that the proposed changes within the Bend Central District will
change here neighborhood and disrupt its livability.

Response: Ms Gregory’s property at 716 NE 4™ Street is zoned RS and planned designated
RH. The property is adjacent to a proposed “Special Planned District” called the Bend Central
District (BCD). Her property is across 4" Street from the Safeway store and outside of the Bend
Central District — no changes are proposed to her property.

A goal of the BCD is to create a more vibrant walkable neighborhood that includes convenient
access to goods and services and encourage upper floor residential housing. The
transformation of the area will be gradual as public infrastructure is constructed in the district.

Henry Burwell
Issues Raised:

Mr. Burwell asked why didn’t the City considered changing the zoning on golf courses to create
more capacity in the UGB?

Response: The City considered the capacity provided by golf courses in the Buildable Lands
Inventory (Rem Rec 10413). The topic was discussed and reviewed by the Residential TAC at
their November 2014 meeting (Rem Rec 2760). The TAC consensus was to accept the
project’s team recommendation on how to treat golf courses in the BLI. The team
recommendation was based on an analysis of the five (5) golf clubs within the City limits of
Bend, and the evaluation If their land areas and values (Rem Rec 2723-2726). The team also
considered whether any of these golf courses redeveloped during the look back period of 1998
to 2008, per ORS 197.296(4). The only golf course that the team found that included vacant
land that was undeveloped and available for residential use was the undeveloped portion of the
Back Nine golf course, and recommended to the TAC that that this land be treated as available.
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The team further recommended that the remaining golf courses be classified as Developed and
unavailable for residential uses.

OAR 660-008-005(7) defines “Redevelopable Land” as land zoned for residential use on which
development has already occurred but on which, due to present or expected market forces,
there exists the strong likelihood that existing development will be converted to more intensive
residential uses during the planning period. The team did not find that based on the past history
of development and the values of the golf courses that a strong likelihood did not existing that
these existing golf courses would be converted into more intensive residential uses during the
planning period.

Dave Clark

Issues Raised:

Mr. Clark raised concerns about transportation infrastructure improvements in the southeast
area.

Response: The UGB Remand process, consistent with state rules, assumes a set of
transportation projects that are in the Bend Transportation System Plan as planned to be
constructed within the UGB timeframe, including the Murphy Road Overcrossing. Area planning
or master planning for the southeast expansion areas will address transportation infrastructure
and funding in greater detail. Some infrastructure projects on the City’s CIP may be constructed
prior to development of any sites in the area. In addition to those projects, development
permitting processes identify needed improvements such as rebuilding roadways to meet City
standards (sidewalks, bike lanes, widening, etc.), and capacity projects like new intersection
improvements. Needed improvements typically are constructed as a result of planning
approvals, so would coincide with development in the area. Improvements are built as their
need is identified or triggered by development, and occur as needed, or less frequently as part
of a large consortium style agreement. Future GO bonds may also provide needed
improvements. The existing and proposed transportation system has been found to be able to
serve the proposed land uses and meet the city’s performance standards as evidenced by the
findings in Section 8 of the Findings.

John Stackpole

Issues Raised:

Mr. Stackpole raised concerns about RH (Urban High Density Residential) and CG (Commercial
General) near his home on Ferguson Court north of the Elbow. He questioned why these
designations were placed next to the RL designation in his neighborhood.

Response: The City is obligated to meet anticipated needs of a full range of urban uses
including higher density housing, commercial, and industrial uses. Residential and commercial
land uses were located in this area to increase the mix of housing and provided local
commercial services to new development and existing neighborhoods. For specific properties,
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there is an opportunity through area planning to refine the site-specific designations and
consider standards that will promote compatibility.

“The Thumb,” “Elbow,” and “DSL” expansion areas represent a mix of land uses and expansion
areas which score highly on a variety of evaluation criteria. Specifically, housing units within
walking distance of schools and parks were criteria under Factor 1 of Goal 14. Housing units
within walking distance of commercial services is an important Factor 1 criterion as well, which
enhances livability, health outcomes, reducing reliance on the automobile, and other social
benefits. Jobs/Housing Units balance was also measured and each area scored. Areas in the
southeast of Bend were found to have a good balance of jobs to housing units and were found
to be “balanced,” which is the top score for this criterion. See Rem Rec 10230-10232. The
“Thumb” and “DSL” were found to score highly under the criterion for “Opportunities for Master
Planning” due to their large size. This score reflects that these sites will be more capable of
creating cohesive and multi-use complete communities due to additional planning requirements
providing needed public amenities such as open space, parks, and schools, in addition to the
broad mix of land uses. These sites also score well for having few urbanized acres in them,
which leads to more efficient and timely growth. The three expansion areas score well under
Factor 3 because they avoid expansions in ODFW identified high-value elk and deer range, are
located in areas expected to have relatively lower land values for housing, represent mixes of
housing which are needed housing under Goal 10. For site suitability for industrial and mixed
employment, the same areas, while not scoring in the top tier of scoring, have immediate
access to Minor Arterials (27"/Knott) which have direct connections with Highway 20 east and
Highway 97 via an interchange. The scoring on this criterion resulted in these three areas not
scoring in the top tier because of adjacent residential. However, the configuration of the specific
land uses can be addressed during subsequent master planning which allows the re-
arrangement of land uses to address compatibility issues that may arise. In addition, there are
development code requirements for industrial uses bordering non-industrial uses such as
residential to minimize any compatibility issues. The City Council finds the additional planning
processes sufficient to address any perceived issues related to compatibility between these
differing uses. All three of these expansion areas were also found to score well for “Site
suitability for commercial uses.” Rem Rec 10255-10257. These three areas also scored well
with respect to Factor 4 of Goal 14, with minimal impacts to irrigation districts. In summary, the
City Council finds it weighed and balanced individual evaluation criteria related to all four factors
of Goal 14, and the preferred UGB expansion represents the best UGB expansion based on this
information. See Rem Rec 10814, 10223, 11223, 10183, 11201, 06619-06948.

Katelyn Pay & Jeff Harris / Dan Goodrich, COBA

Issues Raised:
This testimony requested the elimination of the proposed Floor Area Ratio (FAR) in the
proposed amendments to the Development Code.

Response: The Residential Technical Advisory Committee recommended and supported the
use of FAR to regulate building scale in the residential zones especially since the Development
Code recommendation is to reduce some lot sizes as small as 1600 square feet. The proposal
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to use FAR in place of lot coverage for regulating building mass and scale is not an efficiency
measure, but more of a compatibility standard. The UGB proposal is not dependent on the FAR
provision for capacity. It would possibly alleviate some of the neighborhood concerns regarding
new construction building scale, so it is important to “get it right”.

The proposed modifications to the Bend Development Code do not include changes to FAR,
and were removed as requested in this testimony. The City Community Development
Department is willing to take up this topic and flesh out this complex issue with the involvement
of a stakeholder committee and a robust public process.

Deborah Turner
Issues Raised:

Ms. Turner raised concerns about high school capacity.

Response: The City considered the need for additional lands for schools and coordinated
closely with the Bend La Pine School District during the process. The City presented findings
on school lands in Section 6 of the Findings Report (Rem Rec 11755-11759). The City drew on
the work the District recently finished with their 2016 Sites and Facilities Plan, for which the City
took Official Notice (Rem Rec 11756). In addition, Project Manager Brian Ranking also
summarized the City’s coordination with the School District during the August 25, 2016 joint
hearing between the City Council and the Board of Commissioners. In short, the School District
and City of Bend rely on the same population estimates predicting growth in housing, which
leads to the School District creating refined enroliment estimates. The City’s proposed UGB
provides the same number of school sites by type as the School Districts 2016 Sites and
Facilities Plan, and therefore is planning to provide sufficient land for new schools. Once new
schools are built and enroliment areas adjusted, new school capacity is available.

Jan Lewis

Issues Raised:
Mr. Lewis lives in South Bend and raised concerns about the inclusion of the Baney property.

Response: The selection of the Baney property for inclusion in the UGB is based the City’s
evaluation that this would be reasonably efficient use of urban land (a mix of uses and housing
types is proposed), infrastructure can be provided and will be required with development, and
that the economic, social, environmental and energy consequences would be positive due to the
proposed affordable housing. The provision of affordable housing at this location helps meet an
important housing need, and, helps ensure that affordable housing is in all quadrants of the city.

The analytical process related to Goal 14 involved evaluating three scenarios, three
Supplemental Analysis Areas, and refinements to the preferred scenario of 2.1 from its origins
to seven refinements resulting in the adopted UGB expansion. This evaluation included specific
evaluation criteria and a factual basis related to the four factors of Goal 14, and was based on
community and decision maker input. Each evaluation criterion was calculated, presented,
weighed and balanced by the advisory committees, UGB steering committee, and ultimately the
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Bend City Council in its decision regarding the boundary. The Baney property was identified
early as being in the top quartile of lands suitable for urbanization which surround Bend. It was
also included in Scenario 2.1, which was the top performing scenario at the time, and further
refined to result in the preferred UGB expansion. The City Council finds this process to meet
the legal requirements because it is based on factual information in the record which
demonstrate the Goal 14 factors were weighed and balanced as explained in its findings. The
City Council finds the proposed UGB expansion and combination of efficiency measures to be
the best balance of performance across the many evaluation criteria. The preferred UGB
expansion scenario was one the top performing from the standpoint of including lands which are
the most efficient to develop, offer a balance of large and small parcels without existing
development, provide a mix of uses with convenient access to schools, parks, and commercial
services, rely on existing infrastructure improvements and represent a least cost expansion as a
result, avoid prime habitats and riparian corridors and highest risk/resistant wildfire areas, create
suitable locations for commercial and industrial uses, and avoid areas with active farm and
forest uses. The performance of all the proposed scenarios and the proposed UGB expansion
are detailed in a number of technical reports which demonstrate these findings, and the factual
basis for this conclusion. See Rem Rec 10814, 10223, 11223, 10183, 11201, 06619-06948.

Art Hogan, Ethan Kollar, Terese Madrigal, Sarah Barnett, Tom Marple, and
Shehnai Sher

Issues Raised:
This testimony address proposed efficiency measures that are amendments to the Development
Code. The specific issues raised included:
concerns about removal of Conditional Use Permit (CUP) requirement for duplex/triplex
and attached single family dwellings
Loss of neighborhood character
Increased density
Increased parking issues

Response: The proposal to eliminate the CUP for duplex, triplex and single family attached
housing came from the Residential TAC in an effort to remove barriers to constructing a variety
of housing types, and, promote housing affordability. This is an efficiency measure relied upon
for the housing needs analysis and allows the City to achieve the needed housing required
under Goal 10. Removing a conditional use permit from duplexes, triplexes, and townhomes
simplifies the process, and reduces costs, but does not increase allowed density. Removing this
procedural hurdle also allows needed housing types to be constructed through a clear and
objective manner which is required by the needed housing statutes. In other words, retaining
the current development standard of making duplexes, triplexes, and townhomes conditional
uses arguably violates the clear and objective requirements. Thus, they are being removed by
the City Council so needed housing is permitted to meet state law. Generally, lots will need to
be at least 10,000 square feet in order to have two units of any kind or to partition. Apartments
and condos will not be allowed in the RS or RL zones except as part of a Master Plan. Other
residential zones are intended for a mix of housing. A variety of housing types is needed in
order to allow people with a range of incomes and household sizes to live in Bend. Many of the
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ills associated with lower property values, crime, and trashing are not supported by studies and
in this case are not backed by any factual basis. Apartments (4 or more units) are not allowed
in the RS zone anyway unless part of a Master Plan which no properties in the vicinity qualify for
based on the size of the properties. Transportation analysis demonstrate there is sufficient
capacity in the roadways and intersections with planned intersection improvements.

John Lynch

Issues Raised:

Mr. Lynch raised concerns about the compatibility of the UGB abutting farm land, and
suggested that lower densities should be placed near farms in order to create a buffer.

Response: The project team performed a farm analysis as part of the scenario evaluation (see
Scenario Evaluation Report. See Rem Rec 10814, 10223, 11223, 10183, 11201, 06619-06948.
This analysis identified a feed lot operation south of Knott Road as an adjacent farming
operation to consider during the UGB expansion process. The team recommended, and the
TAC and USC supported, the placement of commercial and industrial uses along Knott Road as
the most appropriate land use to minimize conflicts with the feed lot operation. The farm
analysis found no other farms or farming areas near the proposed UGB expansion that require
buffering.

Beal Jones

Issues Raised:

Ms. Jones asked whether there are commitments to ensure the proposed affordable housing
will be implemented.

Response: The proposed Growth Management Chapter includes Specific Expansion Area
Policies that require affordable housing for the North Triangle, East Hwy 20, Southwest, and
West expansion areas. The policies reference guarantees (e.g. Covenants, Codes and
Restrictions) that must be provided.

Bill Galloway

Issues Raised:

Mr. Galloway stated that infrastructure should be in place prior to or concurrent with
development in the three SE Expansion Areas.

Response: The UGB Remand process, consistent with state rules, assumes a set of
transportation projects that are in the Bend Transportation System Plan as planned to be
constructed within the UGB timeframe, including the Murphy Road Overcrossing. Area planning
or master planning for the southeast expansion areas will address transportation infrastructure
and funding in greater detail. Some infrastructure projects on the City’'s CIP may be constructed
prior to development of any sites in the area. In addition to those projects, development
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permitting processes identify needed improvements such as rebuilding roadways to meet City
standards (sidewalks, bike lanes, widening, etc.), and capacity projects like new intersection
improvements. Needed improvements typically are constructed as a result of planning
approvals, so would coincide with development in the area. Improvements are built as their
need is identified or triggered by development, and occur as needed, or less frequently as part
of a large consortium style agreement. Future General Obligation bonds may also provide
needed improvements.

Ken Atwell
Issues Raised:
Mr. Atwell raised several issues including:

Timing of infrastructure, particularly for the SE Expansion areas

SE is wrong place for higher density housing and employment because existing road
infrastructure is inadequate

affordable housing should be distributed throughout the city and not concentrated in the
SE

Response: The UGB Remand process, consistent with state rules, assumes a set of
transportation projects that are in the Bend Transportation System Plan as planned to be
constructed within the UGB timeframe, including the Murphy Road Overcrossing. Area planning
or master planning for the southeast expansion areas will address transportation infrastructure
and funding in greater detail. Some infrastructure projects on the City’s CIP may be constructed
prior to development of any sites in the area. In addition to those projects, development
permitting processes identify needed improvements such as rebuilding roadways to meet City
standards (sidewalks, bike lanes, widening, etc.), and capacity projects like new intersection
improvements. Needed improvements typically are constructed as a result of planning
approvals, so would coincide with development in the area. Improvements are built as their
need is identified or triggered by development, and occur as needed, or less frequently as part
of a large consortium style agreement. Future GO bonds may also provide needed
improvements.

Affordable housing has been distributed throughout the Expansion areas. Seven of the nine
expansion areas includes land designated RM or RH. Four of the nine expansion areas include
specific requirements for affordable housing. This is in addition to the many RM, RH and Mixed
Use designations that allow for affordable housing throughout the City.

The analytical process related to Goal 14 involved evaluating three scenarios, three
Supplemental Analysis Areas, and refinements to the preferred scenario of 2.1 from its origins
to seven refinements resulting in the adopted UGB expansion. This evaluation included specific
evaluation criteria and a factual basis related to the four factors of Goal 14, and was based on
community and decision maker input. Each evaluation criterion was calculated, presented,
weighed and balanced by the advisory committees, UGB steering committee, and ultimately the
Bend City Council in its decision regarding the boundary. The City Council finds this process to
meet the legal requirements because it is based on factual information in the record which
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demonstrate the Goal 14 factors were weighed and balanced as explained in its findings. The
City Council finds the proposed UGB expansion and combination of efficiency measures to be
the best balance of performance across the many evaluation criteria. The preferred UGB
expansion scenario was one the top performing from the standpoint of including lands which are
the most efficient to develop, offer a balance of large and small parcels without existing
development, provide a mix of uses with convenient access to schools, parks, and commercial
services, rely on existing infrastructure improvements and represent a least cost expansion as a
result, avoid prime habitats and riparian corridors and highest risk/resistant wildfire areas, create
suitable locations for commercial and industrial uses, and avoid areas with active farm and
forest uses. The performance of all the proposed scenarios and the proposed UGB expansion
are detailed in a number of technical reports which demonstrate these findings, and the factual
basis for this conclusion. See Rem Rec 10814, 10223, 11223, 10183, 11201, 06619-06948.

“The Thumb,” “Elbow,” and “DSL” expansion areas represent a mix of land uses and expansion
areas which score highly on a variety of evaluation criteria. Specifically, housing units within
walking distance of schools and parks were criteria under Factor 1 of Goal 14. Housing units
within walking distance of commercial services is an important Factor 1 criterion as well, which
enhances livability, health outcomes, reducing reliance on the automobile, and other social
benefits. Jobs/Housing Units balance was also measured and each area scored. Areas in the
southeast of Bend were found to have a good balance of jobs to housing units and were found
to be “balanced,” which is the top score for this criterion. See Rem Rec 10230-10232. The
“Thumb” and “DSL” were found to score highly under the criterion for “Opportunities for Master
Planning” due to their large size. This score reflects that these sites will be more capable of
creating cohesive and multi-use complete communities due to additional planning requirements
providing needed public amenities such as open space, parks, and schools, in addition to the
broad mix of land uses. These sites also score well for having few urbanized acres in them,
which leads to more efficient and timely growth. The three expansion areas score well under
Factor 3 because they avoid expansions in ODFW identified high-value elk and deer range, are
located in areas expected to have relatively lower land values for housing, represent mixes of
housing which are needed housing under Goal 10. For site suitability for industrial and mixed
employment, the same areas, while not scoring in the top tier of scoring, have immediate
access to Minor Arterials (27"/Knott) which have direct connections with Highway 20 east and
Highway 97 via an interchange. The scoring on this criterion resulted in these three areas not
scoring in the top tier because of adjacent residential. However, the configuration of the specific
land uses can be addressed during subsequent master planning which allows the re-
arrangement of land uses to address compatibility issues that may arise. In addition, there are
development code requirements for industrial uses bordering non-industrial uses such as
residential to minimize any compatibility issues. The City Council finds the additional planning
processes sufficient to address any perceived issues related to compatibility between these
differing uses. All three of these expansion areas were also found to score well for “Site
suitability for commercial uses.” Rem Rec 10255-10257. These three areas also scored well
with respect to Factor 4 of Goal 14, with minimal impacts to irrigation districts. In summary, the
City Council finds it weighed and balanced individual evaluation criteria related to all four factors
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of Goal 14, and the preferred UGB expansion represents the best UGB expansion based on this
information. See Rem Rec 10814, 10223, 11223, 10183, 11201, 06619-06948.

Brian Ricker
Issue Raised:

Mr. Ricker testified on the record at the August 25, 2016 joint hearing and provided an April 23,
2016 email, letter, photograph, and map into the record. He requested that his property be
included in the UGB and argued that it must have been overlooked or an error that it was not
included.

Response: OAR 660-024 outlines the administrative rules the City must follow in developing
and evaluating alternative boundary expansion scenarios. There are no requirements in OAR
660-024-0000 through OAR 660-024-0080 that requires the City to explain through findings why
property that was evaluated for consideration was not included in a UGB expansion proposal.
There is also no requirements in State statute to do so under ORS 197.298. State law requires
the City to explain how the proposed expansion satisfies the law, including the satisfaction of
land needs for needed housing and economic opportunities. In addition, State law does require
that if a need for land is identified, that any expansion of the UGB be configured to satisfy that
specific need; the City Council does not have the ability to bring in land in excess of the
identified needs for housing and employment.

With respect to the scenarios in which Mr. Ricker’s property was included, his property was
included in SAAM 2. In the Scenarios Evaluation, SAAM-2 performs poorly on Balanced
Transportation System, due to the lack of connectivity to the existing UGB from the Gopher
Gulch area and the distance to reach key destinations inside the current UGB. It also performs
relatively poorly on Compatibility with Farms and Forests due to heavy impacts to Swalley
Irrigation District and proximity to the greatest number of working farms... The purpose for
making this finding is to reiterate that Scenario 2.1 was the best performing scenario, and that
the Evaluation Report and its appendices (Rem Rec 4547, 6209, 6637, 6737, 6851) presented
the analysis of the scenarios and explains why this scenario performed best.

The Council considered several versions of Scenario 2.1G, and made the final changes to this
scenario during the USC'’s April 21, 2016 meeting (See minutes at Rem Rec 10144). The
Council added several properties to the expansion whose owners and/or their representatives
made written and oral proposals to include an affordable housing component in their
development if their property was included. The Council found that this commitment provided
social benefits under Goal 14 Factor 3, and that including these properties provided more
benefits to the City.

The recommendation is no change to the UGB expansion proposal. No flaws were identified
that need to be rectified. The City went through a process established by the Court of Appeals’
decision in McMinnville, and followed ORS 197.298 and OAR 660-024. This testimony did not
identify any statute, rule, or case law that requires the city to adopt findings showing why an
individual property or an area was not included.

Supplemental Evidence in Response to Testimony — August 29, 2016 Page 17 of 20
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The analytical process related to Goal 14 involved evaluating three scenarios, three
Supplemental Analysis Areas, and refinements to the preferred scenario of 2.1 from its origins
to seven refinements resulting in the adopted UGB expansion. This evaluation included specific
evaluation criteria and a factual basis related to the four factors of Goal 14, and was based on
community and decision maker input. Each evaluation criterion was calculated, presented,
weighed and balanced by the advisory committees, UGB steering committee, and ultimately the
Bend City Council in its decision regarding the boundary. The City Council finds this process to
meet the legal requirements because it is based on factual information in the record which
demonstrate the Goal 14 factors were weighed and balanced as explained in its findings. The
City Council finds the proposed UGB expansion and combination of efficiency measures to be
the best balance of performance across the many evaluation criteria. The preferred UGB
expansion scenario was one the top performing from the standpoint of including lands which are
the most efficient to develop, offer a balance of large and small parcels without existing
development, provide a mix of uses with convenient access to schools, parks, and commercial
services, rely on existing infrastructure improvements and represent a least cost expansion as a
result, avoid prime habitats and riparian corridors and highest risk/resistant wildfire areas, create
suitable locations for commercial and industrial uses, and avoid areas with active farm and
forest uses. The performance of all the proposed scenarios and the proposed UGB expansion
are detailed in a number of technical reports which demonstrate these findings, and the factual
basis for this conclusion. See Rem Rec 10814, 10223, 11223, 10183, 11201, 06619-06948.

Allegra Briggs; Bill Bernardy
Issues Raised:

This testimony raised: (a) a concern about transitions between residential and non-residential
land uses, particularly standard residential and mixed use; and, (b) a request for the City to
utilize “use compatibility” in addition to physical compatibility.

Response: The new mixed use code includes compatibility standards for properties abutting
residential (side or rear lot lines). The new mixed use zones are planned for areas that are
currently zoned as commercial, industrial or other employment, not residential. The uses
proposed for the mixed use zone are similar to those allowed in the existing zones, except that
they require the inclusion of residential and allow taller buildings. Therefore, the main potential
compatibility issues relate to building height and setbacks, which are addressed in the mixed
use code. The City has current programs in place to address noise and other nuisance issues.
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The Central Westside Plan (CWP) does not specifically call for “Neighborhood Compatibility
Zones” but rather points out that the Advisory Committee had concerns about compatibility in a
select portion of the planning area (specifically where mixed use abuts Commerce, Simpson,
and Mt. Washington Avenues). The CWP does not propose mixed use directly adjacent to
residential neighborhoods but locates it on the opposite of major existing or planned public
streets. The CWP recommends that further discussion of this issue occur in Phase 2 of the
CWP.

“Compatibility” is a general term, and the testimony has not suggested a specific remedy or
code provision to satisfy the request. At its extreme, use restrictions threaten the ability for the
city to provide needed housing and employment as required by law. If uses are limited inside
the UGB, the additional UGB expansion is required to provide needed housing and employment
opportunities to meet anticipated needs. Therefore, significantly limiting uses is not consistent
with Goal 14 to make efficient use of urban lands prior to expanding the UGB. The LCDC
Remand Order required the city to adopt efficiency measures to not only make efficient use of
urban lands in the current UGB, but also provide for needed housing. Needed housing provided
in the Central Westside Opportunity Site would be less likely to be provided as a result of
significant detuning of the proposed Development Code, implementing significant use
restrictions, or removal of that Opportunity Site area altogether. The city has numerous
programs which are related to “livability” and issues of noise and special events which
specifically address some of the issues raised in testimony. The City Council finds the re-
designation of the Central Westside Opportunity Site and new Development Codes to therefore
be necessary to comply with the Remand Order, make efficient use of urban land as required by
Goal 14, and provide for needed housing and employment while recognizing existing programs
regarding “livability” and “compatibility” are available and necessary to address the concerns
raised in testimony.
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APPENDIX - MAPPING OF SCENARIOS IN NORTHEAST
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To: Bend City Council

From: Bill Galaway, Chairman, Southeast Bend Neighborhood Association
Copy: Brian Rankin, Nick Arnis

Subject: Southeast Bend UGB Expansion and TSP

As you may recall, | attended the UGB Remand Project review on August 25, 2016. | spoke to
the following:

“Over 45% of the total UGB expansion will be added in the southeast portion of Bend, including
the areas known as the Thumb, the Elbow, and the DSL property. The basis for adding these
areas into the UGB is predicated on the current Transportation System Plan, which incorporates
a huge amount of infrastructure improvements in the area, including but not limited to:

e Murphy Road and Highway 97 offramps

e Murphy Road extension and upgrades

e Parrell Road reconstruction

e China Hat Road reconstruction and upgrades
e 15™ Street reconstruction and upgrades

e Knott Road upgrades

The southeast portion of Bend was originally annexed without a plan to improve and upgrade
the infrastructure. As a consequence we have major roads in the area that are in such a state
of disrepair that the city will not spend maintenance dollars on them, instead they are waiting
to be reconstructed. After many years of accidents we finally got the Murphy/Parrell
intersection rebuilt, for which we are thankful.

As we add these 1,100 acres into the city we ask that we do not repeat the past. We have a
plan to improve the infrastructure. We are asking the city to commit to building out the
infrastructure prior to or coinciding with the development in the Thumb, the Elbow, and the
DSL property. Will the city make this commitment?”

In the review after | spoke, you asked Brian and Nick to respond. They filled you in on the
process for improving the infrastructure, which | know about and fully endorse. However, | was
asking for more than an understanding of the process. | was asking for the city to ensure that
the infrastructure will be developed prior to or in conjunction with the development of these
properties. If this does not happen, the strain on the existing infrastructure (which is already an
issue) will bring traffic in this area to a standstill. Thus again, | ask the city to make the
commitment to appropriately add the infrastructure.
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In addition, | recommend that the city council and staff tour Southeast Bend prior to your
9/7/16 discussion to get a better picture of what | am talking about. Specifically, | ask you to
tour the following:

e Drive to the roundabout at Murphy and Parrell, using Highway 97. Note how difficult it
is to get to this area without the Murphy Road offramps.

e Parrell Road, which is the only access to the Thumb from the North and West. This road
has been deemed to be in such a bad state of repair that maintenance dollars will not be
spent on it.

e Murphy Road east of the new roundabout. The TSP states that Murphy will be extended
to 15% Street with an overpass across the tracks. | would like you to note the number of
driveways accessing Murphy between Parrell and Country Club Road, ask how we will
protect the citizens who live there from the significantly increased traffic and
congestion.

e Knott Road between Reed Market and Highway 97. This is already used as a highway for
those transitioning east to south, bypassing the congestion on Highway 20. When 1,100
acres are added to the UGB along this stretch it will become an even bigger issue than it
is today.

e China Hat Road between Knott Road and Highway 97. This road will be heavily used by
those wanting to get to Highway 97 and avoid the congestion of the Murphy Road
extension. In addition, it fronts the Thumb development the entire stretch. This road
has also been declared to be un-repairable.

| would be more than happy to join the City Council for this tour so | can point out what | am
concerned about.

Thanks for your consideration.
Regards,
Bill Galaway

Chairman, Southeast Bend Neighborhood Association
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Damian Syrnyk

From: ekco_properties@msn.com

Sent: Monday, August 29, 2016 3:44 PM

To: Damian Syrnyk

Subject: 61205-61215 Parrell Road, Bend - 2.97 acres zoning change request.
Attachments: ParrellRdAerial (2).jpg; ParrellRoadLocatorMap (3).jpg;

BendHousingNeedsAnalysis.DirectQuotesFromFindings.pdf

Damian:

Asafollow-up to my presentation Thursday at the joint county & city UGB/Development Code Update
meeting, | wanted to offer some additional follow-up on our request for our property’s RS zoning change to be
included in the city-wide amendment.

To reiterate our main justification for our request to change the existing RS zoning to RM, or RH, is that the
result would satisfy both market demand and the city’ s desire for more immediate opportunities to develop
lower cost attached and multi-family housing.

In studying the Housing Needs Analysis, it states through out the report the desire and need to find
opportunities with in the city to do exactly what we are requesting. Furthermore, these needs and goals can be
met immediately within the existing UGB on an "in-fill" parcel. See attached findings quote from the Housing
needs analysis.

Another one of our points was that this particular project isflexiblein that it is appropriate for severa product
types, but as an RM or RH project it would act as a buffer and transition from the commercia uses that exist on
two sides of our property from the existing RS and RL properties that are adjacent to its other two sides, see
attached aeridl.

There definitely seems to be precedent and justification for higher density projects due to the kind of "mixed
uses' that reside along, and intersect, the "Parrell Road corridor".

Please enter the attached into the public record for our request. We look forward to discussing this matter
further.

Thank you for your consideration,

Eric Knirk

Bend Venture, LLC

ekco_properties@msn.com

541-549-3636

541-610-9942

310-753-1600 Mobile
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These demographic changes, combined with the existing and growing need for affordable housing,
shows a growing need for single-family attached housing (such as townhomes) and multifamily housing.
While the majority of new housing will continue to be single-family detached housing, the type of single-
family detached dwellings may change, with more emphasis on smaller and more affordable new single-
family detached housing and a decrease in demand for large-lot single-family detached housing. Bend'’s
current housing policies and regulations support the development of a mix of housing that is not
consistent with Bend’s needed mix for a larger percentage of single-family attached and multifamily
housing types (relative to past trends) and a higher percentage of more affordable single-family
detached housing types. The City will need to enact policy and regulatory changes in order to move from
the observed trend of building approximately 75% single-family detached units (between 1998 and
2014) to a rate of 55% single-family detached (SFD), 10% single-family attached (SFA) and 35%
multifamily (MF) units going forward from 2014 to 2028. This housing mix (55% SFD, 10% SFA and 35%
MF) is the basis for determining residential land needs for the remainder of the planning period (2014-
2028). Using this needed mix will ensure that a greater supply of land is available for needed types of
housing. In addition, the City is proposing a package of efficiency measures to maximize the capacity of
buildable residential lands within the existing Urban Growth Boundary, enable development of
multifamily and attached housing in mixed use opportunity areas, and make it more feasible and likely
that the market will achieve the needed housing mix and densities. Doing so will have the effect of
increasing the supply of needed
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Damian Syrnyk

From: Gisela Ryter <giselavest@icloud.com>
Sent: Monday, August 29, 2016 3:06 PM
To: Damian Syrnyk

Subject: UGB plan

Dear Mr. Syrnyk,

| applaud the City on its new UGB proposal . It istruly a game changer and
very forward looking. Hopefully all that is outlined will be adopted in time.

In addition to preserving Bend’ s natural environment and wildlife habitat, |
would like to see the City give consideration to deer living in town. Due to
habitat loss in the past mule deer had no choice but to become year round Bend
residents.What could be done to protect them from speeding cars? How could
the public be educated? Four signs on roads coming into town could alert the
annual 3 million tourists, and possibly protect them from deer/vehicle
collisions, making their vacation much better and help save deer lives.

Deer/wildlife are a valuable asset to the community. They attract tourists and
therefore have economic value. The City could benefit by calling itself 'Bend,
Deer City USA. Help us protect our deer’ (or something similar).

Maybe this would help reduce the horrendous number of deer killed by cars
(150 from January through October 2015, already ca. 200 in the first 6 months
of 2016 as per City of Bend statistics.

As per ODFW the Central Oregon mule deer are under serious stress because
of habitat/forage loss, habitat fragmentation and relentless traffic. If nothing is
done to change this, Bend may lose its deer population. | am sure that is not
what we want.

| hope you will give these ideas some consideration.

Sincerely,

Gisela Ryter
Giselavest@icloud.com
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Sent from my iPhone
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OXTFORYD

Hotel Group

August 28, 2016

City of Bend Council and City Staff
710 NW Wall Street
Bend, Oregon 97702

Greetings:

Thank you for your diligent efforts with the UGB expansion process. We support your findings and truly
appreciate the comprehensive effort to evaluate the many candidate areas.

We are pleased our property will help create a variety of housing choices and a more complete
neighborhood in the southern area of the community. We propose to develop a variety of housing
choices including housing at 30% AMI — very much needed in the community. At the public hearing, a
significant amount of testimony was received and we noted only two comments about our property:

1. Transportation connections
2. Homeless camping

Transportation connections.

Our property abuts the UGB, zoned RR-10 Exception Land, over 38 acres in size, and the former site of
the Sunriver Preparatory School. The school buildings have been removed. We are ready to move
forward and develop a mixed-use project using the zoning and policies proposed by the City.

Transportation connections will include connecting to the streets abutting our property as shown below.

Because we are promoting development of a complete mixed-use neighborhood, there will be little
need to cross the highway to go east. Should someone need to have access across Hwy 97 there are
two ways to get across the Highway - via the Baker/Knott Road interchange or at Murphy Road.

~ SEE MAF'18.12'180C 7 - 3 sEENAPT181218D N
2 PONDEROSA o

STREET

00
BTIAC

Baney Property

SEEMAP 1812

Baney property and access points indicated by black arrows
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Homeless camping.

We are aware of occasional trespass on our property by homeless citizens. Our security services patrol
the property to reduce such activities. Development of our property will reduce trespassing in the long
term.

Overall, our property and mixed-use project will provide:

e a3 “kick-start” for reinvigorating the nearby neighborhood with a blend of land uses, extension of
utilities, new primary school (property donated by us to the district), variety of transportation
options, and connections to other community facilities

e extension of needed sewer mains necessary to connect many existing septic fields within the
city, just north of our property — this is a huge benefit to the community

e acomplete neighborhood including a percentage of housing units serving 30% AMI

We would like to take this opportunity to thank you for all of your hard work in creating a more
sustainable community.
Sincerely,

P

p J
<Cﬁrt~8’¥1:ey, President ﬁ

Baney Corporation
Tel.: 541-382-2188 Email: curtb@oxfordsuites.com
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Damian Syrnyk

From: Peter Russell <Peter.Russell@deschutes.org>
Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2016 8:17 AM

To: Jim Bryant; Tyler Deke; Damian Syrnyk

Subject: FW: UGB issue ultimate transportation catastrophe
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

FYI

From: gary vodden [mailto:randal.rri@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, August 29, 2016 4:26 PM

To: councilall@bendoregon.gov; Board; gary vodden
Subject: UGB issue ultimate transportation catastrophe

From: Gary Vodden 8-29-16
TO: Bend City council et al (UGB issue)

Requiring Bend to achieve population density at near parity with Portland, Eugene et al will place the
residents of Bend in the middle of awell-engineered and inevitable transportation catastrophe.

For several decades, Bend Oregon has been considered the dessert of the high desert by residents,
visitors and those seeking an escape from the perils of urbanization, though not for long if the Oregon State
Legidature hasits way.

Even the US DOJ had to admit that Bend is different from the standard urbanization, development
issues when it abandoned the department’s effort to enforce full compliance with the ADA laws and its
agreement with Bend regarding the installation of sidewalks and handicap sidewalk ramps. The representatives
of the local ADA community, recently, appeared before the Bend City Council demanding that Bend initiate
complete compliance with ADA laws with an initial $100 million dollar bond issue to kick off a $500 million
drive to bring Bend up to full compliance with ADA laws required of any US urban center.

Bend isrural areathat has grown by annexing other rural districts complete with those districts’ rural
infrastructure. Converting Bend’s transportation infrastructure, its streets, to urban standards would require
reconstruction of most of Bend’s collectors and arterials to meet the urban infrastructure standards. Aside from
the $455,000-$650,000 per lane mile cost of such a conversion, the disruption to business and residents lives
would be considerable. Sewer pipe installation at HWY 20 and 27" revealed that the 27" Street approach to the
intersection had one ~2.5” layer of asphalt and about an 8” layer of aggregate beneath the asphalt, rural
standards. Amazingly, the soil under aggregate did not appear to have been compacted! ? A SF Bay Area
intersection with comparable traffic volume would have the soil below the aggregate compacted by steam
rollers, ~5° diameter rollers, ~12” of aggregate compacted in ~4” layers and two layers of ~3” asphalt applied
atop the aggregate, urban standards.

Members of the planning staff have emphasized that once the population density of the city isincreased

the transportation infrastructure will materialize to meet the needs of the residents. Really? Where are the four
1
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lane arterials that crisscross the city from West to East? The four lane bridges cross the Deschutes River and the
four lane railroad crossings. Will Galveston, Newport, Simpson et a be upgraded to four lane arterials? Reed
Market was reconstructed as a two lane concrete roadway not easily converted to four lanes. Where are the four
lane arterials to support an aggressive bus system and the seamless interaction bus, auto transportation of the
residents? Will 27" street south of Bear Creek Road be converted to afour lane arterial or be reconstructed as a
two lane rural road?

Just this morning a city representative was heard on alocal radio station insisting that there was
sufficient capacity of city roads to handle any additional population growth. Even now that additional capacity
is best observed between 10pm at night 6am in the morning. Think in terms of 35,000 more residents using the
current road infrastructure.

Just image the sight of bicyclists, pedestrians, buses and autos contending for an opening/slot ina
roundabout merry go round (apparently form a planning point of view a 40% population increase using the
current street inventory just isn’t that big a deal) .

Or, one possibility, we could replicate three or four more Northwest Crossings in the North East, East
and South East of the city (roughly 500 acres a site). Developers would provide the necessary infrastructure as
part of the development project. |1 would be interested in the argument that the Northwest Crossing project is
anything other than an excellent example of intelligent urban growth at its finest.

This approach would take the challenge out of trying to work our way out the pending , state mandated
UGB solution, a state mandated transportation catastrophe.

Gary Vodden

randal.rri@gmail.com

P 415-810-0902

F 415-691-6608

PO BOX 6899, BEND, OR 97708-6899
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8/21/16

From: John Russell

To: Sally Russell

Regarding: Articles in the Bulletin and The Source on growth

The recent articles on Bend’s rapid growth illustrates why so many of us are disillusioned with our
political and economic leaders. Consider that Roger Lee and Tim Knopp both benefit economically by
rapid population growth, as do many city and county personnel and school managers. The larger the
population, the more money they are paid.

Concerns of ordinary citizens about traffic congestion, disrupted neighborhoods due to overbuilding
of new units, a declining deer population due to growth and a general decline in the quality of the
natural environment are ignored, or dismissed by many city leaders. A 3% or 4% growth rate is held
up as desirable which, according to the “rule of 69,” means our population will double every 23 years,
or 170,000 by 2040. How many ordinary citizens believe that growth rate is desirable?

Mr. Abernathy needs to define what the “Bend Feel” is. Those of us who were born and raised here
more than 50 years ago can testify that what ever “feel” Bend had, it is long gone. |suggest the local
newspapers interview members of the Pioneer Assaciation for a more balanced view. It is amazing
how many people move to the “beautiful” town of Bend and the first thing they want to do is change

things.

Some of the council members and the Bulletin seem to believe that a larger expansion of the Urban
Growth Boundary will relieve population pressures and lower housing costs. When our political
leadership embraced destination resorts and gated communities, we sealed the fate of housing costs.
An examination of other tourist/resort towns should have allowed is-ellowed-us-to predict the result
of becoming a resort town. The Miller Farm west of Bend was recently given special approval even
though it will probably burn down and the lots are selling for hundreds of thousands of dollars. Why
was it so important to approve that development??” How many local citizens can afford those lots?

Finally, we need to remember that we live in the high desert and water is a finite resource. With
global warming, water may decline as we continue to experience a sky rocketing population. There
does not seem to be much of a concern about this.

I know you have a thankless job as councilman, but | will not vote for a potential council member
who supports, or encourages this un-sustainable growth rate, or the large tourism numbers. Enough

is enough.

Respectfully,

John Russell
63258 Boyd acres Rd
Bend, OR 97701
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Damian Syrnyk

From: April Ott

Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2016 11:44 AM
To: Damian Syrnyk

Subject: FW: UGB....

April Joy Ott
Administrative Assistant
City Hall

CITY OF BEND (O: 541-388-5505

SlOIOLC)

From: CityManagerShared

Sent: Monday, August 29, 2016 9:46 AM
To: Eric King <eking@bendoregon.gov>
Subject: FW: UGB....

From: Mike Lovely [mailto:enchantedforest@coinet.com]

Sent: Sunday, August 28, 2016 9:31 PM

To: CouncilAll <councilall@bendoregon.gov>; Damian Syrnyk <damiansyrnyk@bendoregon.gov>; CityManagerShared
<citymanager@bendoregon.gov>

Cc: cricketkadoch@gmail.com; geneduncan@bendbroadband.com; joek7sq@gmail.com; Kevin DesRosiers
<kevind@bendbroadband.com>; Matt Kittelson <mkittelson@gmail.com>; Mike Lovely <enchantedforest@coinet.com>;
Pam Nettleton <pandjnett@yahoo.com>; southwestbendna@gmail.com

Subject: UGB....

Hello Again Mayor, Councilors, Damian, and Eric, Well history is still haunting me. Tonight | am wearing two hats, my
own and Southwest Bend NA. THE UGB DEBACLE.... | was on the original citizens advisory committee in 2004 (?) | knew
2000 acres was not enough and then the moneyed folks jumped in and the fat was in the fire. POOF !!! Now 8000 acres
and the state says NO. | originally had 5000m acres in mind, but who listens to an old retired log scaler???? | know we
cannot stop growth but it can increase at a tolerable rate, and not let the tail wag the dog. | think we should get the
infrastructure “in filled” and up to date in the rest of the city. Then start adding it to the new expansion and build on
that. How much road preservation could we have accomplished with all this misspent UGB money???? Also along the
path of misspent money, | have maintained that we should have put the larger sewer line in on Hamby Road instead of
tearing up the recently repaired and sewer install on 27t Street. | was told it was outside the city limits. DUH !!! What
are intergovernmental agreements for ??? AND one day that area will be annexed to the city. A lot less traffic out there

1
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now and more room to operate in and our crap will still reach the proper destination. We all must remember that
“common sense, virginity, and personal responsibility are vanishing resources in today’s society”. Please pass this on to
whomever you think necessary. Thank you for your time in reading this (and | hope you read all of it) and please respond
if you feel it is necessary.

Sincerely, Mike Lovely
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