CITY COUNCIL
MINUTES
December 2, 2021
6:00 P.M.
Medford City Hall, Council Chambers
411 W. 8th Street, Medford, Oregon

The regular meeting of the City Council was called to order at 6:27 p.m. in the City Hall Council
Chambers on the above date with the following members and staff present:
Mayor Randy Sparacino; Councilors Clay Bearnson, Tim D’Alessandro, Chad Miller, Eric Stark, Kevin
Stine, Michael Zarosinski; City Manager Brian Sjothun, City Attorney Eric Mitton, City Recorder
Winnie Shepard; Councilors Sarah Spansail and Alex Poythress were absent.
20.

Recognitions, Community Group Reports
None.

30.

Oral Requests and Communications from the Audience
30.1 Melissa Jones, Medford, submitted written comments outlining her opinions regarding
Medford’s exclusion ordinance.
30.2

Bob Shand, Medford, submitted written comments supporting 2021-152.

40.

Approval or Correction of the Minutes of the November 18, 2021 Regular Meeting
There being no additions or corrections, the minutes were approved as presented.

50.

Consent Calendar
50.1 COUNCIL BILL 2021-150
AN ORDINANCE approving and authorizing execution of a contract in the amount
of $275,000 with Knife River Materials, Inc. to perform asphalt repairs on failed
pavement areas of six City streets.
50.2

COUNCIL BILL 2021-151
AN ORDINANCE approving and authorizing execution of a one-year agreement,
commencing on January 1, 2022, with two, two-year renewal options, and in the not-toexceed amount of $42,000 annually, to Rainmakers Government Strategies to provide
state government relations services to the City of Medford.

Motion: Approve the consent calendar.
Moved by: Tim D’Alessandro
Seconded by: Kevin Stine
Roll call: Councilors Bearnson, D’Alessandro, Miller, Stark, Stine, and Zarosinski voting yes.
Motion carried and so ordered. Council Bills 2021-150 and 2021-151 were approved.
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60.

Items Removed from Consent Calendar
50.3 COUNCIL BILL 2021-152
AN ORDINANCE approving and authorizing execution of a contract in the amount
of $128,461 with Ledford Construction Company to construct sidewalk improvements
along Pine Street and Beatty Street within the Liberty Park neighborhood.
Public Works Director John Vial explained that this project would create approximately
900 total feet of sidewalk on portions of Beatty and Pine Streets in the Liberty Park
Neighborhood. (PowerPoint attached.) These sidewalks are Phase 1 of a large
improvement project in the Liberty Park Neighborhood funded with $1.2 million in
MURA funding and $250k in ARPA funds.
Motion: Approve the ordinance.
Moved by: Eric Stark
Seconded by: Tim D’Alessandro
Roll call: Councilors Bearnson, D’Alessandro, Miller, Stark, Stine, and Zarosinski voting yes.
Motion carried and so ordered. Council Bill 2021-152 was approved.

70.

Ordinances and Resolutions
None.

80.

Public Hearings
80.1 COUNCIL BILL 2021-153
AN ORDINANCE proclaiming annexation to the City of Medford of one 3.5 acre parcel
with the physical address of 5245 Highway 62, Medford, Oregon and located on the
west side of Crater Lake Highway (OR 62), approximately 610 feet south of Justice Road.
The annexation changes the current Jackson County zoning designation of General
Commercial (GC) to City Heavy Commercial (C-H) and the property is removed from
Jackson County Fire District #3. (File no. ANNX-21-203)
City Attorney Eric Mitton outlined the rules for both quasi-judicial hearings.
Assistant Planning Director Kelly Evans presented a brief staff report as outlined in the
attached PowerPoint.
Public hearing opened.
Mayor Sparacino advised that Councilors must disclose any ex parte communication,
the nature of the contact and whether it would bias their opinion in this matter. None
were reported.
Jay Harland, CSA Planning, spoke on behalf of Pace Supply Corporation, the applicant
in this matter. The business would like to open as soon as possible. Mr. Harland noted
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that the applicants appreciated the coordinated effort of Jackson County, the City and
RVSS to bring this annexation forward.
Public hearing closed.
Motion: Approve the ordinance.
Moved by: Kevin Stine
Seconded by: Tim D’Alessandro
Roll call: Councilors Bearnson, D’Alessandro, Miller, Stark, Stine, and Zarosinski voting yes.
Motion carried and so ordered. Council Bill 2021-153 was approved.
80.2

COUNCIL BILL 2021-154
A RESOLUTION affirming the Planning Commission’s decision in File No. LDP-20-350 to
conditionally approve a tentative plat for a two-lot partition, and to deny an Exception
application in File No. E-21-248 requesting relief from the Standard Residential Street
Standards, in conjunction with a 0.71 acre parcel located at 1409 Highcrest Drive in
Medford within the SFR-4 (Single Family Residential – 2.5 to 4 dwelling units per gross
acre) zoning district. (371W22DA800)
Mr. Mitton provided the staff report. (PowerPoint attached). This appeal relates to
required sidewalk and frontage improvements on a two-lot partition of property
located at 1408 Highcrest Drive. The Planning Commission approved the partition with
required sidewalk and frontage improvements.
Appellant requested an exception to the sidewalk and frontage improvements, or other
relief from those requirements, both of which were denied by the Planning
Commission. Mr. Mitton did not believe a legal error occurred in the decisions made by
the Planning Commission. Staff recommended that Council affirm the Planning
Commission’s decision.
If the City Council did reverse the Planning Commission’s decision, staff requested that
Council consider a partial reversal and only reverse as to the fifth assignment of error,
which related to the exception request.
The exception request was for all frontage improvements: curb, gutter, sidewalk,
planter strip and paving of the full width of the street. The Code allows improvements
to be deferred with a bond. The engineer’s estimate for a bond deferral was $27k. The
applicant was willing to sign an agreement, but not to pay the $27k and filed an
exception.

Public hearing opened.
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Mayor Sparacino advised that Councilors must disclose any ex parte communication,
the nature of the contact and whether it would bias their opinion in this matter. None
were reported.
Mike Savage, CSA Planning, spoke as a representative of the applicant, 3176 LLC. The
applicant appreciated the approval of the partition. The applicant appealed the
decision to deny the exception or other relief regarding the sidewalk and frontage
improvements. He outlined the following justifications:
1. MMC 10.442 and ORS 197.307 both supported the exception to frontage
requirements and he did not believe the City Council could interpret those legal
provisions.
2. The property is under Jackson County’s jurisdiction and requires a jurisdictional
exchange before the implementation of City standards.
3. The neighborhood is more than 50 years old; neighboring houses do not have
sidewalks or frontage improvements requested for this property.
4. The lot partition would not impact the street to the extent improvements would
be required.
5. The improvement requirements were not addressed in the comprehensive plan
or UGB.
6. A LID should be required to determine whether improvements are needed.
7. Public Works had various math errors in their ROW calculations.
8. DIA requirement is for a portion of the record.
9. The improvements would cost more than $100k.
Applicant requested that Council approve the partition “as is”, recognize the Code as
written, and recognize that there is an existing street that has been dedicated.
Applicant asserted that an alternative would be to recognize the partition as approved
and if the City interprets this provision by interpreting a letter from Jackson County
staff, recognize that needed housing does not allow that standard to be applied and
therefore the partition is met.
Applicant stated that a possible third alternative would be that the City approve the
partition with the exception request.
The partition application was filed nearly a year ago; there are nine days until it is
automatically withdrawn. Mr. Savage was amenable to the City continuing the
application or allowing a continuance through a second application.
Public hearing closed.
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Mr. Mitton clarified that the DIA language in the Code requires a bond, most likely
because without a bond, a person could unknowingly purchase a property without
knowing improvements were needed.
Mayor Sparacino declared a recess at 7:38 p.m.
********
The meeting reconvened at 7:44 p.m. with the same members present.
Mr. Mitton advised that the Code for improvement agreements requires that the
deposit shall be held until one of the three provisions in the Code is met.
Mr. Vial was called to the podium to clarify that the Code requires planter strips and
would require an exception to eliminate that condition. He was unable to contribute
much information to avoid inadvertently allowing facts not in the record.
Council discussed the appeal and possible resolution options. Councilor Stine
suggested Council affirm the Planning Commission’s decision, then direct staff to work
with the applicant to determine a possible resolution.
Mr. Mitton clarified that if the appeal were upheld and staff was directed to enter into
a custom agreement, it would be outside of standard procedure and would require
consent from the applicant.
Motion: Approve the resolution as presented; deny the appeal.
Moved by: Kevin Stine
Motion failed due to lack of second.
Council continued to discuss the option of a non-traditional agreement between the
City and the applicant, their opinions of the project, their lack of land-use knowledge to
determine solutions, the approval process, etc.
Motion: Approve the resolution as presented, deny the appeal.
Moved by: Kevin Stine
Seconded by: Tim D’Alessandro
Mr. Mitton requested Council allow the applicant’s representative to clarify the applicant’s
exception.
Mr. Savage stated, for clarification purposes only, that the exception request is for relief from
full City standard street improvements, with a commitment to participate in an LID to evaluate
the appropriate street improvements after the entire street is analyzed.
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It was noted that the application reviewed by the Planning Commission did not specifically
request the creation of an LID.
Councilor Zarosinski believed that the typical requirements might not work best in this
situation. He acknowledged that with the limited amount of knowledge of this matter, he was
unable to determine how to best resolve the issues. Councilor D’Alessandro had a similar
opinion.
Roll call: Councilors Bearnson, D’Alessandro, Miller, Stark, Stine, and Zarosinski voting yes.
Motion carried and so ordered. Council Bill 2021-154 was approved.
Councilor Stine preferred that discussions regarding an agreement between the
applicant and the City occur at a later date.
80.3

COUNCIL BILL 2021-155
A RESOLUTION approving the issuance and re-issuance by The Hospital Facilities
Authority of the City of Medford, Oregon of refunding revenue bonds on behalf of
Rogue Valley Manor.”
Mayor Sparacino advised that this public hearing was held for the purpose of hearing
public comment on a request by Rogue Valley Manor to The Hospital Facilities Authority
of the City of Medford to issue its tax-exempt revenue bonds in an aggregate principal
amount not to exceed $47,000,000 and to re-issue for federal tax purposes existing
tax-exempt bonds in an aggregate amount not to exceed $38,180,500. The proceeds
of the Bonds were used and are expected to be used by Rogue Valley Manor for the
purpose of financing and refinancing the costs of constructing and improving senior
living facilities of Rogue Valley Manor, all located in Medford.
Mr. Mitton explained that the City is not a party to the bonds or responsible for the
bonds. The funds are issued by the Hospital Facilities Authority and ultimately the
Rogue Valley Manor is involved in the bonding. This hearing complies with the legal
requirements for bonding or facilities. The attorney for the Hospital Facilities Authority
was unable to attend the meeting to answer questions, but Mr. Mitton could arrange
for an attorney specializing in bonds to answer Council’s questions.

Public hearing opened.
No written comments were received and no one spoke.
Public hearing closed.
Motion: Approve the resolution.
Moved by: Tim D’Alessandro
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Councilor Stark advised that the Hospital Facilities Authority approved the refinancing of these
bonds at their meeting last week. The purpose of the refinance is to obtain a lower interest
rate and retire some bonds.
Roll call: Councilors Bearnson, D’Alessandro, Miller, Stark, Stine, and Zarosinski voting yes.
Motion carried and so ordered. Council Bill 2021-155 was approved.
90.

Council Business
90.1 Proclamations Issued
None.
90.2

Committee Reports and Communications
a. Council Officers Update
Council President D’Alessandro outlined the topics discussed during the meeting,
including: the Southern Oregon Historical Society requested City support for a
potential conversion of their vacant building into a conference/meeting center; the
City of Medford and RVTV have entered into an agreement to place a Portland Loo
on Front Street, Council’s virtual meetings will return to Zoom; a Doodle poll will be
circulated regarding day/time preferences for G3 meetings; a discrepancy in the
Travel Medford contract and the approving ordinance will be addressed during the
December 16 meeting; the Fire Department requested a letter supporting their
participation in a Mercy Flights Pilot Program to offer alternatives to our current
practices; Council will determine minimum standards for Navigation Center staff to
ensure adequate and quality care is provided
b. Committee Reports
Boards and Commissions interviews will continue and additional appointments will
be considered during the December 16, 2021 Council meeting.
Councilor Stark advised that the Bear Creek Greenway Planning Committee is
finalizing a contract with Alta Planning and Design for trail-related projects,
governance and funding.
c. Boards and Commissions Appointments
Denise James and Addison Smith re-applied for their positions on the Police
Advisory Committee. No other applications were received.

Motion: Reappoint Denise James to the Business Representative position and Addison Smith
to the Minority Representative position on the Police Advisory Committee, with the terms beginning February 1, 2022 and expiring January 31, 2025.
Moved by: Tim D’Alessandro
Seconded by: Kevin Stine
Roll call: Councilors unanimously approved.
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Motion carried and so ordered. Denise James and Addison Smith were reappointed to their
positions on the Police Advisory Commission, with terms beginning February 1, 2022 and
ending January 31, 2025.
Mayor Sparacino re-appointed Daniel Bunn to the Medford Water Commission with a term
beginning February 1, 2022 and expiring January 21, 2027. Councilors unanimously supported
his appointment.
100. City Manager and Staff Reports
City Manager Brian Sjothun advised that staff met with representatives from Jackson County
and the City of Central Point to discuss jointly supporting the LOC’s pilot project to develop a
homeless strategy and funding for implementation. If the County does not support the project,
the City will not qualify for the pilot program. The letter is due to the League of Oregon Cities
a week from tomorrow.
100.1 Update on Capital Projects – John Vial
Mr. Vial and Deputy Public Works Director/City Engineer Alex Georgevitch provided a
quarterly report on the Public Works capital projects. (PowerPoint attached.) The
biennial budget contained 55 capital projects. Staff will continue working on those
projects as time allows; however, there will be delays due to the large amount of time
needed to meet the BUILD project deadlines. The BUILD project is extensive and the
City must meet deadlines to qualify and receive the necessary grant funding.
110. Adjournment
There being no further business, this Council meeting adjourned at 8:44 p.m.
The City Recorder maintains a recording of these proceedings with the agenda, minutes and
documentation associated with this meeting.

Winnie Shepard, CMC
City Recorder
Attachments
50.3
Liberty Park PowerPoint
80.1
Annexation PowerPoint
80.2
Planning Commission Appeal
80.3
Hospital Facilities Bond PowerPoint
100.1
Public Works Update
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Maintenance
Paving & Liberty
Park Sidewalks
City Council
December 2, 2021

Scope of Work for Maintenance Paving Contract

Liberty Park Paving Contracts

Beatty Street Work

Beatty Street Work

Pine Street Work

THANK
YOU

Pace Supply
Annexation
ANNX-21-203
City Council
December 2, 2021

Kelly Evans, Assistant Planning Director

Project Information
Applicant: Pace Supply Corp.
Agent:

CSA Planning, Ltd.

Procedure: Type IV Quasi-judicial
Approving Authority: City Council

Standards of Review

Approval Criteria
Proposal must comply with Section 10.216(4):

a. The land is within the City’s Urban Growth Boundary.
b. The land is contiguous to the current city limits.
c. Unless the land being considered for annexation is enclaved
by the City or the City chooses to hold an election, a majority
of the land owners and/or electors have consented in writing
to the annexation per ORS 222.125 or ORS 222.170.
d. For lands added to the Urban Growth Boundary from the
Urban Reserve, all of the applicable conditions in Section
2.1.7 of the urbanization Element of the Comprehensive Plan
have been met.

Annexation Analysis

Project Summary
• 3.5 acres
• GLUP: CM
(Commercial)

• Requested Zoning:
C-H (Heavy
Commercial)
• Remove from Fire
District #3

Hwy 62

• County Zoning:
GC (General
Commercial)

Criteria Compliance

Hwy 62

The land is located
within the City’s
Urban Growth
Boundary.

Legend
UGB
Site

Vilas Rd

Criteria Compliance
The land is
contiguous with
the City limits.
Legend
Hwy 62

UGB
Site
Industrial
Commercial

Vilas Rd

Criteria Compliance
Owner’s request for
annexation and consent
forms submitted.

Recommendation

City Council Action
Approve the ordinance authorizing the
annexation of 3.5 acres located at 5245
Crater Lake Highway.

THANK
YOU

Project Summary
• 3.5 acres
• GLUP: CM
(Commercial)

• Requested Zoning:
C-H (Heavy
Commercial)
• Remove from Fire
District #3

Hwy 62

• County Zoning:
GC (General
Commercial)

Suggested Motion
I move to approve the ordinance.

Appeal of LDP-20350 and E-21-248
City Council Meeting
December 2, 2021
Eric B. Mitton

Background

Vicinity Map
1409 Highcrest Dr.
0.71 acres
SFR-4

Tentative plat

Planning Commission
• Denied the exception application regarding
sidewalk requirements
• Approved the partition but required sidewalk
requirements, rejecting other arguments against
requirement (jurisdictional, takings law, etc)
• This review is “on the record”

Appellant’s Assignments of
Error

1st: Constitutional Takings
Law
• Required improvements must have essential
nexus between government interest and
exaction, and rough proportionality between
exaction and impacts
• Appellant does not object to dedicating land or
binding future property owner to participate in
sidewalk
• Appellant objects to payment at this time

1st: Constitutional Takings
Law
• On-site sidewalks generally have essential
nexus (see exec summary, p. 8)
• Staff believes impact is roughly proportional
as it benefits property itself, contributes to
safety, reasonable amount for number of
trips (see exec summary, pp. 8-9)

2nd: Jurisdiction to require
improvements
• Dispute as to application of MLDC 10.442,
requiring City standards except for
“property…which is owned by or under the
jurisdiction of another local agency”
• Jackson County’s comment at p. 196: “If
frontage improvements are required off
Highcrest Drive, they shall be permitted and
inspected by City of Medford…Highcrest
Drive is a County Urban Local road and is
maintained by the County”

3rd: clear and objective
• Appellant contends that same provision is not
“clear and objective” and causes unreasonable
cost contrary to ORS 197.307
• Staff believes “clear and objective” requirement
refers to “subjective, value-laden analyses,” not
objective sidewalk requirements (exec
summary pp. 10-11)
• Staff believes that ORS 197.307’s unreasonable
cost requirement only applies to costs from
subjective analyses, and that $27,000 is
reasonable

4th: hearing procedure and
ORS 215.416
• First issue: two separate motions (one for
exception and one for partition)
• State law requires consolidated procedure
for all permits for development
• Staff believes that two separate motions
during the same proceeding (for the sake of
clarity) does not violate this requirement

4th: hearing procedure and
ORS 215.416
• Second issue: staff testified after applicant
• Staff believes this is consistent with MLDC
10.130(5)(g) and (h) (exec summary, p. 13);
rebuttal time is after other members of the
public, not after staff

4th: hearing procedure and
ORS 215.416
• Second issue: staff testified after applicant
• Staff believes this is consistent with MLDC
10.130(5)(g) and (h) (exec summary, p. 13);
rebuttal time is after other members of the
public, not after staff

5th: exception
• MMC 10.186(2)(c): Appellant must show
“unique or unusual circumstances which
apply to this site which do not typically
apply elsewhere in the City”
• Appellant must also show code standard
“would result in peculiar, exceptional, and
undue hardship on the owner”

5th: exception
• Staff believes that legacy neighborhood
currently lacking sidewalks is not “unique or
unusual circumstances which apply to this
site which do not typically apply elsewhere
in the City”
• Staff believes that a $27,000 deferred
improvement agreement is not a “peculiar,
exceptional, and undue hardship”

Conclusion

Recommend motion
I move to deny the appeal and
affirm the resolution as presented,
finding that Planning Commission
did not err.

THANKS

HFA Bond Issuance
and Reissuance
City Council Meeting
December 2, 2021

Background
• Hospital Facilities Authority statutory creation
enacted by City
• City is not a party to the bonds and not
responsible for any default
• City Council approval and public hearing are
technical legal requirements

The bonds
• $47 million in bonds for Rogue Valley Manor
• Refinance of existing 2013B bonds to take
advantage of low interest rates

Recommend motion
I move to approve the resolution as
presented.

THANKS

Capital
Projects Update
City Council Meeting
December 2, 2021

Current Status
•

Between Engineering, Operations, and Water Reclamation we
have 55 capital improvement projects in the 2021-2023 Biennial
Budget

•

Several projects are well underway with design and procurement

•

$892,000 of Pavement Overlays
COMPLETE

•

Streetlight LED Upgrade
COMPLETE

•

Springbrook-Cedar Links
COMPLETE

“BUILD” Project
Background and Impact

What is "BUILD"?
•

Better Utilizing Investments to Leverage Development, or BUILD
Federal Transportation Discretionary Grant program – USDOT to
invest in road, rail, transit and port projects that promise to achieve
national objectives.

•

The 2019 BUILD grant was an extremely competitive, nationwide
process with over 600 applications requesting over $9.6B in grant
dollars and awarded $900M to 55 project in 35 states.

•

The Foothill Rd. (Delta Waters Rd. to Hillcrest Rd.) project was the only
BUILD grant for the State of Oregon.

•

We received $15.5M to construct approximately a $41M $44M project.

•

Multi-jurisdictional project partnered with ODOT and Jackson County

Foothill Location Map

South Stage Location Map

Impact of the "BUILD" Project
• Taking on the Foothill Rd. (Delta Waters Rd. to Hillcrest Rd.)
"BUILD" project has been a massive undertaking
• Project is 5 times larger than any transportation project we
have delivered before

• Staff time spent on project thus far is approximately
16,959 hours with several hundred hours of OT
• Project on a very tight timeline. A project like this would
normally take 3+ years – we had 18 months.

Schedule Extension
• COVID has caused serious delays (work inefficiencies and
direct illness of design team members)
• We worked with our federal delegation to help get an
extension for all BUILD projects awarded in 2019
• Lead designer resigned in November, Utility/right-of-way lead

left in October

• Based on the delays and loss of staff we have asked for a
one-year extension from ODOT/FHWA – Tentative Approval
• Planned to bid project in Spring 2022 and start construction
in Summer. ODOT now bidding in Fall/Winter 2022.

Project Status

PROJECT SCHEDULE

PROJECT SCHEDULE

Design Status
• Current plan submittal will be approximately 300 500 sheets
• Requested ODOT’s assistance with some specialty design

elements

• Anticipate similar numbers approximately 3,000 hours to
finish the plans and get to start of construction
• Roadway design is complete – Biddable plans are not

Right-of-way
• 66 right-of-way files need to be negotiated
• Project needs 8.3-acres of right-of-way, 4.9-acres of
permanent easements and 6.6-acres of temporary
easements
• Completed 19 53 of the 66 60 acquisitions thus far,
acquisition on remainder is going well (6 files removed and

the final 7 are near settlement).

• Total cost for right-of-way anticipated to be $4.7M $4.1M

Challenge Items : Irrigation Modifications

What is next?

Road to Completion
What are we doing for the next 3,000 hours:
• Plan production has started, turns overall design into

individual sheets with lots of notes

• Handicap ramps need to be detailed out for each corner
• Special provisions need to be written
• Storm drain management plan, erosion control plans, and

storm drain report need to be completed.

• Engineer’s Estimate and Project coordination with ODOT

Conclusion
• We’re going to finish the BUILD project and deliver it to ODOT
as promised!
• “All hands on Deck” project for Public Works

• BUILD has, and will continue to, have a large impact on
completing other projects
• Many of our planned capital improvement projects for this

biennium are going to be delayed, but not canceled, due to
BUILD

• We will keep you informed on BUILD and other projects

Questions?

THANK
YOU

30.1

Public Comments
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Melissa Jones
Thursday, November 25, 2021 9:40 PM
Kelly A. Madding; Mayor and Council; OHA.DirectorsOffice@state.or.us; Scott A.
Clauson; Brian N. Sjothun; Eric B. Mitton; Public Comments
Representative Pam Marsh; SEN Golden
Medford Civil Exclusion Zone

<EXTERNAL EMAIL **Click Responsibly!**>
I have witnessed, on many occasions, unhoused folks getting ticketed for minor substance
possession/paraphernalia…which now that measure 110 passed, decriminalizes both. MPD and city leaders
have manipulated the punitive punishment by issuing an exclusion ban when folks get ticketed for minor
possession/paraphernalia. What is unlawfully happening, is these folks are being issued additional tickets for
trespassing (sometimes multiple tickets, with fines up to $3k) while being found inside the exclusion zone after
they have ben banned for a variety of acceptable and legitimate reasons the ordinance has declared exceptions.
What I’m finding is that MPD is violating the city ordinance by issuing these trespassing tickets when these
people are seeking social, medical, religious, community services. Hawthorne park serves lunch everyday and
that is a social service. I provide harm reduction supplies 4 days per week that is a social service, medical
service, and public safety service. We often hold public meetings where we encourage unhoused folks to lead,
attend, participate in which is also an ordinance exception. Sometimes there are religious gatherings, again an
exception. We often have volunteers who provide resources, transportation to from medical appointments
including detox/treatment/MAT, court etc, ALL are social services. All of this is conducted within the
exclusion zone and people are ALLOWED to be within the exclusion zone for any of these reasons (and more),
but the police are not honoring these exceptions and are continuing to ticket/harass people.
It is clear that these folks are unlawfully being targeted for substance use & being unhoused. It is clear the
police are upset they can’t arrest folks for minor substance possession therefore finding other ways to inflict
other harsh legal ramifications. It is clear that only part of the city ordinance is being honored while the
exceptions are being ignored. MPD is cherry picking which part of the ordinance they adhere to, and which part
to not adhere to.
Ive attached a portion of the exclusion ordinance that shows some of these exceptions that are being violated.
Ive also attached the link to exclusion ordinance in case anyone wants to read it in it’s entirety. I’m also leaving
a link to the Oregon Health Justice Recovery Alliance in case anyone wants to refresh the measure 110 laws.
https://medford.municipal.codes/Code/5.256
https://healthjusticerecovery.org
https://healthjusticerecovery.org/alliance_faq/
Please make adjustments so that the ordinance is being legally and wholly implemented, if you must implement
it at all.
Melissa Jones
Stabbin Wagon

1
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30.2

Public Comments
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Robert Jr. Shand
Thursday, December 2, 2021 6:38 AM
Public Comments; Recorder; Mayor and Council; Harry M. Weiss;
news@rosebudmedia.com; Craig Smullin; bill@billmeyershow.com
Public comments for Medford City Council meeting 12/2/2021

<EXTERNAL EMAIL **Click Responsibly!**>
Dear Mayor and council,Thank you for your volunteerism. I am in support of Council bill 2021-152 as these
monies represent a fractional amount of the 100's of thousands of dollars that MURA has allocated over the last
30 years of which little has been spent within the body of The Liberty Neighborhood for the purpose of Urban
Renewal as defined on the citys webpage referring to Oregon revised Statutes .Chapter 457. I am also
requesting that I be on the sub committee to work with and evaluate "Rubicon's" proposal for the
workforce housing unit(s) build on Central Avenue. As a 33 year resident of the Liberty Neighborhood , It is
imperative to have the public's involvement on civic projects of such a scale, especially early on within the
process as this would improve "The optics" when presenting any "concepts" to the public. The "rubber
stamping" that is presented at Medford Urban Renewal Community Advisory Committees meetings as well as
"discounting" Councillor Kevin Stines (Ward 3) request to be on the subcommittee as well as Councillor Chad
Millers absence from the previous study session does not present a transparent nor public participation
within local City government that makes decisions with regards to "The People's Business" The community
blowback from your gas stations,pools and future plans for The Southeast and Northwest sectors of Medford
are prime examples of "How not to do things" Kind regards Bob Shand Ward 3 Medford Oregon.
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