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BACKGROUND 

Proposal  

Amend the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) for the purpose of providing a twenty-year 
land supply based on the City’s projected need for residential and employment land. 
The proposed changes include: expanding the Urban Growth Boundary, assigning 
General Land Use Plan (GLUP) map designations to the areas added to the UGB; 
amending the Medford Street Functional Classification Plan of the Transportation 
Element of the Comprehensive Plan to include the expansion areas; and amending some 
portions of the Urbanization and GLUP Elements of the Comprehensive Plan to 
accommodate the UGB amendment. 

The proposed UGB amendment contains a total of 3,795 acres of land, of which 398 
acres are either already developed or unbuildable, resulting in a total of 3,397 usable 
acres: 1,877 acres for Prescott and Chrissy Parks and 1,520 acres for future develop-
ment. The developable acres consist of 884 acres for residential development (783 acres 
of Urban Low-Density Residential (UR), 18 acres of Urban Medium-Density Residential 
(UM), and 83 acres of Urban High-Density Residential (UH)) and 636 acres for employ-
ment uses (222 acres of Service Commercial (SC), 317 acres of Commercial (CM), 90 
acres of General Industrial (GI), and 7 acres of Heavy Industrial (HI)).  
 
History  

The City of Medford, as all cities in Oregon, continues to have a goal of providing land to 
accommodate its 20-year land need for housing and employment, as required under 
Oregon Revised Statute (ORS) 197.296. The City of Medford’s current UGB was adopted 
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in 1990 and was expected to last through 2010. As demonstrated in the City’s 
Comprehensive Plan the City does not currently have a 20-year land supply. ORS 
197.296 subsection (6) recommends addressing the need by expanding the urban 
growth boundary, by increasing the developable capacity of the urban area, or by a 
combination of the two. Urban Growth Boundary Amendment (UGBA) Phase 1 (ISA 
GLUP Amendment) changed the General Land Use Plan (GLUP) designation of land in 
the existing urban area. This was done to increase the development capacity in the 
existing UGB in order to accommodate some of the City’s projected need for residential 
and employment land. The outcome of UGBA Phase 1 was the Selected Amendment 
Locations (SALs). The next phase, UGBA Phase 2 (External Study Area (ESA) Boundary 
Amendment), seeks to amend the City’s UGB and make more land available for urban 
development. 
 
The process of amending Medford’s UGB began in the late 1990s with the start of the 
Regional Problem Solving (RPS) process. RPS was a joint effort between six local 
municipalities, Jackson County, and the State of Oregon, to determine future land need 
for the region and to determine the most appropriate locations for future growth. From 
RPS the City adopted the Regional Plan Element of the Comprehensive Plan in 2012. The 
Regional Plan Element specifies where Medford’s future growth will occur by identifying 
the urban reserve. The urban reserve areas are meant to provide a 50-year land supply 
for the City. 
 
In order to determine the land need for the next twenty years the City relies on the 
Buildable Lands Inventory (adopted in February 2008), the Population Element (adopted 
November 2007), the Economic Element (adopted December 2008), and the Housing 
Element (adopted December 2010) of the Comprehensive Plan. The Buildable Lands 
Inventory determined the amount of land available within the existing UGB. This total 
supply of land was adjusted to account for the effect of UGBA Phase 1. The Population 
Element was taken along with the Housing and Economic Elements to determine the 
total land demand for the 20-year period. The demand was then subtracted from the 
supply to determine the total land deficit by individual land type over the 20-year 
period. The UGB must be expanded by this total deficit amount in order to meet the 
land need for the 20-year period. 
 
The entire urban reserve area was considered initially as part of the boundary expansion 
process. The Planning Department used a coarse filter, considering proximity and 
parcelization, to narrow the focus for further analysis from the available 50-year supply. 
The properties that passed through the coarse filter became known as the External 
Study Areas (ESAs). Data were collected for serviceability for transportation, water and 
sewer for the ESAs. The scores from each of the five factors (proximity, parcelization, 
transportation, water, and sewer) were used to guide the Planning Department’s 
recommendation concerning the location of the UGB amendment. The Planning 
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Department selected areas from the ESAs to fill the land need by type, and in total, for 
the 20-year period.  
During the public hearings process before the Planning Commission a number of 
challenges to the City’s adopted land need figures were raised. Based on these 
challenges, the Planning Commission decided it was prudent to remove approximately 
153 acres from the City’s land need, as well as reclassify a 22-acre parcel from 
“developed” to “developable”. The Commission directed staff to present alternatives for 
where staff’s recommendation could be altered to reflect the new land need. Staff 
prepared 3 alternative recommendations for consideration.  
 
The Planning Commission also used the public hearings process to more fully develop 
findings for Goal 14 locational factor 3, which requires the City to consider the 
comparative environmental, social, economic, and energy (ESEE) consequences of 
different boundary location alternatives. Based on these findings, and the revised land 
need figures, the Commission chose to alter staff’s recommendation by removing the 
land recommended in staff’s “Alternative 1” and most of the land recommended in 
staff’s “Alternative 2”. The Commission also chose to add approximately 180 gross acres 
south of Cherry Lane, north of Barnett Road, and east of the current UGB, to the 
recommendation. A small change was also made to the proposed boundary location 
south of Coal Mine Road and east of North Phoenix Road in order to avoid splitting a 
parcel of land with the new boundary.  
 
In addition to expanding the urban growth boundary and assigning GLUP map 
designations to the areas added to the UGB, the City proposes to amend the Medford 
Street Functional Classification Plan of the Transportation Element of the 
Comprehensive Plan to include the expansion areas and portions of the Urbanization 
and GLUP Elements of the Comprehensive Plan to accommodate the UGB amendment. 
The recommended changes are shown in Exhibit A. 
 
Staff recommended additions to Planning Commission recommendation  

After the Planning Commission made its recommendation staff recognized the need of 
additions to the recommended changes to the Comprehensive Plan text. These 
additions were made to insure that the proposed UGB amendment is consistent with 
both the Comprehensive Plan and State law. The first addition is to the Annexation 
Policies in the Urbanization Element. The addition requires coordination with applicable 
irrigation districts as part of the urbanization plan process prior to annexation. The 
second addition is also to the Annexation Policies in the Urbanization Element. Oregon 
Revised Statute (ORS) 197.186 requires the removal of land subject to open space tax 
assessment from the buildable lands inventory. The owners of the Centennial golf 
course plan to receive an open space assessment for the golf course once it is added to 
the UGB. Based on this intention, the golf course has been counted as unbuildable in the 
City’s UGB expansion calculations. An annexation policy has been added to the 
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Urbanization Element in order to insure that this land will receive the open space 
assessment as planned.  
 
The third addition is to the Urban Growth Management Agreement (UGMA) in the 
Urbanization Element. This addition was made in order to implement a portion of the 
Urban Reserve Management Agreement (URMA) between Jackson County and the City 
of Medford which deals with jurisdictional transfer of certain roads and/or road 
segments. The URMA, which is a part of the Regional Plan Element, requires the City 
Council to request surrender of jurisdiction of several County roads that are found to 
have a nexus to traffic circulation from the proposed UGB expansion. These roads must 
then be annexed as applicable portions of the UGB are annexed to the City.  

AMMENDMENT SUMARY 

 Number of Acres 

Total Expansion Proposal 3,795 

Developed or Unbuildable Land 398 

Prescott Park and Chrissy Park 1,877 

Land for Future Development  
(Residential + Employment) 

1,520 

  

Residential Land Amount 884 

Low-Density Residential (UR) 783 

Medium-Density Residential (UM) 18 

High-Density Residential (UH) 83 

  

Employment Land Amount 636 

Service Commercial (SC) 222 

Commercial (CM) 317 

General Industrial (GI) 90 

Heavy Industrial (HI) 7 

 
Related projects 

Project UGBA Phase 1: ISA GLUP Amendment  

File no. CP-13-032 

This project was phase 1 of the UGB amendment process. UGBA Phase 1 changed the 
GLUP designations of over 500 acres of land within the existing UGB in order to meet a 
greater amount of the City’s identified land need within the existing boundary. 
 
Authority  
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This action is a Class “A” legislative Comprehensive Plan Amendment. The Planning 
Commission is authorized to recommend, and the City Council to approve, amendments 
to the Comprehensive Plan under Medford Municipal Code, sections 10.102, 10.110, 
10.111, 10.122, 10.164, and 10.180.  
 
Review Criteria 

Medford Municipal Code §10.184(1) refers to the Urbanization Element of the 
Comprehensive Plan for Urban Growth Boundary Amendments. This Urban Growth 
Boundary Amendment consists of two parts: the map amendments and the text 
amendments. Since both portions are parts of the combined Urban Growth Boundary 
Amendment, the findings (Exhibit B) apply to both the map changes (boundary 
adjustment/GLUP map/Street Functional Classification Map) and the text amendments 
(Comprehensive Plan text). 

RECOMMENDED ACTION 

Adopt the urban growth boundary amendment recommended by the Planning 
Commission and amended by staff as indicated above and return to the August 20, 2015 
Council meeting for adoption of the ordinance. 

EXHIBITS 

A Proposed Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) amendment (proposed boundary 
amendment and GLUP designations, proposed changes to the Medford Street 
Functional Classification Plan, and proposed text changes to portions of the 
Urbanization and GLUP Elements) 

B Findings 
C March 12, 2015 Planning Commission meeting minutes 
D May 14, 2015 Planning Commission meeting minutes 

 
All written testimony submitted to the record for the Planning Commission 
hearing process can be viewed at the following web address: 
http://www.ci.medford.or.us/Page.asp?NavID=2140 
 

Submitted after the close of the Planning Commission record (March 23, 2015) 
E March 30, 2015 letter from Wilton White, Charles White, and Raymond White 
F April 6, 2015 letter from John Hamlin 
G April 6, 2015 letter from Christopher Knox 
H April 17, 2015 letter from Mark Carlton 
I April 14, 2015 comments from Jackson County 
J June 3, 2015 petition from Starlite Lane group 
K July 14, 2015 comments from Rogue Valley Sewer Service 

http://www.ci.medford.or.us/Page.asp?NavID=2140
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L July 20, 2015 letters from Rogue Valley Manor 
M July 20, 2015 letter from Clark Stevens 
N July 6, 2015 letter from Brian Sjothun 
O Declared ex parte contact from Eli Matthews dated October 22, 2014 through 

July 17, 2015 
P July 21, 2015 packet from Richard Steven and Associates 

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA: August 6, 2015 
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Exhibit A 

Amendments 
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Proposed Text Changes 
The following text sections will be changed through the proposed UGB amendment. 
Proposed additions shown in Bold and proposed deletions shown in Strikethrough. 
 
URBANIZATION ELEMENT 

**** 

1. URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY 

The Medford Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) includes land within the city and selected 
land surrounding the city that is committed to/planned for future city growth, the 
development of which is likely to require the extension of urban services. Land around the 
city within the UGB is called the unincorporated urbanizable area in this element.  The 
Medford UGB was last amended in 19902015 through a cooperative process between the 
City of Medford and Jackson County. It is officially delineated on the Jackson County and 
City of Medford Comprehensive Plan and zoning maps.  

The Medford UGB was established to comply with the statutory requirement for Urban 
Growth Boundaries around urbanized areas to identify and separate urbanizable land from 
rural land.   

*** 

2. ANNEXATION 

The transfer of urbanizable land under county jurisdiction to city jurisdiction is called 
annexation. Chapter 222 of the Oregon Revised Statutes governs annexation in Oregon. 
According to state law, land may be annexed to a city only if it is within the Urban Growth 
Boundary, and is contiguous to the city limits. Generally, a majority of the registered voters 
and/or property owners within the area to be annexed must agree to the annexation, 
except in cases where the area is surrounded by land already under city jurisdiction.   

*** 

2.1 Annexation Policies 

The following are the policies of the City of Medford with respect to annexation: 

*** 

2.1.7. Annexation of Property Added to the Urban Growth Boundary in 2015 
 

The City Council must find that the following conditions are met in order to 
approve an annexation of land that was added to the Urban Growth Boundary 
in 2015: 
 
1. A revised Transportation System Plan (TSP), which includes the area to 

be annexed, has been adopted by the City; 
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2. A Local Wetlands Inventory (LWI), which includes the area to be 
annexed, has been adopted by the City;  

3. For the area to be annexed, all Goal 5 resources, including riparian 
corridors, historic structures/properties, deer and elk habitat, 
wetlands, and scenic views have been identified and protected in 
accordance with Goal 5; and 

4. An urbanization plan has been submitted, and adopted into the 
Neighborhood Element, for the area to be annexed which demonstrates 
compliance with the Regional Plan by showing the following details: 

a. Compliance with the minimum residential density required by 
Regional Plan Element item 4.1.5. The urbanization plan must 
demonstrate how the planned residential development will meet 
the minimum density requirement of 6.6 units per gross acre 
assuming all areas within the development will build out to the 
minimum allowed densities. The following are acceptable 
methods for meeting the density standard: 

i.  Committing areas to higher density zones within a General 
Land Use Plan (GLUP) designation.  For example, an area 
within the UR GLUP designation could be designated as SFR-
10 (Single Family Residential – 10 units per acre) which 
would insure a minimum density of 6 units per acre; and/or 

ii. Requesting residential GLUP map changes—from a lower 
density designation to a higher-density designation—as part 
of the master plan approval process. This will allow for 
additional areas for medium-density and high-density 
development within the areas added to the UGB. Although this 
process may cause slight deviation from the Housing Element 
it is necessary to ensure success in meeting the Regional plan 
obligations. 

b. Compliance with the requirements of Regional Plan Element item 
4.1.6. for mixed-use/pedestrian-friendly development. 

c. Compliance with the land use distribution requirements of 
Regional Plan Element item 4.1.8.(b). 

d. Coordination with applicable irrigation district(s). 

5. The Centennial golf course must receive an open space assessment from 
Jackson County for approximately 120 acres of land prior to the 
annexation of any of the 417.26 acres that make up the following tax 
lots:  

TL-100 (38 1W 04-100) 
TL-101 (38 1W 04-101) 
TL-700 (37 1W 33-700) 
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TL-801 (37 1W 33-801) 
TL-900 (37 1W 33-900) 
TL-1000 (37 1W 33-1000) 
TL-1100 (37 1W 33-1100) 
TL-1200 (37 1W 33-1200) 
TL-2000 (37 1W 33CA-2000) 
TL-4700 (37 1W 33CD-4700) 

APPENDIX 1—URBAN GROWTH MANAGEMENT AGREEMENT 

This agreement was mutually adopted in 1993 by Jackson County (Ord. no. 93-31) and the 
City Medford (Ord. no. 7183 (1992); minor text correction via Ord. no. 7502 (1993)).  

The following policies guide the administration of the Medford Urban Growth Boundary: 

1. An Urban Growth Boundary adopted herein, or hereinafter amended, for the 
Medford area will establish the limits of urban growth to the year 20102029. 

a. Annexation to the City of Medford shall occur only within the officially 
adopted UGB. 

b. Specific annexation decisions shall be governed by the official annexation 
policies of the City of Medford. The city shall provide an opportunity for 
Jackson County to respond to pending requests for annexation. 

2. In accordance with the “Agreement Between the City of Medford, Oregon, and 
Jackson County, Oregon, for the Joint Management of the Medford Urban 
Reserve” (URMA) and as a requirement for the approval of the 2015 Urban 
Growth Boundary expansion, the parties agree that the City Council will 
request County surrender of jurisdiction of several County Roads as listed 
below upon annexation. The City Council will make the request for County 
surrender of jurisdiction in accordance with ORS 373.270(6)(a) before the 
County will approve the 2015 Urban Growth Boundary expansion.  Following 
annexation by the City (which in many cases will be years later), County will 
surrender jurisdiction in accordance with ORS 373.270(6)(b).   

 The City Council will request surrender of the following nexus roads, as 
defined in the URMA, upon annexation of any portion of the identified urban 
reserve area: 

 MD-2; East Vilas Road, Crater Lake Highway to 570’ east of Crater Lake 
Highway. 

 MD-3; Foothill Road, McAndrews Road to 405’ north of Delta Waters 
Road. 

 MD-4; Foothill Road, Hillcrest Road to McAndrews Road. 
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The City Council will request surrender of the following roads within the UGB 
expansion area upon annexation of the road.  City shall not annex property 
fronting any of these roads without also annexing the full road width. 

 MD-2; East Vilas Road, 570’ east of Crater Lake Highway to 2540’ east of 
Crater Lake Highway. 

 MD-3; Foothill Road, 405’ to 2875’ north of Delta Waters Road. 
 MD-5; North Phoenix Road, Coal Mine Road to 2780’ north of Grove Way 

(southern boundary of MD-5). 
 MD-6; South Stage Road, 1830’ to 3015’ west of Highway 99. 
 MD-7; South Stage Road, 2735’ east of Kings Highway to 1335’ west of 

Kings Highway. 
 MD-7; Kings Highway, 1470’ south of Agate Street to South Stage Road. 
 MD-8; South Stage Road, Dark Hollow Road to Orchard Home Drive. 
 MD-8; Orchard Home Drive, 140’ north of Alamar Street to South Stage 

Road. 
 MD-9; Oak Grove Road, 1320’ south of West Main Street to Stewart 

Avenue. 
 MD-9; Stewart Avenue, 562’ west of Woodlake Avenue to Oak Grove 

Road. 

The City Council shall request surrender of jurisdiction of the roads identified 
above regardless of the design standard used to construct the road(s) and 
regardless of when and how the road(s) became County Roads. The transfer(s) 
shall occur without compensation and the City shall not impose other 
conditions that might otherwise be allowed under ORS 373.270(6). County 
shall ensure the pavement condition of the road(s) is in good or better 
condition at the time of the transfer as determined by County’s Pavement 
Management Grading System. 

When new County Roads are constructed within City’s UGB or UR, County shall 
adhere to City’s structural road section specifications. When existing County 
Roads within City’s UGB or UR are widened, County shall adhere to City’s 
structural road section specifications for the widened portion of the County 
Road. The structural section of the existing road width shall be as specified by 
the County Engineer. 

If County proposes to construct new County Road(s) within the City UGB, 
County will not begin construction until City Council has requested surrender 
of jurisdiction of the new road(s) upon annexation. 

23. The City of Medford General Land Use Plan (GLUP) Map and zoning designations for 
unincorporated urbanizable land, and all other city development and building safety 
standards, shall apply only after annexation to the city; or through a contract of 
annexation between the city, Jackson County, and other involved parties; or after 
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proclamation of an annexation having a delayed effective date pursuant to ORS 
222.180 (2). 

a. Urban development shall be encouraged to occur on undeveloped and 
underdeveloped land within city limits prior to the annexation and 
conversion of other land within the UGB. 

34. Except in cases where a contract for annexation has been executed, or after 
proclamation of an annexation having a delayed effective date pursuant to ORS 
222.180 (2), Jackson County shall retain jurisdiction over land use decisions within 
the unincorporated urbanizable area, and such decisions shall conform to these 
adopted policies: 

a. Prior to annexation, no land divisions shall be approved by the county which 
create lots of less than forty (40) acres in size. 

b. Recognizing that unincorporated areas within the UGB could ultimately 
become part of Medford, the city’s recommendations will be given due 
consideration. It is the intent of the county to administer mutually adopted 
city/county policies in the unincorporated urbanizable area until the area is 
annexed to the city. 

c. The city will be requested to respond to pending applications for all land use 
actions in the unincorporated urbanizable area. If no response is received 
within 14 days, the county may assume that the city has no objections to the 
request. 

d. The county will be requested to respond to pending applications for all land 
use actions within the incorporated area that may affect land under county 
jurisdiction. If no response is received within 14 days, the city may assume 
that the county has no objections to the request. 

e. If the city and county have mutually approved, and the city has adopted, 
conversion plan regulations for the orderly conversion of property from 
county to city jurisdiction, the county will require that applications for 
subdivisions, partitions, or other land divisions within the UGB be consistent 
with the city’s Comprehensive Plan. Once developed, the mutually agreed 
upon conversion plan shall be the paramount document, until incorporation 
occurs. 

45. Any land use actions within the unincorporated urbanizable area shall conform to 
urban standards and public improvement requirements as contained in the city and 
county Land Development Codes, except that in the case of a conflict between the 
two, the more restrictive shall apply.  
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56. Within the unincorporated urbanizable area, execution and recording of an 
Irrevocable Consent to Annex to the City, pursuant to ORS 222.115, shall be required 
for: 

a. Single-family residential permits 

b. Sanitary sewer and water hook-up permits1  

c. All land use actions subject to county Site Plan Review 

67. The city, county and affected agencies shall coordinate the expansion and 
development of all urban facilities and services within the urbanizable area. 

a. Urban facilities and services shall be planned in a manner which limits 
duplication to provide greater efficiency and economy of operation. 

b.  A proposed single urban facility or service extension within the 
unincorporated urbanizable area must be coordinated with the planned 
future development of all other urban facilities and services appropriate to 
that area prior to approval, and shall be provided at levels necessary for 
expected uses as designated on the Medford Comprehensive Plan. 

c. The city shall be responsible for adopting and maintaining a public facilities 
plan for the city and unincorporated urbanizable area pursuant to OAR 660-
11. 

d. When development occurs within an unincorporated urbanizable area 
subject to a contract for annexation, or after proclamation of an annexation 
having a delayed effective date pursuant to ORS 222.180 (2), any or all city 
services may be extended to these areas. All associated fees and charges 
which are applicable within the city shall be applicable to these areas, and 
shall be paid to the city pursuant to city regulations. 

78. Provision of sewer and water services may only occur beyond the UGB after 
approval by the provider agency and Jackson County, and when a danger to public 
health as defined by ORS 431.705 (5) exists. The services thus authorized shall serve 
only the area in which the danger exists, and shall provide a level of service 
consistent with the Jackson County Comprehensive Plan designation. 

89.  All county road construction and reconstruction resulting from new development, 
redevelopment, or land divisions in the urbanizable area shall be built to urban 
standards, except that the term reconstruction does not include normal road 
maintenance by the county. 

                                                 
1
  This policy, with reference to sewer hook-ups provided by Bear Creek Valley Sanitary Authority (BCVSA), has 

been disallowed by the Oregon Court of Appeals. 
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910. Long range transportation and air quality planning for the urbanizable area shall be 
a joint city/county process coordinated with all affected agencies. 

1011. Land within the urbanizable area which currently supports a farm use, as defined by 
ORS 215.203, shall be encouraged, through zoning and appropriate tax incentives, to 
remain in that use for as long as is economically feasible for the property owner. 

a. Economically feasible, as used in this policy, is interpreted to mean feasible 
from the standpoint of the property owner. Implementation of this policy will 
be done on a voluntary basis. Exclusive Farm Use (EFU) zoning may be 
applied to qualifying land by the county, with the understanding that such 
land is considered available over a period of time for urban uses. 

b. This policy applies only to areas in the UGB identified by the city or county 
Comprehensive Plans as agricultural land, and shall not be used as a standard 
to review other land use applications within the urbanizable area. 

c. This policy is not intended to preclude the use of EFU land for essential 
public facilities and services to serve the urban and urbanizable areas. 

1112. Proposed land use changes immediately inside the UGB shall be considered in light 
of their impact on, and compatibility with, existing agricultural and other rural uses 
outside the UGB. To the extent that it is consistent with state land use law, proposed 
land use changes outside the UGB shall be considered in light of their impact on, and 
compatibility with, existing urban uses within the UGB. 

1213. The city and county acknowledge the importance of permanently protecting 
agricultural land outside the UGB zoned EFU, and acknowledge that both 
jurisdictions maintain, and will continue to maintain, policies regarding the 
buffering of said lands. Urban development will be allowed to occur on land adjacent 
to land zoned EFU when the controlling jurisdiction determines that such 
development will be compatible with the adjacent farm use. Buffering shall occur on 
the urbanizable land adjacent to the UGB. The amount and type of buffering 
required will be considered in light of the urban growth and development policies of 
the city, and circumstances particular to the agricultural land. The controlling 
jurisdiction will request and give standing to the non-controlling jurisdiction for 
recommendations concerning buffering of urban development proposals adjacent to 
lands zoned EFU. Buffering options may include: 

a. Physical separation through special setbacks for new urban structures 
adjacent to the UGB; 

b. Acquisition by public agencies; 

c. Lower densities at the periphery of the UGB than those allowed elsewhere in 
the city; 
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d. Strategic location of roads, golf courses, or other visible public or semi-public 
open spaces; 

e. Use of vegetative screens, earthen berms, and fences of sufficient height and 
substance to help reduce the trespass of people, animals, and vehicles; 

f. Orientation of structures and fencing relative to usable exterior space, such 
as patios, rear yards, and courts, so that the potential impacts from spray 
drift, dust, odors, and noise intrusion are minimized; 

g. Design and construction of all habitable buildings, including window and 
door locations, so that the potential impacts of spray drift, dust, odors, and 
noise intrusion are minimized; 

In addition, a deed declaration recognizing common, customary, and accepted 
farming practices shall be required for all development occurring within 300 feet of 
EFU zoned land. 

1314. All UGB amendments shall include adjacent street and other transportation rights-
of-way. 

1415. An Area of Mutual Planning Concern may be delineated on the county 
Comprehensive Plan and Zoning maps along with the UGB. This is an area within 
which Medford and Jackson County have mutual concern over the land use planning 
decisions that may occur. The area may be significant in terms of its agricultural, 
scenic, or open space characteristics, or may be designated as an urban reserve to 
facilitate long range, inter-jurisdictional planning for future urbanization. The area 
may also provide an important buffer between Medford and other urban areas. The 
Area of Mutual Planning Concern is not subject to annexation, and is an area in 
which the county will coordinate all land use planning and activity with Medford.  
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GENERAL LAND USE PLAN (GLUP) ELEMENT 

*** 

GLUP MAP DESIGNATIONS 
 
The GLUP Map has 1312 different land use designations that are applied to all land 
within the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB). The GLUP map also identifies the Urban 
Reserves, which will not have GLUP designations applied to them until they are 
included in the UGB. These designations are defined as listed below.  Permitted land 
uses, as well as the development standards associated with each zoning district noted, are 
listed in “Article III” of the Land Development Code.  The City’s SFR-00 (Single-Family 
Residential – one dwelling unit per existing lot) zone is permitted in all GLUP Map 
designations because it is considered a holding zone for parcels that are being converted 
from County to City zoning.  These parcels are not eligible for development to urban 
density or intensity until facility adequacy has been determined through the zone change 
process.  It is the City’s intent to have these parcels converted to zoning that is consistent 
with the following GLUP Map designations as soon as a property owner can show that 
urban facilities are adequate or will be made adequate to serve the uses permitted by the 
proposed urban zoning. 

*** 

13. Urban Growth Boundary  The City of Medford and Jackson County have 
established an Urban Growth Boundary (UGB), which delineates Medford’s 
urban and urbanizable areas. Following the 19902015 UGB amendment 
there was a total of 17,889 21,684 acres (27.95 33.88 square miles) within 
the UGB including that land within the City. The UGB is site specific.  Since the 
GLUP Map does not indicate lot lines, the UGB is also specified on the City of 
Medford Zoning Map, a map having lot lines, so that the location of specific 
parcels inside or outside of the UGB can be determined. 

 
14. Urban Reserve  The Urban Reserve was created through the Regional 

Problem Solving (RPS) process and adopted into the Comprehensive 
Plan in the Regional Plan Element in 2012.  The method of establishing 
an urban reserve is defined in state law (see ORS 195.137–145).  The 
urban reserve areas are the first priority supply of land when the City 
considers expanding its UGB. The urban reserve areas are meant to 
provide a 50-year land supply for the City. 

*** 

 
 
 



 

 

 

UGBA Phase 2: ESA Boundary Amendment  

Commission Report 

File no. CP-14-114 
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FINDINGS 

Authority: This action is a Class “A” legislative Comprehensive Plan Amendment. The Planning 
Commission is authorized to recommend, and the City Council to approve, amendments to the 
Comprehensive Plan under Medford Municipal Code, sections 10.102, 10.110, 10.111, 10.122, 
10.164, and 10.180.  
 
Review Criteria: Medford Municipal Code §10.184(1) refers to the Urbanization Element of the 
Comprehensive Plan for Urban Growth Boundary Amendments. This Urban Growth Boundary 
Amendment consists of two parts: the map amendments and the text amendments. Since both 
portions are parts of the combined Urban Growth Boundary Amendment the following findings 
will apply to both the map changes (boundary adjustment/GLUP map/Street Functional 
Classification Map) and the text amendments (Comprehensive Plan text). 

APPROVAL CRITERIA COMPLIANCE 

Approval criteria for Urban Growth Boundary Amendments found in Section 1.2.3 (Approval 
Criteria) of the Urbanization Element of the Comprehensive Plan 
 
1.2.3 Approval Criteria 
The City will base its decision for both major and minor amendments on: 

a. The standards and criteria in Goal 141, OAR 660, Division 24, and other applicable State 
Goals, Statutes, and Rules. 

b. Compliance with Medford Comprehensive Plan policies and development code 
procedures. 

c. Compliance with Jackson County’s development ordinance standards for urban growth 
boundary amendment.  Many of the findings made to satisfy subparagraph (a), 
preceding, will also satisfy this criterion. 

d. Consistency with pertinent terms and requirements of the current Urban Growth 
Management Agreement between the City and Jackson County. 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
1
 Goal 14 identifies two components for amending a UGB: Land Need and Boundary Location. It also provides 

details on what should be considered for each of the two components. Goal 14 is divided into its two parts in the 
Findings below with the specific language from the goal provided in italics. 
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*  *  *  *  * 

Urban Growth Boundary amendment approval criteria from Urbanization Element, Section 
1.2.3  

 

Criterion a. The standards and criteria in Goal 14, OAR 660, Division 24, and other 
applicable State Goals, Statutes, and Rules. 

Goal 14 – Land Need 

Establishment and change of urban growth boundaries shall be based on the following: 
1. Demonstrated need to accommodate long-range urban population, consistent with a 20-

year population forecast coordinated with affected local governments; and 

2. Demonstrated need for housing, employment opportunities, livability or uses such as public 
facilities, streets and roads, schools, parks or open space, or any combination of the need 
categories in this subsection (2). 

In determining need, a local government may specify characteristics, such as parcel size, 
topography or proximity, necessary for land to be suitable for an identified need. 

Prior to expanding an urban growth boundary, local governments shall demonstrate that 
land needs cannot reasonably be accommodated on land already inside the urban growth 
boundary. 

Findings 

The process of determining Medford’s land need for the next 20 years started with the 
adoption of the Population Element in 2007. This study looked at the forecasted population 
growth in Medford through 2040. The next step was the Buildable Lands Inventory (BLI), 
adopted in 2008, consistent with OAR 660-024-0050 and ORS 197.186 and 197.296. This study 
identified the number of acres, in total and by type, available for development within the City’s 
current UGB. The BLI showed that there are approximately 2,592 gross residential acres2 and 
approximately 1,078 gross employment acres3 available for development within Medford’s 
UGB. See Appendix A for more information regarding land supply.  
 
The next step was the Economic Element, adopted in 2008, which considered the projected 
population growth, along with economic trends, to determine the overall need for employment 
land over the 20-year planning period. The study concluded that an additional 708 gross acres 
were needed to meet the demand for employment land. However, as shown in Appendix B, this 
does not properly account for the excess supply of industrial land available within the existing 
UGB. When properly calculated (see Appendix B) the need for employment land increases to 
765 gross acres.   

                                                 
2
 From Housing Element Table 30 

3
 From Economic Element Figure 28 

 



UGBA —Commission Report supplement                                 File no. CP-14-114 July 21, 2015 

Exhibit B: Findings  

Page 3 

The next step was the Housing Element, adopted in 2010, which considered the projected 
population growth, along with housing trends, to determine the overall need for residential 
land over the 20-year planning period. The study concluded that an additional 996 gross acres4 
were needed to meet the demand for housing and public and semi-public uses. 
 
The Housing Element also projected future needs for public and semi-public uses. OAR 660-024-
0040 (10) allows for a “safe harbor” net-to-gross factor of 25% for streets and roads, parks and 
school facilities. Rather than use the safe harbor amount the Housing Element calculates the 
net-to-gross factor for streets based on observations of the existing residential areas in the city. 
According to page 57 of the Housing Element “…the forecast shows land need in net acres.  Net 
acres is the amount of land needed for housing, not including public infrastructure (e.g. 
roads). Gross acres is the estimated amount of land needed for housing inclusive of public 
infrastructure. The net-to-gross factor allows for conversion between net acres to gross 
acres.  The net-to-gross factor is highest (23%) for single-family detached dwellings, decreasing 
to 10% for multi-unit projects.” Parks and schools were not considered in the net-to-gross 
factor, but rather, were included in the Other Residential Land Needs portion of the Housing 
Element, which concluded that 153 acres of park land and 20 acres of school land were needed 
in the UGB expansion area (see Table 1.1). The Other Residential Land Needs section of the 
Housing Element examines existing conditions for public and semi-public land to forecast future 
need for this land type.  
 
According to the Housing Element:  

Lands needed for public operations and facilities include lands for city facilities, 
schools, substations, and other public facilities. Land needs were estimated using 
acres per 1,000 persons for all lands of these types. Lands needed for parks and 
open space estimates use a parkland standard of 4.3 acres per 1,000 persons based 
on the level of service standard established in the Medford Leisure Services Plan 
Update (2006). This update includes land needed for neighborhood and community 
parks, which usually locate in residential plan designations. It does not include land 
needed for natural open space and greenways, which may also be located in 
residential plan designations (Housing Element, Page 62). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
4
 From Housing Element Table 41 
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Table 1.1.  Public and Semi-public Land Need (Housing Element Table 40) 

Type of Use Existing 
Acres 

Acres / 
1000 

Persons 

Assumed 
Need 

(Ac/1000 
Persons) 

Estimated 
Need per 

1000 Persons 
2009-2034 

Planned Unbuilt 
Supply in 

Existing UGB 

City 113 1.5 1.5 64  

City Parks 527 6.8 4.3 153 19 

County 36 0.5 0.5 17  

State 47 0.6 0.6 22  

Federal 26 0.3 0.3 12  

Other public agency 43 0.6 0.6 20  

Schools 265 3.4 0.6 20 26 

Church 159 2.1 2.1 73  

Fraternal 96 1.2 1.2 44  

Private Parks/Recreation     -43.7 

Total 1,313 17.0 11.6 425 1.3 

Net Needed for UGB     426 

 
A letter was submitted into the record by Greg Holmes of 1000 Friends of Oregon, dated March 
3, 2015 (included as Appendix C), that challenges some of the City’s land need assumptions. Of 
the various charges of land excess in the 1000 Friends letter, the City finds that unbuildable 
lands and the land need for rights-of-way, parks, and schools were correctly calculated. 
However, the City agrees that the private park land need was erroneously included, and that 
the government land need was double-counted; respectively, 18 acres and 135 acres should be 
removed. Further analysis is provided in the May 6, 2015 staff memorandum titled “Evaluation 
of excessive land need arguments” which is included as Appendix D. 

In addition to the standard urban reserve areas the Regional Plan Element identifies two large 
regional park areas, MD-P Prescott and MD-P Chrissy, which contain Prescott Park and Chrissy 
Park, respectively. These areas are City-owned wildland parks totaling 1,877 acres. Inclusion as 
urban reserve was intended to serve as a mechanism to eventually incorporate this City 
property into the City boundary to allow the City to have jurisdiction of the parks. The two MD-
P areas were not considered areas for future urban growth because of their classification as 
parkland. There is no residential, commercial, or industrial development planned for the MD-P 
acres. They present a tremendous recreational and open space asset to the City and the region, 
in addition to creating a buffer between the city and rural lands to the north and east. 
However, due to their location along the eastern periphery of the city and very steep 
topography, these lands satisfy little of the localized open space needs throughout the city and 
do not meet land needs for traditional urban parkland. 
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Through the studies adopted into the respective elements of the Comprehensive Plan, the City 
of Medford demonstrated a deficit in the supply of land within its existing UGB, for all types of 
uses, over the next 20 years. ORS 197.296 subsection (6) recommends addressing the need by 
expanding the urban growth boundary, by increasing the developable capacity of the urban 
area, or by a combination of the two. Urban Growth Boundary Amendment (UGBA) Phase 1 
(ISA GLUP Amendment) sought to change the General Land Use Plan designation of land in the 
existing urban area for the purpose of increasing its development capacity in order to 
accommodate some of the City’s projected need for residential and employment land. See 
Appendix E for more information regarding UGBA Phase 1’s effect on land supply. UGBA Phase 
1 resulted in more efficient use within the UGB in the following ways: 

 It took surplus industrial land (land in excess of the need for the next 20 years) and 
converted it to commercial land. This resulted in the accommodation of a larger portion of 
the employment need within the existing UGB;  

 The conversion of industrial to commercial also helped to increase the likelihood of both 
commercial and industrial development over the next 20 years by placing these uses in 
more appropriate locations. There is strong development pressure for commercial uses on 
the industrial land nearer the center of the city, near major transportation routes. This 
pressure makes the land less likely to develop with industrial use. The swapping of land 
types places commercial designations on tracts of land nearer the center of the city while 
allowing the City to designate more land near the outside of the urban area, and still near 
major transportation routes, for industrial development; 

 The City was able to shift some of the residential density called for in the Housing Element, 
and required by the Regional Plan, to the inside of the urban area. By shifting density 
inward the City is providing for a more efficient use of land and of public infrastructure;  

 While UGBA Phase 1 resulted in a 58-acre conversion of land from residential to 
employment GLUP designations, the total residential land need only increased by 36 acres; 

 The conversion of some residential land to employment land decreased the overall land 
need due to the fact that some of this land was not identified as meeting any portion of the 
future residential land need because it was classified as developed for residential. Because 
this land is expected to redevelop with commercial uses it is now being counted toward 
meeting a portion of the employment land need; and   

 The shifting of density inward allows for a more efficient use of land within the city now, 
rather than relying on redevelopment to higher densities in the future. This also helps to 
provide opportunities for increased densities in the UGB expansion area because a larger 
percentage of the forecasted population over the next 20 years can be accommodated 
within the existing boundary. This could result in a slower expansion into the newly added 
areas, which would allow for policy changes in the future should the market shift toward 
higher density development. The density shift also helps to meet the obligations of the 
Regional Transportation Plan. 
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UGBA Phase 1 resulted in a decreased land need for the City. Before these intensification 
measures, a total of 1,761 gross acres were needed outside of the existing UGB. After UGBA 
Phase 1, a total of 1,669 gross acres are needed, a reduction of 92 acres. After the necessary 
removal of 153 acres from the public and semi-public land, based on challenges received (see 
page 4), the total is decreased to 1,516 acres. 
 
In 2012 the City, together with 5 other cities in the valley, adopted a Regional Plan for 
accommodating a doubling of the region’s population. Regional Plan Element 4.1.5 requires a 
minimum density of 6.6 units per gross acre for all newly annexed areas for the years 2010 
through 2035. The aggregate average density of the residential land need, determined by the 
Housing Element (see Appendix B, Table 3.2), was 6.9 units per gross acre (see Table 1.2. 
below). Some of this density was then shifted into the existing UGB through UGBA Phase 1. This 
density shift resulted in an increased need for UR (Urban Low-Density Residential) and a 
decreased need for UM (Urban Medium-Density Residential) and UH (Urban High-Density 
Residential) in the expanded UGB. While this density shift helped to accomplish a number of 
positive benefits it also makes meeting the minimum density requirement of the Regional Plan 
more difficult. With the revised ratios of residential land types in the UGB expansion area the 
average densities for each of the residential land types alone will not result in a density of 6.6 
units per acre or above. 

Table 1.2. Average Density from Housing Element (See Appendix B)  

 Acres Density Total DU  

UR 465 4.8 2,233  
UM 39 12.8 498  
UH 66 18.1 1,185  
Total 570  3,916  
Density    6.9 dwelling units/acre 

 
The Housing Element (2010) provides an accurate representation of the City’s housing need 
over the next 20 years. The Regional Plan (2012) imposes a density standard that is in excess of 
the density supported by the Housing Element now that the efficiency measures of UGBA Phase 
1 are completed.  In addition, the Regional Plan requires a density of 7.6 units per gross acre for 
all newly added areas for the years 2036 to 2050. In order to reconcile the two the City will 
require an urbanization plan to be submitted, showing compliance with the Regional Plan 
obligations for density and land use distribution, prior to annexation for any of the land added 
through this UGB amendment process. Acceptable methods for meeting the density standards 
will include: 

 Committing areas to higher-density zones within a General Land Use Plan (GLUP) 
designation. For example, an area within the UR GLUP designation could be designated as 
SFR-10 (Single-Family Residential – 10 units per acre) which would insure a minimum 
density of 6 units per acre. By establishing “pre-zoning” within the established GLUP 



UGBA —Commission Report supplement                                 File no. CP-14-114 July 21, 2015 

Exhibit B: Findings  

Page 7 

designations the residential density for the area can be moved higher than the minimum, or 
even average, density that the GLUP could accomplish; and/or 

 Requesting GLUP map changes as part of the urbanization plan approval process. This will 
allow for additional areas for medium-density and high-density development within the 
areas added to the UGB. This technique will allow for more flexibility in meeting the density 
obligations of the Regional Plan without imposing a housing mix that is not consistent with 
the Housing Element. This will allow for flexibility in housing types as the market shifts 
toward higher-density housing while also setting the stage for the future density standard 
of 7.6 units per gross acre required by the Regional Plan. This approach will also help to 
address the affordable housing need identified in the Housing Element. By adding additional 
high-density housing throughout the UGB (in the existing UGB through the SALs and in the 
newly added areas by allowing for GLUP changes to higher density), the City is providing for 
more high-density housing, which is needed to provide more affordable housing within 
Medford, a need identified in the Housing Element but not subsequently addressed. 
 

These required urbanization plans are expected to build on the conceptual plans required by 
the Regional Plan that also formed the basis of the GLUP designations for the areas added to 
the UGB. 

 
Conclusions 

UGBA Phase 1 (the SALs) converted surplus industrial land to commercial land which allowed 
for more of Medford’s need for employment land to be accommodated within its existing UGB. 
The conversion also resulted in the increased likelihood of a larger amount of Medford’s 
employment land need being met within the existing UGB by more appropriately locating both 
commercial and industrial land. While these adopted efficiency measures helped to address a 
portion of the City’s employment land need, an additional 637 gross acres of employment land 
outside of the existing UGB are needed. The employment land portion of the proposed UGB 
expansion, shown in Table 1.3 below, will allow the City to meet its identified need for 
employment land. 

The Housing Element provides for an adequate land supply at a realistic housing mix for the 
planning horizon.  In addition to land for housing, the Element accounts for land needed for 
streets and other utilities, and for public and semi-public uses, which usually occur on 
residentially zoned properties. The residential density requirements of the Regional Plan were 
added to the Comprehensive Plan after the adoption of the Housing Element and the two do 
not agree. By requiring urbanization plans for all of the areas being added to the UGB prior to 
annexation, the City can reconcile the Housing Element with the Regional Plan and can insure 
that the residential density standards are being met. The required urbanization plans must 
demonstrate compliance with the minimum density standards and with the land use 
distributions required by the Regional Plan. 
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Goal 10 requires that “plans shall encourage the availability of adequate numbers of needed 
housing units at price ranges and rent levels which are commensurate with the financial 
capabilities of Oregon households and allow for flexibility of housing location, type, and 
density.” By allowing for some residential areas to be up-GLUPed (from a lower-density 
residential GLUP to a higher-density residential GLUP) the City is providing for more flexibility of 
housing types in the UGB expansion areas while also helping to increase the supply of higher-
density housing, which is needed to meet the demand for low-income housing in the City. 
 

The Other Residential Land Needs of the Residential Element identified a need for 153 gross 
acres of additional parkland for neighborhood and community parks, outside of the existing 
UGB. The Regional Plan Element also includes two large wildland park areas that are owned by 
the City. These areas, Chrissy and Prescott parks, are intended to provide for both recreational 
and open space opportunities for the City and for the region. While both help to meet the 
recreational needs for the City these are two different land types (neighborhood and 
community park vs. regional/wildland park and open space) that provide two discreet types of 
uses for the City. 
 

After adopting the efficiency measures from UGBA Phase 1 the City needs 1,032 gross acres of 
land outside of the existing UGB to meet its needs for residential and public and semi-public 
land. With the changes to the Public and Semi-Public land need (18 acres for erroneously 
counting private open space and 135 acres for the double counting government uses) this total 
is changed from 426 acres to 273 acres, which reduces the residential land need from 1,032 
gross acres to 879 gross acres. The public and semi-public land was allocated to the three 
residential land types based on the percentage of dwelling units needed for each type and will 
be removed in the same way to adjust for the revised land need. The residential land portion of 
the proposed UGB expansion, shown in table 1.4 below, will allow the City to meet its identified 
need for these land types.  

Table 1.3. Employment Land Need in Gross Acres   

Plan Designation Need Plan Description 

SC 222 Service Commercial: office, services, medical 

GI & HI 97 General & Heavy Industrial: manufacturing 

CM  318 Commercial: retail, services 

Total Employment 637  

 

Table 1.4. Residential Land Need in Gross Acres  

Plan Designation Need Plan Description 

UR 778 Low-density Residential, 4–10 units/acre 

UM 17 Medium-density Residential, 10–15 units/acre 

UH 84 High-density Residential, 15–30 units/acre 

Total Residential 879 
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Goal 14 – Boundary Location 

The location of the urban growth boundary and changes to the boundary shall be determined by 
evaluating alternative boundary locations consistent with ORS 197.298 and with consideration 
of the following factors: 

1. Efficient accommodation of identified land needs; 

Findings 

Per ORS 197.298, once a City has demonstrated a need to expand its UGB, the first priority of 
land for inclusion is land designated as urban reserve. No other type of lower priority land 
should be considered for inclusion unless the land need exceeds the supply of land within the 
urban reserve. In this case, Medford’s urban reserve provides for a roughly 50-year supply of 
land. The land the City has available to select from is all first priority land. All of this land has 
been identified for future urbanization and the work of determining suitability was done in the 
creation of the urban reserve, consistent with ORS 195.137-145.  
 
The City has an identified land need of 1,516 acres and an urban reserve of 4,488 acres 
(excluding the two wildland park areas) from which to choose. While the 4,488 acres includes 
both buildable and non-buildable acres, the total far exceeds the 1,516 buildable acres needed 
for the 20-year planning period. In order to determine where the City could most efficiently 
meet its land needs for the next 20 years a “coarse filter” was used. The coarse filter, which 
considered proximity and parcel size as indicators of efficiency for development, helped to 
refine the area of consideration prior to completing a capacity analysis (to determine the 
number of buildable acres) and comparing urban reserve areas on a more detailed level. 
 
One of the best indicators for suitability for the first 20-year supply is proximity. Basic principles 
of urban planning dictate that growth will occur from the center out in order to avoid “leap-
frog” development which leads to inefficient use of land and difficult and costly extensions of 
infrastructure. The results of the proximity analysis are shown on Map 5.1 in Appendix F. 
 
The next criterion used in the coarse filter portion of the analysis is parcelization. Staff mapped 
parcel size in order to determine the amount of parcelization in each of the urban reserve 
areas. The results of the parcel size analysis are shown on Map 5.2 in Appendix F. The City is 
obligated to provide a 20-year supply of land for residential and economic development but is 
not allowed to offer anything more than a 20-year supply. Because of this obligation, and this 
constraint, it is imperative that the City select land that is available for development over the 
next 20 years. The development of larger tracts of land tends to have a higher return on 
investment than the development/redevelopment of smaller tracts of land.  In addition, the 
land use structure in Oregon has created a premium on rural residential acreage near the city 
limits. Because “rural” living close to town is both desirable to many, and is getting harder to 
come by, people who own these properties have little incentive to develop the properties to 
urban density standards. Once urban development extends to, and encroaches upon, these 
smaller parcels, the land becomes more developable both because it makes greater economic 



UGBA —Commission Report supplement                                 File no. CP-14-114 July 21, 2015 

Exhibit B: Findings  

Page 10 

sense (utilities more readily available, and higher land value/larger demand) and because the 
property loses its rural feel. 
 
The results of the coarse filter are shown on Map 6.1 in Appendix G. A brief discussion of why 
certain portions of the urban reserve were eliminated through the coarse filter process is 
provided below.   
 
The middle portion of MD-1 and the southeast corner of MD-5 were eliminated from further 
consideration because they scored poorly on both proximity and parcelization. The remainder 
of MD-1, the north portion of MD-2, the northeast corner of MD-3, MD-3 east of Foothill Rd, 
and all of MD-6, MD-7, MD-8, and MD-9 had marginal composite scores for proximity and 
parcelization. With the exception of a portion of MD-6, the urban reserve areas on the west 
side of interstate 5 (MD-6, MD-7, MD-8, & MD-9) were retained for further consideration in 
order to maintain a balance of ESAs around the existing UGB. The balanced distribution around 
the existing UGB was considered important for a number of factors, including:  

 Distribution around the UGB worked as an additional filter in the selection of parcels near 
existing development. Since urban development extends to, or near, the existing UGB in 
most places, selecting a group of parcels spread out around the UGB to the fullest extent 
possible places these parcels closer to existing urban development. Selecting parcels all 
within large groups (all of MD-5 for example) would have the effect of including parcels that 
are further away from existing development. 

 The selection of land distributed around the entire UGB adds diversity to the supply of land. 
This adds choice in development type, price point, and so on. 

 Distributing parcels around the existing UGB helps to spread the burden of providing 
services to new development. Placing all new development in a smaller number of areas 
would have the effect of overburdening the systems for water, sewer, transportation, etc. 
By providing for a larger geographic distribution for future development the City can allow 
for the increased demand on the existing systems to be distributed throughout the systems.   

 
The east portion of MD-1 was retained for further consideration because of its proximity to the 
existing Highway 62 route and the future Highway 62 route. The west portion of MD-1, the 
northeast corner of MD-2, the northeast corner of MD-3, and MD-3 east of Foothill Rd were 
eliminated from consideration because they all have marginal composite scores for proximity 
and parcelization and they do not serve to improve the transportation system by providing 
connections for highways or higher-order streets. 
 
Conclusions 

The City only considered first-priority land (land within the urban reserve) for inclusion per ORS 
197.298. Since there is more than enough land within the urban reserve to meet the land need 
over the next 20 years, no lower priority land was considered for inclusion. The City needed to 
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select land to meet the need for the next 20 years from the available 50-year supply within the 
urban reserve. The purpose of the coarse filter was to select land that could most efficiently 
accommodate the City’s identified land need. Proximity and parcelization were used as 
indicators of efficiency for development. Proximity helps to indicate current and short-term 
pressure for development as well as efficiency for the extension of services. Parcelization is also 
an indicator of both availability for development and the ability to develop an area in an 
efficient, coordinated way.  
 
 
2. Orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services; 

Findings 

The External Study Areas (ESAs) were made up of the properties that passed through the coarse 
filter. Since the “efficient accommodation of identified land needs” is set as the first priority, 
any area that did meet the measure for efficiency (the coarse filter) was eliminated from 
further consideration prior to further study on the ESAs. Once the ESAs were identified a 
capacity analysis was conducted (Map 6.2, Appendix G) similar to the Buildable Lands Inventory 
following the procedures of OAR 660-024-0050 and ORS 197.186 and 197.296 in determining 
buildable lands. Additional data were then collected for the ESAs regarding the serviceability for 
water, sewer, and transportation. This was done to measure the ability to provide public 
facilities and services in an orderly and economic fashion. Maps of the additional scoring results 
can be found in Appendix H and the scoring memos provided by the service providers are 
attached as Appendix I. 
 
In the case of transportation there are major system improvements needed regardless of where 
the boundary is expanded. Some areas had a greater negative effect on the system than others 
based on existing infrastructure, network connections, and traffic patterns.  Further explanation 
of how the transportation scoring memo from Kittelson and Associates was applied to the 
transportation scoring map (Map 7.1, Appendix H) was originally provided in the record as 
Exhibit D of the April 6, 2015 Planning Commission study session agenda. This memo has been 
included as Appendix J. 
 
The scoring for water serviceability came from staff at the Medford Water Commission. The 
scoring memo they provided was very thorough and detailed and made for easy conversion to 
Planning staff’s scoring map (Map 7.2, Appendix H). There were two requests to change the 
water scoring map received by Planning after the map was made public at the October 2014 
open house. The Medford Water Commission reviewed the requests and ultimately decided 
that the scores that were provided originally were consistent with the scoring methodology 
used for all of the ESAs and that those scores appropriately represented the comparative 
ease/difficulty of providing service based on current conditions. Their response to those 
requests is included with the scoring memos in Appendix I. 
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The scoring of sewer serviceability was a little different because there are two service providers 
within the Urban Reserve. The comments received initially from the two providers were very 
different, which made comparative scoring difficult. Planning staff took those comments and 
attempted to rank all of the ESAs (both City and RVS service areas) based on those comments 
alone. Once Planning staff had a map done a meeting was held with the representatives from 
the City and RVS who provided the initial comments.  
 
Planning staff and the representatives from both sewer service providers discussed the draft 
scoring map and found that Planning’s scoring was off in many areas. In general RVS viewed all 
areas within the ESAs as either easy or relatively easy to serve. Even the need for additional 
pump stations was viewed as a minor part of the standard operations of the district. 
Conversely, the City of Medford sewer system is in need of major system upgrades that for the 
most part are not currently funded. Any additional demand on the system, regardless of where 
it is placed within the ESAs, will require additional investment to improve downstream capacity. 
Some areas were worse than others and so they were ranked from poor to moderate based on 
input from the City sewer representative. Both sewer representatives were satisfied with the 
new map (Map 7.3, Appendix H) before the meeting was over. The information obtained from 
the two services providers is the most accurate, up-to-date information available for our 
analysis. The ability for the two providers to discuss their system operations and needs in the 
same room provided the comparative analysis across both systems in all portions of the ESAs.  
 
Policy differences between the two service providers were used in the analysis and helped to 
determine scores for the whole area. The willingness to use pump stations to provide service to 
an area is a good example in policy differences: RVS is much more willing to use pump stations 
in its system than the City of Medford is. 
 
The results of the scoring for all five factors—proximity, parcelization, water, sewer, and 
transportation—were used to guide the decision on where to expand the City’s UGB. In 
addition to the scoring of the properties for the five factors, the City also had to consider the 
obligations of the Regional Plan Element. The Regional Plan requires the City to collaborate 
with the Rogue Valley Metropolitan Planning Organization, applicable irrigation districts, 
Jackson County, and other affected agencies to produce a conceptual land use plan for the area 
proposed to be added to the UGB. The conceptual land use plan must be used to demonstrate 
how the City is meeting targets for density, land use distribution, transportation infrastructure, 
and mixed-use/pedestrian-friendly areas. The City’s conceptual plans for the urban reserve are 
provided as Appendix K. The scored properties were not ranked on a parcel-by-parcel basis, but 
rather, areas were selected based on their scores for the five factors and based on the area’s 
ability to meet Regional Plan obligations. The mix of land uses in the area was an important 
consideration regarding the orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services. 

Originally staff had recommended the inclusion of all of MD-4 and another large section of MD-
3 based on the identified land need from the Comprehensive Plan. Once it was determined that 



UGBA —Commission Report supplement                                 File no. CP-14-114 July 21, 2015 

Exhibit B: Findings  

Page 13 

175 acres needed to be removed from the land need, staff was tasked with creating alternative 
recommendations for the revised land need. Staff’s alternatives were originally presented in a 
May 5, 2015 staff memorandum regarding the UGB Amendment Project, for the May 14, 2015 
Planning Commission meeting. This memo is included as Appendix L.  
 

All of the acreage to be removed had to come from the residential land types, primarily from 
the lower-density residential supply. With the exception of a few areas that have been 
designated exclusively for employment uses, most of the proposed UGB expansion areas 
include a mix of uses. There is a need for large amounts of employment land designations 
because the City adopted the “high growth” scenario in its Economic Element. It was a 
challenge to find suitable locations for all of the employment land within the UGB expansion 
areas and that challenge was amplified by the revised land need. Non-regional commercial 
development needs nearby residential development to be viable.  The removal of 
approximately 175 acres of residential land needed to be done in a way that did not leave 
commercial land in areas that are not likely to be used  

 
In developing the three alternatives, staff considered all areas included in the original 
recommendation. The portions of MD-2 included in the recommendation were not removed in 
any of the alternatives because MD-2 provides for the kinds of regional commercial 
development that can serve, and be supported by, users outside of the immediate area. This is 
due in large part to MD-2’s location along Highway 62.  
 
The future South Valley Employment Center (identified in the Regional Problem Solving 
process) is contained within the portions of MD-5 originally recommended for inclusion. This 
area is needed for future economic development in the city and in the region. The South Valley 
Employment Center is a great fit for a large portion of the identified employment land need. 
The inclusion of the lower-density residential property to the north of the South Valley 
Employment Center provides connections between the employment area and existing urban 
development to the north. The lower-density residential area contains the approximately 120-
acre Centennial Golf Club. The golf course is provisionally countable as unbuildable and does 
not count against the City’s supply of developable residential land. The portions of MD-5 east of 
North Phoenix Road and south of Coal Mine Road help to provide for a portion of the 
employment land need while also providing for high and medium-density residential 
development adjacent to a future elementary school. For those reasons, no portion of the 
originally recommended MD-5 was recommended for removal. 
 
Staff also considered removing areas along the southwest fringe, ultimately deciding against it 
for the following reasons. These areas, MD-7, MD-8, and MD-9, are well suited to provide the 
kinds of mixed-use/walkable neighborhoods required by the Regional Plan and to help provide 
needed affordable housing. The relatively close proximity of these areas to the city core, the 
fact that much of this area is relatively flat, and the existing network of gridded streets increase 
the likelihood of well integrated mixed-use/walkable neighborhoods developing in these 
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locations. The Housing Element identified a large need for affordable housing but it did not 
identify a solution for meeting the need. These portions of the urban reserve can help to meet 
the need for affordable housing by providing land with relatively low development costs. These 
areas are fairly flat, they are well connected to existing development, and they score well on 
serviceability for water, sewer, and transportation compared to other areas.  
 
At their May 14, 2015 meeting the Planning Commission chose staff’s Alternative 1, to remove 
a portion of MD-4, and staff’s Alternative 2, to remove a portion of MD-3 from staff’s original 
recommendation in order to account for the revised land need and to allow for the inclusion of 
a portion of MD-5. This portion of MD-5, generally located south of Cherry Lane, north of 
Barnett Road, and east of the existing UGB, was not included in staff’s recommendation 
because it did not score as well on the orderly and economic provision of public facilities and 
services as some of the other portions of the urban reserve. As will be discussed in detail below, 
the Planning Commission determined that the comparative environmental, social, economic, 
and energy (ESEE) consequences between this particular portion of MD-5 and the applicable 
portions of MD-4 and MD-3 were strongly enough in favor of MD-5 to offset its lower relative 
score for public facilities and services.  
 
Conclusions 

By using the scores of the five factors, and considering an area’s ability to meet the City’s 
projected need by GLUP designation, and the Regional Plan obligations, rather than comparing 
properties on a parcel-by-parcel basis, the City proposes to expand its UGB in a way that will 
provide for the orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services. 
 
Alternative recommendations regarding where to remove 175 acres of land from staff’s original 
recommendation were formulated based on the need to appropriately distribute employment 
and residential land types. The orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services 
depends, in part, on the orderly development of lands included in the UGB. If commercial land 
is placed in a location where commercial development is not expected to be viable, then that 
land cannot reasonably be expected to develop.   
 
In choosing to include a portion of MD-5 that did not score as well as some other portions of 
the urban reserve for the orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services—
because the comparative environmental, social, economic, and energy (ESEE) consequences for 
that portion of MD-5 offset its lower relative score for public facilities and services—the 
Planning Commission recognized the need to balance all of the boundary locational factors in 
determining the final location of the UGB. 
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3. Comparative environmental, social, economic, and energy (ESEE) consequences; 

Findings—Environmental 

One of the components of the coarse filter was proximity. Selecting parcels closer to the 
existing UGB not only helps to maximize the efficiency of public infrastructure, it helps the 
environment by reducing motor vehicle trips5. A more compact urban area with mixed-use 
neighborhoods6 helps to promote the development and use of transit7. Density and distance 
both play key roles in developing and maintaining public transit options8. A more compact 
urban area with mixed-use neighborhoods also provides greater opportunities to invest in 
facilities for pedestrians and bicyclists, while at the same time making walking and biking more 
viable transportation options. The more compact urban area with mixed-use neighborhoods 
helps to reduce the amount of pollution caused by motor vehicle traffic by reducing the 
number of motor vehicle miles traveled; both by providing alternative modes of transportation 
and by reducing the distance traveled between home, work, shopping, recreation, and so forth. 
 
The selecting of parcels close in to the existing UGB also allows for the continued rural use of 
the properties nearer the edge of the urban reserve. Unused properties in the outer fringe of 
the urban reserve also help to benefit the City and the environment by acting as a buffer 
between urban uses and rural uses and/or natural areas. In contrast, selecting properties 
nearer the outside edge of the urban reserve would have the effect of disrupting the use of 
those properties and of the properties closer to the existing UGB. By reducing the impact on the 
urban reserve areas not being proposed for inclusion, the City is limiting the amount of 
displacement of rural uses in the urban reserve, thus minimizing the impact on lands outside of 
it. 
 
The City has regulations in place to guide the development and/or protection of 
environmentally sensitive areas such as steep slopes and riparian corridors. These rules will be 
extended to areas added to the UGB once annexed to the City. The City must also adopt a 
revised Local Wetland Inventory (LWI) for the areas added to the UGB through this proposal. 
The LWI will identify wetlands and determine which have local significance. A wetland 
protection ordinance will then be adopted to protect locally significant wetlands from 
development. This work will be completed once the final boundary of the UGB is determined. 
The LWI and wetland protection regulations must both be adopted prior to the annexation of 
any of the areas added to the UGB through this amendment. 
 

                                                 
5
 For reference on pollution from automobiles see «http://www.ucsusa.org/clean_vehicles/why-clean-cars/air-

pollution-and-health/cars-trucks-air-pollution.html#.VId3NNpOWUk» 
  

6
 The Regional Plan requires the development of mixed-use/pedestrian-friendly areas. 

7
 For reference on the benefits of mixed-use development see 

«http://www.mrsc.org/subjects/planning/mixeduse.aspx» 
8
 For reference on the benefits of transit see «http://www.usnews.com/news/articles/2011/02/11/public-

transportation-key-to-transforming-communities» 

http://www.ucsusa.org/clean_vehicles/why-clean-cars/air-pollution-and-health/cars-trucks-air-pollution.html#.VId3NNpOWUk
http://www.ucsusa.org/clean_vehicles/why-clean-cars/air-pollution-and-health/cars-trucks-air-pollution.html#.VId3NNpOWUk
http://www.mrsc.org/subjects/planning/mixeduse.aspx
http://www.usnews.com/news/articles/2011/02/11/public-transportation-key-to-transforming-communities
http://www.usnews.com/news/articles/2011/02/11/public-transportation-key-to-transforming-communities
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Conclusions—Environmental 

Environmental impacts were a key consideration during the adoption of the urban reserve. 
Now that the urban reserve is in place and the City must select its future UGB from the urban 
reserve areas, the biggest environmental consideration is proximity. All of the urban reserve 
area will be added to the UGB and made available for urbanization eventually, but relative 
environmental impacts must be considered when determining which properties to include in 
the UGB at this time. The urbanization of any of this area will have some effect on the 
environment but the magnitude of the effect has been minimized by selecting parcels near the 
existing UGB. The environmental protection provisions in the City Code will be extended to the 
areas added to the UGB when annexed. Both the LWI and wetland protection regulations for 
these newly added areas must be adopted prior to the annexation of any of the areas. 
 
Findings—Energy 

The Regional Plan requires the development of mixed-use/pedestrian-friendly areas. This type 
of development encourages the use of travel modes other than driving, leading to a reduction 
in vehicle miles travelled. One of the components of the coarse filter was proximity. Selecting 
parcels closer to the existing UGB not only helps to maximize the efficiency of public 
infrastructure, it has the effect of reducing energy use by reducing motor vehicle trips. A more 
compact urban area, with mixed-use neighborhoods, helps to promote the development and 
use of transit. Density and distance both play key roles in developing and maintaining public 
transit options. A more compact urban area with mixed-use neighborhoods also provides 
greater opportunities to invest in facilities for pedestrians and bicyclists, while at the same time 
making walking and biking more viable transportation options. The more compact urban area 
with mixed-use neighborhoods help to reduce energy consumption by reducing the number of 
motor vehicle miles traveled, both by providing alternative modes of transportation and by 
reducing the distance traveled between home, work, shopping, recreation, and so forth. 

The process of selecting where to expand the UGB included a consideration regarding where 
anticipated higher-order streets could be connected to other planned and existing higher-order 
streets based on areas added to the UGB. This process helped to identify where the inclusion of 
areas currently in the urban reserve could help to provide key urban services to properties 
currently within the UGB. Some areas, such as portions of MD-2, MD-3, and MD-5, provide the 
ability to connect higher-order streets and to create a grid pattern of streets that will help to 
spread traffic within the existing UGB in those areas. This distribution of traffic will help to 
relieve congestion on existing traffic infrastructure. Therefore these areas have a positive 
energy consequence through their inclusion in the UGB because of their ability to reduce 
congestion within the existing UGB. 

The inclusion of a portion of MD-5 south of Cherry Lane, north of Barnett Road, and east of the 
current UGB was done in part to help facilitate the extension of the Larson Creek multi-use trail 
from North Phoenix Road, through current and future development, and into Chrissy and 
Prescott Parks. This property was also included, in part, because it plays a role in connecting 
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portions of the existing UGB to sewer service and because it plays a role in connecting Barnett 
Rd to Cherry Lane. 

The availability of a dedicated multi-use path in the southeast portion of the urban area will 
help to reduce local trips in that area. Since the path will also tie into a larger network of trails, 
including the Larson Creek trail from North Phoenix Road to Bear Creek, and the Bear Creek 
Greenway trail, it will also allow for regional traffic via bicycle for those interested in traveling a 
greater distance by bike.  

While all portions of the UGB and existing city limit can be served with sewer without the 
addition of lands to the UGB, the inclusion of this portion of MD-5 will allow for the best routing 
of sewer service in the area. This best route will have the benefit of eliminating the need for lift 
stations and will provide the lowest life-cycle cost for the sewer system in the area. The 
elimination of a lift station reduces the energy use in operating the sewer system and using the 
lowest-cost, longest-lasting alternative in extending the sewer facilities will also help to 
conserve energy. 

This portion of MD-5 also plays a vital role in connecting Barnett Road to Cherry Lane. This 
connection will provide a more direct route from residential areas along Hillcrest Road and 
employment centers along Barnett Road. This same connection will also provide a more direct 
route from those residential areas to freeway access, northbound at the Highland interchange 
and southbound at the Fern Valley interchange. This street connection helps to reduce the 
number of miles traveled by providing a more direct route. It also reduces energy consumption 
by reducing congestion and by providing additional route choices. 

Conclusions—Energy 

When considering where to expand the UGB, mixed-use development and proximity have the 
greatest impact on the use and/or conservation of energy. The fact that the needed houses and 
jobs would be efficiently contained in the current urban area and in areas close to the existing 
UGB would have generally positive energy consequences due to the increased possibility of 
non-motorized travel modes between trip generators and decreasing overall “vehicle miles 
travelled” (VMT). Reid Ewing, a transportation planning researcher and professor at the 
University of Utah, “looked at all the available evidence and concluded that sprawling 
communities that require car trips to meet most daily needs exhibit 20–40% higher VMT than 
more compact, mixed-used, and walkable neighborhoods.”9 And as noted in an online edition 
of “The Atlantic” magazine10: 

                                                 
9
 Excerpt from website «http://streetswiki.wikispaces.com/Vehicle+Miles+Traveled» (retrieved 2013-11-20), 

summarizing information from Ewing’s book titled Growing Cooler: The Evidence on Urban Development and 
Climate Change. Chicago: Urban Land Institute, 2007. 
10

  Excerpted from «http://www.theatlantic.com/business/archive/2013/11/the-case-against-cars-in-1-utterly-
entrancing-gif/281615/» (retrieved 2013-11-20) 
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We [the US] continue to lead advanced economies in per-capita carbon 
emissions, 28 percent of which come from transportation. But even if the 
crunchy granola argument isn't good enough to make you see the benefits of 
public transit, consider that trains, trams, buses, and the like reduces traffic 
congestion, which is good for the life satisfaction of everybody behind the wheel, 
since science shows long commutes make us unhappy.11 

 
The inclusion of a portion of MD-5 south of Cherry Lane, north of Barnett Road, and east of the 
current UGB will to help facilitate the extension of the Larson Creek multi-use trail from North 
Phoenix Road, through current and future development, and into Chrissy and Prescott Parks; 
connect portions of the existing UGB to sewer service along the lowest life-cycle cost route; and 
provide a route to connect Barnett Road to Cherry Lane. All of which will have positive impacts 
on energy use. 
 
Findings—Economic 

The City of Medford, as all cities in Oregon, continues to have a goal of providing land to 
accommodate its 20-year land need for housing and employment, as required under Oregon 
Revised Statute (ORS) 197.296. The City of Medford’s current UGB was adopted in 1990 and 
was expected to last through 2010. As demonstrated throughout this document, the City does 
not currently have a 20-year land supply and needs to meet the projected demand for 
employment and residential land over the 20-year planning period. ORS 197.296(6) 
recommends addressing the need by expanding the urban growth boundary, by increasing the 
developable capacity of the urban area, or by a combination of the two. UGBA Phase 1 sought 
to increase the development capacity of land within the existing UGB in order to accommodate 
some of the City’s projected need for residential and employment land. This phase, UGBA 
Phase 2 (External Study Area (ESA) Boundary Amendment), seeks to amend the City’s UGB and 
make more land available for urban development. 
 
UGBA Phase 1 had a number of positive effects on the developable capacity within the existing 
UGB. One of which, the conversion of industrial land to commercial land, helped to increase the 
likelihood of both commercial and industrial development over the next 20 years by placing 
these uses in more appropriate locations. There is strong development pressure on the 
industrial land in the city core, near major transportation routes, to be used for commercial 
uses. This pressure makes the land less likely to develop with industrial use. The swapping of 
land types places commercial designations on appropriate tracts of land within the city core 
while allowing the City to designate more land near the outside of the urban area, but still near 
major transportation routes, for industrial development. In choosing where to expand its UGB, 
the City of Medford considered the suitability of employment land for each of the employment 

                                                 
11

 For reference to commuting studies see «http://www.economist.com/blogs/gulliver/2011/06/perils-

commuting» 
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types.  For example, large tracts of General Industrial, Service Commercial, and Commercial 
land were selected between North Phoenix Road and Interstate 5, near the future overpass and 
connection with South Stage Road to the west.  This area is planned for a future employment 
center for the City and for the region. In other cases smaller tracts of employment land were 
designated in residential areas in order to promote the development of mixed-use 
neighborhoods.  
 

In addition to appropriately locating land types, the proposed UGB expansion will also have the 
effect of increasing the availability of all types of urban land. The increased supply of land 
should have the effect of spurring economic development and improving the local economy by 
reducing the cost of land. However, this will only be the case if the urbanizable land is held by a 
large enough number of owners to promote competition and protect against monopoly and 
price-fixing12. Parcel size was one of the components of the coarse filter. It was used as an 
indicator of parcelization which was used to compare the relative availability of the land within 
the urban reserve for development. While it is important for the City to select land that is 
available for development, the selection of only large parcels of land would have the effect of 
concentrating the supply of land among a relatively small number of owners. By selecting some 
of the smaller parcels, primarily on the west side of Interstate 5, the City is effectively 
distributing the supply of developable land to a greater number of property owners. 
 
The City also selected parcels distributed around the existing UGB for inclusion in the UGB 
expansion area. This was done in part to help provide variety in the locations and types of land 
available for development and to help distribute the impact of additional development 
throughout infrastructure systems.   
 
The inclusion of a portion of MD-5 south of Cherry Lane, north of Barnett Road, and east of the 
current UGB was done in part because it plays a role in connecting portions of the existing UGB 
to sewer service. While all portions of the UGB and existing city limit can be served with sewer 
without the addition of lands to the UGB, the inclusion of this portion of MD-5 will allow for the 
best routing of sewer service in the area. This best route will have the benefit of eliminating the 
need for lift stations and will provide the lowest life-cycle cost for the sewer system in the area. 
Both have positive economic impacts. 

Conclusions—Economic 

UGBA Phase 1 had the effect of more appropriately locating employment land. Through careful 
consideration of the available land within the urban reserve, and the land need by employment 
type, the City has selected land to efficiently meet the employment need over the 20-year 
period. 

                                                 
12

 For reference on the effects of monopoly on the supply and demand curve see 
«http://www.cliffsnotes.com/more-subjects/economics/monopoly/demand-in-a-monopolistic-market» 
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The increased availability of all types of urbanizable land should have a positive effect on the 
local economy by decreasing the cost of developable land. This can only occur if the land is held 
by a large enough number of owners to promote competition. By selecting a mix of both large 
and small parcels the City will provide an adequate supply of developable land while helping to 
distribute the supply to a greater number of property owners. 
 
Findings—Social 

The wide-ranging factors that influence the social effect of the proposal will be discussed 
individually. There is some overlap between the social factors and the environmental, energy, 
and economic factors because many of the things that influence those scores—proximity, 
mixed-use development, and availability of developable land—also influence the social effect of 
the proposal.  
 

Traffic: One of the components of the coarse filter was proximity. Selecting parcels closer to 
the existing UGB not only helps to maximize the efficiency of public infrastructure, it has the 
social benefit of reducing motor vehicle trips. A more compact urban area, with mixed-use 
neighborhoods, helps to promote both the development and use of transit. Density and 
distance both play key roles in developing and maintaining public transit options. A more 
compact urban area also provides greater opportunities to invest in facilities for pedestrians 
and bicyclists, while at the same time making walking and biking more viable transportation 
options. The more compact urban area helps to reduce the amount of motor vehicle traffic 
by reducing the number of motor vehicle miles traveled; both by providing alternative 
modes of transportation and by reducing the distance traveled between home, work, 
shopping, recreation, etc. 
 
The inclusion of a portion of MD-5 south of Cherry Lane, north of Barnett Road, and east of 
the current UGB was done in part to help facilitate the extension of the Larson Creek multi-
use trail from North Phoenix Road, through current and future development, and into 
Chrissy and Prescott Parks. This property was also included, in part, because it plays a role in 
connecting Barnett Road to Cherry Lane. 

The availability of a dedicated multi-use path in the southeast portion of the urban area will 
help to reduce local trips in that area. Since the path will also tie into a larger network of 
trails, including the Larson Creek trail from North Phoenix Road to Bear Creek, and the Bear 
Creek Greenway trail, it will also allow for regional traffic via bicycle for those interested in 
traveling a greater distance by bike.  

This portion of MD-5 also plays a role in connecting Barnett Road to Cherry Lane. This 
connection will provide a more direct route from residential areas along Hillcrest Road and 
employment centers along Barnett Road. This same connection will also provide a more 
direct route from those residential areas to freeway access, northbound at the south 
Medford interchange and southbound at the Fern Valley interchange. This street 
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connection helps to reduce traffic congestion by providing a more direct route for some 
travelers and by providing additional route choices. 

Land Availability: In addition to appropriately locating land types the proposed UGB 
expansion will also have the effect of increasing the availability of all types of urban land. 
The increased supply of land should have the effect of spurring economic development and 
improving the local economy by reducing the cost of land. However, this will only be the 
case if the urbanizable land is held by a large enough number of owners to promote 
competition and protect against monopoly and price-fixing. Parcel size was one of the 
components of the coarse filter. It was used as an indicator of parcelization which was used 
to compare the relative availability of the land within the urban reserve for development. 
While it is important for the City to select land that is available for development the 
selection of only large parcels of land would have the effect of concentrating the supply 
among a relatively small number of owners. By selecting some of the smaller parcels, 
primarily west of Interstate 5, the City is effectively distributing the supply of developable 
land to a greater number of property owners. 
 
Relative Cost of Development: The finding for the “Orderly and economic provision of public 
facilities and services,” above are pertinent here as well. Since the cost of development is 
oftentimes passed on to the consumer through increased costs, and to the general 
population through increased service rates and increased taxes, selecting properties with 
the lowest relative cost of development has a positive social effect. 
 
The External Study Areas (ESAs) were made up of the properties that passed through the 
coarse filter. Since the “efficient accommodation of identified land needs” is set as the first 
priority, any area that did not meet the measure for efficiency (the coarse filter) was 
eliminated from further consideration prior to further study on the ESAs. Once the ESAs 
were identified a capacity analysis was conducted. Additional data were then collected for 
the ESAs regarding the serviceability for water, sewer, and transportation. This was done to 
measure the ability to provide public facilities and services in an orderly and economical 
fashion. 
 
The results of the scoring for all five factors—proximity, parcelization, water, sewer, and 
transportation—were used to guide the decision on where to expand the City’s UGB. In 
addition to the scoring of the properties for the five factors the City also had to consider the 
obligations of the Regional Plan Element, adopted in 2012. The Regional Plan requires the 
City to collaborate with the Rogue Valley Metropolitan Planning Organization, applicable 
irrigation districts, Jackson County, and other affected agencies to produce a conceptual 
land use plan for the area proposed to be added to the UGB. The conceptual land use plan 
must be used to demonstrate how the City is meeting targets for density, land use 
distribution, transportation infrastructure, and mixed-use/pedestrian-friendly areas. The 
scored properties were not ranked on a parcel-by-parcel basis, but rather, areas were 



UGBA —Commission Report supplement                                 File no. CP-14-114 July 21, 2015 

Exhibit B: Findings  

Page 22 

selected based on their scores for the five factors and based on the area’s ability to meet 
Regional Plan obligations. The mix of land uses in the area was an important consideration 
regarding the orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services. 
 
The City also selected parcels distributed around the existing UGB for inclusion in the UGB 
expansion area. This was done in part to help provide variety in the locations and types of 
land available for development and to help distribute the impact of additional development 
throughout infrastructure systems.   
 
Planned Neighborhoods: Rather than provide for individual land types on segregated 
portions of the urban reserve, most of the areas selected provide for an integrated mix of 
uses. By selecting areas that are conceptually planned for a variety of uses the City is not 
only meeting the Regional Plan requirement for mixed-use/pedestrian-friendly 
neighborhoods, but is also setting the stage for a type of neighborhood development that 
helps to improve public health and community cohesiveness.13 
 
The inclusion of a portion of MD-5 south of Cherry Lane, north of Barnett Road, and east of 
the current UGB was done in part to help facilitate the continued development of the 
Southeast Plan. The Southeast Plan has been in stages of development since the 1990s. The 
plan is for a large mixed-use development east of North Phoenix Road, generally centered 
on Barnett Road. The inclusion of this particular portion of MD-5 helps to facilitate parts of 
the Southeast Plan, including a planned school, a planned park, and a planned trail 
connection. This property will also help to provide additional residential development in the 
area of the Southeast Plan, which will help to support planned commercial development in 
the area.   
 
Compatibility: By requiring urbanization plans for each area prior to annexation the City will 
have the opportunity to consider the compatibility of the development with existing uses 
and other planned uses in the vicinity. The urbanization plans will also insure that the 
residential density and other requirements of the Regional Plan are met. 
 

Conclusions—Social 

The social consequences of the selected boundary location are positive relative to other 
boundary location alternatives. The selected boundary location helps to minimize the effect 
that increased development will have on transportation by helping to promote the reduction of 
vehicle miles traveled. The selected boundary location has a positive effect on land availability 
by increasing the supply of all urbanizable land types and by selecting land that is both available 
for development and held by a large enough number of property owners to promote 
competition in the market. The selected boundary location was selected in large part due to its 

                                                 
13

 For reference on the benefits of mixed-use development see «http://www.wri.org/blog/2014/07/people-
oriented-cities-mixed-use-development-creates-social-and-economic-benefits» 
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relative cost of development compared to the alternatives. The selected boundary location and 
the selected land-use distributions help to promote mixed-use/pedestrian-friendly 
neighborhoods, which have a number of social benefits. Compatibility between development 
on these newly added areas and existing uses will be considered during the urbanization plan 
process, prior to annexation.  
 
Conclusions—overall  

On balance the environmental, social, economic, and energy (ESEE) consequences of the 
selected boundary are positive compared to other alternatives. The biggest factors in having a 
favorable ESEE are proximity to the existing UGB and a large enough distribution of ownership 
to promote competition in the market for urbanizable land. The City has selected land from its 
urban reserve that is both close to the existing UGB (and existing development) and comprised 
of a large enough number of parcels to help promote competition in the market for urbanizable 
land. 
 
 
4. Compatibility of the proposed urban uses with nearby agricultural and forest activities 

occurring on farm and forest land outside the UGB. 

Findings 

A major emphasis of—and a driving force behind—the Greater Bear Creek Valley Regional 
Problem Solving Process (RPS), which resulted in the adoption of the Regional Plan Element, 
was the protection of farm and forest land from urbanization and incompatible urban 
development. That process resulted in the establishment of an urban reserve for the City of 
Medford. The urban reserve, by its definition, establishes the location of future urban 
development, having taken into account existing and planned farm and forest uses. In 
establishing the urban reserve, the City of Medford agreed to the agricultural buffer standards 
of the Regional Plan. Regional Plan Element, 4.1.10 requires the use of agricultural buffers to 
separate urban uses from agricultural uses. The City adopted code that applies to land added to 
the UGB from the Urban Reserve. (City Code Section 10.802, Urban–Agricultural Conflict in 
Urban Reserve, August 16, 2012).  
 
Selecting parcels close in to the existing UGB allows for the continued rural use of the 
properties nearer the outer edge of the urban reserve. The lower-intensity use of properties in 
the outer fringe can act as a buffer between urban uses and farm and forest uses outside of the 
UGB. 
 
Conclusions 

By selecting parcels near the existing UGB for inclusion into the UGB, the City is leaving 
properties on the outer edge of the Urban Reserve to act as a buffer between urban uses and 
agricultural and forest activities occurring on land outside of the UGB. Furthermore, Municipal 
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Code Section 10.802 requires conflict mitigation (including buffers) between urban uses and 
agricultural uses. 
 
Now that the urban reserve has been established for the City of Medford, and the required 
agricultural buffer codes are in place, all land within the urban reserve is both available for, and 
appropriate for, future urban development. This fact is apparent in ORS 197.298 which 
identifies land that is designated urban reserve as being first priority land when expanding an 
urban growth boundary. 
 

Boundary Location Summary Findings and Conclusions 

The City of Medford has used each of the four boundary locational factors in determining the 
future boundary location. Each of these factors had to be weighed and balanced against each of 
the others and the proposed boundary amendment as a whole scored well on each of these 
factors.  An alternatives analysis was not completed on a parcel-by-parcel basis but rather the 
reasons for how and why areas were selected (or eliminated) through each of the 
steps/processes (coarse filter, serviceability, ESEE) has been provided. This process of selecting 
certain areas over others through each of the steps is the City’s alternatives analysis. An 
alternatives analysis was not completed on a parcel-by-parcel basis for the following reasons: 1) 
the tax lots (parcels) involved are of vastly different size, 2) the number of possible alternatives 
to compare is prohibitively large, 3) the properties have been planned for a number of different 
uses, and 4) there is value in analyzing the recommendation as a whole using the boundary 
location factors. 
 
Tax lots could not be objectively compared, one against another, because the tax lots vary 
greatly in size. How can a 5-acre tax lot be objectively weighed against a 100-acre tax lot? The 
only way to fairly compare the two would be to either break the larger tax lot into smaller 
pieces or to combine a number of smaller tax lots into a larger aggregate. Not only would this 
exercise require the planners to choose where to split tax lots and/or which tax lots to 
combine, it would also alter a part of the what defines each of these tax lots, their size and 
parcelization characteristics. Because of these challenges, when comparing boundary location 
alternatives, rather than compare different tax lots, areas (all of MD-8, portions of MD-5, etc.) 
were compared. This not only helped to balance the size of the areas compared, it also helped 
in comparing characteristics that could not be compared on a parcel-by-parcel basis. These 
characteristics included the mix of conceptual plan uses, the coordination of transportation 
infrastructure, and parcelization.  
 
The use of larger sections of the urban reserve to compare against each other also helped to 
reduce the number of alternatives to compare. Still, a detailed comparison of each of these 
subareas against each of the others, for each of the boundary locational factors, was prohibitive 
in its magnitude. This kind of system would have required the City to devise a weighted ranking 
system for each of the criteria. These ranked scores for each of the areas would then be totaled 
and areas would be selected based on scores, with the highest score being selected first and 
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then moving down the list until the land need was met. But how do you compare a property 
planned for industrial use against one planned for residential? The planned use of the property 
has some value in determining which properties to select, but how do you determine the 
comparative value for property use designation? This kind of rigid system would likely miss 
nuances about how different areas interact with each other in a system. For example, this kind 
of ranking would not have considered the necessary mix of land types needed.  
 
This kind of reductionist approach would limit the City’s ability to consider the boundary 
location decision as a whole. After all, this is one cohesive proposal, determining where future 
urban development will occur around the city by selecting lands from a larger set made up 
entirely of “first priority land”. The only way to insure that the proposal is balanced is to look at 
it in its entirety and compare it against the boundary locational factors as one piece.  
 
Urban Growth Boundary amendment approval criteria from Urbanization Element, Section 
1.2.3  

Criterion a. continued: The standards and criteria in Goal 14, OAR 660, Division 24, and 
other applicable State Goals, Statutes, and Rules. 

OAR 660 

Oregon Administrative Rule (OAR) 660 is directed at the work of the Department of Land 
Conservation and Development (DLCD) and contains Rules for how to implement the applicable 
Statutes relating to the mission of DLCD. There are several sections of OAR 660 which apply to 
the adoption of individual Comprehensive Plan Elements. Each Comprehensive Plan Element 
being relied upon to support this UGB amendment (e.g., the Economic Element) was found to 
be consistent with all applicable portions of OAR 660 at the time of their adoption. Rather than 
repeat those findings here those findings are included in the record, and findings, for this 
proposed UGB amendment, through reference. 
 
The proposed amendment’s compliance with applicable portions of OAR 660 has been 
discussed, in large part, in the proceeding text. Any applicable portions of OAR 660, not already 
discussed, will be discussed below. 
 
Division 24 

Division 24 deals with Urban Growth Boundaries. Most of the applicable portions of Division 24 
have already been covered in the Goal 14 findings above. These include: Population Forecasts; 
Land Need; Land Inventory and Response to Deficiency; and Boundary Location Alternatives 
Analysis. The following portions of OAR 660-024-0020 (Adoption or Amendment of a UGB) also 
apply and will be discussed as indicated: 
(1) All statewide goals and related administrative rules are applicable when establishing or 
amending a UGB, except as follows: 
(b) Goals 3 and 4 are not applicable; {This is covered under Goal 3 and Goal 4 below} 
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(c) Goal 5 and related rules under OAR chapter 660, division 23, apply only in areas added to 
the UGB, except as required under OAR 660-023-0070 and 660-023-0250; {This is covered 
under Goal 5 below} 
(d) The Transportation Planning Rule requirements under OAR 660-012-0060 need not be 
applied to a UGB amendment if the land added to the UGB is zoned as urbanizable land, either 
by retaining the zoning that was assigned prior to inclusion in the boundary or by assigning 
interim zoning that does not allow development that would generate more vehicle trips than 
development allowed by the zoning assigned prior to inclusion in the boundary; {This is covered 
under Goal 12 below} 
 
Urban Growth Boundary amendment approval criteria from Urbanization Element, Section 
1.2.3  

 

Criterion a. continued: The standards and criteria in Goal 14, OAR 660, Division 24, and 
other applicable State Goals, Statutes, and Rules. 

 
Other applicable State Goals, Statutes, and Rules 

Goal 1—Citizen Involvement 

Findings 

Goal 1 requires the City to have a citizen involvement program that sets the procedures by 
which affected citizens will be involved in the land use decision process. Goal 1 requires 
provision of the opportunity to review proposed amendments prior to a public hearing, and 
recommendations must be retained and receive a response from policy-makers. The rationale 
used to reach land use decisions must be available in the written record. The City of Medford 
has an established citizen-involvement program consistent with Goal 1 that includes review of 
proposed Comprehensive Plan amendments by the Planning Commission and City Council. 
Affected agencies and departments are also invited to review and comment on such proposals, 
and hearing notices are published in the local newspaper, and posted on the site. This process 
has been adhered to in this proposed amendment. 

The Planning Department conducted an open house (October 28, 2014) to receive comments 
about the scoring methods used for inclusion in the expansion from property owners within the 
urban reserve. For the public hearing process staff sent hearing notification to all property 
owners within the urban reserve. Staff prepared press releases and provided information on 
the City’s website. Finally, this proposal will have been considered by the Planning Commission 
and the City Council during televised public hearings. 

Conclusions 

By following a supplemented notification and comment procedure, the City provided better-
than-adequate opportunities for citizen input. 
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Goal 2—Land Use Planning 

Findings 

The City has a land use planning process and policy framework in the form of a Comprehensive 
Plan and development regulations in Chapter 10 of the Municipal Code. These are the bases for 
decisions and actions. The process for amending the UGB and all Comprehensive Plan elements 
was found to be consistent with all State requirements at the time of their adoption. 

Conclusions 

There is an adequate factual basis for the proposed changes and the adopted process has been 
followed for this UGB amendment. 

Goal 3— Not applicable per OAR 660-024-0020(1)(b). 
Goal 4— Not applicable per OAR 660-024-0020(1)(b). 

Goal 5—Natural Resources, Scenic & Historic Areas, and Open Spaces 

Findings 

The City has regulations in place to guide the development and/or protection of 
environmentally sensitive areas such as steep slopes and riparian corridors. These rules will be 
extended to areas added to the UGB once annexed to the City. The City must also adopt a 
revised Local Wetland Inventory (LWI) for the areas added to the UGB through this proposal. 
The LWI will identify wetlands and determine which have local significance. A wetland 
protection ordinance will then be adopted to protect locally significant wetlands from 
development. This work will be completed once the final boundary of the UGB is determined. 
The LWI and wetland protection regulations must both be adopted prior to the annexation of 
any of the areas added to the UGB through this amendment. The City’s historic inventory must 
also be amended to include the areas added through this amendment. 
 
Some of the easternmost portions of the urban reserve are within a deer and elk habitat area. 
The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) would prefer that this area remain in its 
natural condition and if development does occur within this area it must have special standards 
used to protect the habitat or mitigation measures must be developed in coordination with 
ODFW to protect/enhance habitat. With the exception of Prescott and Chrissy parks, which 
allow for very limited development, none of the adopted proposal extends the UGB into the 
deer and elk habitat area. 
 
According to OAR 660-024-0020 (Adoption or Amendment of a UGB) “Goal 5 and related rules 
under OAR chapter 660, division 23, apply only in areas added to the UGB, except as required 
under OAR 660-023-0070 and 660-023-0250.” This means that Goal 5 compliance is only under 
review for the areas added to the boundary. Goal 5 compliance has already been demonstrated 
for the existing boundary. ORS 197.250 [Compliance with Goals Required] requires that “…all 
comprehensive plans and land use regulations adopted by local government to carry out those 
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comprehensive plans… shall be in compliance with the goals within one year after the date 
those goals are approved by the Land Conservation and Development Commission.” The City 
shall demonstrate full compliance with Goal 5 within one year of the adoption of the revised 
UGB through the extension of existing development codes to areas added to the UGB, through 
the adoption of a wetland protection ordinance for locally significant wetlands within the newly 
added areas, and through the inclusion of these newly added areas in the City’s historic 
inventory. 

Conclusions 

The City will demonstrate compliance with all portions of Goal 5 within one year of the 
adoption of the proposed amendment and prior to annexation per OAR 660-024-0024 and per 
the revised Urban Growth Management Agreement. 

Goal 6—Air, Water, and Land Resources Quality 

Findings 

One of the components of the coarse filter was proximity. Selecting parcels closer to the 
existing UGB not only helps to maximize the efficiency of public infrastructure, it helps the 
environment by reducing motor vehicle trips. A more compact urban area with mixed-use 
neighborhoods helps to promote the development and use of transit. Density and distance 
both play key roles in developing and maintaining public transit options. A more compact urban 
area also provides greater opportunities to invest in facilities for pedestrians and bicyclists, 
while at the same time making walking and biking more viable transportation options. The 
more compact urban area helps to reduce the amount of pollution caused by motor vehicle 
traffic by reducing the number of motor vehicle miles traveled; both by providing alternative 
modes of transportation and by reducing the distance traveled between home, work, shopping, 
recreation, and so forth. 

Selecting parcels close in to the existing UGB also allows for the continued rural use of the 
properties nearer the outer edge of the urban reserve. Unused properties in the outer fringe of 
the urban reserve also benefits the City and the environment by acting as a buffer between 
urban uses and rural uses and/or natural areas. In contrast, selecting properties nearer the 
outside edge of the urban reserve would have the effect of disrupting the use of those 
properties and of the properties closer to the existing UGB. By reducing the impact on the 
urban reserve areas not being proposed for inclusion the City is limiting the amount of 
displacement of rural uses in the urban reserve, thus minimizing the impact on lands outside of 
the urban reserve. 

Many of the Goal 5 findings, above, also apply to the findings here under Goal 6. 

Conclusions 

Environmental impacts, including air, water, and land resources quality, were key 
considerations during the adoption of the urban reserve. Now that the urban reserve is in 
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place, and the City must select its future UGB from the urban reserve areas, the biggest 
environmental consideration is proximity. All of the urban reserve area will be added to the 
UGB and made available for urbanization eventually, but relative environmental impacts must 
be considered when determining which properties to include in the UGB at this time. The 
urbanization of any of this area will have some effect on the environment but the magnitude of 
the effect has been minimized by selecting parcels near the existing UGB. The environmental 
protection provisions in the Municipal Code will be extended to the areas added to the UGB 
when annexed. Both the LWI and wetland protection ordinance for these newly added areas 
must be adopted prior to the annexation of any of the areas. 

Goal 7—Areas Subject to Natural Hazards 

Findings 

Slopes: The City of Medford has existing hillside regulations, Municipal Code Sections 10.929–
10.933, that regulate the development of property with slopes in excess of 15 percent. These 
procedural requirements are meant to decrease soil erosion and protect public safety. This 
code section will apply to any and all areas with slopes exceeding 15% added to the UGB 
through this amendment once annexed to the City. Areas exceeding 25% slope were classified 
as unbuildable in the capacity analysis.  

Fire: The risk of wildfire in and around Medford often rises to extreme levels during the 
summer months. The City of Medford has Fire, Building, and Development codes in place to 
help to mitigate the risk of wildfire in the city. One such provision is Municipal Code Section 
7.022, which prohibits the use of fireworks within the hazardous wildfire areas as defined by 
Jackson County.  

Flood: The Municipal Code allows development within flood plains provided that buildings meet 
certain construction standards designed to minimize damage from floods. City policies and 
codes do not have locational standards with respect to flood plains, but there is a 
recommendation in the Environmental Element that states “Development and redevelopment 
should be highly scrutinized when located in floodplains.”  

Conclusions 

When considering where to expand its UGB the City is limited to the areas within the urban 
reserve. All Statewide Planning Goals, including Goal 7, were considered as part of the selection 
of the urban reserve. The City has development standards in place to mitigate the risk of 
natural hazards from flood, fire, and steep slopes. These standards will be extended to 
applicable areas when annexed to the City. 

Goal 8—Recreation Needs  

Findings 

The Other Residential Land Needs section of the Housing Element examines existing conditions 
for public and semi-public land to forecast future need for this land type.  
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According to the Housing Element:  

Lands needed for public operations and facilities include lands for city facilities, 
schools, substations, and other public facilities. Land needs were estimated using 
acres per 1,000 persons for all lands of these types. Lands needed for parks and 
open space estimates use a parkland standard of 4.3 acres per 1,000 persons based 
on the level of service standard established in the Medford Leisure Services Plan 
Update (2006). This update includes land needed for neighborhood and community 
parks, which usually locate in residential plan designations. It does not include land 
needed for natural open space and greenways, which may also be located in 
residential plan designations. 
 

The resulting land need for community and neighborhood parks is shown in Table 1.5. 
 
Table 1.5. City Park Need (adapted from Housing Element Table 40) 

Type of Use Existing 
Acres 

Existing 
Acres / 1000 

Persons 

Assumed Need 
(Ac/1000 
Persons) 

Estimated Need 
per 1000 Persons 

2009-2029 

City Parks 527 6.8 4.3 153 

In addition to the standard urban reserve areas the Regional Plan Element identifies two large 
regional park areas, Prescott Park and Chrissy Park. These areas are City-owned wildland parks 
totaling 1,877 acres. Inclusion as urban reserve was intended to serve as a mechanism to 
eventually incorporate this City property into the City boundary. The two MD-P areas were not 
considered areas for future urban growth because of their classification as parkland. There is no 
residential, commercial, or industrial development planned for the MD-P acres.  They present a 
tremendous recreational and open space asset to the City and the region, in addition to 
creating a buffer between the city and rural lands to the north and east. However, due to their 
location along the eastern periphery of the city and steep topography, these lands satisfy little 
of the localized open space needs throughout the city and do not meet land needs for 
traditional urban parkland. 

Another regional recreation use already in existence is Centennial Golf Club. If the Manor-
owned land surrounding it is brought in, then its inclusion is unavoidable. Its function as a 
regional asset will be unaffected by inclusion. The golf course has been counted as unbuildable 
by staff so far because the property owners intend to obtain an open space assessment for the 
land (ORS 197.186). Although the land has been classified as unbuildable in order to remain 
consistent with ORS 197.186 it might more appropriately be viewed as developed. The open 
space assessment helps to insure that the land will remain a golf course and as a golf course the 
land is already developed and meeting that regional need. The land will have no more ability to 
meet an identified land need for the City as a golf course within the boundary than it does 
outside of the boundary. 
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Conclusions 

The Other Residential Land Needs of the Housing Element identified a need for 153 gross acres 
of additional parkland for neighborhood and community parks, outside of the existing UGB. The 
Regional Plan Element also includes two large wildland park areas that are owned by the City. 
These areas, Chrissy and Prescott parks, are intended to provide both a recreational and open 
space resource for the City and for the region. While both help to meet the recreational needs 
for the City these are two different land types (neighborhood and community park vs. 
regional/wildland park and open space) that provide two discreet types of uses for the City. The 
proposed UGB expansion will include an adequate supply of land determined to be needed by 
the Leisure Services Plan to accommodate a 20-year population. 

Goal 9—Economic Development 

Findings 

Goal 9 factors were thoroughly addressed in the adoption and acknowledgement of the 
Economic Element of the Comprehensive Plan. Because the Economic Element has been 
deemed consistent with Goal 9, and it is being relied upon to determine the City’s employment 
land need, detailed findings under Goal 9 are not necessary for this proposed boundary 
amendment. However, some discussion regarding Goal 9 compliance is provided below as a 
reference to the information from the Economic Element that was used in this amendment 
process. Much of this text is repeated from other sections of this document where it is more 
appropriately considered. 
 
The process of determining Medford’s land need for the next 20 years started with the 
adoption of the Population Element in 2007. This study looked at the forecasted population 
growth in Medford through 2040. The next step was the Buildable Lands Inventory (BLI), 
adopted in 2008, consistent with OAR 660-024-0050 and ORS 197.186 and 197.296. This study 
identified the number of acres, in total, and by type, available for development within the City’s 
current UGB. The BLI showed that there are approximately 1,078 employment acres available 
for development within Medford’s UGB. The next step was the Economic Element, adopted in 
2008, which considered the projected population growth, along with economic trends, to 
determine the overall need for employment land over the 20-year planning period. The study 
concluded that an additional 708 gross acres were needed to meet the demand for 
employment land. However, as shown in the Appendix C, this does not properly account for the 
excess supply of industrial land available within the existing boundary. When properly 
calculated (see Appendix C) the need for employment land increases to 765 gross acres. 
 
Through these studies the City of Medford demonstrated a deficit in the supply of employment 
land within its existing UGB over the next 20 years. ORS 197.296 subsection (6) recommends 
addressing the need by expanding the urban growth boundary, by increasing the developable 
capacity of the urban area, or by a combination of the two. Urban Growth Boundary 
Amendment (UGBA) Phase 1 (ISA GLUP Amendment) sought to change the General Land Use 
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Plan map designation of land in the existing urban area for the purpose of increasing its 
development capacity in order to accommodate some of the City’s projected need for 
residential and employment land. UGBA Phase 1 resulted in more efficient use within the UGB 
in the following ways: 

 It took surplus industrial land (land in excess of the need for the next 20 years) and 
converted it to commercial land. This resulted in the accommodation of a larger portion of 
the employment need within the existing UGB. 

 The conversion of industrial to commercial also helped to increase the likelihood of both 
commercial and industrial development over the next 20 years by placing these uses in 
more appropriate locations.  There is heavy development pressure for commercial uses on 
the industrial land in the city core near major transportation routes. This pressure makes 
the land less likely to develop with industrial use. The swapping of land types places 
commercial designations on tracts of land within the city core while allowing the City to 
designate more land near the outside of the urban area for industrial development. 

 While 58 acres of land was converted from residential to employment GLUP designations 
the total residential land need only increased by 36 acres. This is due to the fact that some 
of this land was not identified as meeting any portion of the future residential land need but 
it is now being counted toward meeting the employment land need. This land was identified 
as developed for residential but is expected to redevelop as commercial. 

UGBA Phase 1 resulted in a decrease in the amount of land needed outside the current UGB. 
Before these efficiency measures, a total of 765 acres were needed outside of the existing UGB 
for employment purposes. After UGBA Phase 1, that number was reduced to 637 acres. 

Conclusions 

UGBA Phase 1 converted surplus industrial land to commercial land which allowed for more of 
Medford’s need for employment land to be accommodated within its existing UGB. The 
conversion also resulted in the increased likelihood of a larger amount of Medford’s 
employment land need being met within the existing UGB by more appropriately locating both 
commercial and industrial land. UGBA Phase 1 also reduced the overall land need for the City 
by converting some residential land that was not identified as meeting any portion of the future 
residential land need to employment land that is now counted toward meeting the 
employment land need. While 58 acres of land was converted from residential to employment 
GLUP map designations the total residential land need only increased by 36 acres. These 
adopted efficiency measures helped to address a portion of the City’s employment land need, 
but an additional 637 gross acres of employment land outside of the existing UGB are needed. 
The proposed UGB expansion will allow the City to meet its identified need for employment 
land. 

Goal 10—Housing   

Findings 
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Goal 10 factors were thoroughly addressed in the adoption of the Housing Element of the 
Comprehensive Plan. Because the Housing Element has been deemed consistent with Goal 10, 
and it is being relied upon to determine the City’s employment land need, detailed findings 
under Goal 10 are not necessary for this proposed boundary amendment. However, some 
discussion regarding Goal 10 compliance is provided below as a reference to the information 
from the Housing Element that was used in this amendment process. Much of this text is 
repeated from other sections of this document where it is more appropriately considered. 
 
In 2012 the City, together with 5 other cities in the valley, adopted a Regional Plan for 
accommodating a doubling of the region’s population. Regional Plan Element 4.1.5 requires a 
minimum density of 6.6 units per gross acre for all newly annexed areas for the years 2010 
through 2035. The aggregate average density of the residential land need, determined by the 
Housing Element, was 6.9 units per gross acre (see Table 1.2 under Land Need). Some of this 
density was then shifted into the existing UGB through UGBA Phase 1. This density shift 
resulted in an increased need for low-density residential and a decreased need for medium-
density and high-density residential outside of the existing boundary. While this density shift 
helped to accomplish a number of positive benefits it also makes meeting the minimum density 
requirement of the Regional Plan more difficult. With the revised ratios of residential land types 
in the UGB expansion area, the average densities for each of the residential land types alone 
will not result in a density of 6.6 units per gross acre or above. 
 
The Housing Element (2010) provides an accurate representation of the City’s housing need 
over the next 20 years. The Regional Plan imposes a density standard that is in excess of the 
density supported by the Housing Element now that the intensification measures from UGBA 
Phase 1 are completed. The Regional Plan also requires a density of 7.6 units per gross acre for 
all newly added areas for the years 2036 to 2050. In order to meet the density obligations of 
the Regional Plan the City will require an urbanization plan to be submitted, showing 
compliance with the Regional Plan obligations for density and land use distribution, prior to 
annexation of any of the land added through this UGB amendment process. Acceptable 
methods for meeting the density standards will include: 

 Committing areas to higher density zones within a General Land Use Plan (GLUP) 
designation. For example, an area within the UR GLUP designation could be designated as 
SFR-10 (Single Family Residential – 10 units per acre) which would insure a minimum 
density of 6 units per acre. By establishing “pre-zoning” within the established GLUP 
designations the residential density for the area can be moved higher than the minimum, or 
even average, density that the GLUP would accomplish. 

 Requesting GLUP map changes as part of the urbanization plan approval process. This will 
allow for additional areas for medium-density and high-density development within the 
areas added to the UGB. This technique would allow for more flexibility in meeting the 
density obligations of the Regional Plan without imposing a housing mix that is not 
consistent with the Housing Element. This would allow for flexibility in housing types as the 
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market shifts toward higher-density housing while also setting the stage for the future 
density standard of 7.6 units per acre required by the Regional Plan. This approach will also 
help to address the affordable housing need identified in the Housing Element. By adding 
additional high-density housing throughout the UGB (in the existing UGB through Phase 1 
and in the newly added areas by allowing for GLUP changes to higher-density), the City is 
enabling more high-density housing, which is needed to provide more affordable housing 
within Medford. 

 
Goal 10 requires that “plans shall encourage the availability of adequate numbers of needed 
housing units at price ranges and rent levels which are commensurate with the financial 
capabilities of Oregon households and allow for flexibility of housing location, type, and 
density.” By allowing some residential areas to request higher density GLUP map designations 
the City is providing for more flexibility of housing types in the UGB expansion areas. 

In addition to forecasting future residential land needs, the Housing Element also determined 
the amount of land needed for future public and semi-public uses. OAR 660-024-0040 (10) 
allows for a “safe harbor” net-to-gross factor of 25% for streets and roads, parks and school 
facilities. A letter was submitted into the record by Greg Holmes of 1000 Friends of Oregon, 
dated March 3, 2015, that challenges some of the City’s residential land need assumptions. 
Rather than use the safe harbor amount the Housing Element calculates the net-to-gross factor 
for streets based on observation of the existing residential areas in the city. According to the 
last paragraph on page 57 of the Housing Element “… the forecast shows land need in net 
acres. Net acres is the amount of land needed for housing, not including public infrastructure 
(e.g. roads). Gross acres is the estimated amount of land needed for housing inclusive of public 
infrastructure. The net-to-gross factor allows for conversion between net acres to gross 
acres. The net-to-gross factor is highest (23%) for single-family detached dwellings, decreasing 
to 10% for multi-unit projects.” Parks and schools were not considered in the net-to-gross 
factor, but rather, were included in the Public and Semi-public Land Needs portion of the 
Housing Element, which concluded that 153 acres of park land and 20 acres of school land was 
needed in the UGB expansion area. 
 
The Other Residential Land Needs section of the Housing Element examines existing conditions 
for public and semi-public land to forecast future need for this land type.  

According to the Housing Element:  

Lands needed for public operations and facilities include lands for city facilities, 
schools, substations, and other public facilities. Land needs were estimated using 
acres per 1,000 persons for all lands of these types. Lands needed for parks and 
open space estimates use a parkland standard of 4.3 acres per 1,000 persons based 
on the level of service standard established in the Medford Leisure Services Plan 
Update (2006). This update includes land needed for neighborhood and community 
parks, which usually locate in residential plan designations. It does not include land 
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needed for natural open space and greenways, which may also be located in 
residential plan designations. 
 

See Table 1.1. 

Conclusions 

The Housing Element provides for an adequate land supply at a realistic housing mix for the 
planning horizon. In addition to land for housing, the Housing Element also accounts for land 
needed to provide for streets and other utilities, and for public and semi-public uses, which 
usually occur on residentially zoned properties. The residential density requirements of the 
Regional Plan were added to the Comprehensive Plan after the adoption of the Housing 
Element. By requiring urbanization plans for all of the areas being added to the UGB prior to 
annexation, the City can insure that the residential density standards are being met. The 
required urbanization plans must demonstrate compliance with the minimum density 
standards and with the land use distributions required by the Regional Plan Element. By 
allowing some residential areas to change their GLUP map designation to higher densities the 
City is providing more flexibility of housing types in the UGB expansion areas. In response to the 
various charges in the 1000 Friends letter, the City finds that unbuildable lands and the land 
need for rights-of-way, parks, and schools were correctly calculated. However, the City agrees 
that the private park land need was erroneously included, and that the government land need 
was double-counted; respectively, 18 acres and 135 acres were removed following the Planning 
Commission hearing. 

Goal 11—Public Facilities and Services 

Findings 

The External Study Areas (ESAs) were made up of the properties that passed through the coarse 
filter. Additional data were collected for the ESAs regarding the serviceability for water, sewer, 
and transportation (Appendix F). This was done to measure the ability to provide public 
facilities and services in an orderly and economic fashion. The scoring memos provided by the 
service providers are attached as Appendix G. 
 
For more thorough findings addressing Goal 11 please see those under Goal 14 locational 
factor, “Orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services.” As the same findings 
apply, they will not be repeated here. 

Conclusions 

By using the scores of the five factors, and considering an area’s ability to meet Regional plan 
obligations rather than comparing properties on a parcel-by-parcel basis, the City is able to 
expand its UGB in a way that will provide for the orderly and economic provision of public 
facilities and services. 
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Goal 12—Transportation 

Findings 

Land added to the UGB through this amendment will remain under the jurisdiction of Jackson 
County (Urban Growth Management Agreement will apply) and will retain its current County 
zoning until it is annexed to the City. Prior to the annexation of any of the land added to the 
UGB through this amendment, a revised Transportation System Plan (TSP), which includes the 
areas added through this amendment, must be adopted. The revised TSP will address 
transportation needs throughout the entire revised UGB. Areas within the UGB but outside the 
City Limit must go through the annexation and the zone change process before they are 
assigned a standard city zone and made available for urban-level development. The City, as a 
criterion for zone change, requires a demonstration of facilities adequacy for transportation 
prior to approving any zone change that would allow for urban development. OAR 660-024-
0020(d) states:  

“The transportation planning rule requirements under OAR 660-012-0060 need 
not be applied to a UGB amendment if the land added to the UGB is zoned as 
urbanizable land, either by retaining the zoning that was assigned prior to 
inclusion in the boundary or by assigning interim zoning that does not allow 
development that would generate more vehicle trips than development allowed 
by the zoning assigned prior to inclusion in the boundary.”  

 
Since all land added through this amendment will retain the zoning that was assigned prior to 
inclusion in the boundary, the transportation planning rule does not apply to this amendment. 
Transportation system needs and transportation system adequacy will be addressed both prior 
to annexation and through the zone change process. 
 
Work is well underway to complete a revised TSP for the city which will include a 
comprehensive overhaul of the existing TSP. Work on the TSP cannot be completed until the 
location of the revised boundary is known. 

Conclusions 

The City will require that a revised Transportation System Plan (TSP), which includes the areas 
added to the UGB through this amendment, be adopted prior to the annexation of any of the 
newly added land. The revised TSP will address transportation needs throughout the entire 
revised UGB.  

Goal 13—Energy Conservation 

Findings—Energy 

The Regional Plan requires the development of mixed-use/pedestrian-friendly areas. This type 
of development encourages the use of travel modes other than driving, leading to a reduction 
in vehicle miles travelled. One of the components of the coarse filter was proximity. Selecting 
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parcels closer to the existing UGB not only helps to maximize the efficiency of public 
infrastructure, it has the effect of reducing energy use by reducing motor vehicle trips. A more 
compact urban area, with mixed-use neighborhoods, helps to promote the development and 
use of transit. Density and distance both play key roles in developing and maintaining public 
transit options. A more compact urban area also provides greater opportunities to invest in 
facilities for pedestrians and bicyclists, while at the same time making walking and biking more 
viable transportation options. The more compact urban area helps to reduce energy 
consumption by reducing the number of motor vehicle miles traveled; both by providing 
alternative modes of transportation and by reducing the distance traveled between home, 
work, shopping, recreation, and so forth.  

Conclusions—Energy 

When considering where to expand the UGB, mixed-use development and proximity have the 
greatest impact on the use and/or conservation of energy. The fact that the needed houses and 
jobs would be efficiently contained in the current urban area and in areas close to the existing 
UGB would have generally positive energy consequences due to the increased possibility of 
non-motorized travel modes between trip generators and decreasing overall vehicle miles 
travelled. 

Goal 14—Urbanization 

Findings 

Refer to findings under Land Need and Boundary Location under Goal 14, starting on page 22 
above. 

Conclusions 

The proposed UGB expansion area meets the requirements of all Goal 14 factors. 

Goals 15–19 do not apply to Medford.  
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Urban Growth Boundary amendment approval criteria from Urbanization Element Section 
1.2.3  

 

Criterion a. continued: The standards and criteria in Goal 14, OAR 660, Division 24, and 
other applicable State Goals, Statutes, and Rules. 

Other applicable Statutes, and Rules 
 
There are numerous Statues, and Rules that apply to the adoption of individual Comprehensive 
Plan elements. Each Comprehensive Plan element being relied upon to support this UGB 
amendment was found to be consistent with all applicable Statues, and Rules at the time of 
their adoption. Those findings are included in the record and findings for this proposed UGB 
amendment, by reference. 
 
The State Goals, as they apply to the proposed amendment, have been discussed in detail 
above. The State Statues and Rules that apply directly to the proposed UGB amendment deal 
either with determining land need or determining boundary location, both of which have been 
discussed in detail above (see “Land Need” and “Boundary Location” sections). 
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*  *  *  *  * 

Urban Growth Boundary amendment approval criteria from Urbanization Element 
Section1.2.3  
 
Criterion b.  Compliance with Medford Comprehensive Plan policies and development code 

procedures. 
 
City of Medford Comprehensive Plan Conclusions, Goals, Policies, and Implementation 
Strategies: 

Findings 

The following Comprehensive Plan Goals, Policies, and Implementation Strategies support the 
inclusion of Prescott Park and Chrissy Park in the City’s UGB: 
 

Physical Characteristics 
Policy 2-A: The City of Medford shall acknowledge Prescott Park (Roxy Ann Peak) as the City’s 
premier open space and viewshed, and recognize its value as Medford’s most significant scenic view, 
currently and historically.  

Implementation 2-A(1): Investigate inclusion of Prescott Park in Medford’s Urban Growth 
Boundary and City limits in order to enhance public safety and the feeling of ownership by 
city residents, protect its natural resources, preserve and enhance convenient public access, 
protect the public from fire hazards, and help in establishing a network of open space 
corridors with recreational trails.  

Implementation 2-A(2): Identify lands surrounding Prescott Park that are critical to ensuring 
long term protection and meeting open space/viewshed goals and policies, for acquisition or 
other types of public management. Seek funding sources.  

Implementation 2-A(3): Consider methods to address the interface between Prescott Park 
and adjacent development to assure compatibility, such as a buffering program, enhanced 
review of City and County development applications within a specified area surrounding 
Prescott Park, and joint policies or an “Area of Mutual Planning Concern” with Jackson 
County.  

Policy 2-B: The City of Medford shall strive to preserve and protect the visual amenities offered by the 
foothills.  

Parks, Recreation, and Leisure Services 
Policy 2-C: The City of Medford shall give special consideration to Prescott Park in order to protect 
this dynamic natural and recreational resource and most significant scenic view for the enjoyment of 
present and future generations. 

Implementation 2-C (3): Pursue inclusion of Prescott Park in the Medford Urban Growth 
Boundary for eventual inclusion within the City of Medford. 
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Implementation 2-C (4): Increase access and public enjoyment of Prescott Park by developing 
appropriate facilities to enhance appreciation of natural resources, the outdoors, and 
Medford’s unique environment. Until included within the Medford Urban Growth Boundary, 
improvements  within Prescott Park must comply with Jackson County land use 
regulations, as well as state rules and statutes, which may limit the extent of improvements 
on land outside of UGBs. 

Solid Waste Management 
Policy 1-E: The City of Medford shall assure that appropriate measures are taken to secure 
compatibility between the development and use of the Dry Creek Landfill and Prescott Park.  

The following Comprehensive Plan Goals, Policies, and Implementation Strategies support a 
compact urban area with mixed-use neighborhoods: 

Natural Resources—Air Quality 
Implementation 3-A(3): Implement strategies from sources such as the Medford 
Transportation System Plan, the State Implementation Plans (SIPs) and the Oregon 
Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) that reduce emissions or improve air quality, such as 
increasing the use of alternative modes of transportation and use of alternative motor 
vehicle fuels, such as compressed natural gas and electricity, and propose amendments to 
the Medford Land Development Code for consideration by the City Council where necessary 
to assure compliance with such plans or rules.  

Policy 3-B: The City of Medford shall continue to require a well-connected circulation system and 
promote other techniques that foster alternative modes of transportation, such as pedestrian 
oriented mixed-use development and a linked bicycle transportation system.  

Health Services 
Policy 1-A: The City of Medford shall strive to provide transportation, utilities, and other public 
facilities and services needed to support health care facilities within the Urban Growth Boundary, 
consistent with the health care facilities’ growth requirements.  

Natural resources 
Policy 9-A: The City of Medford shall target public investments to reinforce a compact urban form.  

Policy 9-B: The City of Medford shall strive to protect significant resource lands, including agricultural 
land, from urban expansion.  

Natural Resources—Energy 
Policy 10-A: The City of Medford shall plan and approve growth and development with consideration 
to energy efficient patterns of development, utilizing existing capital infrastructure whenever 
possible, and incorporating compact and urban centered growth concepts.  

Implementation 10-A(1): Ensure that the extension of urban services is consistent with 
policies contained in the “Public Facilities Element” of the Medford Comprehensive Plan 
regarding energy efficiency.  
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The following Comprehensive Plan Goals, Policies, and Implementation Strategies support the 
use of adopted Population, Economic, Housing, and Buildable Lands Elements to determine 
land need: 

Population Element 
Policy 1: The City of Medford shall cooperate with other government agencies and the private sector 
to provide land and urban services sufficient to accommodate projected population growth in the 
UGB. 

Policy 2: The City of Medford shall use the population forecast adopted in the Population Element of 
the Medford Comprehensive Plan as the basis for developing land use planning policy (Official 
population projection: 112,624 for the year 2027, and 133,397 for the year 2040.) 

Economic Element 
Employment Land Demand and Supply 
1. This analysis indicates that additional land in the UGB is required to satisfy the City’s land 

needs over the planning horizon. 

2. The City of Medford has selected the High Employment Growth Scenario under which the City 
is projected to need 1,644 net buildable acres over the 20-year planning horizon and 2,055 
gross buildable acres, consisting of needed acres in the following categories: 

a. 504 net buildable acres of Office Commercial 

b. 589 net buildable acres of Industrial 

c. 609 net buildable acres of Retail Commercial 

d. 38 net buildable acres of Overnight Lodging 

e. 315 net buildable acres of Specialized Uses 

The City has a supply of 900 acres of vacant employment land and an additional 178 net acres is 
expected to be available in the existing UGB to meet new demand through redevelopment. Based 
upon the adopted High Growth Scenario, the City of Medford has a deficit of 566 net buildable acres 
which equals 708 gross acres of employment land.  
 
Economic Opportunities 
Policy 1-5: The City of Medford shall assure that adequate commercial and industrial lands are 
available to accommodate the types and amount of economic development needed to support the 
anticipated growth in employment in the City of Medford and the region.  

Implementation 1-5(b): Reduce projected deficits in employment lands by changing GLUP Map 
designations within the existing Urban Growth Boundary.  

Implementation 1-5(c): Assist in the identification of sites for businesses that have unique site 
requirements.  



UGBA —Commission Report supplement                                 File no. CP-14-114 July 21, 2015 

Exhibit B: Findings  

Page 42 

Implementation 1-5(d): Ensure that demand projections for medium and large Commercial, 
Industrial and Office sites are captured in aggregate land demand projections during GLUP 
map amendments and/or UGB expansions. 

Policy 1-7: The City of Medford will rely upon its High Employment Growth Scenario in the City’s 
Economic Element twenty-year Employment Projections, Land Demand Projections, and Site Demand 
Projections when planning its employment land base. 

Housing Element 
6. Medford will need 1,890 net residential acres, or 2,383 gross residential acres, to accommodate 

new housing between 2009 and 2029. Not all of this can be accommodated within the current 
urban growth boundary. Therefore, Medford has a deficit of 996 gross acres in the following 
designations:  

Implementation 1-A: When considering changes to the Medford Comprehensive Plan or Land 
Development Code, base such changes on the Housing Element adopted on December 2, 
2010, particularly: 

Housing Need Projection in Table 31 

Forecast of Needed Housing Units in Table 37 

Buildable Land Needed for New Dwelling Units in Table 39 

Residential Land Deficit by Plan Designation in Table 41  

Implementation 5-A: Maintain an inventory of areas suitable for preservation as open space. 

Compliance with applicable Goals and Policies of the Regional Plan Element are discussed 
below: 

Regional Plan Element – Implementation Measure 
7. Conceptual Transportation Plans. Conceptual Transportation Plans shall be prepared early 
enough in the planning and development cycle that the identified regionally significant 
transportation corridors within each of the URs can be protected as cost-effectively as possible by 
available strategies and funding. A Conceptual Transportation Plan for an urban reserve or 
appropriate portion of an urban reserve shall be prepared by the City in collaboration with the Rogue 
Valley Metropolitan Planning Organization, applicable irrigation districts, Jackson County, and other 
affected agencies, and shall be adopted by Jackson County and the respective city prior to or in 
conjunction with a UGB amendment within that UR. 

a. Transportation Infrastructure. The Conceptual Transportation Plan shall identify a 
general network of regionally significant arterials under local jurisdiction, transit corridors, 
bike and pedestrian paths, and associated projects to provide mobility throughout the 
Region (including intracity and intercity, if applicable). 
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The City has prepared a conceptual transportation plan for all of the urban reserve areas 
around the city. The plan identifies regionally significant transportation corridors and was 
developed in collaboration with the Rogue Valley Metropolitan Planning Organization, 
applicable irrigation districts, Jackson County, and other affected agencies. The Medford Street 
Functional Classification Plan Map will be amended to include the higher-order streets within 
the UGB expansion area.  

Regional Plan Element – Implementation Measure 
8. Conceptual Land Use Plans. A proposal for a UGB Amendment into a designated UR shall include 
a Conceptual Land Use Plan prepared by the City in collaboration with the Rogue Valley Metropolitan 
Planning Organization, applicable irrigation districts, Jackson County, and other affected agencies for 
the area proposed to be added to the UGB as follows: 

a. Target Residential Density. The Conceptual Land Use Plan shall provide sufficient 
information to demonstrate how the residential densities of Section 4.1.5 above will be met 
at full build-out of the area added through the UGB amendment. 

b. Land Use Distribution. The Conceptual Land Use Plan shall indicate how the proposal is 
consistent with the general distribution of land uses in the Regional Plan, especially where a 
specific set of land uses were part of the rationale for designating land which was 
determined by the Resource Lands Review Committee to be commercial agricultural land as 
part of an urban reserve, which applies to the following URs: CP-1B, CP-1C, CP-4D, CP-6A, CP-
2B, MD-4, MD-6, MD-7mid, MD-7n, PH-2, TA-2, TA-4. 

c. Transportation Infrastructure. The Conceptual Land Use Plan shall include the 
transportation infrastructure required in Section 4.1.7 above. 

d. Mixed Use/Pedestrian Friendly Areas. The Conceptual Land Use Plan shall provide 
sufficient information to demonstrate how the commitments of Section 4.1.6 above will be 
met at full build-out of the area added through the UGB amendment. 

The City has prepared conceptual land use plans for all areas within the urban reserve in 
collaboration with the Rogue Valley Metropolitan Planning Organization, applicable irrigation 
districts, Jackson County, and other affected agencies. The plans show land use distributions, 
transportation infrastructure, and mixed-use/pedestrian-friendly areas. In addition to these 
conceptual plans, the City will require all areas to have urbanization plans prior to annexation 
and the City will require applicants to demonstrate that those plans have been coordinated 
with applicable irrigation districts. The required urbanization plan shall show compliance with 
the target residential density, more detailed land use distributions, more detailed information 
regarding transportation infrastructure, and fully demonstrate compliance with the 
requirement for mixed-use/pedestrian-friendly areas. 

Regional Plan Element – Implementation Measure 
9. Conditions. The following conditions apply to specific Urban Reserve areas: 
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a. MD-6. Prior to incorporation into the Urban Growth Boundary, a property line 
adjustment or land division shall be completed for Tax Lots 38-1W-05-2600 and 38-1W-06-
100 so that the tax lot lines coincide with the proposed Urban Growth Boundary. 

Tax Lots 38-1W-05-2600 and 38-1W-06-100 are not included in the UGB expansion area. 

Regional Plan Element – Implementation Measure 
13. Urban Growth Boundary Amendment. Pursuant to ORS 197.298 and Oregon Administrative Rule 
660-021-0060, URs designated in the Regional Plan are the first priority lands used for a UGB 
amendment by participating cities. 

a. Land outside of a city’s UR shall not be added to a UGB unless the general use intended 
for that land cannot be accommodated on any of the city’s UR land or UGB land. 

Only land within the City’s urban reserve is being considered for inclusion in the UGB. 

Regional Plan Element – Implementation Measure 
17. Parkland. For the purposes of UGB amendments, the amount and type of park land included shall 
be consistent with the requirements of OAR 660-024-0040 or the park land need shown in the 
acknowledged plans. 

OAR 660-024-0040 (10) allows for a safe harbor net-to-gross factor of 25% for streets and 
roads, parks and school facilities. Rather than use the safe harbor amount the Housing Element 
calculates the net-to-gross factor for streets based on observation of the existing residential 
areas in the city. According to the Housing Element “… the forecast shows land need in net 
acres.  Net acres is the amount of land needed for housing, not including public infrastructure 
(e.g. roads). Gross acres is the estimated amount of land needed for housing inclusive of public 
infrastructure.  The net to gross factor allows for conversion between net acres to gross 
acres.  The net to gross factor is highest (23%) for single-family detached dwellings, decreasing 
to 10% for multi-unit projects.”  Parks and schools were not considered in the net-to-gross 
factor, but rather, were included in the Other Residential Land Needs portion of the Housing 
Element, which concluded that 153 acres of park land and 20 acres of school land were needed 
in the UGB expansion area. 
 
The Other Residential Land Needs section of the Housing Element examines existing conditions 
for public and semi-public land to forecast future need for this land type.  
 
According to the Housing Element:  

Lands needed for public operations and facilities include lands for city facilities, 
schools, substations, and other public facilities. Land needs were estimated using 
acres per 1,000 persons for all lands of these types. Lands needed for parks and 
open space estimates use a parkland standard of 4.3 acres per 1,000 persons based 
on the level of service standard established in the Medford Leisure Services Plan 
Update (2006). This update includes land needed for neighborhood and community 
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parks, which usually locate in residential plan designations. It does not include land 
needed for natural open space and greenways, which may also be located in 
residential plan designations. 
 

See Table 1.1. 
 
A letter was submitted into the record by Greg Holmes of 1000 Friends of Oregon, dated March 
3, 2015, that challenges some of the City’s land need assumptions. Of the various charges of 
land excess in the 1000 Friends letter, the City finds that unbuildable lands and the land need 
for rights-of-way, parks, and schools were correctly calculated. However, the City agrees that 
the private park land need was erroneously included, and that the government land need was 
double-counted; respectively, 18 acres and 135 acres should be removed. 
 
In addition to the standard urban reserve areas the Regional Plan Element identifies two large 
regional park areas, MD-P Prescott and MD-P Chrissy, which contain Prescott Park and Chrissy 
Park, respectively. These areas are City-owned wildland parks totaling 1,877 acres. Inclusion as 
urban reserve was intended to serve as a mechanism to eventually incorporate this City 
property into the City boundary. The two MD-P areas were not considered areas for future 
urban growth because of their classification as parkland. There is no residential, commercial, or 
industrial development planned for the MD-P acres.  They present a tremendous recreational 
and open space asset to the City and the region, in addition to creating a buffer between the 
city and rural lands to the north and east. However, due to their location along the eastern 
periphery of the city and very steep topography, these lands satisfy little of the localized open 
space needs throughout the city and do not meet land needs for traditional urban parkland. 
 

Regional Plan Element – Implementation Measure 
18. Slopes. Future urban growth boundary amendments will be required to utilize the definition of 
buildable land as those lands with a slope of less than 25 percent, or as consistent with OAR 660-

008-0005(2) and other local and state requirements. 

The capacity analysis that was completed for the ESAs only classified sloped land as unbuildable 
for those areas where the slopes exceeded 25 percent. 

Regional Plan Element – Implementation Measure 
20. Future Coordination with the RVCOG. The participating jurisdictions shall collaborate with the 
Rogue Valley Council of Governments on future regional planning that assists the participating 
jurisdictions in complying with the Regional Plan performance indicators. This includes cooperation in 
a region-wide conceptual planning process if funding is secured. 

The City of Medford has continued to collaborate with the Rogue Valley Council of 
Governments and other participating jurisdictions since the adoption of the Regional Plan. The 
City will coordinate the adoption of urbanization plans for each of the areas added to the UGB 
through this amendment. The City will also continue to collaborate with the Rogue Valley 
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Council of Governments on future regional planning that assists the participating jurisdictions in 
complying with the Regional Plan performance indicators. 

Conclusions for Criterion b. 

There are several Comprehensive Plan Conclusions, Goals, and Policies that support the 
inclusion of Prescott and Chrissy Park into the UGB. The proposed boundary location will bring 
both of this City owned areas into the UGB. There are also several Comprehensive Plan 
Conclusions, Goals, and Policies that support a compact urban area with mixed-use 
neighborhoods. The efficiency measure of UGBA Phase 1 helped with both of these goals. The 
proposed boundary location was selected in large part because of its proximity to the existing 
UGB and to existing development. Areas that presented better opportunities for mixed-use 
development were given priority over lands that would provide for a lesser mix of uses. 

The Comprehensive Plan Conclusions, Goals, and Policies support the use of adopted 
Population, Economic, Housing, and Buildable Lands Elements in determining land need. These 
adopted elements were used without modification to determine the land need for the City. In 
other cases the information from the elements had to be interpreted and applied in order to 
determine the number of acres needed in each of the GLUP categories. At other times conflicts 
between these adopted elements and the Regional Plan had to be reasoned through and the 
resulting boundary amendment is the result of balancing the existing elements to the degree 
possible. 

The City will require areas added through this amendment to have urbanization plans prior to 
annexation. The required urbanization plan must show compliance with the target residential 
density, more detailed land use distributions, more detailed information regarding 
transportation infrastructure, and fully demonstrate compliance with the requirement for 
mixed use/pedestrian friendly areas. The remaining Regional Plan requirements have been 
addressed through the proposed amendment at this time. 

The proposed UGB amendment and boundary location are consistent with the policies of the 
Comprehensive Plan. 
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*  *  *  *  * 

Urban Growth Boundary amendment approval criteria from Urbanization Element, Section 
1.2.3  

 
Criterion c.  Compliance with Jackson County’s development ordinance standards for urban 

growth boundary amendment.  Many of the findings made to satisfy 
subparagraph (a), preceding, will also satisfy this criterion. 

 
Per the Jackson County Land Development Ordinance (LDO) a Type 4 Permit application will be 
submitted to Jackson County for the proposed urban growth boundary amendment. The 
proposed amendment will follow the application process of LDO Section 3.7.3(E) for UGB 
Amendment, which requires a legislative hearing and County Planning Commission 
recommendation to the Board of Commissioners. 
 
Jackson County LDO Section 3.7.3(E) — Standards for Amending an Adopted Urban Growth 
Boundary, Urban Reserve Area, Urban Fringe, or Buffer Area 

In addition to the requirements contained in joint Urban Growth Boundary agreements and 
Urban Reserve agreements, all proposed boundary and area amendments must comply with 
applicable State Law, Statewide Planning Goals, the County Comprehensive Plan and any 
Regional Problem Solving documents adopted by the County. 

Findings 

Findings of compliance with applicable State Law, Statewide Planning Goals, and Regional 
Problem Solving Documents were made under criteria a. and b. above. 

Urban Growth Boundary agreements:  
Urbanization Element of the City of Medford Comprehensive Plan 
Appendix 1. Urban Growth Management Agreement 
 
Compliance with the requirements contained in the joint Urban Growth Boundary agreements 
and Urban Reserve agreements and with the County Comprehensive Plan will be discussed 
below. Not all sections of the agreements apply to the proposed boundary amendment. Only 
applicable portions will be repeated and discussed. 

3.e.  If the city and county have mutually approved, and the city has adopted, conversion plan 
regulations for the orderly conversion of property from county to city jurisdiction, the county will 
require that applications for subdivisions, partitions, or other land divisions within the UGB be 
consistent with the city’s Comprehensive Plan. Once developed, the mutually agreed upon 
conversion plan shall be the paramount document, until incorporation occurs. 

[and] 
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6.  The city, county and affected agencies shall coordinate the expansion and development of all 
urban facilities and services within the urbanizable area. 

Findings 

The City has prepared conceptual land use and transportation plans for all areas within the 
urban reserve in collaboration with the Rogue Valley Metropolitan Planning Organization, 
applicable irrigation districts, Jackson County, and other affected agencies. The plans show land 
use distributions, transportation infrastructure, and mixed-use/pedestrian-friendly areas. The 
plans will be adopted by the City of Medford and by Jackson County in conjunction with this 
UGB amendment.  

In addition to these conceptual plans, the City will require all areas to have urbanization plans 
prior to annexation. The required urbanization plan shall show compliance with the target 
residential density, more detailed land use distributions, more detailed information regarding 
transportation infrastructure, and fully demonstrate compliance with the requirement for 
mixed-use/pedestrian-friendly areas. 

The required urbanization plans will be adopted into the Neighborhood Element of the 
Comprehensive Plan and will provide a greater level of specificity than the GLUP map regarding 
future land use in the areas added to the UGB. 

9.  Long-range transportation and air quality planning for the urbanizable area shall be a joint 
city/county process coordinated with all affected agencies. 

The City is in the process of updating its Transportation System Plan (TSP). The revised TSP will 
include all portions of the UGB, including areas added through this amendment. The TSP will be 
produced in coordination with Jackson County and must be adopted prior to the annexation of 
any of the areas added to the UGB through this amendment. The Medford Street Functional 
Classification Plan Map will be amended to include the higher-order streets within the UGB 
expansion area. 

11.  Proposed land use changes immediately inside the UGB shall be considered in light of their 
impact on, and compatibility with, existing agricultural and other rural uses outside the UGB. To 
the extent that it is consistent with state land use law, proposed land use changes outside the 
UGB shall be considered in light of their impact on, and compatibility with, existing urban uses 
within the UGB. 

12. The city and county acknowledge the importance of permanently protecting agricultural 
land outside the UGB zoned EFU, and acknowledge that both jurisdictions maintain, and will 
continue to maintain, policies regarding the buffering of said lands. Urban development will be 
allowed to occur on land adjacent to land zoned EFU when the controlling jurisdiction 
determines that such development will be compatible with the adjacent farm use. Buffering 
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shall occur on the urbanizable land adjacent to the UGB. The amount and type of buffering 
required will be considered in light of the urban growth and development policies of the city, 
and circumstances particular to the agricultural land. The controlling jurisdiction will request 
and give standing to the non-controlling jurisdiction for recommendations concerning buffering 
of urban development proposals adjacent to lands zoned EFU. 

Findings 

The selecting of parcels close in to the existing UGB allows for the continued rural use of the 
properties nearer the edge of the urban reserve. The lower-intensity use of properties in the 
outer fringe of the urban reserve can act as a buffer between urban uses and farm and forest 
uses outside of the UGB. 

The performance indicator of Regional Plan Element 4.1.10 requires the use of agricultural 
buffers to separate urban uses from agricultural uses. The City adopted City Code Section 
10.802, Urban–Agricultural Conflict in Urban Reserve on August 16, 2012. This section applies 
to land in the urban growth boundary that is added from the urban reserve shown in the 
Regional Plan. 

13.  All UGB amendments shall include adjacent street and other transportation rights-of-way. 

Findings 

The City proposes to include adjacent street and other transportation rights-of-way in its UGB 
amendment. The City previously committed to this in the URMA and is following through with 
that commitment. 

 
Urban Reserve agreements: 
Regional Plan Element of the City of Medford Comprehensive Plan 
Appendix C. Urban Reserve Management Agreement 
 
5.E(i) County Roads. …When City’s UGB is expanded into the UR (Urban Reserve), County will 
require (e.g., through a condition of approval of UGB amendment) that City assume jurisdiction 
over the county roads within the proposed UGB at the time of annexation into the City 
regardless of the design standard used to construct the road(s) and regardless of when and how 
the road(s) became county roads… 
…When a proposed UGB amendment will result in a significant impact to a county road(s) 
already within the City’s limits, or existing UGB, such that the proposed amendment depends on 
said county road(s) for proper traffic circulation, then a nexus is found to exist between the 
proposed UGB expansion and said county road(s).  Where such a nexus exists, the county may 
require, as a condition of approval, the transfer of all, or portions of, said county road(s) within 
the existing UGB or City’s limits at the time of annexation, regardless of the design standards to 
which the road is constructed.  
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Findings 

The City previously committed to this in the URMA, and is adopting similar language into the 
Urban Growth Management Agreement (UGMA) as a part of this amendment. The County has 
helped to identify areas where the proposed UGB amendment will result in a significant impact 
to a county road(s) already within the City’s limits or existing UGB. The transfer of all, or 
portions, of such county road(s) is being adopted as a condition of annexation for these 
properties. 
 
5.H Service Expansion Plans. As the future provider of water, sewer, parks and recreation, road 
maintenance and improvement, and stormwater management services in the UR, City shall 
prepare and update service expansion plans and these plans shall be consistent with the 
UGBMA between City and County. These plans provide a basis for the extension of services 
within the UGB and shall be referred to County for comment. 

Findings 

ORS 197.250 *Compliance with Goals Required+ requires that “…all comprehensive plans and 
land use regulations adopted by local government to carry out those comprehensive plans and 
all plans, programs, rules or regulations affecting land use adopted by a state agency or special 
district shall be in compliance with the goals within one year after the date those goals are 
approved by the Land Conservation and Development Commission.” The City shall demonstrate 
full compliance with all Goals, including Goal 8: Recreation Needs; Goal 11: Public Facilities and 
Services; and Goal 12: Transportation, soon after the adoption of the revised UGB. All City plans 
for parks, transportation, stormwater, and other services will be amended to include the areas 
added to the UGB. All such plans will be coordinated with the County. 

County Comprehensive Plan 

Findings 

Areas added to the UGB through this amendment will remain under the jurisdiction of the 
County until they are annexed to the City. The UGMA will apply to these areas along with the 
County’s Comprehensive Plan and applicable portions of the County’s LDO. Once an area is 
annexed to the City the City’s Comprehensive Plan and Land Development Code will apply. 
There are several portions of the County’s LDO, which deal with special areas of consideration 
(listed below), that will apply to some of the areas added to the UGB through this amendment. 
These protections are consistent with the Statewide Goals, and the City has similar protections 
in place. 

Section 7.1.1(B) ASC 82-2 Bear Creek Greenway 
Section 7.1.1(C) ASC 90-1 Deer and Elk Habitat 
Section 7.1.1(F) ASC 90-4 Historic Resources 
Section 7.1.1(G) ASC 90-6 Archaeological Sites 
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Section 7.1.1(K) ASC 90-10 Ecologically or Scientifically Significant Natural Areas 
Section 7.4.3 Urban Fringe 
Section 7.4.3(F) Setbacks from Resource Lands and Reduction Requests 
Section 8.6 Stream Corridors 

Conclusions for Criterion c. 

Jackson County’s development ordinance requires a finding that UGB amendments are 
consistent with the requirements contained in joint Urban Growth Boundary agreements and 
Urban Reserve agreements, and that all proposed boundary and area amendments comply with 
applicable State Law, Statewide Planning Goals, the County Comprehensive Plan and any 
Regional Plan documents adopted by the County. Compliance with applicable State Law, 
Statewide Planning Goals, and Regional Plan documents has been discussed in the findings for 
criteria a. and b. above. 
 
The proposed UGB amendment has also been shown to be consistent with the Urban Growth 
Management Agreement, the Urban Reserve Management Agreement, and the County’s 
Comprehensive Plan. By showing compliance with these and applicable State Law, the City has 
demonstrated compliance with Jackson County’s development ordinance standards for urban 
growth boundary amendment. 

 

 

*  *  *  *  * 

Urban Growth Boundary amendment approval criteria from Urbanization Element Section 
1.2.3  

 
Criterion d.  Consistency with pertinent terms and requirements of the current Urban 

Growth Management Agreement between the City and Jackson County. 

Findings 

Consistency with pertinent terms and requirements of the current Urban Growth Management 
Agreement between the City and Jackson County is discussed under Urban Growth Boundary 
agreements and Urban Reserve agreements in the findings for criterion c. above. 

Conclusions 

See conclusions for criterion c. above.  
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APPENDIX A.  Available Land 
 
The purpose of the Buildable Lands Inventory (BLI), completed by the City in 2008, was to 
inventory the number and location of acres available for development within the existing 
UGB by individual land type. 
 
Residential  
 
The Buildable Lands Inventory concluded that residential land was available within the 
existing UGB in the following amounts: Urban [Low-Density] Residential (UR) = 2,385 acres, 
Urban Medium-Density Residential (UM) = 49 acres, and Urban High-Density Residential 
(UH) = 158 acres. 

Table 2.1. Residential Land Supply (adapted from Housing Element Table 30)  

Plan Designation          Supply (acres) Plan Description 

UR 2,385 Low-density Residential, 4–10 units/acre 

Vacant 1,703 

Partially Vacant 419 

Redevelopable 263 

UM 49 Medium-density Residential, 10–15 units/acre 
Vacant 35 

Partially Vacant 6 

Redevelopable 8  

UH   158 High-density Residential, 15–30 units/acre 
Vacant 132 

Partially Vacant 14 

Redevelopable 13 

Total Residential 2,592 

The supply of residential land was changed through UGBA Phase 1. In many cases low-
density residential land was converted to either medium-density or high-density. In other 
instances residential land was converted to employment land. The end result was a more 
efficient use of land within the existing UGB which resulted in a need of 92 fewer acres 
outside of the existing UGB. The resulting residential land supply after UGBA Phase 1 is 
shown below in Table 2.2. 

Table 2.2. Residential Land Supply after UGBA Phase 1  

Plan Designation          Supply (acres) Plan Description 

UR 2,215 Low-density Residential, 4–10 units/acre 

Vacant 1,669 

Partially Vacant 371 

Redevelopable 174 
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UM 121 Medium-density Residential, 10–15 units/acre 
Vacant 43 

Partially Vacant 30 

Redevelopable 48  

UH   215 High-density Residential, 15–30 units/acre 
Vacant 138 

Partially Vacant 28 

Redevelopable 49 

Total Residential 2,550 

 
Employment  

The Buildable Lands Inventory concluded that employment land was available within the 
existing UGB in the following amounts: Service Commercial (SC) = 172 acres, Industrial (GI & 
HI) = 641 acres, and Commercial (CM) = 265 acres. 

Table 2.3. Employment Land Supply (adapted from Economic Element Figure 28) 

Plan Designation Supply Plan Description 

SC 172 Service Commercial: office, services, medical 

GI & HI 641 General & Heavy Industrial: manufacturing 

CM  265 Commercial: retail, services 

Total Employment 1,078  

The supply of employment land was changed through UGBA Phase 1.  In several cases 
industrial land was converted to commercial and in other instances residential land was 
converted to commercial. The end result was a more efficient use of land within the existing 
UGB which resulted in a need of 92 fewer acres outside of the existing UGB. The resulting 
employment land supply after UGBA Phase 1 is shown below in Table 2.4. 

Table 2.4. Employment Land Supply after UGBA Phase 1  

Plan Designation Supply Plan Description 

SC 174 Service Commercial: office, services, medical 

GI & HI 519 General & Heavy Industrial: manufacturing 

CM  443 Commercial: retail, services 

Total Employment              1,136 
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APPENDIX B.  Land Need 

Residential  

The City adopted the Housing Element of the Comprehensive Plan in December 2010. The 
Housing Element built on the conclusions of the Population Element (adopted November 
2007) and the Buildable Lands Inventory (adopted in February 2008). Over the 20-year 
period from 2009 to 2029 a total of 15,050 new dwelling units are needed in Medford. The 
available supply of residential land within the UGB is expected to accommodate 11,424 of 
those dwelling units leaving a need for 3,626 dwelling units to be provided for outside of 
the existing UGB. Of the dwelling units needed outside of the existing UGB, 2,233 are 
needed in UR, 498 are needed in UM, and 894 are needed in UH. To accommodate the 
needed dwelling units outside of the existing UGB 553 gross acres are needed using the 
following needed (gross) density factors: 4.8 dwelling units per acre for UR, 12.8 dwelling 
units per acre for UM, and 18.1 dwelling units per acre for UH. Table 3.1 summarizes the 
residential land need. 

Table 3.1. Residential Land Need (adapted from Housing Element Table 39)  

GLUP 
Designation 

Dwelling 
Units 

Needed14 

Dwelling 
Unit 

Capacity 

Dwelling 
Unit 

Deficit 

Expected 
Density 
(Gross) 

Needed 
Buildable Acres 

(Gross) 

UR 10,036 7,803 2,233 4.8 465 
UM 993 495 498 12.8 39 
UH 3,329 2,435 894 18.1 49 
Total     553 

Group Quarters, such as dorms, jails, social service facilities, and nursing homes, are 
typically built in high-density and commercial zones. The Housing Element estimates that of 
the increased population over the 20-year period, 2%, or 712 people will be housed in 
group quarters. Since these facilities are typically built in high-density and commercial zones 
the UH density of 18.1 dwelling units per acre was used, along with the average household 
size, to calculate a need of 16 acres of land for group quarters. This land was then allocated 
to the UH land demand bringing the total need for UH up to 66 acres and the total 
residential land need up to 570 acres. 

 

 

                                                 
14

 In the Housing Element a portion of the dwelling unit need and the dwelling unit supply was shown to exist 
on commercial acreage. The portion of the residential need existing on commercial land was not used to 
calculate density or the number of acres needed to meet the housing demand, because the residential 
component on commercial land was assumed to exist in addition to a commercial use on that property.   
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Table 3.2. Acres for Group Quarters (adapted from Housing Element page 27 and Table 41)  

 Group 
Quarters 

Needed 
Acres 

UR 0 465 
UM 0 39 
UH 16 66 
Total  570 

The Housing Element also included a calculation for needed public and semi-public land. 
These uses include parks, schools, churches, and fraternal lodges. The study concluded that 
there are roughly 17 acres of public and semi-public land for every 1,000 people in the 
existing UGB. The study assumed a need of 11.6 acres of public and semi-public land for 
every 1,000 people added to the population of Medford. Given the projected population 
increase of 35,591 people a total of 426 acres is needed for public and semi-public uses over 
the 20-year planning period. This land was allocated to the three residential land types 
based on the percentage of dwelling units needed for each type. The inclusion of the public 
and semi-public land need is summarized in Table 3.3. 

Table 3.3. Public and Semi-Public Lands (adapted from Housing Element Tables 40 & 41) 

 Public and 
Semi-Public  

Total Acres 
Needed 

UR 298 763 
UM 29 68 
UH 99 164 
Total 426 996 

When the supply of residential land was changed through UGBA Phase 1 (see Tables 2.1 and 
2.2) the amount of land needed in each of the residential GLUP designations was also 
changed. With more of the high-density and medium-density need being met within the 
existing UGB, fewer acres of each of those land types need to be added. Conversely, since 
some of the low-density residential land supply has been displaced from within the existing 
UGB, a greater amount must now be added through the UGB amendment process. While 
UGBA Phase 1 resulted in a 58-acre conversion of land from residential to employment 
GLUP designations the total residential land need only increased by 36 acres.  This is due to 
the fact that some of this land was not identified as meeting any portion of the future 
residential land need (because it was classified as developed) but it is now being counted 
toward meeting the employment land need (because it is expected to redevelop as 
commercial). Table 3.4 shows the amount of residential land needed both before and after 
UGBA Phase 1.  
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Table 3.4. Residential Land Need before and after UGBA Phase 1  

 Needed Acres Before 
Phase 1 

Needed Acres After 
Phase 1 

UR 763 885 
UM 68 27 
UH 164 120 
Total 996 1,032 

 

 

Employment  

The City adopted the Economic Element of the Comprehensive Plan in December 2008. The 
Economic Element built on the conclusions of the Population Element (adopted November 
2007) and the Buildable Lands Element (adopted in February 2008). Over the 20-year period 
from 2008 to 2028 a total of 1,645 acres of employment land is needed in Medford. The 
Economic Element did not use the General Land Use Plan (GLUP) designations used by the 
City to classify employment land by type, but rather specifies the need for Office 
Commercial, Industrial, and Retail Commercial land. The Retail Commercial need can only 
be met in the Commercial (CM) GLUP designation because retail is only permitted within 
zoning districts allowed in CM. The Industrial need will be met in the General Industrial (GI) 
and the Heavy Industrial (HI) GLUP designations. The Office Commercial need will be met in 
both the CM and Service Commercial (SC) GLUP designations, which both allow for offices 
within their respective zoning types. Because the SC GLUP is intended to provide primarily 
for employment/office uses, such as business offices and medical offices, both the medium-
size and large-size office site need is assigned to the SC GLUP designation. The small-size 
office site need is expected to be met by fill-in development, mixed with other commercial 
uses. This type of development is most appropriately accommodated within the zoning 
types permitted in the CM GLUP designation and is assigned to CM for land need. 
 
In addition to the standard employment land categories the Economic Element identified a 
need for 284 “Other” acres, comprises 31 acres for overnight lodging and 253 acres for 
specialized uses.  Since the “Other” acres need to be put into a city land use designation, 
and since the Economic Element did not do so, it is necessary to distribute those acres. 
Since about 9/10 of the “Other” category is described as “campus-type development,” and 
since that type of development would only be a permitted use in the Industrial and the 
Service Commercial designations, a two-way partition (126 acres each) into those is 
appropriate. The other 31 net acres in the “Other” category are for overnight lodging; which 
are typically permitted in the CM designation. 
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Table 3.5. Conversion of Economic Element Designation to GLUP Designation (adapted from 
Economic Element Figure 28) 

Use Type Demand in 
Net Acres 

Allocate Overnight 
and Specialized 

Total Demand 
in Net Acres 

GLUP Need in 
Net Acres 

Office Commercial 404 126 530 SC = 352 

Industrial 471 126 597 GI & HI = 597 

Retail Commercial 488 31 519 CM = 697 

   City Residents 248     

   Region/Tourists 240     

Overnight Lodging 31     

Specialized Uses 253     

Total 1,645  1,645 1,645 

When we compare the supply of employment land, 1,078 acres (see Table 2.3), against the 
total demand, 1,645 acres (see Table 3.5), we see a deficit of 567 acres over the 20-year 
period. The Economic Element adds 25% to net acres to convert to gross acres, as 
recommended in DLCD Goal 9 guidebook, to account for streets and other infrastructure 
needs.  The total employment land need is 709 acres when converted to gross acres. 
 
However, this comparison of the overall supply of employment land against the overall 
demand does not provide an accurate representation of the employment land need for the 
City. When we compare the land need against the supply of land by employment GLUP 
type, we see that there is a 44-acre surplus of industrial land within the existing UGB over 
the 20-year period (Table 3.6). Since this surplus (if left in the industrial GLUP designations) 
does not help to meet the commercial land need, the actual need for employment land is 
612 net acres, which converts to 765 gross acres. This is the true employment land need for 
the 20-year period. 

Table 3.6. Employment Land Need in Net Acres 

 Supply Demand Deficit 
(surplus) 

Deficit for 
Land Need 

SC 172 352 180 180 
GI & HI 641 597 (44) 0 
CM 265 697 432 432 
Total    612 

Table 3.6 shows that there is a surplus supply of industrial land within the existing UGB over 
the 20-year period. In accordance with ORS 197.296 subsection (6) the City undertook 
UGBA Phase 1 to increase the developable capacity of the urban area. This was done 
primarily by converting surplus industrial land to commercial land. It was also done by 
converting some residential land that was not identified as meeting any of the future 
residential land need to employment land that is now meeting some of the identified 
employment land need. Unlike with the residential land need, which increased by 36 acres 



UGBA —Findings                                           File no. CP-14-114 July 21, 2015 

Appendix B: Land Need  

 

Page 58 

based on the 58-acre change from residential to employment, the employment land need 
decreased by 58 acres based on those conversions. 
 
As shown in Table 3.7, UGBA Phase 1 resulted in the addition of approximately two acres of 
SC land, bringing the total supply to 174 acres, and decreasing the deficit to 177 acres. 
UGBA Phase 1 added approximately 178 acres to the CM land, bringing the total supply to 
443 acres, and decreasing the deficit to 254 acres. UGBA Phase 1 converted approximately 
122 acres of GI & HI land, bringing the supply of land down to 519 acres, and changing the 
44-acre surplus of land to a 77-acre deficit. By increasing the developable capacity of 
employment lands within the existing UGB, as recommended by ORS 197.296 subsection 
(6), the City reduced its overall need for employment land from 765 gross acres to 637 gross 
acres, a difference of 128 gross acres. 

Table 3.7. Employment Land Need after UGBA Phase 1 (net acres) 

 Supply Before 
Phase 1 

Supply After 
Phase 1 

Demand Deficit 

SC 172 174 352 177 
GI & HI 641 519 597 78 
CM 265 443 697 254 
Total    509 

The number of net acres needed is then converted to gross acres in order to account for 
roads and other infrastructure resulting in a total employment land need of 637 gross acres. 

Table 3.8. Net-to-Gross Conversion of Employment Land Need after UGBA Phase 1 

 Deficit in Net 
Acres 

Deficit in 
Gross Acres 

SC 177 222 
GI & HI 78 97 
CM 254 318 
Total  637 
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APPENDIX C.   1000 Friends of Oregon Letter
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APPENDIX D.  Excessive Land 

MEMORANDUM 

SUBJECT Evaluation of excessive land need arguments 

FILE NO. CP-14-114   

TO Planning Commission 

FROM John Adam, Senior Planner, and Joe Slaughter, Planner IV 

DATE May 6, 2015 for 5-14-2015 meeting 

INTRODUCTION 

The Planning Commission requested at its April 6, 2015 special study session that staff 
provide an analysis of the arguments in a letter from Greg Holmes of 1000 Friends of 
Oregon15, dated March 3, 2015, that challenges some of the City’s land need assumptions.  

OVERLAP—PARKS AND “UNBUILDABLE” 

Explanation  

The 1000 Friends letter charges that unbuildable land was improperly excluded from open 
space consideration (p. 357). The problem is that some of the land classified as 
“unbuildable” in staff’s capacity analysis can be classified as usable “open space.” For 
example, a riparian corridor may be part of a park or a trail system; on one hand it is 
unbuildable, on the other it is a component of a recreational use. Because of this overlap, 
some “unbuildable” acreage should be counted as usable “vacant” land.  

Analysis 

The assertion that a portion of the City’s identified park need should be shown as being met 
on acreage that has been classified as unbuildable assumes that unbuildable lands will be 
available for park facilities development. The City does not own any of the land that has 
been identified as unbuildable in the capacity analysis for the urban reserve. In order for 
this land to meet any portion of the identified park need the City would have to purchase or 
otherwise acquire the land.  

The City of Newberg’s UGBA was remanded in part because the city did not show an overlap 
between unbuildable land and identified park needs. In that case the City of Newberg 
classified at least a portion of the land within the floodplain as unbuildable. The court 
determined that some of the park needs, including sports fields, could be expected to be 

                                                 
15

  See 3/12/2015 Planning Commission packet, pp. 353–67.  
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met within the floodplain. Because of this, Newberg should have counted a portion of its 
park land need as being met within the unbuildable lands, specifically within the floodplain. 
For the Medford UGBA, however, staff did not classify any floodplain as “undevelopable.”  

Floodplains have certain development standards that must be adhered to when developed, 
but because these areas are developable when those standards are met, they have not 
been counted as unbuildable in the capacity analysis for the urban reserve. Since all of the 
floodplain, unless it is within a riparian corridor or an identified wetland, is counted as 
buildable, the circumstances of the Newberg case do not apply to Medford’s proposal. 

Even if the City chose to say that a portion of the park need would be met on the 
unbuildable acreage being included in the UGB, there is no way to determine how large this 
overlap should be. Will all trail development occur within riparian corridors, steep slopes, 
and wetlands? Any acreage value one assigned would only be a guess and therefore could 
easily be challenged as being either too large or too small. It probably cannot be more than 
one or two dozen acres.  

The methodology used for the capacity analysis for the urban reserve was consistent with 
the methodology used for the buildable lands inventory and consistent with OAR 660-024-
0050 and ORS 197.186 and 197.296. The capacity analysis did not count anything as 
unbuildable that was not supported by state statute but may have undercounted the 
unbuildable acreage by not counting any portion of the floodplain as unbuildable. For these 
reasons, staff believes the separation of the unbuildable acres and the identified park need 
is appropriate and will help to insure that an adequate supply of developable land will be 
available for needed park and recreation development for the 20-year period. 

EXCESS OF “OTHER LAND NEEDS”  

Explanation 

The 1000 Friends letter also points out that cities may use a regulatory “safe harbor” net-to-

gross factor of 25 percent for housing (net x 1.25). The purpose of this factor is to add acres 
to the net need for rights-of-way, parks, and schools16. The letter says that the Housing 

Element used a net-to-gross factor greater than 100 percent (net x 2.00). It concludes that 
the Element does not justify using a figure so much in excess of the safe harbor.  

A response letter from Michael Savage, CSA Planning17, dated March 26, 2015, states that 
Medford, as a city with a population greater than 25,000, cannot use the safe harbor 
method. However, staff can find nothing in the OAR that prohibited the City from using the 
safe harbor if it had chosen to do so.  

 

                                                 
16

  OAR 660-024-0040 (10).  
17

  See 4/6/2015 study session packet, pp. 83–84 
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Analysis 

The safe harbor was not used by the consultants who performed the housing needs 
analysis. Instead, for rights-of-way they analyzed existing development to determine typical 
net-to-gross factors for various densities18, and applied those proportionally. For parks and 
schools the consultants determined the existing supply ratios (in acres per thousand 
people), and adjusted those ratios downward for the next 20 years to accommodate an 
expected 35,591 new inhabitants19.  

The resulting additional land need is in the following table. The middle column shows the 
acres needed by type to serve residential development. The rightmost column shows the 
percentage over net need for each type and in total.  

Type Acres 
Percent over Net 

Land Need 

Rights-of-way 98 22% 

Parks 153 34% 

Schools 20 4% 

Total 271 60% 

However, the amounts are adjusted downward by adding in additional supply: 19 acres for 
parks and 26 acres for schools.  

Type Acres 
Percent over Net 

Land Need 

Rights-of-way 98 22% 

Parks 134 30% 

Schools – 0% 

Total 232 51% 

Note the difference between the 1000 Friends argument and the figures above. The letter 
compares 524 acres20 to 455 acres. It errs in summing all those acres because it is not 
comparing the same categories.  

The regulatory safe harbor comprises only three land use categories: rights-of-way, parks, 
and schools. In a comparison of just those three types the Housing Element’s calculation 
results in a net-to-gross factor that is double the Administrative Rule amount (51% versus 
25%). The figure is undeniably much larger than the safe harbor amount, but nonetheless it 

                                                 
18

  See Table 37 in Housing Element 
19

  See p. 10 in Housing Element 
20

  524 acres = “public & semi-public” + rights-of-way (426+98).  
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is based on an analysis of what has been built in existing residential areas, and it makes the 
correct move of reducing the provision ratios for parks and schools21.  

The amount of land used by streets, schools, and parks can vary widely from community to 
community, but in staff’s experience the percentage taken up by streets alone is usually 
around 20 percent, so the OAR’s safe harbor appears parsimonious. The City’s figure was 
derived rationally and is a reasonable estimate of need.   

PARKLAND/GOLF COURSE OFFSET 

Explanation 

The 1000 Friends letter argues (pp. 358–59) that Cedar Links was erroneously included in 
Table 40 of the Housing Element as lost open space, whereas it is not a listed as a resource 
in the City’s Leisure Services Plan (2006). The Housing Element states (p. 63) that the loss of 
Cedar Links will be partially offset by the development of the 58-acre Howard Sports Park, 
also privately owned, resulting in a net loss of 44 acres of open space. Mr. Holmes argues 
that those acres should be removed from the need.  

Analysis 

Pages 63–64 and Table 40 in the Housing Element have a curious feature that factors into 
this question: the stated need for schools is 20 acres, but that is only for the Medford 
School District. The Phoenix–Talent School District has a supply of 26 undeveloped acres, 
but its need is unstated. Presuming their need equals their supply, the “Estimated Need” 
column of Table 40 should show a combined 46-acre need for schools instead of just 20 for 
Medford School District.  

The 1000 Friends letter is correct in its argument, but the offset of 26 acres for schools 
should also be factored in, leaving an excess acreage in Table 40 of 18 acres.  

DOUBLE COUNTING  

Explanation 

The 1000 Friends letter also asserts (pp. 359–60) that the land needed for “government” 
(also called “public administration”) was accounted for in two places: once in the Economic 
Element and again in the Housing Element. The letter also argues that the analysis in the 
Economic Element is superior to that in the Housing Element. The excess amount is 135 
acres.   

The CSA letter (noted above) counters that the Housing Element has de facto approval from 
the Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) and therefore cannot be 

                                                 
21

  Housing Element, table 40. Parks were reduced from 6.8 to 4.3 per thousand. Schools were reduced 
from 3.4 to 0.6 per thousand. The rationales for the reductions are explained on p. 63. 
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changed. It also points out that some of the most extensive land users are schools, which 
are always located on residential land.  

Analysis 

The Economic Element says the City will add 908 new jobs for “Public Administration.” At a 
rate of 37.9 jobs per net acre this results in a need for 30 gross acres22. The Housing 
Element says Medford needs 135 acres for “Government” uses in the expansion area23. The 
same need category, in other words, is counted in both elements. One of the two estimates 
should be eliminated unless it or both can be justified.  

The 1000 Friends letter gives three major reasons why the Economic Element’s estimate is 
superior: (1) the Housing Element shows that the government land need does not diminish 
in the future but inexplicably continues to grow in lockstep with population growth; (2) the 
Economic Element appropriately ties land need to projected employees per acre in the 
“public administration” industrial category; (3) most of the government uses will be sited on 
land zoned for employment. 

Staff agrees with 1000 Friends on the first two points, but not entirely on the third. 

First, the City, County, State, and Federal governments will not need the same ratio of land 
to population unless they need to duplicate all current services. Like other kinds of 
infrastructure, once the basic facilities are in place they can be augmented or expanded in 
response to growing demand, but not duplicated. 

Second, the Economic Element calculated employment land needs using common 
allocations—space per employee, floor-area ratio, building type distributions—by industrial 
classification. It is tied to estimated employment numbers, which in turn are based on 
population projections. This is a more precise and finer level of analysis than can be 
achieved by estimating land need for government uses by using “acres per thousand 
people” and applying (or not) a reduction factor.  

Third, residential zoning districts permit “institutional uses” conditionally24, which include 
government offices, fire stations, convention or community centers, auditoriums, post 
offices, schools and colleges, libraries, museums, utilities, park-and-ride lots, churches, 
facilities for organizations and clubs, and cemeteries. Therefore, Mr. Holmes’s point that 

                                                 
22

  Derived from Economic Element, Fig. 14, and an unlabeled table in the middle of p. 24, and the net-
to-gross conversion factor of 1.25 from p. 45. However, the Technical Appendix C of the Economic 
Opportunities Analysis projects a “Government” office space need of 20.4 acres. Technical Appendix G shows 
that “Government” has no industrial space needs, such as for warehousing, but those types would be 
captured in other appropriate categories, as per NAICS guidelines, so it is difficult to prise out how much land 
is estimated for all government needs in the Economic Element, but it is certainly more than 30 acres.   
23

  See Housing Element, p. 63, and Table 40. The 135 acres is made up of 64 acres for City, 17 acres for County, 
22 acres for State, 12 acres for Federal, and 20 for other public agencies 

24
  Medford Municipal Code, §10.010 (definition) and §10.314, table 6.  
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government uses will be placed on land that is zoned for employment is not entirely 
correct. But neither is it too far from the mark.  

The difficulty in sorting this out is the partially overlapping smorgasbord of terms in the 
various documents being compared. Take schools, for example: 

Where it is What it says 

Municipal Code Schools are included in the definition “institutional use.” Until 
recently they were permitted in only residential districts.  

Housing Element Schools are a separate category from the City, County, State, and 
Federal lands under the umbrella term “public and semi-public land,” 
so it does not contribute to the purported excess.  

Economic Element The North American Industrial Classification System (NAICS) category 
“Public Administration” (Sector 92) contains only the office uses 
related to public administration. All other government activities, such 
as schools, utilities, transportation and warehousing, and utilities are 
classified in other industrial sectors.  

The only use permitted as an “institutional use” in residential zoning districts and that is 
common to both Elements is “government offices.” Other government uses that fall under 
“institutional” are fire stations and some utilities. So while it is true that some government 
uses will locate in residential districts, the essential question here is: How plausible is it that 
the City will need 135 acres in the residential category to accommodate a couple of new fire 
stations, some land for utilities, and government offices?  

The CSA counter-argument that the City has a de facto approval of the Housing Element 
from the Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) is not compelling. It 
requires pretending that DLCD will not scrutinize and question every one of the foundation 
documents that establish Medford’s land need.  

When the City submitted its adopted Housing Element for approval in 2010, DLCD 
countered with a letter saying the submittal was incomplete, that a declaration of land need 
requires a response. The Department therefore did not approve the Housing Element, 
saying that foundation documents25 establishing need, plus the boundary and code 
amendments that meet the need, together constitute a complete urban growth boundary 
amendment project—everything together, not in pieces. The rub here is that no constituent 
part of that project is free from scrutiny and possible challenge. This standpoint requires 
cities to work for years building a case before finding out if their UGBA gains approval at the 
State level. It is an unnerving position for cities to be in, but it is the reality in which we now 

                                                 
25

  The foundation documents are: Buildable Lands Inventory; Population Element; Housing Element; 
Economic Element 
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operate. If the Economic Element, which was approved by the State in 2009, is not safe 
from inquiry, then an element that allegedly has de facto approval certainly is not.  

The CSA letter also proposes that the foundation documents, once adopted, are immutable, 
yet the City already adjusted those same land need figures through Phase 1 of the UGB 
Amendment project when it changed the land-use characteristics of 500 acres inside the 
current urban area26. Phase 1 was a partial response to employment and residential land 
need. Refining the details is inevitable in such a large and complex process as an urban 
growth boundary amendment because new information is always coming forward.  

The letter also lumps in “Schools” with the government land need although it does not 
constitute part of the purported excess; pointing out that schools are extensive land users is 
therefore not relevant. Even if it were, Table 40 in the Housing Element shows only a 20-
acre need for the next twenty years.  

In the absence of a reasonable explanation why the City needs 135 acres for government 
uses in the residential category, staff concurs with the charge that it should be removed. 
However, given the correct observation above that governmental land uses can occur in 
most zoning districts, perhaps the City should have some “flexible acres” within the overall 
land need that it can allocate between employment and residential categories as the 
boundary expansion proposal becomes finalized. It would be useful as a means to “fine 
tune” the final expansion. Perhaps a few dozen acres would be a reasonable amount. 

SUMMARY 

Of the various charges of land excess in the 1000 Friends letter, staff believes that the City 
correctly calculated unbuildable lands and the land need for rights-of-way, parks, and 
schools. However, staff must concur that the private park land need was erroneously 
included, and that the government land need was double-counted; respectively, 18 acres 
and 135 acres should be removed. With the addition of 22 acres owned by OSU that has to 
be reclassified as “vacant” in the UGBA capacity analysis, staff advises that the Planning 
Commission remove 175 acres from the expansion proposal.  

                                                 
26

  The City asked for and was given acknowledgement of the Phase 1 changes because several land 
owners were eager to rezone and develop their land under the new designations.  
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APPENDIX E.   UGBA Phase 1 Effect on Land Supply 
 
Urban Growth Boundary Amendment (UGBA) Phase 1 (ISA GLUP Amendment) sought to 
change the General Land Use Plan (GLUP) designation of land in the existing urban area for 
the purpose of increasing its development capacity in order to accommodate some of the 
City’s projected need for residential and employment land. The outcome of UGBA Phase 1 
was the Selected Amendment Locations (SALs). This changed the land supply and need 
totals. 
  
The Housing Element categorizes available residential land into three categories: Vacant, 
Partially Vacant, and Redevelopable. A capacity analysis was completed for the properties 
included in UGBA Phase 1 and the number of developable acres was determined for each of 
those properties. For residential land types these acres were also classified as 
Redevelopable, Partially Redevelopable, or Vacant based on the analysis from the Housing 
Element. Table 4.1 provides a tabulation of the gains and losses in each of the three 
categories, for each of the three residential GLUP types, from UGBA Phase 1. The available 
land supply from the Housing Element was changed based on these numbers in order to 
account for UGBA Phase 1’s effect on the residential land supply.  
 
Table 4.2 shows the effect of UGBA Phase 1 on all GLUP designations. The supply of 
employment GLUP types from the Economic Element were changed based on these 
numbers. 
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Table 4.1. UGBA Phase 1 Effect on Residential Land Supply by Availability Type in Acres 
(adapted from Ordinance no. 2014-154, Exhibit A, SAL Capacity Analysis) 

RED=Redevelopable, VAC=Vacant, and PDR=Partially Redevelopable 

  UR RED Gain UR VAC Gain UR PDR Gain 

  215a-ur 0.1     
Total 0.1   

    

 UH RED Gain UH VAC Gain UH PDR Gain 

 215c-uh 3.8 510b-uh 6.2 630a-uh 0.1 
 510b-uh 0.2 510b-uh 0.4 630a-uh 2 
 510b-uh 0.2 640b-uh 0.6 630a-uh 0.8 

 540b-uh 19.4 640b-uh 1.8 630a-uh 1.4 

  540b-uh 0.3 640b-uh 0.3 640b-uh 4.8 

  630a-uh 1.2 670b-uh 2.9 640b-uh 0.7 

  640b-uh 0.3 
 

640b-uh 1.7 

  640b-uh 0.3 
 

640b-uh 0.9 

  640b-uh 0.4 
 

670b-uh 1.2 

  640b-uh 0.5 
 

670b-uh 1.1 

  640b-uh 4.2 
  

  670b-uh 0.2 
  

  718a-uh 5.3 
  

Total 36.3 12.2 14.7 

 
 
 

  

  UM RED Gain UM VAC Gain UM PDR Gain 

  540b-um 10.1 213a-um 2.6 212a-um 1 

 540b-um 10.8 213b-um 4.1 212a-um 1.5 

  540b-um 0.2 630b-um 1.1 212b-um 4.5 

 
630b-um 1.4 630b-um 0.6 540d-um 1.5 

  630b-um 0.6 
 

630b-um 1.1 

  630b-um 0.3 
 

630b-um 1.6 

  630b-um 1 
 

630b-um 0.3 

  630b-um 1 
 

630b-um 0.9 

  630b-um 1.3 
 

630b-um 0.8 

  630b-um 0.3 
 

630b-um 1.2 

  630b-um 0.4 
 

630b-um 1 

  630b-um 0.3 
 

630b-um 1 

  670a-um 1.1 
 

640a-um 2.2 

  930a-um 4.8 
 

640a-um 4.8 

  930c-um 6.6 
  

Total 40.2 8.4 23.4 
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 UH RED Loss UH VAC Loss UH PDR Loss 

 740a-cm 0.4  320a-cm 3.8  
  960a-sc 0.7  
  960a-sc 1.6  

Total 0.4 6.1  

    

  UR RED Loss UR VAC Loss UR PDR Loss 

  510b-uh 0.2 213a-um 2.6 212a-um 1 
 510b-uh 0.2 213b-um 4.1 212a-um 1.5 
  540b-um 10.1 510b-uh 6.2 212b-um 4.5 
  540b-um 10.8 510b-uh 0.4 540d-um 1.5 
  540b-um 0.2 630b-um 1.1 630a-uh 0.1 
  540b-uh 19.4 630b-um 0.6 630a-uh 2 
  540b-uh 0.3 640b-uh 0.6 630a-uh 0.8 
  630b-um 0.3 640b-uh 1.8 630a-uh 1.4 
  630a-uh 1.2 640b-uh 0.3 630b-um 1.1 
  630b-um 1.4 670b-uh 2.9 630b-um 1.6 
  630b-um 0.6 510a-cm 11.1 630b-um 0.9 
  630b-um 0.3 718b-cm 1.8 630b-um 0.8 
  630b-um 1 718b-cm 0.5 630b-um 1.2 
  630b-um 1 

 
630b-um 1 

  630b-um 1.3 
 

630b-um 1 
  630b-um 0.3  640a-um 2.2 
  630b-um 0.4 

 
640a-um 4.8 

  630b-um 0.3 
 

640b-uh 4.8 
  640b-uh 0.3 

 
640b-uh 0.7 

  640b-uh 0.3 
 

640b-uh 1.7 
  640b-uh 0.4 

 
640b-uh 0.9 

  640b-uh 0.5 
 

670b-uh 1.2 
  640b-uh 4.2 

 
670b-uh 1.1 

  670a-um 1.1 
 

217a-cm 2.7 

  670b-uh 0.2 
 

217b-cm 1.5 

  718a-uh 5.3 
 

640c-cm 1.7 

  930a-um 4.8 
 

640c-cm 1.1 

  930c-um 6.6 
 

718b-cm 2.3 

  680a-cm 1.2 
 

  

  680a-cm 0.3 
 

  

  930b-cm 9.1 
 

  

  930d-cm 4.3 
 

  

  930d-cm 1.3 
 

  
Total 89.2 34 47.1 



UGBA —Findings                                               File no. CP-14-114 July 21, 2015 

Appendix E: UGBA Phase 1 Effect on Land Supply  

 

Page 84 

Table 4.2. UGBA Phase 1 Effect on Land Need by GLUP Designation in Acres (adapted from Ordinance no. 2014-154, Exhibit A, SAL Capacity Analysis) 

 Addition (acres) to Supply by GLUP per Individual SAL Subtraction (acres) to Supply by GLUP per Individual SAL 

GLUP CM  UM  UH UR SC UR GI HI UH 

 140a-cm 77.6 212a-um 5.2 215c-uh 3.8 215a-ur 0.1 960a-sc 2.4 212a-um 5.2 214a-cm 6.3 140a-cm 77.6 320a-cm 3.8 
 214a-cm 6.3 212b-um 4.5 250a-uh 3.1 

  
212b-um 4.5 215a-ur 0.1 750a-cm 0 740a-cm 0.4 

 215b-cm 22.3 213a-um 6.7 510b-uh 7.1 
  

213a-um 6.7 215b-cm 22.3 760a-cm 0 960a-sc 2.4 
 216a-cm 4.2 540b-um 21.1 540c-uh 19.7 

  
217a-cm 4.2 215c-uh 3.8 

  
 217a-cm 12 540d-um 1.5 630a-uh 5.6 

  
250a-uh 3.1 216a-cm 4.2 

  
 320a-cm 3.8 630b-um 16.5 640b-uh 18.3 

  
510a-cm 27.1 217a-cm 7.8 

  
 510a-cm 27.1 640a-um 7.7 670b-uh 6 

  
510b-uh 7.1 

   
 540a-cm 0.2 670a-um 1.1 718a-uh 5.3 

  
540a-cm 0.2 

   
 640c-cm 3 730a-um 0 

   
540b-um 21.1 

   
 680a-cm 1.5 930a-um 4.8 

   
540c-uh 19.7 

   
 718b-cm 4.6 930c-um 6.6 

   
540d-um 1.5 

   
 740a-cm 0.4  

   
630a-uh 5.6 

   
 750a-cm 0 

    
630b-um 16.5 

   
 760a-cm 0 

    
640a-um 7.7 

   
 930b-cm 9.1 

    
640b-uh 18.3 

   
 930d-cm 4.3 

    
630c-cm 3 

   
 940a-cm 1.3 

    
670a-um 1.1 

   
 970a-cm 0 

    
670b-uh 6 

   
  

    
680a-cm 1.5 

   
  

    
718a-uh 5.3 

   
  

    
718b-cm 4.6 

   
 

     
730a-um 0 

   
 

     
930b-cm 9.1 

   
 

     
930c-um 6.6 

   
 

     
930d-cm 4.3 

   
 

     
940a-cm 1.3 

   
 

     
970a-cm 0 

   
 

     
930a-um 4.8 

   
Total Gain (Loss) 177.7 75.7 68.9 0.1 2.4 (196.1) (44.5) (77.6) (6.6) 

GLUP CM  UM  UH  SC GI  HI  UR  

Net Gain (Loss) by 
GLUP 

177.7 75.7 62.3 2.4 (44.5) (77.6) (196) 
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APPENDIX F.  Coarse Filter Maps 
Map 5.1. Proximity 
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Map 5.2. Parcel Size 
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APPENDIX G.   External Study Area (ESA) and Capacity in ESA maps 
Map 6.1. External Study Areas (ESAs) 
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Map 6.2. Capacity Analysis Results for ESAs 
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APPENDINX H.  Additional Scoring maps 
Map 7.1. Transportation 
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Map 7.2. Water 
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Map 7.3. Sewer 
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APPENDIX I.    Infrastructure Scoring Memos 
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APPENDIX J.   Transportation Memo 

PC STUDY SESSION APR IL 6,  2015 EXHIBIT D  

SUBJECT UGB Amendment Project—Supplement to March 12, 2015 staff report 
 Additional explanation of how staff translated transportation analyses into scoring 

maps 

FILE NO. CP-14-114  

TO Planning Commission 

FROM Joe Slaughter, Planner IV, Comprehensive Planning  

DATE April 6, 2015 

PROCESS 

Staff asked the consultant, Kittelson and Associates, and ODOT’s Transportation Planning 
Analysis Unit (TPAU) to model four different growth scenarios within the external study areas 
(ESAs). Maps of the four scenarios are on page 110 of the March 12 hearing packet; they are 
part of draft technical memorandum no. 8 (TM-8) from Kittelson. Note that the models 
incorporated both the South Stage Road I-5 overpass and the new Highway 62 route. However, 
although Owen Drive was included in the model as an east–west connection to Foothill Road, 
Springbrook Road was not included as a north–south connection to East Vilas Road.  

The scenario evaluations on pages 111–117 have one common message: growth at the current 
level of service will require a lot of system upgrades no matter where it happens. Given that, a 
number of differences stand out from the evaluations:  

 The east side lacks a dense grid of streets; with fewer interconnections there are fewer 
route choices, forcing traffic onto just a few streets.  

 New north–south routes parallel to Highway 62 are needed in the northeast. 
 A north–south collector route parallel to Foothill–North Phoenix Road would be 

advisable on the east side.  
 The west side has a dense enough grid of streets to handle growth in vehicular traffic 

pretty well, but improvements to multi-modality are needed.  

With the evaluations in hand, staff worked around the map and scored large blocks of the ESAs 
on a five-tiered scale. The process involved a lot of backing up and re-evaluating, a lot of 
looking at areas again and again in light of conclusions about other areas; in short, there were 
many iterations over a number of meetings. The next few sections summarize staff’s thinking 
about various sectors.  
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NORTHEAST 

The Highway 62 corridor is more sensitive to growth than some other facilities. Staff originally 
considered giving both MD-1 and MD-2 the lowest score, but MD-2 was bumped up slightly 
because a Springbrook Road extension to East Vilas Road would provide an alternative to Crater 
Lake Highway (Hwy. 62). The MD-3 area was given a moderate score because connections 
through it would relieve pressure on Delta Waters Road.  

Staff continually wrestled with the inherent irony in these discussions: bringing in land to help 
alleviate a transportation problem also creates further demands on the transportation system. 
However, the urban reserve is exactly where the City decided it wanted to grow in the future, 
so staff concentrated on where extending the boundary would provide some capacity benefit, 
and not just put additional traffic on existing streets.  
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SOUTHEAST 

Most of the areas in the southeast received low scores in the first go-around. It was obvious 
that North Phoenix Road will experience congestion no matter where development takes place 
in the urban reserve; it is an inevitable result of the growth that will occur in Medford and the 
surrounding communities as well. Note that the separate ESA parts of MD-5 are labeled 1–3 on 
the map for easier reference.  

Staff reasoned that MD-4 (Hillcrest Orchards) would benefit from an extension of Spring Street 
eastward to join a collector coming north off Hillcrest Road through MD-4. Instead of just 
putting more traffic on East McAndrews Road and Hillcrest Road, it would provide an 
alternative route through its own development and the development of Dunbar Farm.  

MD-5.1 would likely not be able to provide through-connections due to topography, hence the 
moderate-low score. MD-5.2 would include an extension of East Barnett Road that would bend 
northward to join Cherry Lane where it oxbows southward, so staff assigned it a moderate 

1 

2 

3 

Spring St. 

Hillcrest Rd. 

E. McAndrews Rd. 
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score. MD-5.3, comprising the Centennial golf course and the parcels south of it, also received a 
moderate score on the assumption that the South Stage overpass of the interstate highway 
would draw off pressure from North Phoenix Road and East Barnett Road.  

 

SOUTHWEST 

Except for the segment of South Columbus Avenue between West 10th Street and Stewart 
Avenue, all the higher-order streets in this quadrant proved to have sufficient capacity for 
motor vehicles in all the modeling scenarios. In addition, MD-7 would allow the extension of 
South Holly Street to South Stage Road. Giving all the areas in this quadrant a high 
transportation score was an obvious choice for staff.  
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APPENDIX K.   Conceptual Plans 
Map 8.1. Conceptual Plan for Urban Reserve (Higher-order Streets and Land Use) 
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Map 8.2. UGB/Urban Reserve Trails Plan (adapted from Leisure Services Plan Figure 6.2)  
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APPENDIX L.   Alternatives 

MEMORANDUM  

SUBJECT UGB Amendment Project 

FILE NO. CP-14-114  

TO Planning Commission 

FROM Joe Slaughter, Planner IV, Comprehensive planning division  

REVIEWED BY Bianca Petrou, Assistant Planning Director 

DATE May 5, 2015 (for May 14, 2015 PC meeting) 

The Planning Commission held a public hearing on UGBA Phase 2: ESA Boundary Amendment at 
its March 12, 2015 meeting. More than 40 people testified in response to this item. The 
Commission closed the hearing after 4½ hours of testimony but kept the record open until 
March 26, 2015. On April 6, 2015, the Planning Commission met with staff at a special study 
session to further discuss the proposal prior to making a recommendation to City Council. Staff 
compiled all of the written testimony through March 26, 2015 and provided these materials to 
the Commission at the study session. Staff also provided a table to help track challenges to the 
land need figures, a table showing acreage figures for each of the urban reserve subareas, a 
table and a map to help track the requests for inclusion that were received at the hearing, and a 
memo to better explain how transportation was scored based on a memo from Kittelson and 
Associates. 
 
At the April 6 study session, the Commission directed staff to provide alternatives regarding 
where to remove roughly 175 acres from staff’s recommendation based on the challenges 
received in the letter dated March 3, 2015 from 1000 Friends of Oregon (pages 353–367 of the 
March 12, 2015 Planning Commission agenda packet) and a request to reclassify 22 acres from 
“developed” (therefore counted as unbuildable) to developable. The Commission also asked 
staff to draft a memo responding to the challenges contained in the letter from 1000 Friends of 
Oregon. The Commission asked staff to bring this matter, with the requested alternatives and 
memo back to the Commission at the May 14, 2015 meeting.  
 
All of the acreage to be removed must come from the residential land types, primarily from the 
lower-density residential supply. With the exception of a few areas that have been designated 
exclusively for employment uses, most of the proposed UGB expansion areas include a mix of 
uses. There is a need for large amounts of employment land designations because the City 
adopted the “high growth” scenario in its Economic Element. It was a challenge to find suitable 
locations for all of the employment land within the UGB expansion areas and that challenge is 
amplified by the revised land need. Non-regional commercial development needs nearby 
residential development to be viable.  The removal of approximately 175 acres of residential 
land should be done in a way that does not leave commercial land in areas that are not likely to 
be used.  
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In developing the three alternatives (attached), staff considered all areas included in the 
original recommendation. The portions of MD-2 included in the recommendation were not 
removed in any of the alternatives because MD-2 provides for the kinds of regional commercial 
development that can serve, and be supported by, users outside of the immediate area. This is 
due in large part to MD-2’s location along Highway 62.  

The future South Valley Employment Center is contained within the portions of MD-5 
recommended for inclusion. This area is needed for future economic development in the city 
and in the region. The South Valley Employment Center is a great fit for a large portion of the 
identified employment land need. The inclusion of the lower-density residential property to the 
north of the South Valley Employment Center provides connections between the employment 
area and existing urban development to the north. The lower-density residential area contains 
the approximately 120 acre Centennial Golf Club. The golf course is counted as unbuildable and 
does not count against the City’s supply of developable residential land. The portions of MD-5 
east of North Phoenix Road and south of Coal Mine Road help to provide for a portion of the 
employment land need while also providing for high and medium-density residential 
development adjacent to a future elementary school. For those reasons, none of MD-5 was 
recommended for removal. 

Staff also considered removing areas along the southwest fringe, ultimately deciding against it 
for the following reasons. These areas, MD-7, MD-8, and MD-9, are well suited to provide the 
kinds of mixed-use/walkable neighborhoods required by the Regional Plan and to help provide 
needed affordable housing. The relatively close proximity of these areas to the city core, the 
fact that much of this area is relatively flat, and the existing network of gridded streets increase 
the likelihood of well integrated mixed-use/walkable neighborhoods developing in these 
locations. The Housing Element identified a large need for affordable housing but it did not 
identify a solution for meeting the need. These portions of the urban reserve can help to meet 
the need for affordable housing by providing land with relatively low development costs. These 
areas are relatively flat, they are relatively well connected to existing development, and they 
score well on serviceability for water, sewer, and transportation.  
 
Attached are the requested memo and three alternatives for the urban growth boundary 
expansion given the revised land need of approximately 1,500 acres. The attachments include 
maps of each of the alternatives and reasons for why each of these alternatives has been 
presented for consideration. A map of the Buildable Lands Inventory and its relationship to the 
urban reserve is also provided for reference.  

RECOMMENDED ACTION 

Choose 1 of the 3 staff alternatives, or develop another alternative, for UGB expansion and 
direct staff to prepare findings for recommendation to Council. Staff can return with the 
recommendation and revised findings for approval at the June 11, 2015 Planning Commission 
meeting.  
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Revised Recommendation: Alternative 1 

 

Recommendation: Remove a portion of MD-4 from staff’s recommendation. 

Why: In many cases the loss of residential uses in the expansion areas would make commercial 
development unlikely. Because it is surrounded by the existing city limits, MD-4 is nearly 
surrounded by existing residential development and therefore commercial development on this 
property could be viable without the addition of large tracts of residential development. The 
inclusion of the southern third of MD-4, primarily for commercial development, would support 
the development of a small commercial center around the intersection of Hillcrest Road with 
North Phoenix Road–Foothill Road.  Commercial development already exists on the southeast 
corner of the intersection, there is an existing winery near the northeast corner (southwest 
portion of MD-4), and commercial development around the intersection has been further 
encouraged through the adoption of the SALs (UGBA Phase 1). 

There are more than 200 acres of nearly vacant residential land within the existing UGB and city 
limit within a half mile of MD-4. The inclusion of all of MD-4, with approximately 200 acres for 
residential development, would bring that total to more than 400 acres available for residential 
development in the immediate area. Not all of MD-4 is needed to provide for residential 
development in the vicinity over the next 20 years.  

A map showing the location of staff’s recommendation as it relates to buildable land (data from 
adopted Buildable Lands Inventory) is attached for reference. With the exception of the east 
portions of MD-5, MD-4 has the greatest amount of land adjacent to it that is both within the 
existing UGB and available for residential development. When attempting to spread the supply 
of developable lands around the City it is necessary to consider not only the lands being added 
to the UGB but also the developable land within the current UGB. 
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Revised Recommendation: Alternative 2 

 

Recommendation: Remove the northwest portion of MD-3 from staff’s recommendation. 

Why: Staff’s original recommendation included most of MD-2 and two large portions of MD-3, 
containing both commercial and residential components. The portions of MD-2 are a better fit 
for employment uses than either of the portions of MD-3 due to MD-2’s proximity to Highway 
62 and existing commercial uses. Therefore, staff dismissed removing MD-2. There is some 
capacity within the existing UGB for residential development in the vicinity of MD-2 and MD-3, 
although it is not as extensive as around MD-4 and MD-5. This remaining capacity, along with 
the inclusion of much of MD-2 and one large portion of MD-3, will provide adequate land for 
residential development in the area to support the required employment land. 

Staff prefers the removal of this portion of MD-3 rather than the southeast portion (Alternative 
3) because that portion helps to provide for the extension of Owen Drive and the eventual 
connection of Owen Drive with Foothill Road. A parallel route to Delta Waters Road would be 
more useful for traffic distribution than a north/south connection from Delta Waters Road to a 
rural Coker Butte Road. 
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Revised Recommendation: Alternative 3 

 

Recommendation: Remove the southeast portion of MD-3 from staff’s recommendation. 

Why: Staff’s original recommendation included most of MD-2 and two large portions of MD-3, 
containing both commercial and residential components. The portions of MD-2 are a better fit 
for employment uses than either of the portions of MD-3 due to MD-2’s proximity to Highway 
62 and existing commercial uses. Therefore, staff dismissed removing MD-2. There is some 
capacity within the existing UGB for residential development in the vicinity of MD-2 and MD-3, 
although it is not as extensive as around MD-4 and MD-5. This remaining capacity, along with 
the inclusion of much of MD-2 and one large portion of MD-3, will provide adequate land for 
residential development in the area to support the required employment land. 

Staff prefers Alternative 2, the removal of the northwest portion of MD-3, rather than this 
Alternative because the southeast portion helps to provide for the extension of Owen Drive and 
the eventual connection of Owen Drive with Foothill Road. A parallel route to Delta Waters 
Road would be more useful for traffic distribution than a north/south connection from Delta 
Waters Road to a rural Coker Butte Road. 
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MINUTES
Planning Commission Meeting

March 12, 2015

The regular meeting of the Medford Planning Commission was called to order at 5:30 p.m. in the
Council Chamberson the above date with the following members and staff in attendance:

Commissioners Present
David McFadden, Chair
Patrick Miranda, Vice Chair
Tim D'Alessandro (left at 10:05 p.m.)
Norman Fincher
Bill Mansfield
Jared Pulver
Alec Schwimmer

Commissioners Absent
Mark McKechnie, Excused Absence
Chris MacMillan, Excused Absence

10. Roll Call

Staff
Jim Huber, Planning Director
Bianca Petrou, Assistant Planning Director
Kelly Akin, Principal Planner
John Adam, Senior Planner
Kevin McConnell, Deputy City Attorney
Terri L. Rozzana, Recording Secretary
Alex Georgevitch, Acting City Engineer
Joe Slaughter, Planner IV
Cory Crebbin, Public Works Director
Brian Sjothun, Parks and Recreation Director

20. Consent Calendar/Written Communications.
20.1 CUP-13-139 Consideration of a request for a one-year time extension of the Conditional Use

Permit for the following improvements in the Lone Pine Creek Riparian Corridor related to
the construction of the Highway 62 Bypass: realignment of approximately 400 feet of the
creek approximately 100 feet to the east; removal of the existing concrete lined channel and
construction of a new channel constructed in a manner that more closely simulates natural
conditions; construction of dual 6 foot x 10 foot box culverts countersunk with natural
streambed material; and riparian area plantings. Subject site is located just west of Highway
62 approximately 830 feet southwest of Delta Waters Road. (Oregon Department of
Transportation, Applicant; Janel!Stradtner, Agent).

20.2 lDP-13-011 Consideration of a request for a one-year time extension of the tentative plat for
a 3 lot partition on 1.36 acres extending between Sunset Avenue and Willow Brook Drive
approximately 810 feet west of Orchard Home Drive within the SFR-6 (Single Family
Residential- 6 units per acre) zoning district. (Linda Bevard, Applicant).

Motion: Adopt the consent calendar assubmitted.

Moved by: Vice Chair Miranda Seconded by: Commissioner D'Alessandro

Voice Vote: Motion passed, 1-0.



MINUTES - Planning Commission Meeting

30. Minutes.
30.1 The minutes for February 12, 2015, were approved as submitted.

30.2 The minutes for February 26, 2015, were approved assubmitted.

40. Oral and Written Requests and Communications. None.

March 12, 2015

so. Public Hearing.

New Business

Chair McFadden stated that tonight's meeting will be conducted as a legislative hearing.
There will be no statement from the Kevin McConnell, Deputy City Attorney. Mr. McConnell
confirmed the statement.

50.1 CP-14-114, Urban Growth Boundary amendment project, phase 2. The City of Medford is
proposing to amend the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) for the purpose of providing a
twenty-year land supply based on the City's projected need for residential and employment
land. The proposed changes include: amending (expanding) the Urban Growth Boundary,
assigning General land Use Plan (GLUP) map designations to the areas added to the UGB;
amending the Medford Street Functional Classification Plan of the Transportation Element of
the Comprehensive Plan to include the expansion areas; and amending some portions of the
Urbanization and GLUP Elements of the Comprehensive Plan to accommodate the UGB
amendment. (City of Medford, Applicant).

John Adam, Senior Planner, reported that the notebook that he had discussed in the study
session was placed at the Commissioner's seats in order for them to take notes as people
testify. There is also a sheet with the breakdown of the land uses by area that is contained in
staff's recommendation. Also, there are materials that have been submitted since the
publication of the staff report. Mr. Adam gave a background on the work that led to this
hearing, including the land need determination and the adoption of an urban reserve.

Joe Slaughter, Planner IV, gave a staff report. He summarized the traffic, sewer, and water
system analyses that formed the basis for staff's recommendation. He presented the criteria
for urban growth boundary amendments, central to which are the land need and the
boundary location factors in Statewide Planning Goal 14 (OAR 660-015-0000(14)).

Commissioner D'Alessandro asked if the proposed Highway 62 Bypass was a consideration in
MD-1 during the filtering process? Mr. Slaughter replied yes.

Mr. Slaughter continued his presentation with a review of the staff proposal. He pointed out
a couple of challenges to the calculated land need: 135 acres for governmental land uses
counted in the housing need; and 18 acres overstated open space need. Furthermore, 22
acresowned by Oregon State University (MD-7mid) were incorrectly labeled as "unbuildable"
due to standard methodologies for buildable lands inventories.
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Cory Crebbin, Public Works Director, commented that the cost of providing service is not a
problem, but rather capacity needs of the system. Public Works does not have any concerns
with serving the proposed areas. Mr. Crebbin did ask that the Commission take into
consideration the orderly and timely provision of services.

Commissioner Schwimmer asked how the capacity criteria differ between the City sewer
service and Rogue Valley Sewer Services? Mr. Crebbin said that is a misconception he hopes
to correct. Looking at the list of improvements from Rogue Valley Sewer, they include
increasing the sizeof pump stations, extending lines, and increasing the sizeof pipes. They do
not provide the cost for those improvements because developers pay for all those. There is
no cost to Rogue Valley Sewer Service. The same principle can be applied to the City of
Medford Sewer System. It is the developers that provide the majority of capacity. They are
not evaluated on the same basis.

Brian Sjothun, Parks and Recreation Director, reported that his department is excited to have
potentially 1,877 acres of park land inside the City of Medford, and to be able to develop
those through the City's process. The Parks and Recreation Department completed the
Leisure Services Plan in 2006 and it was adopted in 2010 to the Medford Comprehensive
Plan. They are about to embark on updating the Leisure Services Plan and hope to have that
completed in about a year from now. Mr. Sjothun is present tonight in order to answer any
questions that the Commission may have or questions that may come up as part of the
testimony regarding how this amendment may impact the Leisure Services Plan and whether
there are needs for park land and trails that are identified within that Plan.

Chair McFadden stated that two of the proposals have indicated a value to the promotion of
walking trails and places for the people in the City to exercise. The City, within the past
several years, has purchased property to enhance and start those types of systems. Would
Mr. Sjothun elaborate on how the Parks and Recreation Department sees those facilities in
their Plan? Mr. Sjothun replied that the request for trails in their Leisure Services Plan was in
the top three as far as facilities that the community wanted to see. The first one was sports
fields, the second was an indoor aquatic facility, and the third was more trails to connect
their neighborhoods and to connect themselves to parks.

Commissioner 0'Alessandro asked how does Mr. Sjothun see the connectivity of the trails if
MD-5 was excluded from Leisure Services Plan. Mr. Sjothun replied that if MD-5 was excluded
it would probably be a long time before the Parks and Recreation Department connects to
Chrissy Park or since it is outside the City, they could work with the developer through the
County processto connect the trails to Chrissy Park.

The public hearing was opened and the following testimony was given.

MD-l

a. Mark Carlton, 4350 Griffin Creek Road, Medford, Oregon, 97501. Mr. Carlton said that his
19.2 acres was included until the external study. The property borders the City limits. It has

3
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Rogue Valley Sewer and City water is on the south border. It meets a lot of the criteria that
are necessary to be developed and included. He would like his property included in the urban
growth boundary.

MD-2

b. Megan LaNier, Richard Stevens & Associates, P. O. Box 4368, Medford, Oregon, 97501. Ms.
LaNier reported that Kim Parducci and Mark Bartholomew were with her to answer any
questions the Commission may have for them. Ms. LaNier presented a slideshow outlining
the Coker Butte Community Project in MD-2 south of East Vilas Road. The project is a
functional and community-oriented conceptual master plan that offers solutions for
improved traffic and utilities, and contains formal agreements with Medford's Parks and
Recreation Foundation and School District 549C to gift land for city parks, a parks connective
trail system, and a future school site.

c. Brad Earl, 4509 Pinnacle Drive, Medford, Oregon, 97504·9462. Mr. Earl stated that he was
present tonight representing the Medford School District. He said the Coke Butte Community
Project is the only plan that thought about schools. They incorporated the gift into the Long
Range Facility Plan of the Medford School District that was adopted by their Board recently. It
has been submitted to the City to be adopted into the Medford Comprehensive Plan. The
schools are full in the northeast part of town. They are going to a full-day kindergarten next
year and they have ordered five temporary buildings. They are at the point where they are
already talking about future plans for a school. They are excited about the site in MD-2. They
believe it represents where most of the growth is happening in the City. It is an ideal site for
an elementary school.

MD-3

d. Mike Savage, CSA Planning ltd., 4497 Brownridge Terrace, Medford, Oregon, 97504. Mr.
Savage reported that he was present tonight to discuss a 168 acre property located within
MO-3. It is situated between Foothill Road and the potential northerly extension of
McLaughlin Road. The property provides a much needed east/west connection for Owen
Drive. This is a mixed-use development with walkable neighborhoods. This site could
accommodate a future school. He supports staff recommendation to include this land.
Mr. Savage added that he has spent a lot of time preparing urban growth boundary
amendments, and working on housing elements and buildable lands analyses over the last
fifteen years. He believes it would behoove the Commission if staff took a little time to
further refine some of their analyses. There are some data gaps in the scoring methodology.
They are on the right track. The bins they are putting these factors into are correct. There are
gaps and discrepancies that warrant a closer look by staff.

Commissioner 0'Alessandro asked Mr. Savage to be more specific on the gaps he is referring
to in the scoring. Mr. Savage said he was referring tothe scoring methods for proximity and
parcel size. He combined the two scores in the MD-l and MO-2 areas and the lands that staff
excluded were not representative of the scoring. There may be valid reasons for excluding
what they did but the data do not show or support that exclusion.

4
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e. Dunbar Carpenter, 4365 SW Patrick Place, Portland, Oregon, 97239. Mr. Carpenter stated
that his property was farmed for many years by his father as an orchard. Unfortunately it can
no longer be economically farmed. He requests that this land be included in the urban
growth boundary. It is 73 acres, divided into four tax lots. It touches the City on the western
and southern boundaries. There are approximately five acres of wetlands in the southern
portion of the lot. The wetlands could serve as an attractive park for the residents living on
the property.

f. Clark Stevens, Richard Stevens & Associates, P. O. Box 4368, Medford, Oregon, 97501. Mr.
Stevens was representing Mr. Steve Skinner, who owns property in the southeast corridor of
MD-3 consisting of 40 acres. Within the agenda packet Mr. Stark had submitted information
that supports this area within the urban growth boundary. Important factors for this area
include the high scoring of public facilities, transportation and sanitary sewers. Water scored
well. They have all the factors for inclusion. Street connectivity is an important aspect of this
site. Mr. Skinner has requested reduction in the commercial land.

g. laz Ayala, 132 W. Main Street, Suite 202, Medford, Oregon, 97501. Mr. Ayala was present to
represent Coker Butte Orchards LLC. The owner could not be present this evening. The owner
is in support of inclusion of her property as proposed by staff with the exception of the
zoning classification. More residential should be considered on her 40 acres.

Vice Chair Miranda asked what level of residential is he proposing? Mr. Ayala stated low to
medium residential density, single-family, detached.

MD-4

h. Karen Allan, 2895 Hillcrest Road, Medford, Oregon, 97504-7750. Ms. Allan is a member ofthe
Carpenter family which owns 30 acres in MD-4. Raul Woerner, CSA Planning, will make their
primary presentation. She said they have worked with Hillcrest to come up with a plan that
meets circulation and density requirements, and fits the land's particular slope and aspect,
which includes steep slopes at the north end and towards the east. There is a town center
designed to be walkable. They plan to develop over time since it is a large block of land.

i. Raul Woerner, CSA Planning Ltd., 4497 Brownridge Terrace, Medford, Oregon 97504. Mr.
Woerner reported that he was engaged by the Hillcrest property owners and Cogswell ltd. to
put together a master plan that would provide the basis for the conceptual plan required by
Regional Planning. He believes the concept plan needs to be adopted by the County as part of
the urban growth boundary amendment process or prior to the planning process as early as
possible. Those plans need to meet the requirements of the Regional Plan at the time of the
urban growth boundary amendment. He is concerned hearing that some of this is being
deferred out to annexation after the urban growth boundary amendment occurs. Mr.
Woerner presented the concept plan on the overhead and submitted the plan into the
record.
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j. Carol Parsons Hashimoto, 3285 Hillcrest Road, Medford, Oregon, 97504. Ms. Hashimoto is
the President of Hillcrest Corporation. She read and submitted a letter from the Hillcrest
Corporation Board of Directors into the record. The letter affirms that the Hillcrest Orchard
Property (MD-4) will be available to meet the future urban needs of the City of Medford
should MD-4 be included within the urban growth boundary.

MD-S

k, Chris Hearn, 515 East Main Street, Ashland, Oregon, 97520. Mr. Hearn was representing a
group of three property owners of 95 acres adjacent to the east side of North Phoenix Road.
The area is directly across from Centennial golf course. Mr. Hearn presented a tentative
conceptual plan for Haya Park. he pointed out an 1l.7-acre adjacent site that was purchased
by the school district in 2010 for an elementary school. Centennial is an active adult
community 55 or older. A balance would be a place of young families to buy affordable
starter housing. Their plan is a mix of commercial, high-and medium-density multi-family
residential. Mr. Hearn noted that his presentation had already been included in the agenda
packet.

I. Carl Bartlett, 2829 Kari Circle, Medford, Oregon, 97504. Mr. Bartlett submitted a letter that
was provided to the Commissioners before the meeting (but not in the packet), which he
then proceeded to read into the record. The letter urged the Planning Commission to
consider including land in Medford's southeast area to keep expanding what has become
Medford's finest place to live.

m. Mike Montero, 4497 Brownridge Terrace, Medford, Oregon, 97504. Mr. Montero was
representing Harry & David Holdings and Duke Mahar Southstage Properties LLC. They are
joint owners of the property that is immediately south of Centennial golf course. It has been
master planned as a world-class employment campus with no residential property. They
concur with staff's assessment of the property. They have done a study on all the utilities and
feel that it can be adequately served. This is a project worthy of inclusion into Medford's
urban growth boundary.

The PlanningCommissioners took a 15 minute break. The meeting reconvened at 8:00 p.rn.

n. Debbie Vincent, 3570 Shamrock Drive, Medford, Oregon, 97504. Ms. Vincent and her
neighbors have been looking forward to the bike and walking trails that will go from the
Southeast Plan area to Chrissy Park and Prescott Park. Staff has excluded the area where the
trails that lead to Chrissy Park from the "village" and ultimately from the Greenway through
Larson Creek Bikeway to the village and up to Chrissy Park and Prescott Park. It scored low in
water and sewer. Ms. Vincent submitted a letter detailing all the items she did not have time
to discuss.

o. John Hanson, 23 Newtown, Medford, Oregon, 97501. Mr. Hanson spoke about six acres that
he owns on Cherry Lane. The property is adjacent to the Medford city limits. He believes that

6
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his property and the surrounding property should be included in the urban growth boundary.
Mr. Hanson submitted a letter that goes into greater detail.

p. Greg Hathaway, 520 SW Yamhill Street, Portland, Oregon, 97204-1335. Mr. Hathaway was
representing Rogue Valley Manor and Pacific Retirement Services regarding the Centennial
property. He noted that in the audience were Sue Kupillas, Chair of the Rogue Valley Manor
Board of Directors, other Board members, and Brian Mclemore, CEO of Pacific Retirement
Services. They are requesting that the Centennial property to be included in the urban
growth boundary so that they can do an active adult retirement community. Mr. Hathaway
submitted a letter from the RogueValley Manor Board into the record.

q. Bruce Bauer, P. O. Box 1604, Medford, Oregon, 97501. Mr. Bauer stated that he has not
heard police mentioned in this. It is his opinion that they should be considered. He said he
has not heard mention of a traffic study on the entire project. He added that the fire
department should be contacted. He said water scored different on projects. Can Medford
Water Commission handle 20,000 more people? A big issue for him is climate change. Are
there going to be specifics on houses that are being built, such as solar cells on roofs? Behind
his property is a marsh. There is a drain pipe that goes under his property to the marsh. What
is going to happen to that drain pipe or the marsh? Are they allowed to develop to the back
of his fence? In the marsh area there is a lot of wildlife.

r. John Hanson, 23 Newtown, Medford, Oregon, 97501. Mr. Hanson now spoke as a
representative of a group of people who are urging the inclusion property owned by Mahar
Homes and him in the urban growth boundary. Mr. Hansen said that the property owners he
was representing are already in the urban growth boundary and the city limits, but they
cannot develop their properties until the sanitary sewer system is constructed. It is necessary
to include the Mahar/Hanson properties in order to construct a gravity sanitary sewer system
to serve his clients. Mr. Hanson submitted a letter into the record that goes into greater
detail.

s. Roy Bergstrom, 5480 Hillcrest Road, Medford, Oregon, 97504. Mr. Bergstrom supported the
inclusion of ChrissyPark and Prescott Park.

t. Darlene Hansen, 5500 Hillcrest Road, Medford, Oregon, 97504. Ms. Hansen is the trustee of
the Dorothy Whittle Trust, which donated Chrissy Park to the City of Medford. One of the
stipulations for the Park was that it be developed primarily for equestrian and trail use. Ms.
Whittle was very supportive of the Bear Creek Greenway project from its inception. It was
her dream that eventually the Greenway would run through Chrissy Park and connect with
Prescott Park on the other side of her property. The Hansens hired CSA Planning to prepare a
proposal for inclusion of their land into the urban growth boundary. It is in coordination with
the Mahar Homes proposal on the other side of Chrissy Park. Their property on the southeast
corner of Hillcrest Road and Cherry lane is approximately 97 acres. It facilitates the trail
extension from the Southeast Plan area to Prescott Park access road. The proposal has
already been submitted to the Planning Department. Ms. Hansen submitted a technical
memo into the record that CSA Planning ltd., prepared for them.

7
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u. Suzanne Hawley (address was not given and did not return phone call to staff attempting to
get the address). Ms. Hawley is also a trustee of the Dorothy Whittle Trust. She was also
representing the Quail Run Ranch and Hollywood Farms Incorporated on the east side of
Medford. She said there needs to be a place to put their horse trailers and horses. According
to the Mahar/Hanson development there has already been an agreement to put the trail
through for the hikers, bikers, and horses to Prescott Park.

v, Raul Woerner, 3965 Fieldbrook Avenue, Medford, Oregon, 97504. Mr. Woerner reported
that he is speaking for himself as a resident of the Southeast Plan area. He said Cherry lane
needs frontage improvements. He said that the fourth Goal 14 boundary location factor
needs to be looked at: one has to consider the lands that will remain outside the urban
growth boundary; agricultural buffering standards are not the whole answer to that factor.
There are other induced impacts. Traffic through farm areas where there is a lot of farm
equipment that is going back and forth. It needs to be compatible. Agricultural use along
Cherry is horse ranching; an equestrian park is going to be there; that is absolutely
compatible. The fourth factor has to be reviewed. It is part of the whole.

w. Dave Wright, 4036 Fieldbrook Avenue, Medford, Oregon, 97504. Mr. Wright stated that
location, livability, and schools create a desire for people coming to the area. He opined that
MD-5 will be needed in the future to continue to fill in the Southeast Plan in order to have a
desirable area in Southeast Medford. He would like to see the connection of west Medford
and the downtown core all the way up to Chrissy Park and Prescott Park and have the trails
finished. He added that people are now paying more attention to "walk scores." Medford has
a walk score of 35, Ashland is 51, and Portland is 70. Medford is very dependent on cars.

x. Roger Hall, 3541 Princeton Way, Medford, Oregon, 97504. Mr. Hall owns approximately 37
acres south of Cherry Lane that is inside the urban growth boundary. It is up the street from
Summerfield. He was disappointed to find out that it would be difficult to develop this area
because sewer is unavailable. He offered that it does not make sense to add other
agricultural land when this land (northern part of MD-5) has no agricultural use. He urges
that pressure be put on whoever builds sewers not to trap this area for another 20 years. Mr.
Hall submitted his letter into the record.

y. Dennis Weiler, 4935 Cherry lane, Medford, Oregon, 97504. His property was brought into
the urban growth boundary in 1990 and annexed into the City in 2007. He reported that they
have been waiting 36 years on their one tax lot and 28 years on their other tax lot for sewer
and water to come up and meet them.

z. Donna Andrews, 3821 Fieldbrook Avenue, Medford, Oregon, 97504. Summerfield is a jogging,
walking, bike-riding, baby-buggy-pushing neighborhood. They applaud the Southeast Master
Plan with its well-lighted streets, riparian greenways, trails and parks leading to ChrissyPark.
There is a need for connection. She spoke on the property that lies between the existing
Summerfield and Chrissy Park. If this land is excluded from the urban growth boundary it
would be a large divot; it eliminates everything to Chrissy Park.

8
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aa. Craig Stone, CSA Planning ltd, 4497 Brownridge Terrace, Medford, Oregon, 97504. Mr. Stone
was representing Mahar Homes regarding their property in northern MD-5. He said their
project would produce a complete trail solution, beginning at Bear Creek Greenway,
traversing east Medford through the existing southeast area, to the commercial center,
through the proposed property to Chrissy Park, north through Mr. Hanson's property with
linkages to Prescott Park. Without this, he said, the trail system will come to an end and
dump all trail travel on Cherry lane. On another point, he argued that without development
in the city limits, there will be no Systems Development Charge (SDC) revenues. Those SDCs
are the source of municipal revenue that can be used to upgrade the sanitary sewer system.
He added that transportation needs to be re-evaluated for this property.

bb. Mike Mahar, 815 Alder Creek Drive, Medford, Oregon, 97504. He said it was a surprise to him
that his property was not included in the expansion of the urban growth boundary. With the
inclusion of his property people will be able to ride their bicycles from Ashland to the top of
Roxy Ann. He wants to make the Southeast Village Center vibrant, to be the best it can be;
everything dovetails into it. Mr. Mahar submitted a letter into the record.

cc. Randy Jones, 815 Alder Creek Drive, Medford, Oregon, 97504. Mr. Jones is a partner at
Mahar Homes. He reported that he has been working on this area since the late 1980s. He
said there is an area north of Cherry lane, 244 acres in extent, that has been waiting since
1993 for services. He said the engineering solutions for these areas are excessive, which is
why they have not been done. He reported that Mahar Homes has finally gotten to the outer
edges of the Southeast Plan to the east, and in less than five years they will be able to start
sewer Jines to serve those areas with two different access points. They will be able to develop
the land if their area of MD-5 is included. Mr. Jones submitted written information into the
record.

MD-6

dd. Matt Sekreta, 118 S. Stage Road, Medford, Oregon, 97501. Mr. Sekreta Is opposed to any
inclusion into the urban growth boundary. He does not understand why the area between
Reader and Starlite will be zoned service commercial.

ee. Clark Stevens, Richard Stevens & Associates, P. O. Box 4368, Medford, Oregon, 97501. Mr.
Stevens reported that he was representing the majority of property owners in the south
portion within MD-6. They are proposing commercial in their development area. It provides
benefits for street connectivity by providing a public street from South Stage Road to Anton
Drive. It also helps Harry & David with their circulation. They can provide east/west
circulation. Water is in close proximity. There is sanitary sewer existing on the property. This
is an employment inclusion for heavy industrial and commercial.

ff. Elena Broadway, 2400 Starlite lane, Medford, Oregon, 97501-8735. She stated that her
property would be considered industrial under the staff proposal. She said she and her
neighbors like their quality of life and do not want change. They want to be excluded from
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the planned development.

MD-7

March 12, 2015

ii. Mike Naumes, 1899 Carpenter Hill Road, Medford, Oregon, 97501-9656. Mr. Naumes stated
that his family has 57 acres located in MD-7 both east and west of Kings Highway and
bordered on the south by South Stage Road. His sister has an additional five acres on the
corner of Kings Highway and South Stage Road. He thanked staff for the inclusion of MD-7
into the urban growth boundary. The inclusion provides some balance between the east and
west sides of Medford. There is a great need for affordable housing and his plan address that
issue. It fits into future transportation plans with limited public investment. It offers mixed
use employment and commercial opportunities along with four neighborhood parks. It
includes a donation of land to Kids Unlimited. They would also be donating land to the City of
Medford for a new no. 6 fire station .

MD-7 and MD-8

gg. Mark Knox, 485 W. Nevada Street, Ashland, Oregon, 97520-1043. Mr. Knox is an urban use
planner. He spoke about both MD-7 and MD-8. He said both areas meet the Transportation
System Plan. There are connections for water and sewer services. Both MD-7 and MD-8
relate to Goal 14 and addresses all the ESEE categories. They concur with staff's
recommendation.

hh. Laz Ayala, 132 West Main Street, Suite 202, Medford, Oregon, 97501. Mr. Ayala commented
that MD-7 and MD-8 are areas proposed for growth by staff. These areas ranked high in
transportation connectivity, water and sewer availability. These areas will provide much
needed affordable housing.

MD-9

jj. Tim Cummings, 141 NW C Street, Grants Pass, Oregon, 97526. Mr. Cummings is a property
owner of a parcel in MD-9 South. He had a petition to enter into the record that represents
approximately 14 tax lots in MD-9. He had another handout showing that MD-9 South is
along the furthest, most westerly portion of the urban growth boundary, and it encompasses
the area along the north, east, and south sides. It is adjacent to Oak Grove Road and Stewart
Avenue. Mr. Cummings addressed the scoring criteria. MD-9 had high scores for proximity,
sewer, water, and transportation. The parcel size scored more in the middle and low ranges.
He believes the scoring on the parcels is asgood as any of the ones he has seen. He reported
that they have had several neighborhood meetings. The wells are going dry. It would be an
opportunity to provide affordable housing on the west side. They agree with the City
regarding zoning and open spaces.

kk. Deb Ruberto, 157 Clover Lane, Medford, Oregon, 97501-2105. Ms. Ruberto said she
wastestifying on behalf of the 50 homeowners on Clover Lane. There is undeveloped
property all around Clover lane. They would rather give MD-9 to the people on the east side
who want City services. Their concern is as the undeveloped land gets developed and the
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urban growth boundary expands it will increase the urban density. They enjoy living on a
street that does not have urban density. They do not have the connected streets that have
been planned for this area [l.e., the unadopted West Main circulation plan]. Clover Lane is
still in Jackson County. The want to stay in Jackson County.

II. Joe Brooks, 2704 Stearns Way, Medford, Oregon, 97501-1800. Mr. Brooks spoke on MD-9
north. MD-9 scored high on everything but parcel size. Mr. Brooksowns three lots for a total
of 18 acres. Property on the west side of Medford provides a better opportunity for
affordable housing. Mr. Brooks asked the Commission to support staff's recommendation to
include the area in the urban growth boundary.

mm. Nick lazzareschi, 196 Clover Lane, Medford, Oregon, 97501-2106. Mr. Lazzareschi requested
that the Commission not include Clover Lane in the annexation [sic], mainly for the reasons of
cross streets. He has irrigation rights and that would go away if Meadows Lane were
extended through . The wildlife is important to the people that live on Clover Lane. The
majority of the people that live on Clover Lane are retired. He asked that the Commission not
include them in the annexation [sic].

nn. Charlie Smith, 8486 Rogue River Highway, Grants Pass, Oregon, 97527-4351. Mr. Smith said
he owns property in MD-9 South. He showed a map (that was included in the information
that Mr. Cummings submitted) that is a representative of all of the land owners in that area
that have agreed to offer this property to the City as one piece. They would like to be
included in the urban growth boundary.

00. Jim Zundel, 744 Cardley Avenue, Medford, Oregon, 97504-6184. Mr. Zundel said he was
speaking on behalf of Chris Galpin, who works in the same office as he. Mr. Galpin had to
leave during testimony on MD-S. He said they have met with the land owners in MD-9 South
several times. Mr. Zundel thinks the Commission should accept staff's recommendation. It is
a great place for affordable housing. The commercial plus the high and low density makes for
a nice mix with the 100 acres. With the transportation and services in place they will meet
the 6.6 units per acre density requirement of the Regional Plan.

General Comments
pp. Greg Holmes, P. O. Box 2442, Grants Pass, Oregon, 97528. Mr. Holmes is the 1000 Friends of

Oregon representative for southern Oregon. He reported that 1000 Friends is a statewide
nonprofit that watches planning issues like what is being presented; they have no financial
interests in any of the lands that are being considered. Mr. Holmes noted that he had already
submitted a letter that is already in the record. He said there have been lots of good
arguments for inclusion to the urban growth boundary proposal both in the staff
recommendation and by property owners who were not included in the recommendation. At
this point it comes to considering trade-offs. The trade-offs have to be made in a framework
of city, county and state regulations. An urban growth boundary expansion proposal cannot
exceed a reasonably calculated number. There are several steps that need to be addressed:
1) There are excess acresalready in the proposed staff's proposal. Somewhere there needs to
be acresthat come out of their proposal, and 2) If the Commission entertains requests to add
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land that are not in the proposal, there will have to be considerable consideration of all of
the impacts of adding those lands and taking lands out. An equivalent number of acres will
have to come out and the equivalent type of acres.

Commissioner Schwimmer asked what the philosophical downside is to including too much
land than is needed? Mr. Holmes replied that there are several factors. If there is more
acreage in the City's boundaries than can reasonably develop over the given time period, the
development patterns that can result can be very inefficient. The City will end up investing
more in infrastructure which is not covered by the Systems Development Charges and in
many cases not in the increased tax revenue. It ends up costing cities a lot to expand further
out from the core than need be.

Commissioner Schwimmer stated that the Commission has heard a lot of testimony about
MD~5, and the east side versus the west side. It is his opinion that there is a need to create
affordable housing. Most of the testimony about MD-S was about parks, trails, and the ability
to get to City parks. It is really difficult to weigh those esoteric improvements to a community
versus the need to improve the viability and livability from affordable housing. How would
Mr. Holmes suggestthat the PlanningCommission deal with that? Mr. Holmes reiterated that
these are trade-offs to consider. There were good arguments for all of those things. As this
process moves forward, the Planning Commission and the City Council will have to balance
the issues. The Housing Element does recognize that there is a significant lack of affordable
housing to meet the needs today. Just to catch up to that will require a lot of units being
built.

qq. Joe Brooks, 2704 Stearns Way, Medford, Oregon, 97501-1800. Mr. Brooks asked to add one
more point about MD-9 north, which is that he is separated from the city limits only by
another 18 acre parcel to the south, which he also owns. It has approximately six acres of
land to be developed. The six acres is not part of MD-9. He is not planning on annexing his
mobile home park until he is able to annex MD·9 aswell.

The public hearing was closed.

Bianca Petrou, Assistant Planning Director, suggested the option of having a study session to
talk through the testimony or to wait until the next possible hearing date, which would be no
sooner than April 9, 2015. They discussed several possible dates to hold a study session.

Motion: Keep the public hearing closed but allow an additional 14 days for submitting written
material, and hold a special study session on Monday, April 6, 2015.

Moved by: Commissioner Mansfield Seconded by: Vice Chair Miranda

Voice Vote: Motion passed, 7-0.

60. Report of the Site Plan and Architectural Commission.
60.1 Commissioner Schwimmer reported that the Site Plan and Architectural Commission met on
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Friday, March 6, 2015. They heard the application for construction of a 3,750 square foot In
N-Out restaurant and associated exception request seeking relief to minimum front yard
setback requirements. The subject site is located on the southeast side of Crater Lake
Highway (Highway 62) approximately 500 feet northeast of Route 99 (Pacific Highway). The
Site Plan and Architectural Commission approved the application with a discretionary
condition requiring a pedestrian path from the mall.

70. Report of the Joint Transportation Subcommittee. None.

80. Report of the Planning Department.
80.1 Jim Huber, Planning Director, reported that there are three items on the Planning

Commission study session scheduled for Monday, March 23, 2015. Discussion will be on the
airport master plan, overlay text amendments that go along with the airport master plan and
beekeeping text amendment.

On March 5, 2015, City Council approved a wetland contract. The Planning Department has a
contract with the environmental consulting firm that will do a wetlands inventory related to
the urban growth boundary amendment.

On March 19, 2015, City Council will hear the text amendment regarding minor and major
revision approvals that come from the Planning Commission and the Site Plan and
Architectural Commission.

Kelly Akin, Principal Planner, sent the Planning Commission a sample questionnaire from
Stockton, California regarding appointments to a city.

90. Messagesand Papers from Chair of Planning Commission. None.

100. Remarks from the City Attorney. None.

110. Propositions and Remarks from the Commission. None.

120. Adjournment.
The meeting was adjourned at 10:12 p.m. The proceedings of this meeting were digitally
recorded and are filed in the City Recorder's office.

Submitted by:

c2()~.~O-~
wi::. Rozzana
Recording Secretary

Approved: March 26, 2015
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Planning Commission

Minutes
from Public Hearing on May 14, 2015

The regular meeting of the Planning Commission was called to order at 5:32 PM in the
Council Chambers on the above date with the following members and staff in
attendance:

Commissioners Present
David McFadden, Chair
Patrick Miranda, Vice Chair
Chris MacMillan
Bill Mansfield
Mark McKechnie
Jared Pulver
Alec Schwimmer

Commissioners Absent
Tim 0'Alessandro, Excused Absence
Norman Fincher, Excused Absence

10. Roll Call

Staff Present
Bianca Petrou, Assistant Planning Director
Kelly Akin, Principal Planner
John Adam, Senior Planner
Kevin McConnell, Deputy City Attorney
Alex Georgevitch, Acting City Engineer
Greg Kleinberg, Fire Marshal
Terri Rozzana, Recording Secretary
Joe Slaughter, Planner IV

20. Consent Calendar/Written Communications. None.

30. Minutes

30.1. The minutes for April 23, 2015, were approved with a correction to page
7 of the agenda packet, sixth paragraph, it reads, "Cornrnlssioner McKechnie
clarified that this is not a zone change not a General Land Use Plan map change."
It should read "...that this is not a zone change but a General Land Use Plan map
change."

40. Oral and Written Requests and Communications. None.

Kevin McConnell, Deputy City Attorney, read the Quasi-Judicial Statement.

50. Public Hearings-New business (Taken out of order)

SO.2. PUO-1S-011/ LOS-IS-012 Consideration of a request for a revision to 10th
Fairway Office Park Planned Unit Development and tentative plat for a 7-lot
commercial subdivision on two parcels totaling 3.79 acres located on the south
side of North Phoenix Road, approximately 370 feet south of Hillcrest Road,
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within an SFR-4 (Single Family Residential - 4 dwelling units per gross acre) and
C-S/P/RZ (Service Commercial and Professional Office/Restricted Zoning) zoning
district. Michael T. Mahar, Applicant; CSA Planning ltd., Agent.

Chair McFadden inquired whether any Commissioners have a conflict of interest
or ex parte communication they would like to disclose. None were disclosed.

Chair McFadden inquired whether anyone in attendance wishes to question the
Commission as to conflicts of interest or ex-parte contacts. None were disclosed.

Kelly Akin, Principal Planner, stated that a letter, emailed to the Commissioners
and placed at their seats was received from Mr. Judson Parsons and would be
submitted into the record as Exhibit T. Ms. Akin read the planned unit
development and land division criteria and gave a staff report.

Commissioner McKechnie asked that since the commercial plat has expired are
there any ramifications with what was being presented tonight? Ms. Akin replied
no.

Chair McFadden asked if the remnant lot was developable and had access from
North Phoenix Road? Ms. Akin replied that she thought it shared access with the
lot to the south. Ms. Akin deferred the question to Mr. Stone to better address
Chair McFadden's question.

The public hearing was opened and the following testimony was given.

a. Craig Stone, 4497 Brownridge Terrace, Suite 101, Medford, Oregon, 97504
9173. Mr. Stone stated that he was present tonight on behalf of the applicant
Michael T. Mahar. The principal change to what is being presented is the
allowance of medical offices. When first approved this property was
encumbered with traffic issuesthat prompted the applicant to design the project
with general offices because they have a lesser traffic as well as parking impact.
Several years after the original approval many of the traffic improvements that
were needed were built. The applicant updated a traffic study, put it before the
City Public Works and Planning Director's and they removed the condition that
dealt with the traffic impacts that now allows the applicant to present to the
Planning Commission seeking medical offices being an allowable use. The
applicant desires to create building lots that would accommodate twice the
number of buildings in a smaller amount of square footage. There would be a
greater parking requirement that can be accommodated.

Mr. Stone addressed Chair McFadden's question regarding the remnant parcel
stating that it has access through the adjacent development to the south.
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Commissioner McKechnie stated that the applicant has provided the maximum
amount of building for the parking available if it were all medical offices. If one of
the lots was a general office user would the applicant expect the building to
become larger and max out their allowable shared parking? Mr. Stone replied
that when the developer gets to the last building to be built he will have to
assess how much parking remains and how large an office can be
accommodated for that amount of parking versus how large a medical office and
then size the build ing accordingly or reduce the parking in some fashion. The
uncertainty of coming forward with just lots and do not know the size of the
building is as good as the applicant can do at this point. The applicant offered as
a stipulation going forward to the Site Plan and Architectural Commission each
time there is a new building and they will keep an accounting of the amount of
parking to ensure there is a sufficient supply whether is it medical or some other
commercial use.

The public hearing was closed.

Motion: Direct staff to prepare a Final Order for approval of PUD-15-011 / LDS
15-012 per the staff report dated May 7, 2015, including Exhibits A through Sand
adding Exhibit T and a discretionary condition of approval showing the final plat
to show not less than three and not more than six lots in addition to the
common area and remainder parcel.

Moved by: Vice Chair Miranda

Roll Call Vote: Motion passed, 7-0.

Old Business (Taken out of Order)

Seconded by: Commissioner Pulver

50.1 CP-14-114 The City of Medford is proposing to amend the Urban Growth
Boundary (UGB) for the purpose of providing a twenty-year land supply based on
the City's projected need for residential and employment land. The proposed
changes include: amending (expanding) the Urban Growth Boundary, assigning
General Land Use Plan (GLUP) map designations to the areas added to the UGB;
amending the Medford Street Functional Classification Plan of the
Transportation Element of the Comprehensive Plan to include the expansion
areas; and amending some portions of the Urbanization and GLUP Elements of
the Comprehensive Plan to accommodate the UGB amendment. City of
Medford, Applicant.

Joe Slaughter, Planner IV, reviewed the background of the Urban Growth
Boundary expansion project and staff's recommended alternatives.
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Chair McFadden presented his recommendation that is a combination of staff's
recommended Alternatives 1 and 2, deleting the northwestern part of MD-3, a
portion of MD-4, and adding a part of MD-S south of Cherry lane.

Commissioner Pulver stated that he shares the thought that the northwest
portion of MD-3 and a portion of MD-4 should be eliminated. It makes sense to
leave a portion of Foothills Road that has high-density residential. He agreed that
the addition of some portion of MD-S to tie in Chrissy Park would be beneficial.
He said he struggles with the southern portion of MD-S east of Centennial. He
sees logic in Chair McFadden's recommendation.

Commissioner McKechnie stated that he is hard pressed to add anything to the
recommendations that were given by staff, especially since the Commission
needs to find some place to cut. He is not one hundred percent convinced that
adding a little portion of MD-5 will help the cause. He does think that all of MD-4
could be eliminated. He does agree with the concern of adding additional
commercial space at the corner of Hillcrest and North Phoenix Road when there
is a major neighborhood commercial space approximately two blocks away. That
is ill advised.

Chair McFadden stated that his addition of the portion of MD-S was
approximately 100 acres. He thinks the deletion of MD-3 and a portion of MD-4
is greater than his addition of the MD-5 portion. He does not know how
Commissioner McKechnie's recommendation would further adjust the acreage
concern.

Mr. Slaughter reported MD-4 is approximately 275 acres. The northern portion
of MD-4 in the first alternative is approximately 175 acres, as are each of the
other two alternatives in MD-3. Removing all the southeast portion of MD-3 is
approximately 175 acres. Removing the northwest corner and a small portion of
the southeast corner of MD-3 is approximately 175 acres. Chair McFadden's
recommended portion of MD-5 is approximately 100 acres. If looking at concerns
for trail construction and connectivity and possibly low point for gravity sewer
flow the logical extension boundary based on those criteria would be to bring it
out a little further to the east and include an area that staff has calculated to be
approximately 180 acres. If bringing in just the three tax lots that were Chair
McFadden's recommendation one would not be getting the same kinds of
benefits for the trail construction and connectivity and sewer flow.

Commissioner Pulver asked if the 180 acres in MD-5 would be an addition to
Chair McFadden's 100 acre recommendation. Mr. Slaughter replied that it would
be a total of 180 acres.

Commissioner Mansfield stated that staff believes 175 acres needs to be
removed from the or iginal recommendation in order to satisfy lCDC. He asked

Page4 of9



Planning Commission Minutes May 14,2015

why staff favors Alternative lover Alternative 2 . Mr. Slaughter replied that
Alternative 1 is the preferred alternative because of its ability to handle a portion
of the employment land need in that vicinity while adding additional capacity for
residential development.

Commissioner Schwimmer stated that it is his opinion that staff made a correct
determination in removing the 135 acres 1000 Friends of Oregon referenced in
their memorandum. He supports Alternative 1. It provides the most
diversification and options for the City at this point. He has concerns deviating
from staff's recommendations like offering MD-5. MD-5 did not meet objective
criteria. When one took all the items in determining its value in the criteria, and
whether it should be included, it did not score sufficiently to be included. He said
he understands the beneficial reasons why it should be included, but said that if
they go and start including things like that for more subjective reasons, they
deviate from the objective criteria used to include the properties. He said
Alternative 1 provides the best opportunity for affordable housing closer to
commercial areas. He added that they should stick to legal property lines.

Commissioner MacMillan stated that he agrees with Commissioner Schwimmer,
that they should stick to legal property lines. He asked if part of Chair
McFadden's recommendation of including a portion of MD-S is to facilitate a
connection of Chrissy Park to Bear Creek Trail along the trail system. He asked
staff how much of that trail had been completed so far, and if in twenty years if
staff anticipates that it will be at a stage where including the portion of MD-S
would be beneficial. Mr. Slaughter reported that he would have a hard time
speculating how much of it would be constructed over the next twenty years. He
reported a few facts he did have: The connection of larson Creek Trail to Bear
Creek Trail is currently being worked out. There is a portion that is being
constructed. There is still a lot of work to do in determining the exact route of
the trail from Ellendale to North Phoenix Road. There is a portion of larson Creek
Trail east of North Phoenix Road that will be constructed as that area develops.

Vice Chair Miranda stated that the coarse filters were objective in nature which
the Commission needed to be able to quantify and qualify the decisions and
recommendations that are being made. However, when they reached the stage
of the public hearings the subjective portion of the evaluation came into play. He
remembers the testimony revolving around public facilities, the trail system and
the benefits to the public. He is leaning towards the recommendation that Chair
McFadden submitted. It not only serves the functional aspects of the Urban
Growth Boundary amendment but it embodies the spirit of it as well.

Commissioner MacMillan asked staff to clarify why that portion of MD-5 was
excluded in the beginning. Mr. Slaughter stated that it made it through the
coarse filter, so it was included in the external study area (ESA) group. It was
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then ranked for sewer, water, and transportation; it did not score well in
aggregate. In addition, the types of land uses in that area are expected to be
primarily residential. There is a lot of other areas that residential can be put in,
but it is harder to find land for employment. Also, the proximity to existing
developments was considered.

Commissioner McKechnie asked if it is safe to say that area would end up being
low-density residential, such as four units to the acre or less? Unlike some of the
other areas that have higher density this is a long way from any kind of roadway.
Mr. Slaughter reported that the southeast area is commercial. The north central
area is medium density. The areas to the east and northwest are low density.
The southwest area is parks and schools. The southeast area is larger lots with
lower-density type of development. Staff recommends leaving out the larger lot
area if that property were brought into the Urban Growth Boundary.

Commissioner MacMillan commented that, based on how far that is out from
developed land at this point, he agrees with Commissioner Mansfield in
supporting Alternative 1.

Motion: Remove a portion of MD-4 from staff's recommendation for the Urban
Growth Boundary expansion and direct staff to prepare findings for
recommendation to the City Council and have staff return with the
recommendation and revised findings for approval at the June 11, 2015,
Planning Commission meeting.

Moved by: Vice Chair Miranda Seconded by: Commissioner Mansfield

Commissioner Pulver stated that with the motion on the table as it stands now,
he would vote no. He would be a proponent of taking staff's recommendations
of Alternative 1 and 2 and adding a portion of MO-5 that Mr. Slaughter has
shown and Chair McFadden discussed. It is his opinion that MD-3 as shown by
staff also has a healthy amount of undeveloped land in the vicinity of it. To some
of Commissioner MacMillan's questions it is his opinion that if the portion of
MD-5 is not brought in the trail is not going to be built in the next twenty years.
Those types of things are funded by development around them. MD-5 is a
portion of the Southeast Plan that is well planned.

Commissioner MacMillan stated that he would like to see the trail system
completed and no longer supports Alternative 1 but supports Chair McFadden's
alternative.

Commissioner McKechnie reported that he supports the motion. He is
concerned that by adding the portion of MO-S is adding a lot more estate-sized
lots in this town and they have already committed to an average density of 6.6
units per acre. The trail system is important. During the public hearings the
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Commission heard from a number of residents that they cannot get sewer yet. It
is his opinion, that if these citizens are in the City, it is the City's obligation to see
that they have sewer. The portion that remains at Hillcrest for the orchards has
multiple uses. It could serve as higher-density housing. The Commission needs to
seriously looking at increasing the overall density in Medford in creative ways.
He does not see MD-5 doing that.

Vice Chair Miranda stated that he does not fully disagree with Commissioner
McKechnie's comments. The Commission needs to keep in mind that the 6.6
burden is not being assigned to a single MD designation. That burden is to be
spread across the entire urban growth boundary expansion. He envisions a City
that supports not only the density requirements of the State but the
complacency requirements of its citizens. He agrees with Commissioner
MacMillan and has been swayed by Commissioner Pulver's comments.

Commissioner Pulver stated that the material he researched regarding the
portion of MD-5 being discussed that it is close to the 6.6 density requirement.

Roll Call Vote: Motion failed, 3-4, with Commissioner MacMillan, Commissioner
Pulver, Vice Chair Miranda and Chair McFadden voting no.

Motion: Use a modification for Alternatives 1 and 2 and the addition of the
documented area in MD-5, approximately 183 acres, for the Urban Growth
Boundary expansion, and direct staff to prepare findings for recommendation to
the City Council, and have staff return with the recommendation and revised
findings for approval at the June 11, 2015, Planning Commission meeting.

Moved by: Vice Chair Miranda Seconded by: Commissioner Pulver

Friendly Amendment made by Commissioner Pulver: Include the southeast
corner of MD-3.

Vice Chair Miranda agreed to including the southeast corner, approximately 30
acres in MD-3.

Chair McFadden reported that years ago when they started this process City
shape was always an important consideration. He can see the inclusion
maintaining a City shape that makes sense.

Commissioner McKechnie stated that he agrees. Taking that 30 acres of MD-3
out is really odd. Since they are taking out approximately two thirds of MD-4
they can certainly take 30 more acres out to compensate for leaving it in MD-3.

Mr. Slaughter suggested that staff come back with numbers and fine tune the
recommendation at the June 11, 2015, Planning Commission meeting.
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Roll Call Vote: Motion passed, 4-3, with Commissioner Schwimmer,
Commissioner Mansfield and Commissioner McKechnie voting no.

60. Reports

60.1. Site Plan and Architectural Commission

Commissioner Schwimmer reported that he was unable to attend the Site Plan
and Architectural Commission and deferred the report to Kelly Akin, Principal
Planner.

Ms. Akin reported that at the last Site Plan and Architectural Commission
meeting they had a continuance. The Commission had a study session at the end
of their regular meeting and she would talk more about it under the Planning
Department report.

60.2. Report of the Joint Transportation Subcommittee. None.

60.3. Planning Department

Kelly Akin, Principal Planner, reported that the Site Plan and Architectural
Commission had a study session that was a "meet and greet" session. It was very
informative and helpful where they learned one another's background and
history.

The next Planning Commission study session is scheduled for Monday, May 25,
2015, which is Memorial Day. There will not be a study session on that day.

There is business scheduled for the Planning Commission meetings on Thursday,
May, 28,2015, Thursday, June 11, 2015, and Thursday, June 25,2015.

On May 7, 2015, the City Council approved a revision to the Disposition and
Development Agreement for the Northgate project allowing Site Plan and
Architectural Commission to have some authority over street locations and site
designs. The City Council also approved the beekeeping ordinance.

During the City Council meeting on May 21, 2015, the Landmarks and Historic
Preservation Commission will present awards to different developments that
have remarkable restoration or rehabilitation work. One of the awards is for the
Greyhound portal. Also, they will hear the East Jackson General Land Use Plan
amendment that the Planning Commission heard at their last hearing and from
the Site Plan and Architectural Commission there was an appeal filed on the Sky
Park project.

John Adam, Senior Planner, reported that last year the Planning Commission
went through the process of doing a code amendment to allow outdoor storage
containers for seasonal use. The City Council gave it one season to see how it
went and put in a sunset clause which is June 30, 2015. Staff has been advised by
legal counsel that the Planning Commission needs to go through the
recommendation process to the City Council to either lift the sunset clause or
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not. Mr. Adam suggested including it on the June 11, 2015, Planning Commission
agenda with the Spring Cleaning 2015 code amendment.

Chair McFadden asked if there was a study and report done of last year's use of
the storage units? Mr. Adam reported that there was no study or report. There
were no complaints received.

Vice Chair Miranda recommended putting it on the June 11, 2015, Planning
Commission agenda.

70. Messages and Papers from the Chair. None.

80. Remarks from the City Attorney. None.

90. Propositions and Remarks from the Commission. None.

100. Adjournment

The meeting was adjourned at 7:44 p.m. The proceedings of this meeting were digitally
recorded and are filed in the City Recorder's office.

Submitted by:

~c1 .~~
TerriLROZzana ~
Recording Secretary

Approved: May 28,2015
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March 27, 2015

To: Medford Planning Commission

Medford City Council

Planning Department Staff

Re: Urban Growth Boundary Amendment

~. :f.,CElVED

MAR 30 2015

~1~NING DEPl:

After viewing the UGBA update supplied by the Planning

Department and the presentation at the GLUP meeting on March 12,

2015 it is abundantly clear that the properties identified as MD9 meet

all the requirements and needs that have been identified in the

Regional Plan for the Medford Urban Growth Boundary Amendment.

The scores in the criteria identified as Proximity, Water, Sewer,

and Transportation all place MD 9 among the highest ranked categories

with scores of 5. The only ESA Scoring that was ranked lower than 5

was parcel size. However the lower ranked parts of MD9 were in areas

along Oak Grove and Stewart Ave. that already have residential and

some business development. The remaining parcels are generally

larger and all the owners of those parcels are willing to work together

and develop a conceptual plan in accordance with the developmental

plans of the City.

As can be observed by viewing the maps, MD 9 is surrounded by

either the city or the present UGB and already developed parcels. The

property is close to both South Medford High School and Oak Grove

Elementary School. It is my understanding that Oak Grove Elementary



is not overcrowded and could handle an increase in elementary school

age children.

It is also obvious, by viewing maps that Oak Grove Avenue is a

logical western boundary for this area of the City of Medford. This

area is also a location very suitable for affordable housing which should

be a high priority for the City. The property can also be developed

easily due to the existing infrastructure identified by the ESA Scoring

and the fact that the land is level and located close to services.

We realize that both the Commission and the Council have many

factors to review but we feel that if this is done carefully and properly

that it is clear that MD 9 is an area that should be included in the Urban

Growth Boundary Amendment.

Thank you for your careful consideration.

Sincerely,

'[j!!JJ:.o~~II)
~hRrles T. (Tom) Wt)Jte
a~c::J~

~n~te



April 2, 2015

Medford Planning Commission

City Hall

Medford, Oregon 97501

RECEIVED

APR 06 2015

PLANNING DEPT.

Re: Proposed Urban Growth Boundary amendment

Dear Sir:

I am writing to express my support for the properties identified as MD-9 to be included in the Urban

Growth Boundary. The parcels included in MD-9 would be ideal for the development of affordable

housing which is sorely needed in the City of Medford. The area already possesses much of the

infrastructure (water, sewer, etc.) that would enable developers to develop subdivisions at a reasonable

cost as compared to other to other areas in Medford. The area is well served by public transportation

and is close to existing schools, shopping and other amenities. MD-9 is surrounded by other

developments and it is logical that it should be included in the amended plan.

Your consideration and hard work is sincerely appreciated.

Very Truly Yours,

John W. Hamlin

24 Crater lake Avenue

Medford, Oregon 97501

5417728516



To Whom It May Concern,

RECEIVED

APR 06 2015

PLANNING DEPT.

I am writing this letter in support of MD - 9 to be included as part of the new Urban Growth Boundry Amendment. I am

a local Realtor and have been born and raised in Medford. I have seen a lot of changes in this valley. One of the things

that concerns me the most about the direction of our valley is the tack of affordable housing. It seems like all of the

housing on the East side is for higher income families. We need more affordable housing and MD -9 seems like a logical

option.

As I have looked through some of the obstacles to some of the properties being considered it is obvious to me that MD

- 9 meets all of the criteria that the City of Medford is looking for . MD - 9 is a large parcel of over 100 acres with

numerous owners that are in agreement on having a developement that allows for open space and mixed uses. A lot of

the infastructure is in place and it is easier to develop flat ground. This parcel is also very close to several shopping

districts. It is not like some of the other parcels that are trying to gain inclusion from owner/builders that are more

concerned with their bottom line than the need for affordable housing for our community. The parcel also meets a lot

of the public works requirements with scores of S. This will enable a lower cost to developing the lots, which will help

keep homes affordable.

I feel the main goal of the City of Medford in this process is to keep homes affordable in our valley. I feel that this can

be accomplished with the inclusion of MD - 9.

Sincerely,

ChrlS~~~
Landline Real Estate LLC



ex hl/;/f 1-1-

Mark W. Carlton
4350 Griffin Creek Rd.
Medford, OR97501
(541) 890-5123
bmcarlton@charter.net

April 15, 2015

Mr. David McFadden
Planning Commission Chair
Cityof Medford

RE: Urban Growth Boundary Amendment - 5708 Table Rock Road

Dear Mr. McFadden,

RECEIVED

APR: 7 2015

PLANNING DEPT

I am writing to you regarding the property at 5708 Table Rock Road. I hope you will
consider including the property in the Urban Growth Boundary Amendment based
on the advantages this property has, listed below, over other properties.

Some property owners near south stage road and starlight drive explained during
the council meeting that they would prefer for property in that area to not be
included in the Urban Growth Boundary due to the impact it could have on the
quality of life. In contrast, these concerns were not expressed for the Table Rock
Road area. If there are areas like this that get excluded as requested, it seems to
make sense to include properties that are ideal for development instead.

I believe the advantages to this property are:
• Development will have low impact on surrounding residential areas.
• Property is adjacent to current city limits.
• The majority of the infrastructure is already in place.
• Many citizens of the Rogue Valley expect this area to be light industrial use.
• Property is 20 acres, and would be an ideal site for light industrial; such as a

high-tech company.
• Transportation impacts of intended development would be minimal.
• Development would fit with the types of use nearby.
• Location and would be excellent for providing close-by employment in that

area.

I truly believe that this property is ideal for development, and I hope you will
consider it for inclusion in the Urban Growth Boundary Amendment Ifyou have
any questions, please feel free to contact me by phone or email.

Mark W. Carlton



~h T. Slaughter

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

HiJoe,

Craig Anderson <AndersCM@jacksoncounty.org>
Tuesday, April 14, 2015 8:54 AM
Joseph T. Slaughter
Kelly Madding; Mike Kuntz
Roads and Planning Comments on UGBMA
UGMA_County_Comments.docx

".lJilUD~UNNV·(, [

~W~ i: ~d'J

(l~IAIrr:)m(

Attached are comments from Jackson County Roads and Dev.Services Departments on the proposed UGMAlanguage.
Please let me know jf you haveany questions. Thanks very much.

Craig

Craig M. Anderson
SeniorPlanner
10 S. Oakdale Ave., Rm. 100
Medford, OR97501

JACKSON (541) 774·6918
COUNTY www·lacksoncountv.crg

orr t ••

1

JlliCEIVED

!\PR ~ ~ 2015

PL/~NNJNG DEPT.



APPENDIX H. PROPOSED COMPREHENSIVE PLAN TEXT AMENDMENTS

Proposed additions shown in Bold and proposed deletions shown in Strilcethrough.

URBANIZATION ELEMENT

1. URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY

The Medford Urban Growth Boundary (UGS) includes land within the city and selected
land surrounding the city that is committed to/planned for future city growth. the
development of which is likely to require the extension of urban services. Land around the
city within the UGS is called the unincorporated urbanizable area in this element. The
Medford UGB was last amended in -1-9902015 through a cooperative process between the
City of Medford and Jackson County. It is officially delineated on the Jackson County and
Cityof Medford Comprehensive Plan and zoning maps.

The Medford UGS was established to comply with the statutory requirement for Urban
Growth Boundaries around urbanized areas to identify and separate urbanizable land from
rural land.

ANNEXATION

The transfer of urbanizable land under county jurisdiction to city jurisdiction is called
annexation. Chapter 222 of the Oregon Revised Statutes governs annexation in Oregon.
According to state law, land may be annexed to a city only if it is within the Urban Growth
Boundary. and is contiguous to the city limits. Generally, a majority of the registered voters
and/or property owners within the area to be annexed must agree to the annexation.
except in cases where the area is surrounded by land already under city jurisdiction.

2.1 Annexation Policies

The following are the policies of the Cityof Medford with respect to annexation:

••**

2.1.7. Annexation of Property Added to the Urban Growth Boundary in 2015

The City Council must find that the following conditions are met In order to
approve an annexation of land that was added to the Urban Growth Boundary
in 2015:

1. A revised Transportation System Plan (TSP), which includes the area to
be annexed, has been adopted by the City;

z. A Local Wetlands Inventory (LWI), which includes the area to be
annexed. has been adopted by the City;



3. For the area of concern, all Goal 5 resources, including riparian
corridors, historic structures/properties, deer and elk habitat,
wetlands, and scenic views have been identified and protected in
accordance with Goal S; and

4. A master plan has been submitted, and adopted into the Neighborhood
Element, for the area of concern which demonstrates compliance with
the Regional Plan by showing the following details:

a. Compliance with the minimum residential density required by
Regional Plan 4.1.5. The master plan must demonstrate how the
planned residential development will meet the minimum density
requirement of 6.6 units per acre assuming all areas within the
development will build out to the minimum allowed densities.
Since the required density is in excess of the density supported
by the Housing Element (after the adoption of the SALs) the
following are acceptable methods for meeting the density
standard:

i. Committing areas to higher density zones within a General
Land Use Plan (GLUP) designation. For example, an area
within the UR GLUP designation could be designated as SFR
10 (Single Family Residential - 10 units per acre) which
would insure a minimum density of 6 units per acre; and/or

ii. Requesting GLUP map changes as part of the master plan
approval process. This will allow for additional areas for
medium-density and high-density development within the
areas added to the UGH.

b. Compliance with the requirements of Regional Plan 4.1.6.for
mixed-use/pedestrian-friendly development.

c. Compliance with the land use distribution requirements of
Regional Plan 4.1.8.(b).

APPENDIX I-URBAN GROWTH MANAGEMENT AGREEMENT

This agreement was mutually adopted in 1993 by Jackson County (Ord. no. 93-31) and the
City Medford (Ord. no. 7183 (1992); minor text correction via Ord. no. 7502 (1993)).

The following policies guide the administration of the Medford Urban Growth Boundary:

1. An Urban Growth Boundary adopted herein, or hereinafter amended. for the
Medford area will establish the limits of urban growth to the year;w.M2029.

a. Annexation to the City of Medford shall occur only within the officially
adopted UGH.

2



2.

•

b. Specific annexation decisions shall be governed by the official annexation
policies of the City of Medford. The city shall provide an opportunity for
Jackson County to respond to pending requests for annexation.

In accQrdance with the "Al:reement Between the City of MedfQrd. Orfeon, and
lacksQn CQ unty, OreeQn . fQr the IQlnt Manal:ement of the MedfQrd Urba n
Reserve- (URMAl and ~ " ~~Qu lrement fQr the i,tpproveJ Qf the 2015 Uman _..-···!Formatted: Fent Bold
Growth Boundacr expansion, )ackson County requires the City Counci l tQ
reques t County surrender of JurisdictlQn of severa) County Roads as listed
below upon annexa tion. The City CQundl must make the request for County
surrender Qf lurlsdictlQn in accordance wllh DRS 313,2?Q(6)Ca) befQre the
County will apprQve the 2015 Urban GrQwth Boundary expansion . Eollowinl:
annexatiQn by tbe City (which in many cases will be years la ted , County will
surrende r jurisdiction In acco rdance wit h DRS31J,270(6) (b).

. r" {Formatted: Fent: BoldThe City .(;qPQclj wfll reguest surwn.de r of the fQnowlD~ , "~l$us roa~. ,. · ' '-- ....J

defined In the URMA. upon an nexation of any portion of the IdenUfied urb an
reserve area;

.... ' . •" Formatted: List Paragraph, BuIJeted +
• MD·2: East Vilas Road. Crater Lake Hi~hway to 570 ' east Qf Crater Lake Level:1 + Al'gned at: 0.75- + Indent at: 1"

Hil:hway.
• MD·3; Cokcr Bun e RQad . 175' west Qfarrowhead Qrlye IQ 1380' east of

Arrowhead Drive,
• MO-3: Foothill Roa d. McAndrews Road to 4 05 ' no rlh of Qelta Waters

Raad..
• MD-4j FQothill Road . Hillcrest Road to McAndrews.RQad.

• • ," r • { Formatted: Indent Firstline. 0-The City Coyncll will request su r re nder Qf the (Qllow!"!: roads WIthin the UGD .... ---J

expansion .,rea ugon a nnexatiQn of the road. Cjty shall not annex progerty
fro nU!I£any of these roads without also anncxlne the fYIl road width,

.••• Formatted: List Paragraph, Bulleted +
• MD-2j East Vilas Road . 570' east of Cra te r take Highway to 2540 ' east of ' - Level:1 + Aligned at: 075- + Indent at: 1"

Crater Lake Hlehway.
• MD-3; Coker Butte Road, 1380' tQ4030' east ofArrowbead Drive.
• MD-3; Footh ill Road, 405' to 2875' north of Qel ta Waters Road.
• MOoS; North phoenix RQad. Coal Mine Road to 2780' nQrth ofGrove Way

(southern boundacr ofMP·5).
!.....-MD-6j Sou th Sta.t:e Road . 1830' tQ 301S' west of Hlehway 99.
• MO-?; South Staee Road. 2735' east of Kin~ Hiebway to 1335' west of

Kines Hiebway.
• MD-7; Kines H1ehway. 1470' SQutb o fAl:ate Street tQSou th Stal:C Road .
• MO·8; South Staee RQad. Qark Hollow Road to Orchard Home Driye.
• MQ-8; Orchard HQme Driye, 140' north QfAlamar Street to South Staee

fuwL.

3



• MD-9j Oak GrQve RQad, 1320' SQuth Qf West Main Street tQ Stewart
Ayenue.

!...-MD-9j Stewart Ayenue. 562 ' west Qr Woodlake Ayenue tQ Oak Groye
B2iut.

. . . . _ f Formatted: Indent. First line: o·
The CIty Coundl shall request surrender ofjurlsdlCtlon or the roads IdentIfied '-----.:.-;.---------....)
above fel:ard less of the deslit n standard used tQ cons tru ct the rQad(s) and
[Citardless of when and hQW the road(s] became County Roads. The
transfer(s] shall occur without compensation and the City shall DQt impose
Qther cQndltions that mil:ht otherwise be allQwed under ORS 373.270(6].
CQunty shall ensure the pavement conditio n QO ha rQad ' s) Is In eood or better
condition at the time of the transfer as determined by County's Pavement
Manaeement Gradinl: System.

When new CounlY Roads are constructed wit hin City's UGH or UR, CounlYshal!
adhere tQ Cjty's structural road sectiQn specifications. When existine CQunty
Road s within CllY'S UGH or UR are Widened, CQunty shaH adhere to City's
struc tura l roa d section specificatiOnS for the widened po rtion or the County
Road, The structural section aUbe exlstlne road width shall be as specified by
the County Eneineer.

If County proposes to construct new County Road(s] with in the City UGB.
CQUnlY will not beeln constructiOn un til City COuncil has requested surrende r
o(jur lsdlctioD oBhe new road's) upo n annexatiOn!.. ... .. .. .. ........ ... ... ..... ..... ~ ..-... {Formatted: Font Bold

3.-The Cityof MedfordGeneral Land Use Plan (GLUP) Mapand zoning designations for
unincorporated urbanlzable land, and all other city development and building safety
standards, shall apply only after annexation to the city; or through a contract of
annexation between the city, Jackson County, and other involved parties; or after
proclamation of an annexation having a delayed effective date pursuant to ORS
222.180 (2).

a. Urban development shall be encouraged to occur on undeveloped and
underdeveloped land within city limits prior to the annexation and
conversion of other land within the UGS.

I 31. Except in cases where a contract for annexation has been executed, or after
proclamation of an annexation having a delayed effective date pursuant to ORS
222.1BO (2), Jackson County shall retain jurisdiction over land use decisions within
the unincorporated urbanlzable area, and such decisions shall conform to these
adopted policies:

a. Prior to annexation, no land divisions shall be approved by the county which
create lots ofless than forty (40) acres in size.
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b. Recognizing that unincorporated areas within the UGB could ultimately
become part of Medford, the city's recommendations will be given due
consideration. It is the intent of the county to administer mutually adopted
city/county policies in the unincorporated urbanizable area until the area is
annexed to the city.

c. The city will be requested to respond to pending applications for all land use
actions in the unincorporated urbanizable area. If no response is received
within 14 days, the county may assume that the city has no objections to the
request

d. The county will be requested to respond to pending applications for all land
use actions within the incorporated area that may affect land under county
jurisdiction. If no response is received within 14 days, the city may assume
that the county has no objections to the request

e. If the city and county have mutually approved, and the city has adopted,
conversion plan regulations for the orderly conversion of property from
county to city jurisdiction, the county will require that applications for
subdivisions, partitions, or other land divisions within the UGB be consistent
with the city's Comprehensive Plan. Once developed, the mutually agreed
upon conversion plan shall be the paramount document until incorporation
occurs.

I 45. Any land use actions within the unincorporated urbanizable area shall conform to
urban standards and public improvement requirements as contained in the city and
county Land Development Codes, except that in the case of a conflict between the
two, the more restrictive shall apply.

I SQ. Within the unincorporated urbanizable area, execution and recording of an
Irrevocable Consent to Annex to the City,pursuant to DRS 222.115, shall be required
for:

a. Single-family residential permits

b. Sanitary sewer and water hook-up permits!

c. Allland use actions subject to county Site Plan Review

I e1. The city, county and affected agencies shall coordinate the expansion and
development of all urban facilities and services within the urbanizable area.

a. Urban facilities and services shall be planned in a manner which limits
duplication to provide greater efficiency and economy of operation.

1 Thispolicy. with reference to sewerhook-upsprovided by BearCreek Valley sanitary Authority IBCVSAI, has
been disallowedby the OregonCourtof Appeals.
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b. A proposed single urban facility or service extension within the
unincorporated urbanizable area must be coordinated with the planned
future development of all other urban facilities and services appropriate to
that area prior to approval. and shall be provided at levels necessary for
expected uses as designated on the Medford Comprehensive Plan.

c. The city shall be responsible for adopting and maintaining a public facilities
plan for the city and unincorporated urbanizable area pursuant to OAR 660
11.

d. When development occurs within an unincorporated urbanizable area
subject to a contract for annexation, or after proclamation of an annexation
having a delayed effective date pursuant to ORS 222.180 (2), any or all city
services may be extended to these areas. All associated fees and charges
which are applicable within the city shall be applicable to these areas, and
shall be paid to the city pursuant to city regulations.

I +n. Provision of sewer and water services may only occur beyond the UGB after
approval by the provider agency and Jackson County, and when a danger to public
health as defined by DRS 431.705 (5) exists. The services thus authorized shall serve
only the area in which the danger exists, and shall provide a level of service
consistent with the Jackson County Comprehensive Plan designation.

I8,2. All county road construction and reconstruction resulting from new development.
redevelopment. or land divisions in the urbanizable area shall be built to urban
standards, except that the term reconstruction does not include normal road
maintenance by the county.

91Q. Long range transportation and air quality planning for the urbanizable area shall be
a joint city/county process coordinated with all affected agencies.

Wll. Land within the urbanizable area which currently supports a farm use. as defined by
ORS 215.203. shall be encouraged, through zoning and appropriate tax incentives. to
remain in that use for as long as is economically feasible for the property owner.

a. Economically feasible, as used in this policy. is interpreted to mean feasible
from the standpoint of the property owner. Implementation ofthis policy will
be done on a voluntary basis. Exclusive Farm Use (EFU) zoning may be
applied to qualifying land by the county. with the understanding that such
land is considered available over a period of time for urban uses.

b. This policy applies only to areas in the UGB identified by the city or county
Comprehensive Plans as agricultural land, and shall not be used as a standard
to review other land use applications within the urbanizable area.
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c. This policy is not intended to preclude the use of EFU land for essential
public facilities and services to serve the urban and urbanizable areas.

IHll. Proposed land use changes immediately inside the UGB shall be considered in light
of their impact on. and compatibility with , existing agricultural and other rural uses
outside the UGB. To the extent that it is consistent with state land use law. proposed
land use changes outside the UGB shall be considered in light of their impact on, and
compatibility with. existing urban uses within the UGB.

I-RlJ.. The city and county acknowledge the importance of permanently protecting
agricultural land outside the UGB zoned EFU, and acknowledge that both
jurisdictions maintain. and will continue to maintain, policies regarding the
buffering of said lands. Urban development will be allowed to occur on land adjacent
to land zoned EFU when the controlling jurisdiction determines that such
development will be compatible with the adjacent farm use. Bufferingshall occur on
the urbanizable land adjacent to the UGB. The amount and type of buffering
required will be considered in light of the urban growth and development policies of
the city, and circumstances particular to the agricultural land. The controlling
jurisdiction will request and give standing to the non-controlIing jurisdiction for
recommendations concerning buffering of urban development proposals adjacent to
lands zoned EFU. Bufferingoptions may include:

a. Physical separation through special setbacks for new urban structures
adjacent to the UGB:

b. Acquisition by public agencies:

c. Lower densities at the periphery of the UGB than those allowed elsewhere in
the city:

d. Strategic location of roads. golf courses. or other visible public or semi-public
open spaces;

e. Use of vegetative screens, earthen berms, and fences of sufficient height and
substance to help reduce the trespass of people. animals. and vehicles:

f. Orientation of structures and fencing relative to usable exterior space, such
as patios. rear yards. and courts. so that the potential impacts from spray
drift, dust, odors. and noise intrusion are minimized:

g. Design and construction of all habitable buildings, including window and
door locations. so that the potential impacts of spray drift, dust, odors. and
noise intrusion are minimized;

7



In addition, a deed declaration recognizing common, customary, and accepted
farming practices shall be required for all development occurring within 300 feet of
EFU zoned land.

.gil. All UGB amendments shall include adjacent street and other transportation rights
of-way.

-141.5.. An Area of Mutual Planning Concern may be delineated on the county
Comprehensive Plan and Zoning maps along with the UGB. This is an area within
which Medford and Jackson County have mutual concern over the land use planning
decisions that may occur. The area may be significant in terms of its agricultural,
scenic, or open space characteristics, or may be designated as an urban reserve to
facilitate long range, inter-jurisdictional planning for future urbanization. The area
may also provide an important buffer between Medford and other urban areas. The
Area of Mutual Planning Concern is not subject to annexation, and is an area in
which the county will coordinate all land use planning and activity with Medford.

8



GENERAL LAND USE PLAN (GLUP) ELEMENT

GLUP MAP DESIGNATIONS

The GLUP Map has H-t2 different land use designations that are applied to all land
within the Urban Growth boundary (UG8). The GLUP map also identifies the Urban
Reserves, which will not have GLUP designations applied to them until they are
included in the UG8. These designations are defined as listed below. Permitted land
uses, as well as the development standards associated with each zoning district noted, are
listed in "Article IIr of the Land Development Code. The City's SFR-OO [Single-Family
Residential - one dwelling unit per existing lot) zone is permitted in all GLUP Map
designations because it is considered a holding zone for parcels that are being converted
from County to City zoning. These parcels are not eligible for development to urban
density or intensity until facility adequacy has been determined through the zone change
process. it is the City's intent to have these parcels converted to zoning that is consistent
with the following GLUP Map designations as soon as a property owner can show that
urban facilities are adequate or will be made adequate to serve the uses permitted by the
proposed urban zoning.

1. Urban Low-Density Residential This designation permits lower density
urban residential uses (one to ten units per gross acre), including standard
and small lot detached single-family dwel1ings, accessory dwelling units, and
mobile home parks. Depending upon the physical development constraints,
the permitted zoning districts are SFR-2, SFR-4, SFR-6, and SFR-I0 (Single
Family Residential - 2, 4, 6, or 10 dwelling units per gross acre). Such
constraints that may affect the ultimate developed density, and, therefore,
the most suitable zoning district, include steep slopes. unstable soils,
wetlands and/or riparian habitat, woodlands, fire hazards, etc. When a
Planned Unit Development (PUD) is approved, the maximum residential
density per gross acre can be increased.

2. Urban Medium-Density Residential This designation permits medium density
urban residential uses (10 to 15 units per gross acre), including townhouses
(rowhouses). duplexes, apartments, mobile home parks, and group quarters.
The zoning district permitted in this designation is MFR-15 (Multiple Family
Residential - 15 units per gross acre). When a Planned Unit Development
(PUD) is approved, the maximum residential density per gross acre can be
increased.
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3. Urban High·Density Residential This designation permits higher density
urban residential uses (15 to 30 units per gross acre), and provides for
multiple-family development, including duplexes, apartments, and group
quarters. The zoning districts permitted in this designation are MFR-20 and
MFR-30 (Multiple-Family Residential - 20 or 30 units per gross acre). In
addition, the Southeast Plan authorizes an increase in the maximum
permitted density in this designation from 30 to 36 units per acre . When a
Planned Unit Development (PUD) is approved, the maximum residential
density per gross acre can be increased

****
13. Urban Growth Boundary The City of Medford and Jackson County have

established an Urban Growth Boundary (UGB), which delineates Medford's
urban and urbanizable areas. Following the~2015 UGB amendment
there was a total of 17,889 acres (27.95 square miles) with!n the UGB
including that land \yithin the City. The UGB is site specific. Since the GLUP
Map does not indicate lot lines, the UGB is also specified on the City of
Medford Zoning Map, a map having lot Jines, so that the location of specific
parcels inside or outside of the UGB can be determined.

14. Urban Reserves The Urban Reserves were created through the Regional
Problem Solving (RPS) process and adopted into the Comprehensive
Plan in the Regional Plan Element. The method of establishing an urban
reserve Is defined in state law (see ORS 195.137-145). The urban
reserve areas are the first priority supply of land when the City
considers expanding its UGB. The urban reserve areas are meant to
provide a SO-year land supply for the City.
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PETITION

RECEIVE?"

:'J]~ C3 2015

PLANNINGDEP f.

TO: THE CITY OF MEDFORD PLANNING DEPARTMENT

REGARDING: THE URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY AMENDMENT

We, the undersigned, being the residents and property owners living on Starlite Lane, Reeds Lane,
and affected properties on South Stage, hereby present this Petition to The Medford City
Council, and to The City of Medford Planning Department in particular, to maintain our present
status in The Urban Growth Reserve.

Our objections to being removed from The Urban Growth Reserve were made clear at the
planning commission hearing concerning The Urban Growth Boundary Amendment. Given the
stated purpose of the amendment to provide a twenty-year supply based on the city's projected
need for residential and employment land, the relatively small properties on Starlite Lane, Reeds
Lane and South Stage, surrounded as they are on all sides by substantial agricultural acreage,
plainly do not qualify for re-zoning into commercial and industrial usage. A "patchwork
development" was, in point of fact, denounced by the planning commission itself as being
undesirable.

In consideration of this fact, and with due regard to the opposition herein expressed by those
citizens who strongly feel they will be directly and negatively impacted by this change, we can
hope that ajust solution will be found to remedy this problem. In our opinion, that solution is
obvious: Starlite Lane, Reeds Lane, and the affected properties on South Stage, should not, at
least at this time, be removed from the Urban Growth Reserve.

Being grateful for your attention to this matter, and in reasonable anticipation ofa favorable
outcome, we are:

Name: Print and Sign. Address. Date.
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ROGUE VALLEY SEWER SERVICES
Location: 138 W~'Sl VilasRoad, CentralPoint. OR • Mailing Address: P.O. Box 3130. CentralPoint,OR 7502.0005

Tel. (541) 664-6300. Fall (541) 664-7171 \\'ww.RVSS.us

July 14, 2015

City of Medford Planning Department
411 West 8th Street
Medford, Oregon 97501

Re: CP-14-114 Urban Growth Boundary Amendment

ATTN: Joe Slaughter,

RECEIVED

JUL 14 2015

PLANNING DEPT.

The areas identified as MD-1, MD-2, MD-6, MD-7, MD-8, and MD-9 are within the
service area of Rogue Valley Sewer Services. Sewer facilities with adequate capacity
are available to serve the proposed densities.

The proposed expansion of the UGB will have no adverse impacts on RVSS service.

Sincerely,

Cad/~
Carl Tappert, PE
Manager

K:\DATA\AGENCIES\MEDFORD\PLANNG\COMPPLAN\2014\CP-14-114_UGB
AMENDMENT.DOC

You created this PDF from an appUcation that is not licensed to print to novaPDF printer (http://www.novapdf.com)



July 20, 2015

Medford City Council

411 West Main Street

Medford, OR 97501

RO G U E VA ~LEY

Jia Jl or

RECEIVED

JUL 202015

PLANNING DEPT.

Re: Centennial Inclusion in the Urban Grown Boundary Expansion

Dear Members of the Medford City Council:

I have had the privilege of serving as Rogue Valley Manor's Executive Director since January of 2013.

During my tenure, I have worked closely with the Rogue Valley Manor Board of Directors and our parent

company, Pacific Retirement Services, regarding the Centennial lands. I have a thorough understanding

of the property's unique history, the current golf course operation, as well as future development

possibilities for Centennial to include additional senior housing options and commercial uses along the

North Phoenix Road corridor.

I wish to recognize the diligent and thoughtful work of Medford Planning Commission staff, and would

like to express my full and complete support of their recommendation that the Centennial property be

included in the current proposed UGBexpansion.

Rogue Valley Manor and its Board of Directors look forward to working closely with City and County

leaders alike to support our area's growing senior population, while also ensuring a bright economic

future for the region in which we are so fortunate to live, work, and play.

Thank you for your consideration. I invite you to contact me anytime, should you have questions or wish

to discuss this further. My direct line is 541-857-7028.

1200 Mira Mar Avcnue s Medford, OR 97504 • (541) 857-7777 • Fax: (54 I) 857-7617
E-mail: rvm@rcrircmcm.org·AffilitluofRleifieRetirell1t.IItServices.llIe.



July 20, 2015

REQUEST FOR
THE CENTENNIAL TO BE

INCLUDED WITHIN THE CITY'S
URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY

By
ROGUE VALLEY MANOR

Presented to the Medford City Council
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REQUEST FOR

THE CENTENNIAL TO BE INCLUDED WITHIN

THE CITY'S URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY

By
ROGUE VALLEY MANOR

I. Introduction and Request.

Rogue Valley Manor respectfully requests the City to include The

Centennial within the City's Urban Growth Boundary ("UGB") when it amends its

UGB to meet the City's 20-year need for housing land. The Centennial Property

consists of approximately 417 acres located outside and adjacent to the City's

UGB in unincorporated Jackson County, and is also located adjacent to the Rogue

Valley Manor Campus; Southern Oregon's largest continuing care retirement

community. Approximately 41 acres of The Centennial is located within the City.

The Centennial Golf Club, an 18-hole championship golf course, is located on the

Property. See Figure 1, Air Photo of proposed UGB amendment line. The portion

of the Property located outside of the UGB has been designated by the City as an

Urban Reserve and is part of MD-S.

The Planning Commission has recommended that The Centennial

Property be included within the City's UGB, but that 120 Acres consisting of golf

course fairways be designated as "non-buildable" pursuant to ORS 197.186. See

Figure 2. ORS 197.186 provides that a local jurisdiction can remove land from its

buildable lands inventory subject to those lands being designated as Open Space

Land pursuant to DRS 308A.300 to 308A.330. As a result, the Planning

Commission did not count these 120 acres as "buildable" land allowing an

1
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additional 120 acres located elsewhere to be recommended for inclusion within

the UGB.

Rogue Valley Manor has represented to the City its agreement to

designate the 120 acres as "non-buildable" and that it will file an Open Space

Assessment Application with the County Assessor should the City include The

Centennial Property within the UGB. This "non-buildable" land qualifies for an

Open Space Assessment since it will preserve the current use of the land as Open

Space and conserve the golf course fairways. ORS 308A.309 (2)(d). As a result,

Rogue Valley Manor is requesting that 297.26 acres of The Centennial Property be

included within the UGB as developable land, and that 120 acres be designated as

"non-buildable". See Figures 3 and 4 that depict the Open Space Lands and the

Developable Lands by area and Tax Lot.

Rogue Valley Manor intends to build an Active Adult Retirement

Community ("AARC") consisting of residential and recreational uses built around

The Centennial Golf Club if the Property is brought within the UGB. An AARC is a

master planned age restricted senior housing community where active and

independent seniors can age in place. The planned community will also include

neighborhood commercial uses such as a bank, drug store, convenience store and

other neighborhood type commercial uses. The Centennial AARC will be master

planned to meet the City's target density of 6.6 units per acre on the Developable

Land, and will meet all of the City's design and development requirements

through Site Plan and Architectural Design Review.

The City's Housing Element acknowledges that there will be

significant growth in the City's senior citizen population over the next 20 years

2
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Centennial Golf Course UGB Ammendment
2/23/2015
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and recognizes the need for the City to provide housing alternatives for seniors.

City's Housing Element, p. 69. The Housing Element specifically recognizes AARC's

as a specific housing alternative for senior citizens in Medford:

"These are age-targeted or age-restrictive active adult communities
that have residential and recreational amenities that are not
normally available in other type of senior citizen facilities. Amenities
may include single family homes on individual lots, townhouses, and
apartments; and recreation facilities such as club houses for social
activities, swimming pools, golf courses, tennis courts, hiking trails
and fitness gyms." City's Housing Element, p. 72.

The Centennial AARC will specifically address this needed housing type. It will

allow residents to age in place in an active adult planned community and then

move to the Rogue Valley Manor with congregate care and food service and some

health services, to assisted care living and to skilled nursing all located on the

Rogue Valley Manor Campus.

II. Brief Historical Overview.

The Rogue Valley Manor Campus consists of 668 acres and

development has been guided by a Master Plan approved by the City. The Manor

provides various services to senior citizens tailored to meet the varying needs of

its residents. The City's Housing Element recognizes that Rogue Valley Manor is

the largest retirement facility in Medford with a range of housing types and

prices, including a skilled nursing facility, congregate care, in-home care, memory

care and attached dwelling units, along with the 9-hole Quail Point Golf Course.

City's Housing Element, p. 69.
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The Centennial Golf Club was opened in the spring of 2006,

consisting of 18·holes of golf, clubhouse, driving range and other related

accessory uses. The Golf Club is located adjacent to the Rogue Valley Manor

Campus.

In 2006, Rogue Valley Manor filed an application with the City of

Medford and Jackson County to add The Centennial Property within the City's

UGB for the purpose of building an AARC around The Centennial Golf Club to

serve the needs of active senior citizens. The application stated that the AARC

would be called The Centennial and would be an addition to the Rogue Valley

Manor community offering its own mix of amenities and services tailored to

active adult senior citizens not currently offered at Rogue Valley Manor.

The City commenced its legislative UGB amendment project shortly

after Rogue Valley Manor filed its UGB amendment request. The City requested

the Manor to suspend the processing of the application and to work with the City

in its legislative UGB amendment process instead. The Manor agreed to suspend

its application and has been participating over the past 9 years in the City's UGB

process to bring The Centennial Property within the UGB.

III. Why should the City include The Centennial Property within its UGB?

1. The City Planning Commission is recommending that the Centennial

Property be included within the UGB. The Centennial scored well in

each of the five factors (proximity, parcelization, transportation, water

and sewer) that the Planning Commission used to guide its

recommendation regarding the location of the expanded UGB.
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2. The fairways will be designated as "non-buildable" land and preserved

as Open Space, allowing an additional 120 acres of land located

elsewhere to be included with the City's UGB to meet the City's housing

needs.

3. The Centennial AARC meets a need that is specifically recognized by the

City's Housing Element as a housing alternative for the increasing senior

citizen population that will exist in Medford over the next 20 years.

There is no other proposed project before the City that specifically

addresses the housing needs of senior citizens. The Centennial AARC

complements the existing facilities of Rogue Valley Manor and allows

active senior citizens to age in place.

4. The Centennial AARC can be designed and master planned to meet the

City's density target of 6.6 units per acre while preserving the Open

Space of The Centennial Golf Club.

5. The construction of an AARC around the golf course will make the golf

course economically viable - without the AARC, the golf course is not

economically viable in the long term. The Centennial Golf Course will be

the only 18-hole public golf course in Medford.

6. The Centennial Property is uniquely qualified to meet an identified

housing need of the City, complement the existing facilities of Rogue

Valley Manor and preserve a significant Open Space in the City in the

form of The Centennial Golf Club.

5



IV. Summary and Conclusion.

Rogue Valley Manor respectfully requests the City Council to include

The Centennial within the UGB.

6



RO G U E VALLEY
-----t It.a ll OJc

July 17, 2015

Medford City Council

411 West 8th Street

Medford, OR 97501

Dear Members of the Medford City Council:

Thank you for your efforts to increase the Urban Growth Boundary for the City of Medford. We know

this is a challenging and important process. We agree with the Medford City Planning Commission's

recommendation before you tonight regarding the inclusion of the Centennial Property inside the Urban

Growth Boundary for the City of Medford.

Rogue Valley Manor has been working with the City for the past 9 years to bring Centennial inside the

UGB.The Centennial filed a quasi-judicial UGBamendment in February 2006, shortly before the City

initiated its legislative UGBamendment process. Rogue Valley Manor agreed with the City's request for

the Manor to suspend the processing of its application and to participate instead in the legislative

process which it has for the past 9 years.

We believe the Centennial project has several unique characteristics that make it a perfect fit for

inclusion in the UGBAmendment. First, the City's Housing Element recognizes that there will be an

increase in the senior population of Medford over the next 20 years. An Active Adult Retirement

Community is specifically recognized by the Housing Element as a needed housing option for seniors.

The Centennial's proposed Active Adult Retirement Community will carry out this recognized need. This

project would be the only gated active adult community in southern Oregon attracting new residents to

the Rogue Valley with considerable discretionary income. As you may know, Rogue Valley Manor is one

of the most successful retirement communities on the west coast, attractiving over 70% of our residents

from outside the Rogue Valley. These new residents have made a huge positive impact on the Rogue

Valley in many ways. We see the Centennial project having similar positive impacts by attracting even

more retirees to the Rogue Valley.

Not only will the Centennial project provide for a special classof housing, our plan is to also include

commercial uses along the North Phoenix Road corridor. This would support the proposed employment

district to the south and the housing developments proposed to the east. We have also considered the

development of a regional retreat or conference center to further support the tourism industry in

Medford. The Centennial Golf Course is a great community asset and is the only public championship

course in Medford. If the land around Centennial is not included in the UGB Amendment the course

would no longer be economically viable and its future would be in jeopardy.

1200 Mira Mar Avenue • Medford, OR 97504 • (541) 857-7777 • Fax: (541) 857-761 7
E-mail : rvm@rctircmcm.org • AffilitllrojRleifie Retiremen: Services, Inc.



Finally, we have willingly removed 120 acres from our original proposal and will designate the 120 acres

of golf course land as open space. This reduction in the amount of developable land at Centennial

helped to support the City's inclusion of additional parcels in the UGBrecommendation.

We would encourage the Medford City Council to fully support the Planning Commission's

recommendation regarding the inclusion of the Centennial property into the UGBfor the City of

Medford.

Sincerely,

C2&-u-~~a-J
Sue Kupillas

Rogue Valley Manor Board of Directors

Sue Kupillas, Chair

Fred Willms

Bob Mayers

Jim Stocker

April Sevcik

Carol Christlieb

Don Hildebrand

Ray Heysell

Stan Solmonson



July 17, 2015

Medford City Council

411 West Main Street

Medford, OR 97501

Re: Centennial inclusion into the Urban Growth Boundary

Dear Members of the Medford City Council:

Today I am writing to you as Chair of the Rogue Valley Manor (RVM) Board of Directors, and as a very

active community member living inside the City of Medford. As a former Jackson County Commissioner,

I am very familiar with the complex decisions that have been considered to make this recommendation

to the Medford City Council. My involvement on the Rogue Valley Manor Board is because this

institution is so important to the cultural and economic well-being of our valley. To allow an Active Adult

Retirement Community to be built is just good planning, since we know the Rogue Valley is one of the

best places to retire on the west coast. Medford benefits so greatly from the diverse and talented

people RVM brings to our community. It is for these reasons I agree with the City Planning Commission's

recommendation before you, regarding the inclusion of the Centennial property inside the Urban

Growth Boundary, for the City of Medford.

If I understand the history of this process, Rogue Valley Manor has been working with the City for the

past 9 years to bring Centennial inside the UGB. RVM filed a quasl-judlciel UGBamendment in February

2006, shortly before the City initiated its legislative UGB amendment process. Rogue Valley Manor

agreed with the City's request for the Manor to suspend the processing of its application and to

participate instead in the legislative process, which it has for the past 9 years.

The RVM Board has fully agreed with the inclusion of Centennial into the UGB. The reasons are clear.

The City's Housing Element recognizes that there will be an increase in the senior population of Medford

over the next 20 years. An Active Adult Retirement Community is specifically recognized by the Housing

Element as a needed housing option for seniors. Centennial's proposed Active Adult Retirement

Community will carry out this recognized need. This project would be the only active adult community in

southern Oregon attracting new residents to the Rogue Valley with considerable discretionary income.

Not only will the Centennial project provide for a special class of housing, our plan is to also include

commercial development along the North Phoenix Road corridor. This would support the proposed

employment district to the south and the housing developments proposed to the east. We have also

considered the development of a regional retreat or conference center to further support the tourism

industry in Medford. The Centennial Golf Course is a great community asset and is the only public

championship course in Medford. It brings in considerable tourist dollars to our city.



Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

~~de~
Sue Kupillas, Chair

Rogue Valley Manor Board of Directors



Fred Willms
1 Skyline Drive, #3412
Medford, OR 97504

July 15,2015

Medford Ci~ Council
411 West at Street
Medford OR 97501

Dear Members of the Medford City Council:

In a letter dated March 12. 2015 to the Medford Planning Commission from the
Rogue Valley Manor Board of Directors, the history of Rogue Valley Manor's efforts
to have the Centennial Golf Course and nearby property included in the Urban
Growth Boundary was set forth. As a member of that Board and also a resident for
more than 16 years of Rogue Valley Manor. I thought it would be useful to provide
an individual's perspective on this process.

It is sometimes said that residents of Rogue Valley Manor have a shorter term
outlook about projects that might carry on for many years than the general
population. In the case of the acquisition of the land and the subsequent
development of the Centennial Golf Course, it was clear to the residents that this
project would evolve over time in a way that would be to the long-term benefit to
both the community of Medford and the Rogue Valley Manor. The residents have
been very patient in their outlook. but a sense of excitement is beginning to build
because the achievement of a long sought goal seems to be getting closer to being
realized.

The significant investment that has been made in the construction of the Centennial
Golf Course and its operation as a popular championship level course provides a
major building block to make possible the construction of an over 55 community that
will attract residents of the Rogue Valley as well as the residents of other
communities outside the Valley. I urge the City Council to take advantage of the
opportunity to bring Centennial into the Urban Growth Boundary.

Very truly yours,

/1'" p I A n
~~hv~

Fred Willms

Rogue Valley Manor
Resident and Board Member



ROGUE

July 20, 2015

Medford City Council
City Hall, 411 West 8th Street
Medford, OR 97501

Dear Members of the Medford City Council:

VA LLEY
L !ta N O)'

I am writing as the President of the Residents' Council of the Rogue Valley Manor, representing
the almost 1,000 residents of the RVM, to urge you to include the Centennial property inside the
urban growth boundary of the City of Medford.

The residents of the RVM made their decision to retire to the Manor for many different reasons.
Common among them, and of major importance, were the attractions of the City of Medford,
including the quality of life and the cultural offerings.

After studying the proposal presented to you by the Planning Commission for approval, it is our
belief that the Centennial property uniquely enhances these values by adding more than just
acreage to the city.

It becomes the cities only 18 hole public golf course. Which, it should be noted, is not just your
average course - it is a top rated , champion quality course in a scenic setting.

It is also an ideal location for the proposed active adult retirement community. Residents of such
a community will bring positive values to cultural and financial resources of the city of Medford.

It is our sincere hope, that after a full and unbiased review, you will come to these same
conclusions.

Thank you for taking the time to consider our thoughts.

~
John Gerling
President
Resident Council

1200 Mira Mar Avenue • Medford, OR 97504 • (54 I) 857-7777 • Fax: (54I) 857-7617
E-mail: rvm@rcriremem.org • AffilitlteofPacific Retirement Seruices. Inc.



James D. Stocker
1506 Village Center Drive

Medford, OR 97504

July 20, 2015

The Medford City Council
411 West 8th street
Medford OR 97501

Dear Medford City Council Members:

I have been a resident of Medford at Rogue Valley Manor for six years and have
represented our community as one of two resident directors on the RVM Board of
Directors since early 2013. As a member of our board committee assigned to study
the plans for expansion of the Medford Urban Growth Boundary it has been of great
interest and reassurance for me to observe the thoroughness and careful attention to
all aspects of the expansion, and to witness the presentations of valley developers,
large and small, to the Medford Planning staff and to the Medford Planning
Commission, at a series of hearings this spring.

My friends and colleagues at the Manor were very pleased to be advised that our
recommendation, after careful screening, to include the Centennial property in the
UGB was approved by the Planning Commission for recommendation to the Medford
City Council. As we Manor residents look eastward across the splendid valley we take
pride in our ownership and stewardship of this neighboring property. We feel that the
plans which were originally laid out nearly ten years ago, are even more appropriate
today than they were then to meet the requirements for Medford's future growth. The
combination of open space golf fairways, quality low-density residences, and possible
hospitality resources, can be ideal for this location.

Rogue Valley Manor residents, whether arriving here from long distances or from
this valley cherish our many connections with Medford. We feel a deep bond with this
community and its future development. We are enthusiastic about the potential of our
Centennial property to contribute to that development. We hope that you will consider
positively the recommendation of your Planning Commission.

Thank you for your serious consideration of our proposal.

~
. Yours sin~~I~,

~~
ames D. Stocker

...



hilrrOPICS
Rogue Valley Manor
1200 Mira Mar Avenue
Medford OR 97504

July 15, 2015
The Medford City Council
411 West 8 th Street
Medford OR 97501

Dear Honorable Members ofthe City Council:

I am writing to encourage you to fully support the staff recommendation regarding
the inclusion of the Centennial Property in the Urban Growth Boundary for the City
of Medford.

I edit hilrrOPICS, a monthly newsletter produced by, for and about Rogue Valley
Manor residents. Its circulation of more than 1,500 includes some 500 prospective
residents, as well. We have been and are attracted to the Manor not only because it
is a great place to live, but also because we want to join our neighbors in their deep
commitment to the community at large-a commitment regularly reflected in the
pages of hilrrOPICS.

I have attached two of a series of three articles specifically on this subject, written
because we're in the midst of volunteer recognition season. The first, published this
month, focuses on residents who are community leaders, serving on boards of
directors of a variety of for- and not-for-profit organizations. In the words of one,
"There's probably not a single organization in the Rogue Valley that doesn't benefit
from our expertise." The second, coming in April, focuses on the "unsung heroes"
residents who contribute by participating in dozens of volunteer organizations
week after week, year after year. In the words of one of these, "It would be selfish
not to return at least a portion of our time, treasures and talents to our community.
After all, what would society be like without the arts, recreation, and vibrant
businesses?" The third, coming in May, continues this theme.

In addition to time and talent, Manor residents donate hundreds ofthousands of
dollars, scholarships, food and merchandise annually to support Medford's arts,
music, theatre, health care, education and services to youth and the disadvantaged,
just to name a few categories of our material support to the community. We're a
huge source of employment beyond the 350 people who work here: We employ
building contractors, plumbers, electricians, housekeepers, decorators, landscapers
and more. And no one cheered more loudly-or shopped more vigorously-when
Trader [oes finally came to town!

My point is: These are the kinds of people who will carry forward the tradition of
community involvement that has characterized the Manor and its residents for more



than SO years. These are the kinds of people who will be attracted to, who will
patronize and who will use the development that inclusion in the UGB will bring to
the Centennial Golf Course and open space, and, most importantly, who will want to
live in the attractive residences that will surround it.

Thank you in advance for increasing the Urban Growth Boundary to include The
Centennial property. Medford will benefit for years and years to come.

I~nb~ BL~
~ Roberta Bhasin

Editor, hillTOPICS

Enclosures
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Sandra says, "Both as a teacher and a mentor, my goal is
to encourage young people to see their potential and find
the paths that would lead them to happy and fulfilling
lives."

Dottie Brown just retired from more than five years of
volunteering at the downtown Medford Library, where
she staffed the Friends of the Library Bookstore for four
shifts a month.

Dottie says the bookstore has many good buys, with
books for as little as $1.00. Proceeds are used to support
the Library, children and teen programs, and summer

Top Row: Sandra Peat, John & Cann
Bottom Row: Pat Parsons, Dottie'Brown,

reading programs. Her colleagues at the bookstore said
they miss her already and wish she were still there. They
admired her grace and charm and remember how she
would sprint across the street to get to her shift on time.

Jim Havstad is giving a Steinway Model D nine-foot
piano to the Southern University Music Program. "1 am
giving this piano to the music program because of the
great respect I have for Alexander Tutunov, Professor of
Piano," Jim explains.

The piano will be used exclusively for classical music
by the Southern Oregon University Music Program.
It is an exceptional instrument fitted with two actions

Literally hundreds ofManor residents are community
volunteers-participating in programs thatprovide assistance,
information and expertise throughout the valley andbeyond.
Following are afew of their stories. Ifwe've missed youor your
program, please letus know at hilltopics@outlook.com.

Six years ago, Wayne Thomas learned there were
hundreds of children in the area who were wards of
the court-usually because of parents' drug use. This
prompted him to volunteer to become a court-appointed
special advocate (CASA), providing an extra set of eyes
and ears to assist the judge in determining if it would be
safe to return the children to parental custody.

One of a number of Manorites who are "CASAs," Wayne
has worked with three different families. Privacy rules
govern what he can say about his cases . However, he is
very happy that the father in one of his families overcame
years of alcohol abuse, through the Community Family
Court, and is now successfully raising his two children.

Children of the tiniest kind are John and Carmen
Aitkens' focus at Asante Rogue Regional Medical
Center. Ten-year veterans of the Cuddlers Program
there, John and Carmen say they owe the bountiful
rewards of comforting newborns to Gunther Baldauf
who coordinated the program, and his wife Dorothy
who welcomed Carmen to the Manor with the volunteer
invitation.

"1 love babies," says Carmen, "and it is gratifying to
be able to help them with a touch and the sound of my
voice."

John branched out from newborn responsibilities to also
meeting a need for magazines at the hospital. Over the
past three years, he's brought 45 at a time-for a total of
S,OOO-donated by fellow Manor residents.

Other RVM residents who volunteer at Asante include
Kumar Bhasin, Pat Butler, Helen McCrea, Eva Mullen,
Audree Note, Bob Seebold, Lee Thomally, Maria and
Bob Wahl, Phyllis Robertson, and Betty Powers.

Immediately after retiring from 44 years of high school
teaching, Sandra Peat signed on as a mentor in South
Medford High School's ASPIRE (Access to Student
Assistance Programs in Reach of Everyone) program,
established statewide in 2007.

Sandra works individually with students helping them to
evaluate college and vocational career options and apply
for financial aid and scholarships. A big part is ensuring
the students meet deadlines, with the most important role
being as a supportive adult.

She works with four students four hours a month in
weekly meetings at the school-plus much emailing and
texting.

RogueValley Manor • hill TOPICS • April 2015 • page 6



voiced either to bold sound or more subtle sound which
can be interchanged depending on the preference of the
performer.

Liz and Dave Dealey volunteer in their daughter Diane
Neill's nonprofit "California Forestry Challenge." The
program gives more than 300 high school students and 40
teachers experience in aspects of Forestry Management,
such as tree measurement and identification and
ecological relationships. Some have never been out of
the city or in a forest, so you can imagine their joy and
eagerness to participate.

tken, Jim Haostad, Barbara Hagen,
~ Thomas, Liz & Dave Dealy, Barb Field

Students and teachers return home with a new
understanding of the interaction of nature and humans
and of the ecology of a specific forest area; some students
have even made their careers in Forestry Management
and other natural resources areas as a result of this
opportunity.

Visitors from all over the world come to Ashland for the
Oregon Shakespeare Festival (OSF), says Barb Field, who
has volunteered at the Ashland Chamber of Commerce
and Plaza Information booth for 20 years. The chance to
meet and help them is what drew Barb to this volunteer
program. A FAQis, "What else is there to do in Southern

.~ ,'trBasur.eSl amd lfffilriso Qu·r (1fJrmntm·i!fJy.
earealfli(fJn am.1J:mrawt I1lSinesses?"--lMtN . an

Oregon besides attend plays?" The "A," of course, is
myriad outdoor activities, other cultural and educational
venues. Hiking and bike riding maps are among the most
requested, and even locals are fascinated to learn that
Lithia Park was designed by John McLaren, who also
designed Golden Gate Park in San Francisco. Barb says
she recently helped a couple from Shanghai. "You mean
you came all the way here from China?" she asked. "Yes,
they enjoy Shakespeare and learned about OSF on the
Chamber's web site. The office really keeps us on our
toes."

Speaking of OSF, Barbara Hagen is enthusiastically
beginning her sixteenth year of volunteerism at the Tudor
Guild Gift Shop. Why does she enjoy working there so
much? Because she wants to have a close association with
the theater and likes to help it. Besides, she says with a
smile, "I get free tickets to all the plays."

Barbara worked assisting shoppers find just what they
wanted until her hearing became a problem. Now her
assignment is to mark items for sale and to roll posters.

The gift shop features books, jewelry crafted by local
artisans, specialty foods with an English theme, charming
gifts for children, costumes, and greeting cards. Also,
warm sweatshirts for tourists who didn't pack them.

Proceeds from the Gift Shop go to support the
Shakespeare Festival actors.

Pat Parsons has been in the hospitality business as a
volunteer, since 1982starting at Travelers Aid at the
San Francisco International Airport and then at Sonoma
Visitors Center. And so when she carne to RVMin 1995
and a resident advised her "to get off the hill" for her
volunteering, it was natural for her to join the Medford
Visitors Center by Harry and David's and to work at
Medford's International Airport. Now in her 20th year of
volunteering in Medford, Pat has been honored with the
Jackson County Service Award.

She loves to meet different people and always hopes "to
improve the quality of life for those I encounter." Jim and
Pat Stocker can attest to her gracious, enthusiastic and
informative help. On their first visit to Medford in 2006
when they picked up descriptive pamphlets at the Visitors
Center, they quickly learned that Pat was a resident of
RVM.They say her welcoming attitude influenced their
decision to come here.

Pat recalls trying to help a distraught couple whose plans
had been completely upset by a flight delay . She recalls
saying: "At least you can be sure that your flight out of
Medford will be the first flight to go."

byLiz Caldwell, Pat Stocker, Emily Rued, Barbara Wasson

Photos: Mary Bjorkholm, Helen Russ, Keith Stewart
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"I sometimes think people in the community don't
realize how much RVM residents contribute. There's
probably not a single organization in the Rogue
Valley that doesn't benefit from our expertise."

-Mary Jane Dellenback

Prospective residents often ask about RVM's relationship
to the community. "Aren't you isolated up there on the
hill?" they ask.

Not!

In fact, there's probably not a single organization in
the Rogue Valley that we're not part of. That's because
Manorites volunteer, big time .

In this, the first of a series on our residents' community
volunteerism, we focus on leadership: Members
and leaders of community boards of directors...their
motivation and rewards. Here are mini profiles of some
and there are probably many more:

Mary Jane Dellenback is currently on the SOPT TV
Board for the second time, as well as the Chamber
Music board. "They picked me," she smiles. That's not
surprising because, as a longtime Medford resident,
she's a leadership veteran of the Oregon Community
Foundation, Community Concerts, the Community
Health Center and Providence Hospital.

"I'm curious. So the strength I bring is asking a lot of
questions to be sure I understand an issue. That tends
to lead to better decisions. I believe boards should not
micromanage. Their job is to give advice and consent
not to get into nitty gritty details."

And, like other Manor volunteer board members, she
says she gets more than she gives.

"Board members have contact with people who are
interesting, dedicated and involved. You know what's
going on and you get the satisfaction of contributing in an
area where you have gifts."

Russy Sumariwalla would second that. His gifts include
a wealth of expertise on volunteerism itself, having led
United Way International in defining social and human
service goals that can be applied by any organization,
large or small, as well as creating a system of classifying
nonprofit organizations that is still referenced by the
illS. Locally, he's led the United Nations Association and
currently serves on the Chamber Music Concerts board,

A lifelong lover of classical music, he says, "Our valley
attracts the very best musicians and groups from all
over the world. Membership on this board gives me the
privilege of hearing them and getting to know kindred
spirits from outside of our immediate community."

"Music is my life," says Helen Hanson, echoing Russy
and Mary Jane. Upon arrival in Medford, she was
inspired by the quality of the choral and orchestral
programs here and was encouraged by Laurie Patterson's
experience from 11 years as a board member of Rogue
Valley Symphony.

Helen wanted to be connected to the community as well
as to RVM. Since joining the symphony board, Helen has
been further inspired by the leadership and commitment
of the board members, by their enthusiasm and energy
and their great sense of responsibility for supporting

Top Row: Helen Hanson, Cynthi
Bottom Row: Bob Wahl, Russy Sumariumlla, Joll

Photos: Mary Bjol

Conductor Martin Majkut as he continually raises the bar
in the Rogue Valley Symphony programs.

Being part of the larger community is important to Bill
Jacobs, too. Driven by great intellectual curiosity, he
is an analytical problem solver who loves business, as
well as the arts. He was on the Rogue Gallery and Art
Center Board when the Craterian came calling, asking to
"share" some property the gallery owned. The deal this
former corporate CFO helped strike gave both struggling
organizations homes. He helped found and is currently
on the People's Bank board which he finds rewarding
because of the constant learning involved in the changing
economic and regulatory worlds.

RovueValleu Manor • hill TOPICS • March 2015 • page 6



As a former Hollywood film producer, Ron Silverman
loves good entertainment. That love is more than satisfied
by his involvement with the Craterian Theater which
he has helped lead for the past eight years as a board
member and now its treasurer. He says, "I definitely get
more out of serving this wonderful theater than I could
ever give to it."

The Craterian is now part of the Collier Center for the
Performing Arts, the new name honoring the Manor's
Jim Collier, whose major contribution to the theater is
the largest donation in Craterian history. "A whole lot of
what we do is possible because of Jim's generosity," says

'renee, BillJacobs, EdNicholson
rkholm , Mary Jane Dellenback, Ron Siluerman
I, Roberta Bhasin

Ron, "and we, along with a lot of other arts organizations
in the Rogue Valley, are indebted to him."

Ron also was recently involved with the Southern Oregon
Leadership Council, an arm of the Oregon Community
Foundation. "There are thousands of people who benefit
from the work of the Foundation, and being part of that
creates a pretty good feeling," he says.

A "catch and release" angler, John Bjorkholm is
Membership chair on the Board of the Rogue Fly Fishers
Association. The group helps conserve local waters with
funds raised from an annual fall Steelhead Tournament,
in which anglers float the Rogue River with volunteer
boatmen, and a fishing-related Auction in the spring.

John reports that recently the Fish and Wildlife
Department has done an excellent job close to home. For
years, culverts that take Larson Creek under Ellendale
Drive and Black Oak Avenue had three-foot drops that
kept juvenile steelhead from migrating upstream for
protection and spawning. Raised with rocks, the water
flow is now leveled and the fish are no longer blocked.

Bob Wahl has long had an interest in community health
care. He is a board member of Rogue Community Health
(RHC-formerly Community Health Center), which
serves the uninsured and the under-insured of the
Rogue Valley with medical, dental, behavioral and social
services. Patients are 50% of the Board. Bob is also a
volunteer chaplain at Rogue Regional Medical Center. It
gives him a great sense of achievement!

At a friend's suggestion, Bob Tull applied for and was
appointed to the Medford Planning Commission 18 years
ago and is just this month completing his many terms.
He feels it was a "job worth doing" and particularly
enjoyed working with a "fine professional staff and
other interesting volunteers from all walks of life in our
community." He has had a chance to work on a regional
planning process, started in 2000, because great change is
anticipated in Rogue Valley in the future.

RVM residents know Ed Nicholson as an outstanding
athlete and musician. But as a former principal of three
schools in Medford, Ed has always been involved
with students and continues that interest as a member
of the Medford Rotary Club. He's in his 21st year as
Scholarship Chair of the Rotary Foundation Board. Ed's
committee interviews up to 100 applicants each year to
select the 12 - 18 seniors who receive between $2000 
$3000 for each of their four years of college. He finds this
a "delightful" experience!

Delight is also what Cynthia Lawrence expressed when
she was asked to join the Oregon Shakespeare Festival
board, where her experience in development has been
appreciated for three years and counting.

She has gained an understanding of what is involved in
mounting the kinds of productions this, the oldest and
longest rotating repertory company in the country, is
noted for. "I so appreciate that our brilliantly talented
company wants this life, in this place," she says . "It is a
wonderful experience to be associated with them."

by Pat Stocker and Roberta Bhasin

Editor's Note: We know there are manymore residents who are
leaders on boards andmany who serve in community volunteer
programs. We'd like tohear from youso that wemay include
youinfuture articles about community involvement. Contact
us at hilltopics@outlook.com.
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Wayne H. Thomas
1 Skyline Drive, Apt. 3314

Medford, Oregon 97504-2500

July 16,2015

Medford City Council
4 I I West 8th Street
Medford OR 97501

Re: Inclusion in Expansion of Urban Growth Boundary

Dear Members of the Medford City Council:

The Residents Council at Rogue Valley Manor (URVM") is comprised of all residents,
and I am its immediate past president. Because of my involvement with residents as part
of my elected position., 1am comfortable with believing that the views and thoughts 1will
express are shared by the great majority of all residents.

Rogue Valley Manor's board applied for inclusion of the Centennial Golf Course and
nearby property C:'Centennial") in Medford's Urban Growth Boundary ("UGB"). The
Medford Planning Commission voted to accept its staff recommendation that Centennial
be included in the city'S plan to expand the UGB. We residents strongly support the
Planning Commission's decision, and we urge the City Council to vote to support and
accept the Planning Commission's carefully thought-out and analyzed decision.

Centennial Golf Course is a wonderful facility and a huge benefit to the Medford.
Centennial is not only the sole18-hole public course in Medford, but it also will qualify
for hosting PGA championship matches. As the trees and foliage mature. the course will
become ever more attractive and likely to attract regional and national golfers and
tournaments. Many of our residents regularly use and enjoy the golf course, and we want
it to continue to provide golfing enjoyment for visitors and residents.

Wc arc aware that inclusion of the course and the land around it in the UGB is likely
essential to support continued economic viability of Centennial. RVM's proposal
includes using most of the land for an Active Adult Retirement Community and a portion
for needed commercial uses along North Phoenix Road. Golf courses present a
particularly attractive setting for homes, and we believe that seniors from near and far
would move to the Active Retirement Community.

Another feature of RVM's proposal would preserve the inherent scenic attractiveness of
the golf course: RVM agrees that 120 acres of the total Centennial property (primarily the
fairways) will be removed from the developable portion of the land and will be preserved
as open space. We residents are very pleased with that aspect of the proposal because a



Wayne H. Thomas
July 16,2015
Page2

large portion of us look over the golf course, and we welcome the prospect of continuing
to enjoy the open space interleaving with the housing that will be created.

There are other factors and characteristics of RVM's proposal that are also relevant and
important, and I am confident that RVM's board and others will highlight them and point
out how those factors also argue for acceptance of the RVM proposal. The residents'
support is primarily based upon their desire to retain the value ofCentennial Golf Course
for RVM and for the community, but we recognize the value of these other factors. We
urge the City Council to approve RVM's highly attractive proposal to include the
property in Medford's UGB.

. Very truly Y~~

{ iJ{h~~~
wa?n: ~h::as
Past President



1906 Wildflower Circle
Medford
Oregon 97504-8636
TELEPHONE: 541-857-6993 CELL: 541·n2·9059
EMAIL: blll.lacobs@<;harter.net

•

July 18,2015

Medford City Council
411 West 8th Street
Medford, Oregon 97501

Dear Medford City Council Members:

My wife and I have been residents of the Rogue Valley since 1992 and residents of Rogue
Valley Manor since 2010. We understand the importance of planning intelligently for
development to ensure the economic vitality of our region 's hub city while maintaining high
standards for livability including such factors as air and water quality, land conservation, and
outdoor recreation opportunities.

As Rogue Valley Manor residents, we are particularly interested in a quality development plan
for the land adjacent to the Centennial Golf Course. The master plan calling for an Active Adult
Retirement Community (AARC) with modest neighborhood supporting commercial areas is
consistent with the adjacent neighborhoods already within Medford city limits and has our
support. This master plan achieves expanded senior citizens residential accommodations meeting
the needs of the predictable senior population growth. Approximately 41 acres of the Centennial
property already is within the city limits; thus, the broader inclusion of the rest of the Centennial
property into the Medford Urban Growth Boundary ("UGB") makes abundant good sense. We
worry that without the planned AARC the intermediate and long term economic viability of the
Centennial Golf Course may be in jeopardy. We are pleased that Rogue Valley Manor has agreed
to include 120 acres of the Centennial property (the current golf course fairways) as "non
buildable" thereby preserving open spaces for quality of life within the master plan development.

We know that the Medford Planning staff and Planning Commission have thoroughly studied
land to be included in the UGB with substantial staff work and several hearings. We strongly
support the request of Rogue Valley Manor that the Centennial property of approximately 417
acres be included in the Medford UGB, and we are gratified that the Medford Planning staff and
Planning Commission support this request.

truly yours,~
I.I,~ J

illiam . Jacobs, . r
Resident, Rogue V ey Manor



Donald H.Ogren
2106 Quail Point Circle

Medford OR 97504

July 16, 2015

Medford City Council
City Hall
411 West Eighth Street
Medford OR97501

Dear Members of the Medford City Council:

As a resident of Medford and Rogue Valley Manor and a golfer, I want you to know
the great importance of the Centennial GolfCourse and the further development of
this property.

Centennial is the only championship 18 -hole golf course in the Medford area, as the
Eagle Point course is quite some distance. Medford's airport and its situation on 15
make the course very accessible for out-of town visitors. In addition, the annual
junior golf tournament, hosted by Centennial, brings hundreds of people to Medford
if parents and coaches are included, in addition to the players. Not only does this
redound to the benefit of motels and restaurants, but the tournament introduces
people to the Rogue Valley and also specifically to Medford. There are other events,
such as the regional long drive championship, which attract out-of-town visitors.

As now constituted, the golf course runs a deficit every year, a situation which
obviously cannot continue indefinitely. The addition of residences would swell the
revenues of the golf course and make the property economically viable. Needless to
say, the additional residents would be good for local businesses and would not be a
significant strain on city services. The impact on traffic would be substantially less
than a retail development and probably less than other types of commercial
development Also, the tax dollars could be substantial.

As a citizen and avid golfer, I strongly support the inclusion of the Centennial
property within the Urban Growth Boundary.

Thank you for your service and consideration of this issue.

Donald H.Ogren



Petition to allow Centennial Golf Club to be included in the UGB Amendment

Petition Summary: Medford Is working on an amendment to Its UGB to comply with the supply requirement. In order to Identify the 20-year demand, the
aty adopted an updated Economic Element and an updated Housing Element Into Its Comprehensive Plan; these demonstrate the estimated demand for
commerdal, Industrial and for residentIal land over the next two decades. In 2007 the aty conducted is Buildable Lands Inventory (BU), which shows land In
the UGBthat Is vacant and land that Is underutlllzed or ready for redevelopment. Taken together, these studies Indicate that Medford does not have a full 20
year land supply.

Action Petitioned For: We the undersigned are concerned citizens who urge our leaders to act now to allow Centennial Golf Club to be included in

the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) Amendment

Date Signature Printed Name Address
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Petition to allow Centennial Golf Club to be included in the UGB Amendment

Petition Summary: Medford Is working on an amendment to Its UGB to comply with the supply requirement. In order to Identify the 20-year demand, the
CIty adopted an updated economic Element and an updated Housing Element Into Its Comprehensive Plan; these demonstrate the estimated demand for
commerdal, Industrial and for residential land over the next two decades. In 2007 the ctty conducted a Buildable lands Inventory (BU), which shows land In
the UGBthat Is vacant and land that Is underutlllzed or ready for redevelopment. Taken together, these studies Indicate that Medford does not have a full 20
year land supply.

Action Petitioned For: We the undersigned are concerned citizens who urge our leaders to act now to allow Centennial Golf Club to be included in

the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) Amendment

Date Signature Printed Name Address
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Petition to allow Centennial Golf Club to be included in the UGB Amendment

Petition Summary: Medford Is working on an amendment to Its UGB to complv with the supply requirement. In order to IdentitY the 20-year demand, the
aty adopted an updated Economic Element and an updated Housing Element Into Its Comprehensive Plan; these demonstrate the estimated demand for
commercial, Industrial and for residential land over the next two decades. In 2007 the aty conducted a Buildable lands Inventory (BU), which shows land In
the UGB that Is vacant and land that Is underutlllzed or ready for redevelopment. Taken together, these studies Indicate that Medford does not have a full 20
year land supplV.

Action Petitioned For: We the undersigned are concerned citizens who urge our leaders to act now to allow Centennial Golf Club to be included in

the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) Amendment

Date Signature Printed Name Address
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Petition to allow Centennial Golf Club to be included in the UGH Amendment

Petition Summary: Medford Is working on an amendment to Its UGB to comply with the supply requirement. In order to Identify the 20-year demand, the
aty adopted an updated EconomicElement and an updated Housing Element into Its Comprehensive Plan; these demonstrate the estimated demand for
commercial, Industrial and for residential land over the next two decades. In 2007 the City conducted a Buildable Lands Inventory (BU), which shows land In
the UGBthat Is vacant and land that Is underutJllzed or ready for redevelopment. Taken together, these studies indicate that Medford does not have a full 20
year land supply.

Action Petitioned For: We the undersigned are concerned citizens who urge our leaders to act now to allow Centennial Golf Club to be Included in

the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) Amendment

Date Signature Printed Name Address
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Petition to allow Centennial Golf Club to be included in the UGB Amendment

Petition Summary: Medford Is working on an amendment to Its UGB to comply with the supply requIrement. In order to Identify the 20-year demand, the
City adopted an updated EconomicElement and an updated Housing Element into Its Comprehensive Plan; these demonstrate the estimated demand for
commerdal, Industrial and for residential land over the next two decades. In 2007 the City conducted a Buildable Lands Inventory (BU), which shows land in
the UGB that Is vacant and land that Is underutlllzed or ready for redevelopment. Taken together, these studies Indicate that Medford does not have a full 20~
year land supply.

Action Petitioned For: We the undersigned are concerned citizens who urge our leaders to act now to allow Centennial Golf Club to be included in

the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) Amendment

Date Signature Printed Name

1~ H· J'~,'Otl

1)A-tnoftl .. &c:;7.J
---u 5 ~~ (err (yt(F~(f{,t\.J I' h:'--l

~ I~2,"ra&,( R, :>e.Ja~~.i dvrMQ,w\. At

Address

- I' ~""'t"' '''mP!''t'''''' ''''''-'''.'''''''''''-'''''''''' n ... .. ..__ .. __•• _



Petition to allow Centennial Golf Club to be included in the UGB Amendment

Petition Summary: Medford Is working on an amendment to its UGB to comply with the supply requirement. In order to identify the 20-year demand, the
City adopted an updated Economic Element and an updated Housing Element into Its Comprehensive Plan; these demonstrate the estimated demand for
commerdal, Industrial and for residential land over the next two decades. In 2007 the Oty conducted a Buildable Lands Inventory (BU), which shows land In
the UGBthat Is vacant and land that Is underuti/lzed or ready for redevelopment. Taken together, these studies Indicate that Medford does not have a full 20
year land supply.

Action Petitioned For: We the undersigned are concerned citizens who urge our leaders to act now to allow Centennial Golf Club to be included in

the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) Amendment

Date Signature Printed Name Address
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Petition to allow Centennial Golf Club to be included in the UGB Amendment

Petition Summary: Medford Is working on an amendment to Its UGB to comply with the supply requirement. In order to Identify the 20-year demand, the
City adopted an updated Economic Element and an updated Housing Element Into Its Comprehensive Plan; these demonstrate the estimated demand for
commercial, Industrial and for residential land over the next two decades. In 2007 the City conducted a Buildable lands Inventory (BU), which shows land In
the UGB that Is vacant and land that Is underutllized or ready for redevelopment. Taken together, these studies Indicate that Medford does not have a full 20
year land supply.

Action Petitioned For: We the undersigned are concerned citizens who urge our leaders to act now to allow Centennial Golf Club to be included in

the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) Amendment

Date Signature Printed Name
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Petition to allow Centennial Golf Club to be included in the UGB Amendment

Petition Summary: Medford Is worldng on an amendment to Its UGBto comply with the supply requirement. In order to Identify the 20-year demand, the

City adopted an updated Economic Element and an updated Housing Element Into Its Comprehensive Plan; these demonstrate the estimated demand for
commercial, Industrial and for residential land over the next two decades. In 2007 the City conducted a Buildable Lands Inventory (BU), which shows land In
the UGBthat Is vacant and land that Is underutlllzed or ready for redevelopment. Taken together, these studies Indicate that Medford does not have a full 20
year land supply.

Action Petitioned For: We the undersigned are concerned citizens who urge our leaders to act now to allow Centennial Golf Club to be included in

the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB)Amendment

Date I Signature I Printed Name I Address
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RICHARD STEVENS & ASSOCIATES, INC.
P.O. Box 4368 100 E. Main sr, Suile 0 E-mail: cSlevensttilmind.net
Medford, OR 97501 Phone: (541) 773-2646 Website: rsaoregon.com

Fax: (541) 858-8947

Medford City Council
City ofMedford
411 W. Eighth Street
Medford, OR 97501

RE: CP-14-1l4 (MD-6)

Honorable Mayor and Council ,

July 20,2015

RECEIVED

JUL 20 2015

PLANNING DEPT.

This information is provided to support the inclusion ofapproximately 71 acres within MD-6,
as proposed to be included into the City ofMedford Urban Growth Boundary. In addition, ifthe City
Council desires to exclude a portion of this area based on a Petition submitted by several property
owners desiring to be excluded with this UGB amendment (as identified on the attached site plan),
the exclusion of approximately 12 acres will not have a significant impact on the amount of land
inventory for the overall inclusion of employment lands. Under those circumstances, if the City
Council so chooses to the exclusion of these identified lands along Starlight Lane, the property
owners ofTax Lot 4800 do not object. If these lands are excluded, the resulting area for inclusion
would be approximately 59 acres.

It is important to note that the inclusion ofthe entire 71- acre MD-6 area, as proposed by the
Medford Planning Department and recommended by the Medford Planning Commission, will not
change the status of these properties, their zoning or their existing uses. The Starlight Lane
properties can not and will not be improved to urban standards until the individual property owners
request annexation and City of Medford zoning.

As proposed by Medford Planning Staff, the proposed inclusion of MD-6 will also correct
the location of the current UGB boundary within Tax Lot 2400 that dissects the Harry & David
facility, as seen on the attached site plan. This is a single property that is currently partially within
the Medford UGB. The proposed inclusion ofMD-6 from South Stage Road to include the portion
ofTax Lot 2400, with the existing Harry & David facilities, does make rational sense for inclusion
for street circulation and connectivity, along with providing public facilities .

Page 1



INFORMATION IN SUPPORT:

This area identified by the Planning Department and recommended by the Planning
Commission is a portion ofMD-6, located north ofSouth Stage Road along Starlight Lane and Reed
Lane, and abutting the existing Medford Urban Growth Boundary towards the north and east. MD-6
also includes the Harry & David facilities towards the north which is a portion ofproperty identified
as T38S-R.1 W-SEC.05, Tax Lot 2400. This proposal for inclusion represents the portion ofTax Lot
2400 that is located outside ofthe Medford UGB (approximately 27 acres), that is occupied by Harry
and David Operations, Inc. The proposed area for inclusion, south of Tax Lot 2400 towards South
Stage Road, consists of approximately 44 acres.

The current uses within this southern portion of MD-6 are the Harry and David packing
operation and parking areas for employees, with pastures and rural residential developments south
ofTax Lot 2400. Tax Lot 2400 is zoned Light Industrial within Jackson County and the properties
towards the south are currently zoned EFU and Rural Residential-5 within Jackson County.

The proposed area for inclusion represents approximately 71 acres for future commercial and
industrial opportunities, as recommended by the Medford Planning Staffand the Medford Planning
Commission. This proposal is to establish the Industrial classification (HI) for Tax Lot 2400 and
the Commercial classification (CM) on the balance ofthe area within MD-6, south ofTax Lot 2400.
This inclusion will also rectify the current Medford UGB that is dissecting Tax Lot 2400 and the
structures present on this site.

The inclusion of this 71 acres will enhance public health and safety for these employment
lands within the vicinity. Additional public street connectivity can be provided with these lands . As
seen on the conceptual site plan, a new commercial street can connect to Anton Drive toward the
north and an east/west commercial street to connect with the lands to the east. This will provide for
greater potential of a master plan for streets, public facilities and potential uses.

Access to potential rail freight is also in close proximity for an alternative mode of
transportation for the receipt and/or delivery of goods.

This proposed area is in close proximity to the Bear Creek Greenway, where employees could
use and enjoy the multi-use path for walking or bicycling to work from nearby neighborhoods. Also
in close proximity are the Rogue Valley Transit bus routes and bus stops that could be used for
commuting to work from further distances.

As part of the UGB Amendment proposal, the City of Medford established an analysis of
candidate lands for evaluation, "ESA Scoring". The applicable ESA identifications are ESA 610 I
and ESA 6302. The public facilities and utilities are either already existing within the proposed
inclusion area or are in close proximity to be extended to the area to serve the future development
ofthis employment area. The various departments for the City ofMedford have analyzed the public
facilities for this area.

Page 2



The Public Works Department scored the subject area as very feasible, with the highest
rating, for future development and not having a significant impact on the local transportation system.
The potential for greater street connectivity can be accomplished with the identified inclusion
properties, enhancing public safety for alternative routes to and from the Harry and David facilities.

The Public Works Department also analyzed the public sanitary sewer for the subject area
and determined that providing sewer service is very feasible, with the highest rating. There is
currently sanitary sewer service provided to a majority ofthe existing dwellings in the inclusion area
and to the Harry and David Operations.

The Medford Water Commission also analyzed this inclusion area for the existing potable
water system. The analysis concluded that the system was good for future development. The water
system is planned and proposed to be extended along South Stage Road from Highway 99 to the
western side of the Railroad Right of Way with a 12 inch main line. With the inclusion of the
identified area ofMD-6, it is very feasible to provide a looped water system from South Stage Road
to Anton Drive to ensure adequate water pressure and delivery for this future employment area.

Other utilities such as natural gas, electrical power, telephone and cable are also present
onsite or fronting the properties along South Stage Road. It is very achievable to extend and supply
these utilities to the inclusion area for the future employment businesses.

The location of this 71-acre area planned for future employment opportunities is situated
adjacent to other industrial and commercial operations. The potential for future development as a
master plan with neighboring lands or a joint venture are endless and could be well served with the
inclusion into the Medford UGB. The conceptual site plan demonstrates that this portion ofMD-6
is very feasible and an orderly Medford UGB expansion request.

This identified 71-acre inclusion area may provide for relief in the development area, such
as traffic congestion, by providing an alternative route, and the retention of our aesthetic and
environmental qualities by providing multi-modal transportation opportunities for workforce
employees, close to shopping opportunities and in close proximity to the Bear Creek Greenway. The
favorable consideration of these public facilities and utilities may enhance the public safety of the
existing businesses, the future commercial and industrial opportunities and surrounding area.

The Medford City Council can determine that the proposed inclusion ofthe identified 71-acre
area within MD-6 into the Medford Urban Growth Boundary is very feasible for future commercial
and industrial opportunities, considering the "ESA Scoring" evaluations and analysis conducted by
the City ofMedford. There are no significant impacts with the future development for commercial
and industrial uses on the proposed inclusion area and surrounding lands.
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Based on the information prepared by the City of Medford for the evaluation of public
facilities, the subject inclusion area received the highest ratings; therefore, this area should remain
as a candidate for inclusion into the Medford Urban Growth Boundary. This proposed inclusion area
is an excellent area that should be included within the Medford UGB for future commercial and
industrial development opportunities, for the next 20-year planning horizon. Again, if the City
Council so chooses to exclude properties abutting Starlight Lane, the exclusion ofapproximately 12
acres will not have a significant impact on the future development plans and providing public
facilities for the remaining properties to be included into the City of Medford UGB, for future
commercial development. Under those circumstances, there are no objections from the property
owners of Tax Lot 4800.

Richard Stevens & Associates, Inc.
Clark Stevens
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MEDFORD
ECREATION

HEALTHY LIVES. HAPPY PEOPLE. STRONG COMMUNITY.

MEMORANDUM

TO:

FROM:

RE:

Mayor and Council,via Bill Hoke - City Manager Pro Tern

Brian Sjothun, Parks & Recreation Director~

Urban Growth Boundary Impacts on Leisure Services Plan

DATE: July 6, 2015

The Medford Parks and Recreation Department and Commission have been actively
participating and providing comments to the Planning Commission and staff regarding the
proposed Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) expansion. This communication provides
Council with information regarding how the current proposal could impact the Leisure
Services Plan.

Prescott Park and ChrissY Park
The inclusion of both parks within the Cityof Medford UGB is contained within different
planning documents. The 1,877 combined acreage for these parks is currently
recommended for inclusion by the Planning Commission. This inclusion into the UGB
would allow the Department to implement the approved master plans for the specified
sites through the City of Medford process instead of lackson County. Additionally, the
inclusion would also assist in streamlining the process for development and enhance
continUity with other facilities being developed inside the UGB. The ability to follow
already established Citystandards would be another benefit to the Department and park
users.

The recommendation for inclusion is referenced in the following documents:

City ofMedford - Comprehensive Plan - Regional Element(page 8)
• Medford owns two large wildland parks that presently lie outside its Urban Growth

Boundary: Prescott Park (1,740 acres) and Chrissy Park (85 acres). The City intends
ultimately to incorporate these into Its corporate limits to enable Medford to
exercise jurisdictional authority over the parklands and to enable extension of
supporting basic infrastructure. Medford and Jackson County each believe parks are
best managed by their own jurisdictions. This Regional Plan places both city-owned
parks under municipal jurtsdictlon,

CONTINUOUS IMPROVEMENT I CUSTOMER SERVICE

70 I N. COLUMBUS AVE . I MEDFORD. OR 9750 I I 541 .7742400
WWW.PLAYMEDFORDCOMIPARKS@CITYOFMEDFORD.COM
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City ofMedford - 2015-20 StrategicPlan - (page21)
• Goal8: Provide recreational activities and opportunities to improve the lives of

Medford residents.
o Objective 8.1: Ensure that long-term plans are adopted that identify where

land is needed for parks and pedestrian/bicycle trail systems throughout the
City.

• Action 8.1b: Pursue the inclusion of Prescott and Chrissy Parks into
the City's Urban Growth Boundary.

MD-5 -Inclusion of 180 Acres
OnJune 11, the Planning Commission approved a recommendation to Council that would
add 180 acres (includes buildable and non-buildable land) between Cherry Lane and
Barnett Road and east of the existing UGB. This recommendation has a favorable impact to
the Leisure Services Plan and in particular the Trails Plan component

The Cityobtained 7.24 acres in 2013 to serve as a future trailhead and connection for the
Larson Creek Greenway Trail. This trail would extend from just north of the proposed
commercial core are of the SEArea Plan to Chrissy Park and eventually to Prescott Park.
The proposed inclusion of the 180 acres would aid greatly in developing this
trail/transportation system that is highlighted in the following documents:

Greater BearCreek Valley Regional Problem Solving Agreement(page14)
• Transportation

o Identify a general network of locally owned regionally significant north
south and east -west arterials and associated projects to provide mobility
throughout the Region.

o Designate and protect corridors for locally owned regionally significant
arterials and associated projects within the RVMPO to ensure adequate
transportation connectivity, multimodal use, and minimize right-of-way
costs.

City ofMedford - Transportation System Plan -Introduction and Executive Summary(pages
1-20)

• Strategies
o Complete Bear Creek Greenway path, the Larson Creek Greenway path ... and

identify other opportunities for multi-use paths.

City ofMedford - Comprehensive Plan - Regional Element(page27 & 28)
• Efficient Accommodation of Identified Land Needs

o MD-S will provide a direct urban connection with Chrissy Park as an open
space/park use specific urban reserve.

• ESEE Consequences
o ... Social benefits from direct urban connections to Chrissy Park are also

important and valuable social consequence.

CONTINUOUS IMPROVEMENT I CUSTOMER SERVICE
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Cit;y ofMedford - Leisure Services Plan - Planning Polices and Guidelines (pages51-54)
• Policy 1-0: The City of Medford shall provide park land and facilities conveniently

located and economically accessible to all members of the Community:
o Implementation 1-0 (4): Implement the Southeast Medford Area Plan Map

with regards to greenway trails, parks, and recreation facilities.
• Policy 3-B: The City of Medford shall seek to acquire natural and other corridors to

link parks and open space throughout the community.
o Implementation 3-B (2): Acquire missing links in corridors and parcels that

are contiguous to other public open spaces to provide maximum benefits for
recreation wildlife.

• ESEE Consequences
o ... Social benefits from direct urban connections to Chrissy Park are also

important and valuable social consequence.

MD:Z
This area of Medford has been identified by the Parks and Recreation Commission as a high
priority for public parks and open space. The current Leisure Services Plan also identifies
the area as a site for a potential community or neighborhood park. In June 2014, the
Commission reviewed several sites in this area and requested that staffwork to acquire
identified vacant land. Staffengaged the Trust for Public Lands (TPL) to negotiate and
acquire the sites on behalfof the City. The TPLwas unsuccessful in attempts to purchase
land because the asking price per acre was greater than what the land would appraise.

Coker Butte Development LLC, (CBD) owns 210 acres within the proposed MD-2 area for
inclusion. CaD and the Medford Parks and Recreation Foundation entered into a GiftPledge
Agreement on February 18, 2015. This agreement would provide the Foundation a
donation of 23.5 acres of open space within the development at no cost This donation is
contingent upon the property being included within the proposed UGH expansion. If
included, this property would come to the Cityof Medford at no cost and would fulfill the
goal of acquiring future park land within this service area.

The goals identifying the need for a park site within MD-2 include the following:

Cit;y ofMedford - 2015-20Strategic Plan (page 21)
• Goal8: Provide recreational activities and opportunities to improve the lives of

Medford residents.
o Objective 8.1: Ensure that long-term plans are adopted that identify where

land is needed for parks and pedestrian/bicycle trail systems throughout the
City.

• Action 8.1a: Fulfill identified land needs when properties are
proposed for development

• Action 8.1c: Locate parks and facilities in underserved areas.
• Action 8.1d: Review all high need areas as outlined in the Leisure

Services Plan for future park sites and potential acquisition.

CONTINUOUS IMPROVEMENT I CUSTOMER SERVICE
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Cit;y ofMedford - Leisure Services Plan - Planning Polices and Guidelines (page52)
• Policy 1-0: The City of Medford shall provide park land and facilities conveniently

located and economically accessible to all members of the Community:
o Implementation 1-0 (1): Locate parks and fadlities in underserved areas.

MD-7&8
As with the case with MO·2, this area has also been identified by the Parks and Recreation
Commission as a high priority for public parks and open space and was reviewed as part of
June 2014 review.

On June 2, the Commission reviewed a presentation from a land-use consultant who
represents the property owners in this area. The presentation outlined the potential for
several new park sites that would be donated to the City as part of the open space
requirements. The Commission wished to express their support to the Council for
consideration of inclusion for these properties. The goals and plans that support such
consideration for this area are the same as stated previously for MD-2.

ConclusiOn
Staff has reviewed several of the proposals which have been previously submitted by
property owners for consideration to the Planning Department and Planning Commission.
We have not reviewed all of the areas in order to determine potential impacts on the
Leisure Services Plan. However, from what we have reviewed it appears that the
recommendation of the Planning Commission to the Council on the UGB amendment would
serve to implement various policies, strategies, goals and objectives of the City-adopted
documents identified above.

This memorandum is to serve as information for Council regarding the potential impacts to
the Leisure Services Plan and how they relate to this and other planning and goal-setting
documents that have been previously approved by Council.

Thank you,
Brian Sjothun, CPRP
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~h T. Slaughter

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Eli G. Matthews
Friday, July 17, 2015 4:02 PM
Joseph T.Slaughter; Jim E. Huber; Lori J. Cooper
Bill W. Hoke; Daniel L. Bunn
Ex Parte, Eli Matthews, MD-2

Ex Parte, Eli Matthews, MD-2

Please add to the record.

On July 16th I received a brief phone call from Bill Leever about the UOB Amendments for MD
2. He informed me that he was one of the owners along Mr. Malepsy for over 15 years. He
informed me that he desired to move forward this agreement with the School District and Parks
for the 20 acres donations. He was very pleased with Planning staff work on the project and
appreciated that MD-2 was rated so well and is an "exceptional" piece of property.

Eli Matthews
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~h T. Slaughter

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Mr. Slaughter

o
Eli G. Matthews
Tuesday, March 03, 2015 3:05 PM
Joseph T. Slaughter; Jim E. Huber
LoriJ.Cooper; Daniel L Bunn; Eric P. Swanson
Ex Parte, Eli Matthews, MD-5, MD-4 & MD-3

Please add to the record.

Today I met with Mike Montero to discuss the UGB amendment project. He was
advocating on behalf of numerous clients.

First, he shared with me the concern of the legal ramifications and the concern of
potentially prolonging the process. e.g., Bend Oregon. He wanted to make sure I
understood that it is vital to capture growth within this process and is very important for
future city utilities and SDC'S.

1. MD-5 Shared the conceptual plan. Made the point to communicate the question: is it
developable? Emphasizing that implementing a business development would be ideal for
this site. Ranking was good.

2. MD-4- Hillcrest District- Showed me the conceptual plan. Articulated two main
features of this property, and what have been a concern for many. 1) The historical
buildings will remain. 2) At least %15 will remain open space.

3. MD-3. Shared with me the conceptual development plan. Shared that they plan to
design their road on their own property line.

4. MD-5 Suggested the value ofgetting this whole area done at one time. Large issue is
sewer, and 500 acres already not served. Spoke to the fact that we need to ask the
question for transportation, "what is least expensive route?" Including this property
would be imperative in bringing two key values 1) If not brought in the other 500 acres
will be stranded- solution to serve not only this property, but the other 500 already
included.

He spoke to the history of the path from the Greenway to Prescott Park. Stating that
linking this is vital for Medford. Property owners have agreed that they will not only
allow this but will even pay for it and even build it.

Eli Matthews
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~h T. Slaughter

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Mr. Slaughter,

Eli G.Matthews
Wednesday, February 25, 2015 4:37 PM
John K. Adam;Joseph T.Slaughter
Jim E. Huber; Daniel L Bunn; Eric P. Swanson; Lori J. Cooper; Gary H.Wheeler
Ex Parte Communication, MD 9, Eli Matthews

Please add to the record.

Today (2.25.15) I briefly met with some of the property owners ofMD-9. Property
owners in attendance were: Robert Tracey, Janice Tracey.Torn Dobbs, Tim Cummings,
Tom White, Ray White, Anne Chancier, and Allen Steadman.

They were pleased that they had been ranked so high, but had a few questions on the
overall process. They asked about the criteria and how the council is going to address the
overall land need.

In addition they wanted to know about the most effective way to communicate at a public
hearing. They also inquired about how to best make their case in front of the city council.

They stated that they believe they are in a good position, in that all of the property owners
have the desire and willingness to be included in the UGB.

Eli Matthews

City Council, Ward 2

541-261-6912
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~h T. Slaughter

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:
Attachments:

Mr. Slaughter,

Please add to the record.

Eli G. Matthews
Monday, October 27, 20144:49 PM
Joseph T. Slaughter
Jim E. Huber; Lori J. Cooper; John K. Adam; Eric P. Swanson; GaryH.Wheeler; Daniel L
Bunn
Ex Parte Communication, MD-6
SKMBT_C280141026233S0.pdf; Arrooooi.se»

On October 23rd I met with Mike Malepsy and Bonnie Malepsy to discuss the MD-6 Conceptual Plan. They
communicated to me that they drafted a letter that was sent out to surrounding property owners (attached).

They expressed to me that their property scored very well and they are looking forward to possibly being
included in the UGB. They noted their property is ideal because of proximity & transportation.

Furthermore, they are pleased with planning staff and the Planning Commission's work thus far.

Please let me know if you have any questions.

Eli Matthews
City Council, Ward 2

Sent from my iPad

Begin forwarded message:

From: Amanda Richardson <arichardson@windennere.com>
Date: October 27,2014 12:35:20 PM PDT
To: "eli.matthews@cityofmedford.org" <eli.matthews@citvofmedford.org>
Subject: FW: MD-6 Letter

Please see attached letter from Bonnie Malepsy.
Amanda Richardson
Office Manager

Windermere Trails End Real Estate, LLC
21675 Highway 62
PO Box 1004
Shady Cove, OR 97539

Office: (541) 878-2249
Toll Free: 889-859-3023

1



Fax: (541) 878-2699 o
www.windenneretrailsend.com
www.windermere.com
http://facebook.com/windenneretrailsend

http: //foundation.windermere.com
http://blog.wind~rmere.com

From: Bonnie Malepsy [mailto:malepsy40@embarqmaiI.com]
Sent: Monday, October 27,2014 12:22 PM
To: Amanda Richardson
Subject: FW: MD-6 Letter
Hi Amanda- I sent this letter to Councilman Eli Matthews. He wasn't able to open it. Please scan
and resend to him.
Thanks.Bonnie

From: Bonnie Malepsy [mailto:malepsy40@embargmaiI.com]
Sent: Monday, October 27,2014 10:45 AM
To: 'eli.matthews@cityofinedford.org'
Subject: FW: MD-6 Letter
Hi Eli-
Thank you so much for meeting with Mike and I last Thursday. We appreciate you taking the
time. I am forwarding the letter we sent to the MD-6 homeowners. There were 20 letters sent.
We have received 3 negative comments. The letter was sent out over 2 weeks ago, so we are not
anticipating any more responses.
Clark Stevens of Richard Stevens and Associates, LLC, will be writing a narrative on the
attributes of the property in the coming weeks. As soon as he does, we will forward that to you
as well.
We are very pleased with the work of the Planning Commission so far.
We'll be at the open house tomorrow night, so we 'll probably see you there.
Thanks ....Bonnie Malepsy
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StarlightLaneand Reed LanePropertyOwners

DearPropertyOwners.

October3. 2014

Om finn. RichardStevens& Associates, Inc., is representing the propertyowners(Mike
and BonnieMalepsy, South Stage.LLC)at 176SouthStage Road beforethe Cityof Medford.
for the inclusion into the City of Medford's Urban Growth Boundary (UGB). Ifyou are not
aware. the CityofMedfordalongwith other CitieswithinJackson County, have completed the
Regional Problem Solving(RPS) review forfuturegrowthofcities in the Bear CreekValley.
Part of that task was to identifywheredifferent citiescan grow. or expand their UGBfor future
development. The next step in the processis for the City of Medfordto identify wherethe first
expansionshouldbe located. This is the stagethe City of Medfordis currently reviewing.

The purposeof this letter is to informeveryone in the area that the Malepsy's desire to
request the proposed inclusion will be for the properties identified on the enclosedmap. The
Harry& Davidproperty. whereparkingis provided, is more than likely to be includedwithin the
UGBexpansion; therefore. it makespractical sensethat the rest of the properties to the southof
Harry& David, the StarlightLane and ReedLaneproperties, should also be included with the
Harry& Davidproposal. The potentialbenefitsfor beingincludedand located within the Urban
GrowthBoundary for the Cityof Medford are:

I. The eventualopportunity for using Citywaterwith the Medford WaterCommission. if
your wells are failing.

2. HavingCity of MedfordPoliceprotection versusJackson County Sheriff.

3. Futuredevelopment potential. lot splitsand improvements to yourproperty. You do not
have to do improvements or development to your property unlessyou so choose.

4. Havingthe Rogue ValleySewerServiceavailable, ifyou are currently not connected to
the sewersystem.

S. Potential increaseof property values.

This UGBproposalwill not have any impact or disturbance to your currentuses on your
property. This proposal only prepares the land andarea for future development in the next 20
years.



o

This proposal does not annexyour property or include your property into the CityLimits
ofMedford. An annexation into the Cityis a separate process that you will have the option to do
as an application process with the Cityof Medford in thefuture. Therefore, no additional taxes
or fees are anticipated with an UrbanGrowth Boundary Amendment for the City. Our client,Mr.
Malepsy, will be takingthe lead on this proposal and willbe paying for any costs associated with
thisproposalfor inclusion into the Medford Urban Growth Boundary.

Ifyou have anyquestions, please do not hesitate to call ouroffice at (54!) 773~2646.

Sincerely,

RichardStevens & Associates, Inc.
ClarkStevens



~h T. Slaughter

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:

Mr. Slaughter,

Eli G. Matthews
Wednesday, October 22, 2014 3:15 PM
Joseph T. Slaughter
Eric P. Swanson; Jim E. Huber;John K. Adam; Lori J. Cooper; Gary H.Wheeler; Daniel L
Bunn; Bianca L. Petrou
Ex Parte Communication, MD-7 mid & MD-7s

Please place into the record for UGB Amendment Project...

Today I met with Mike Naumes, Laz Ayala and Robert Boggess to discuss the Naumes Park Conceptual Master
Plan -Urban Reserve Areas MD-7mid & MD-7s. It is my understanding that staff has the Naumes Park
Conceptual Master Plan (24 pages), so I will omit it from this email (Mr.MarkKnox.Principle Planner).

In our brief meeting, they presented their conceptual land use and transportation plan within the two areas.
They shared their case for the expansion stating that there needs to be more of a balance of development
between east Medford and west Medford, and consequently this area in the Urban Reserve is ideal for west
Medford growth. They also highlighted that they have been working collaboratively with many property
owners within these Urban Reserve Areas. Their main points of discussion were: (Most are also in Conceptual
Plan)

- Best and most efficient use of this property.
- Very limited infrastructure limitations.
- More affordable housing closer to downtown.
- Compatible with existing neighborhood.
- Walkability & limited public investment.
- Creates a range of housing options; The plan has residential, commercial, and open space.
- Stakeholders have worked with Fire Department and schools (Kids Unlimited) with the willingness to donate
land to both.

let me know if you have any question.

Thanks,

Eli Matthews
City Council, Ward 2

1





COKER BUTTE COMMUNITY PROJECT
CONCEPTUAL MASTER PLAN AND COMMITMENTS

Additional Consultants:

Southern Oregon Transportation Engineering

RH-2 Engineers Planners Scientists
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~orting Information

Introduction

The Coker Butte Community Project is a conceptual land use and
transportation plan for a portion of an adopted Urban Reserve Area (URA)
referenced as MD-210cated south of Vilas Road. The Coker Butte Community
Project is situated on a tract of land comprised of five tax lots described as 37
1W-OS Tax Lots 300 (53.34 acres), 202 (0.30 acre), 600 (77.03 acres), 900
(76.45 acres) and 902 (2.27 acres). This tract is owned by Coker Butte
Development, LLC. The zoning on the subject tract is currently Exclusive Farm
Use (EFU) with a small area that is zoned General Commercial (see Zoning
Map in Appendix B). This URA south of Vilas Road totals approximately 223
acres, of which the Coker Butte Community Project property is approximately
210 of those acres, or 94%of this area.

Figure 1

•
MapSource: Cityof Medford ESA Scoring Filter in Appendix 0 attached.

There are five (5) additional properties within this inclusion area south of Vilas
Road that total approximately 14 acres, or 6% of this area (see Table 1 and
Figure 2).
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Table 1- Other Property Owners

Tax lot Name Activity Acreage

401 Schoenleber Commercial 1.10

313 Pacific- Corp Power Substation 3.99

200 Garza Residential/Hobby Farm 3.99

201 Bost Residential/Hobby Farm 4.06

601 Liles Residential 1.34
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Figure 2 Map Source: Jackson CountyAssessors Map

All of the five additional parcels are developed in some capacity. Although the
tract identified in Figure 2 is developed with one dwelling, the rest of the
property is vacant land, which is beneficial for master planning.
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Conceptual Master Plan:

Coker Butte Community Pro~

Coker Butte Development, LLC developed the Coker Butte Community Project
by consulting with land use planning professionals, a traffic engineer,
professional engineers, the City of Medford Parks Department and the
Medford School District 549Cto draft a Conceptual Master Plan (CMP) for the
subject tract. The draft CMP addresses the City of Medford's Comprehensive
Plan, Regional Plan Element (RPE), provides for an improved traffic and street
circulation plan, and provides the means to improve the water availability in
the area. For this project, it was important for the property owners to work
with the different local and regional agencies to devise a plan that would
accommodate the density requirements set forth in the RPE, while still
providing a plan diverse enough to accommodate broad types of uses,
managed open space (parks) and a school facility for a true community
project.

Justification for Inclusion into the Medford UGB:

The specific portion of MD-2 south of Vilas Road is appropriately designed and
dedicated for mixed-use development. With the exception of lands in the
southeastern corner encompassing the Coker Butte, this area contains lands
that are generally flat and can accommodate for the commercial development
and the higher residential densities that Medford is required to meet to be
consistent with the RPE.

As the Regional Plan Element states,

"This area has excellent visibility from the Highway 62 corridor making
it ideal to support a mixture of employment and residential land uses.
This mixture can support the existing employment lands in the corridor
with additional labor markets. Some of the land can serve to satisfy
some of Medford's identified employment land needs. Also, the area is
far enough away from major agricultural uses, major industrial uses,
and the airport flight path to work for residential development. New
housing in this area will offer the possibility for shorter commutes
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between home and work for some residents. Urban facilities are
generally available and future urbanization will provide an opportunity
for a local street network that can provide alternative north-south
circulation to the Highway 62 corridor."

As can be seen on the attached site plan (Appendix A), this design
accomplishes all of the above to be consistent with the RPE. The design is
consistent with the lands to the west by keeping the commercial uses close to
the Highway 62 corridor and other commercial development (Lithia Auto
Mall). The land further east will provide for some multi-family housing and
higher density single family housing. Even further east along the eastern
boundary the design changes to lower density single family residential to help
mitigate any negative effects of development on the lands outside of the
Urban Reserve, consistent with the buffer standards of the RPE.

This type of development is also advantageous for walk-to-work scenarios,
increasing public health and safety, and will provide additional nearby housing
for the other commercial businesses already existing along Highway 62.

DENSITIES

The Coker Butte Community Project area will help achieve the 2020
benchmark targets for the number of dwelling units and employment
opportunities in a mixed use/pedestrian friendly area. The area south of Vilas
road alone can meet the targeted percentages of residential, employment and
open spacefor its Urban Reserve area. However, throughout all the currently
proposed lands, this area helps the City reach those bench mark needs.

PARKS

On February 25, 2015 Coker Butte Development LLC entered into a formal
agreement with the Medford Parks and Recreation Foundation to donate all
of the allotted open space in the Coker Butte Community Project upon getting
into the UGB (AppendiX B). This land is projected, when included into the
UGB, to become part of the City of Medford Parks Leisure Services Plan and
become developed by the Medford Parks and Recreation Department.
Currently the Parks Leisure Service Plan shows a need for community and
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neighborhood parks in this area (see Leisure Services maps in Appendix A).
This area is also in need of a trail system for connectivity throughout this area,
connection to the Greenway and up to Prescott Park.

As seen in Appendix B, there has been tremendous support for the donation
of this land including, support from Medford Parks Director Brian Sjothun,
Parks Chairman Dan Ratty, and President Joe Brett from the Medford Parks
and Recreation Foundation. The Boards for the Foundation and Parks
Department have unanimously voted to support the inclusion of the Coker
Butte Community Project into the UGB due to the need of parks in this area
and the great opportunity to utilize and preserve Coker Butte.

Per Brian Sjothun, Director of Medford Parks, the idea for this area is to
provide for two neighborhood parks on the open space areas identified as
Park Area 1 and Park Area 2 seen in Figure 3 below. All the other remaining
open space will be dedicated to a trail system (Linear Parks, Figure 3) that will
connect the school district property to Coker Butte which will utilize the
eastern 200-foot required buffer area. There is also a potential for more
connective trails along the irrigation ditch as well, which will help provide
pathways to the school site as well.

Figure 3 - Park Trail System
~~.~.~. r=~~~~' a'n:.,-: -;j;p, wa-I .. Il.J.

n·.. · lu .
WI-'$ · '.4 '
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Since the trail system will connect to the school grounds, this donated area is
large enough to possibly work with the school district to serve partially as a
parking lot to serve as the trail head, and to possibly provide for a community
park for added recreational opportunities, an idea the School District is also
excited about.

DonatedSchool Site

On September 15, 2014, Coker Butte Development LLC entered into an
agreement with School District 549C for the donation of a 20-acre site upon
the inclusion into the UGB (Appendix B). This agreement was passed
unanimously by the School District 549C Board as it will help with funding for
a new school, which in turn is a benefit for the school district, tax payers, and
especially for the kids and overcrowded classrooms. This area, within the
school district boundaries, is lacking a school facility based on a study that
demonstrated the schools present are near to or at capacity. With the type of
development proposed, a school location in this area would be very beneficial
to the surrounding area. Also included in Appendix B is a letter from the
School District explaining that the benefit of this donated land financially for
them. With the integrated trail system proposed for the eastern boundary of
the subject tract, walking and biking to school will be a safe accessible option
for everyone within this area.

Buffering

When the subject tract's property owners entered into discussion with City of
Medford Parks & Recreation Department, Mr. Sjothun expressed interest
towards the entire area of open space, as it can support trail system discussed
above. Since connectivity to the school site would also be beneficial, the 200
foot buffering area along the east boundary of the subject tract seems ideal
for this type of use. Of course, upon inclusion and development other
vegetative mitigation options will be added for greater protection of the
agricultural lands to the east, which are not part of the Urban Reserve Areas.
The lands to the east, with the exception of The Coker Butte area, are in farm
use as irrigated grass hay. With the proposed buffer area providing
vegetation and trail system, the development of this area will have minimal
impact on the lands east of the Coke Butte Community Project, to be
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consistent with the Comprehensive Plan Regional Plan Element, Section
4.1.10.

Environmental

There currently are areas of wetlands present on the subject tract, and
mitigation measures will be taken to help protect these areas as appropriate.

The Coker Butte Community Project, in collaboration with Medford Parks, will
work to utilize some of the natural features of the property for parks and
preservation of some of these areas. These features and the area previously
identified as Park Area 2 (Figure 3) will also create opportunities for capturing
storm water runoff and utilize the existing drainages and irrigation ditches to
assist infiltrating storm water runoff.

ESAScoring

The City of Medford Planning Staff established tools to assist with the
evaluation of the External Study Areas (ESA). The criteria used for evaluation
was a scoring system ranking the different ESAs and how they measured up in
terms of proximity, parcel size, sewer, water and transportation (Appendix D).
The scoring ranged from 1 through 5, 5 being the highest most feasible
ranking. The portion of MD-2 south of Vilas Road, passed coarse filter test
with high scores for proximity (score of 5) and parcel size (score of 4/5). The
remaining ESA scoring pertains to Sewer, Water and transportation facilities.

Sanitary Sewer

The Coker Butte Community Project area scored well (score of 4/5) for
available sewer facilities. The Master Plan illustrates that sewer connectivity
is very feasible and Rogue Valley Sewer System has plenty of capacity to
support this area coming in. There are a 15" and 10" sewer mains within
reasonable distance to the property along Highway 62 and south along Crater
lake Avenue for a feasible connection.

Water

The subject tract scored moderately for water (score of 1-3); however, a
water lines is currently adjacent to the subject property, as seen on the
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Master Plan (Appendix A). The property scored high for the portion of the
property closest to the existing water lines along Highway 62, and scored
lower for the area farthest from the existing Jines (along the east boundary).
Upon showing the Medford Water Commission the Master Plan for the Coker
Butte Community Project area, based on the design of the roads within this
plan water availability farther east would be more feasible than originally
evaluated, and they agreed that the ESA scoring for water could be more
appropriate at 3/5 (5 for the west half of the property and 3 for the east half,
excluding Coker Butte above 1,500 feet (see Figure 4).

Figure 4 - Water RatingAfter Development

However, since the property isn't in the UGB and the Coker Butte Community
Project Master Plan is not an approved land development applications with
approved conditions that bind the Master Plan to the Urban Reserve area, the
Medford Water Commission could not formally change their map; however
Figure 4 above reflects the higher score proposed by the Medford Water
Commission upon review of this project.

Transportation

The subject tract scored a 2 for transportation. However, Medford Public
Works clarified that the evaluation they relied on was done for a larger area
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(MD-1, MD-2 and MD-3), not specific areas, which would more accurately
determine the true number per area. Therefore, Coker Butte Development
LLC felt it was appropriate to hire a traffic engineer, Kim Parducci with
Southern Oregon Transportation Engineering, LLC, for a more detailed study
of the area (Memo in Appendix C). Ms. Parducci did an evaluation specifically
for the area south of Vilas road and determined as a stand-alone area should
be rated as a 3 or 4 (see Figure5 below).

Figure 5 - Traffic Rating After Development

MD-2

Ms. Parducci' s analysis determined,

lilts [the area] only deduction is its close proximity to OR 62 and Vilas
Road, but its reliance on those facilities is reduced because of the
strong additional north south connectivity of the re-aligned Crater
Lake Avenue and Springbrook Road through the site. This will help
alleviate the need to use OR 62 and still allow connection to Coker
Butte Road, Vilas Road, Owens Drive and Delta Waters. "

Ms. Parducci ultimately found that development of this site would provide a
solid network of planned north-south and east-west connections which
disperses traffic and reduces reliance on OR 62; provide an important
connection for transit services along OR 62; it would provide pedestrian and
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bicycle facilities through the site and connects gaps that would otherwise not
be connected without proposed development; it does not have connectivity
constraints that were shown in Scenario 1 as a result of connectivity through
the airport, over Bear Creek, or across the steep topography east of Foothill
Road; the area is not shown to create safety concerns relating to congestion
on OR 62; and it is not limited in creating the necessary infrastructure to
support full development of M02 south of Vilas Road.

Based on the more detailed analysis done by Ms. Parducci, one can see that
this project area (south of Vilas Road) scores higher than the initial evaluation
of a much larger area.

Considering the re-evaluations mentioned above for the Coker Butte
Community Project area, the overall rating of this area, considering all five
factors would be 20-23 out of 25. This rating is much higher than many of the
other areas being evaluated for inclusion.

SUMMARY

We fully support the Planning Commission's recommendation for inclusion
into the Medford UGB. The Master Plan for the Coker Butte Community
Project is an ideal candidate for inclusion into the Medford UGB because of its
mixed-use design, ability to meet residential densities, and the formal
agreements for a school and city parks, which are much needed in this area.

This community oriented conceptual Master Plan can appropriately assist the
City of Medford with the UGB process, as it accommodates diverse uses of
employment, open space and residential lands while offering solutions and
improvements for traffic and utilities in this area. The design of the Coker
Butte Community Project addresses the State Land Use Goals, and the City of
Medford's Comprehensive Plan Regional Plan Element. It also is beneficial to
City of Medford due to the formal agreements with Medford's Parks and
Recreation Foundation, and School District 549C to gift land for an adopted
future school site, for neighborhood and community parks, and a Parks
connective trail system.
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Appendix A

GonGeptual Master Plan

Aeria I Photo

Leisure Services Plan Maps

Connective trail System Maps
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Letter tram Medferd Parks aepartment

Letter from Medford Parks Foundation

Medford P.arks Donation Agreement

Letter: from the School District
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ECREATION
HEALTHY LIVES. HAPPY PEOPLE. STRONG COMMUNITY.

January 16, 2015

Mike Malepsy
PO Box 1004
Shady Cove, OR. 97539

Dear Mr. Malepsy,

On behalf of the Medford Parks and Recreation Department, I would like to express my
appreciation to you and the Coker Butte Development partners for the potential partnership
surrounding the proposed project.

The department would be very interested in receiving the 23.5 acresof Identified open space to
serve as much needed park facilities. The Leisure Services Plan, the guiding document for this
department, clearly outlines the need for either a Community or Neighborhood park in this
area. In addition, the proposed site could also be linked with future trails that are also outlined
within the Plan.

The current Municipal Code regarding Park System Development Chargesalso affords us an
opportunity to exchange these fees from your development for the construction of the public
improvements for the parks and trails. This mechanism could become part of a future
agreement between your organization and the City of Medford for such improvements.

The inclusion of the Coker Butte Development within the City of Medford would help address
the need for public open space as outlined above and I look forward to working with you on this
exciting project.

Sincerely,

?2~
BrIan Sjothun, CPRP

CONTINUOUS IMPROVEMENT I CUSTOMER SERVICE

70 I N. COLUMBUS AVE . I MEDFORD, OR 9750 I I 541.774.2400
WWW.PLAYMEDFORD.COMIPARKS@CITYOFMEDFORD.COM ~

.. .. ~ ..
( . \.

. . . . ~



<7" f
'" .

1:.....ECREATION
HEALTHY LIVES. HAPPY PEOPLE. STRONG COMMUNITY.

January 16, 2015

Mike Malepsy
PO Box 1004
Shady Cove, OR. 97539

Dear Mr. Malepsy,

The Medford Parksand Recreation Commission voted unanimously to support the inclusion of
your proposed development within the City of Medford and requested that staff work with you
in the potential donation of 23.5 acres of open space for future parks and trails.

This past summer, the Commission reviewed areas for acquisition of property to serve asfuture
park sites. The area where Coker Butte Development Is located was one of the top locations
where public access to parks is needed.

Finally, the Commission supports the development of an agreement between our two
organizations that would outline the construction of these future parks and trails. Such
agreement would enhance the chances of these facilities being developed in a timely manner
and benefit the future residents and business planned for that area.

Sincerely,

Dan Ratty, Chairman
Medford Parksand Recreation Commission

CONTINUOUS IMPROVEMENT I CUSTOMER SERVICE

701 N. COLUMBUS AVE . I MEDFORD. OR 97501 I 541 .774.2400
WWW.PLAYMEDFORD.COMIPARKS@CITYOFMEDFORD.COM
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January 20, 2015

Mike Malepsy
PO Box 1004
Shady Cove, OR. 97539

Dear Mr. Malepsy,

The Medford Parks and Recreation Foundation Board has voted to support the potential
partnership between Coker Butte Development partners, Medford Parksand Recreation
and the Foundation. The Board understands the tremendous advantages to this
partnership that would provide parks, open space and new development within the City
of Medford. The Board also understands that the overall projects inclusion into the City
would be advantageous for this project and supports such consideration.

The Foundation is a non-profit 501 (c)(3) that's mission is to support the City of
Medford's leisure Services Plan. The proposed 23.5 acres of open space that can serve
as future parks and trails are Identified within this plan. The Foundation has also served
as a conduit for property donations in the past. Summerfield Park and larson Creek
Greenway property are two examples of such donations facilitated by the Foundation
and passed to the Parks and Recreation Department. This avenue for donation is
available to your company as well.

The Board wants to extend our appreciation for your understanding ofthe Importance
of providing parks, trails and open spacesto future developments. We look forward to
the potential of working with all the groups for the betterment of the community.

Sincerely,

Joe Brett, President
Medford Parksand Recreation Foundation

P.O. Box 124 )( Medford, OR 97501 )( 541-774-2400
www.medfordparksfoundation.org ) ( parks@rnedfordparksfoundation.org



GIFTPLEDGE AGREEMENT

This Gift Pledge Agreement is entered intothis25 day of~, 2015, by
and between CokerButteDevelopment, LLC, an Oregon limitedlia~andO'Side
Industry, LLC,a California Limited Liability Company (Coker ButteDevelopment, LLCand
O'Side Industry, LLC are hereinafter collectively referred to as "Coker Butte"), and Medford
Parks and Recreation Foundation, Inc. (hereinafter referred to as the "Foundation").

WHEREAS, CokerButteownsreal property in Jackson County, Oregon that would be
beneficial for future park land;

WHEREAS, Coker Butte desires to convey real property to the Foundation as a gift on
certain conditions and following certain conditions precedent;

WHEREAS, the Foundation desires to receive a giftof realproperty from CokerButte in
accordance with the terms of this agreement;

WHEREAS, the partiesacknowledge that there are various conditions precedent that
mustoccurprior to any gift conveyance to the Foundation and that Foundation's cooperation and
support for thoseconditions shall be necessary;

NOW, WHEREFORE, the parties agreeas follows:

1. As provided herein, CokerButteagrees to giftapproximately 23.5 acresof real property
(the"Gift Property") to the Foundation within oneyearof the completion of all
Conditions Precedent. Forpurposes of thisAgreement, "Conditions Precedent" shall
mean all of the following: a) Foundation support as provided in Paragraph 3; b) inclusion
of the entire210-acre CokerButte property, described on ExhibitB, intothe Urban
Growth Boundary ofthe Cityof Medford; c) annexation to the Cityof Medford and zone
change ofthe Gift Property and any partition, subdivision, or property lineadjustment
necessary to convey the Gift Property in substantially the location and dimensions shown
on Exhibit A. CokerButteshall have the right, butnot the obligation, to apply for a zone
change on the Gift Property prior to conveyance to the Foundation. CokerButtemay
seek any zoning designation, so long as parks area permitted use in thenewzone. The
CokerButteproperty on Exhibit B, less theGiftProperty, shall be referred to herein as
the "Coker ButteProperty."

2. The Foundation shall cooperate with any efforts of CokerButteto secure entitlements on
its property described on Exhibit B, including the GiftProperty, andlorto establish the
valueof the GiftProperty by appraisal, butsuchefforts are not required of CokerButte.

3. The Foundation shall publicly express support for the inclusion of Coker Butte's portion
of urban reserve area MD-2 intothe Urban Growth Boundary ofthe Cityof Medford.
Expression ofsupport shall,at a minimum, include written and verbal support at each
City of Medford public hearing regarding Urban Growth Boundary expansion. Coker
Butte shall provide reasonable advance notice to the Foundation for eachsuchpublic

Page 1 GIFT PLEDGE AGREEMENT



hearing. However, the Foundation shall not have any directfinancial responsibilities and
shall not be responsible for making any formal land useapplications. All lettersof
support from the Foundation shall be on Foundation letterhead. Verbal expressions of
support shall identify the speaker as a representative ofthe Foundation.

4. CokerButteshall gift the Gift Property to the Foundation via bargain and sale deed. The
Gift Property shall be free and clearofallencumbrances other than the normal standard
exceptions.

5. The Gift Property shall consistof approximately 23.5 gross acresof raw land. Coker
Butte makes no promises or warranties regarding any development rights on the Gift
Property.

6. Afterthe conveyance of the GiftProperty, the Foundation shall cooperate withCoker
Butte in granting reasonable requests foreasements for access. drainage, and utilities on
the Gift Property for the benefit of the Coker ButteProperty. The foregoing cooperation
shall mean that the Foundation shall work with CokerButte to assist in any conditions of
approval of development of the CokerButte Property, including permitting stormwater
detention pondsor swales on the GiftProperty as may be required as a condition of
approval of development entitlements on the CokerButteProperty. Furthermore, the Gift
Property shall count toward any open space requirements that maybe a condition of
approval fordevelopment entitlements on the CokerButte Property.

7. The Foundation shallcooperate withandshallwaive remonstrance against any
reimbursement district that mayaffect theGiftProperty.

8. Contemporaneous with the conveyance of the Gift Property or as soon as practicable
thereafter, the Foundation shall execute Covenants, Conditions, & Restrictions
C"CC&Rs"), requiring that the Giftproperty be used for ParkPurposes. "Park Purposes"
shall mean that the primary useof theGift Property is fora city park, whichmayconsist
of openspace, playareas, or ball fields. Following conveyance of the Gift Property to
the Foundation, the Foundation shall have 10years to put the Gift Property to use for
ParkPurposes. The Foundation may unilaterally extend its timeframe for useofthe Gift
Property for ParkPurposes foran additional 10yearsby notifying CokerButte in writing
within 90 days of the expiration of theoriginal 10year period following conveyance of
the Park Property to the Foundation. In the eventthe Foundation fails to use the Gift
Property for Park Purposes within the timeframes specified herein, the Foundation shall
offer to sell the Gift Property to CokerButte for market value at the timeof the sale,
based on an appraisal by a licensed appraiser acceptable to bothparties. In the event
CokerButte does not purchase the GiftProperty following the Foundation's nonuse for
ParkPurposes, the Foundation may convey theGift Property to another public entity. so
longas it is usedfor park purposes. Allof the foregoing shall be memorialized in the
CC&Rs. The CC&Rs shall further provide for the Foundations obligations in paragraphs
6 and 7 andshall require that the Gift Property be covered by liability insurance, mowed,
watered, and otherwise be maintained in an attractive fashion. The CC&Rs shall benefit
the CokerButteProperty and shall runwith the land.

9. In the event the conditions precedent are not completed within 5 years. this Agreement
shall terminate and the parties shall have noobligations to eachother. Notwithstanding
the foregoing, CokerButteshall have the unilateral abilityto extendthe Agreement for
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additional rerm-. Ihe SII IIl II t \\hich sha ll 1I0t exceed =' years beyond the initial term of this
A grccrncnt. prll\ ided rluu l 'll"cr Huue prll\ ide written notice orsuch extension to the
Foundation prior h) the ex piration of the rhcn-currcm tcrrn.

1Cl. Nothing in thi s agreement shall he construed to limit the l-oundution's ahility to convey
the ( ,iii Property IU the City or f\·h:dllml ut any time,

DATED the day and yea r first ubovc written .

COKER BUIT E DEVI~LOPM ENT. LLC

O'SIDE INDUSTRY. LLC

By:~~t;;\ t>1 $\~
Its:~

MEDFORD PARKS AND RECREATION
FOUNDATION, INC.



"Exhibit AU
DENSITY CALCULATION

RESIDENTIAl. AREA SUw.tARY
SFR-2 - 6.5' "c. = 13 QU's
SfR-6 - 8\.5 AC. :: <\89 DO's
SfR-l0 - \0.0 i.e. =100 QU's
MFR-15 - 7.0 AC. = 195 DU's

TOTAL DYlRUNG UNITS =707
TOTAL RES. AREA =105 AC.



44g044 0802
Exhibit B

Parell1 No. '1\00 12/ of ParHUon Plat No. '-56-1"3 fUed July 14, 1"3. in Vollllllll •
Page 5&. ·R8CD~ of Partltlon 'lata- ~n Jackson COunty. Oregon, aa SUrvey HO. 135'7.

leade "-15. ACeount .1·0.'046-4. Nap .371WOS, TAX Lot '100/
lcad. '9-15. Account '1-0"045-&. Nap '371W05. Tax Lot '202/

,",8 No~ Malt of the SOIIthvellt au_rtet' of Section 5 in Toomablp 17 SOIItJI. Range 1
Welt of the WIU_lIllltte "eridlan In .Jackaon County. Oregan.

leade ".15. Account .1-0.&057-0. Map '371"05. Tax Lot '9001

The South Malf of the HOrthwelr. ouarter of SecUon 5 In Townahlp 37 Soutb, RaDgll 1
Weat of tho W1Ua.-tte Kel'1dbn ln "aeben Cbunty, Oregon. BXC£PTI1lO 'nfEIlB1'RClH ChIt
portion conveyed to the 'tlaU of Oregl:lft. by aDd through Ita Stue HlghWIIY O>a=I1.llon.
by deed recorded Hay 10. 1'" •• No. "-05558 of th" OfUelal IIeco~ of Jac:/ulon
Cbunty, Oregon. ALSO. ElC&PT111O 11IBRBPROIt the foll_lng: 8llOJlnn1ng It I point on
the ••"torly right of vay line of the relocated crater Lako Hlgh-ay ln JAck.on
O:>unty, 0re!J0n lbelng th. easterly bauIlcIary of the property deoc:rlbed In No. "-0556&
of tbe OfUclal Rec:ol"l!D of "ackeon county. oregonl, aald point being 300.0 feet North
of the _at quarter comer of S~lon 5 1n "n)wnahlp 37 Bouth. lIAngo 1 Waat of the
M1Ua_tte Hllrld1en In Jackllon C'Ounljy. Oregon. thence ElIar. JOO.O feet, tJlence NortJI
200.0 feet, tbaru:e Mllat 300.0 foet. lIlDnt or 101•• to tho ..acedy r1ght of way 11ne
of I.id cr.cer Lake Highway •• reloc.ted: thanco South, along aald right of way l1no,
to tho paint of beginning .

(Coda 4'-15. A:COUnt '1-0"054-7. Map '171W05, Ta~ Lot '&00/
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Office ofthe
ChiefOperations Officer

March 19, 2015

Dear City Councilors, Planning Commissioners, and Staff:

On behalf of Medford School District 549C, I want to again express the District's support for the inclusion of MD-2
In the urban growth boundary.

I have heard testimony from other property owners stating that their properties are ideal for school sites.
However, the only property currently located within the City's urban reserves with a binding and executed
agreement for the donation of a school site to the Medford School District is the Coker Butte Development, LLC
property in MD-2. Simply put, if the entirety of the property identified as Map 371W05 Tax Lots 202, 300, 600
and 900 is included in the UGB,then the District receives 20 acres for a school site. This is very important to the
District because our projected growth patterns identify a need for a school in that area in the near future. Ifwe
are unable to procure this site as a donation, we will likely need to seek a bond to pay for a land acquisition. Land
acquisitions generally become cost prohibitive to us once they are brought into the city boundary. The site is
important enough to the District that the District adopted it into the District's facilities plan. The District is open to
other suitable site locations in the future, if they become available.

It should be noted that other property owners with land currently Included In the City's urban reserves have
verbally offered to donate a school site to the District. We evaluated this potential site, but found it did not meet
the District's needs, and politely declined to negotiate an agreement with them. We are not interested in
entering into donation agreements for school property when the proposed property is not a good fit for the
District. Inclusion of the Coker Butte Development, LLC property in the UGB provides a public benefit by meeting
our needs in that area.

Chief Operations Officer
Medford School District 549C
815 SOakdale
Medford OR 97501

cc: Dr. Brian T. Shumate, Superintendent
Thaddeus G. Pauck,Attorney

815 S. Oakdale Ave • Medford· Oregon • 97501 • (541) 842-5007· FAX: (541) 842-1088



GIFT PLEDGE AGREEMENT

This Gift Pledge Agreement is entered into this 15th day of September,2014, by and
betweenCoker Butte Development. LLC, an Oregon limited liabilitycompanyand O'Side
Industry, LLC, a California Limited LiabilityCompany (Coker Butte Development, LLC
and O'Side Industry, LLC are hereinafter collectivelyreferred to as "Coker Butte"), and
MedfordSchool District 549C (hereinafter referred to as the "District"),

WHEREAS, Coker Butte owns real property in Jackson County, Oregon that would be
beneficial for future District expansion;

WHEREAS,Coker Butte desires to convey real property to the District as a gift on
certain conditions and following certain conditions precedent;

WHEREAS, the Districtdesires to receive a gift of real property from Coker Butte in
accordance with the terms of this agreement;

WHEREAS, the parties acknowledgethat there are variousconditions precedent that
must occur prior to any gift conveyanceto the District and that District's cooperation and
support for those conditions shall be necessary;

NOW, WHEREFORE, the parties agree as follows:

I. As provided herein, Coker Butte agrees to gift approximately 20 acres of real property
(the "Gift Property") and 20 acres of Coker Butte's existing irrigationrights to the
District within one year of the completionofall ConditionsPrecedent. For purposesof
this Agreement, "Conditions Precedent shall mean all of the following: a) adoptionof
the Gift Propertyas part of the District's Facilities Plan as provided in Paragraph 2; b)
District support as provided in Paragraph4; c) inclusionofthe entire 21 O-ecre Coker
Butte property, described on Exhibit B, into the UrbanGrowth Boundaryof the City of
Medford;d) annexation to the City of Medford and zone change of the Gift Propertyand
any partition. subdivision, or property line adjustment necessaryto create a discrete and
transferable 20 acre unit of real property in substantiallythe locationand dimensions
shown on Exhibit A; e) District cooperation with Coker Butte as provided in Paragraph 3.
Coker Butte shall have the right, but not the obligation, to apply for a zone changeon the
Gift Propertyprior to conveyanceto the District. Coker Butte may seek anyzoning
designation, so long as schools are a permitteduse in the new zone.

2. Within 45 days of execution of this Agreement, the Districtshall initiate efforts to
identify the Gift Property as a suitable site for its Facilities Plan and begin the processof
formally adopting it as part of the Facilities Plan.

3. The District shall reasonablycooperate,so long as there is no cost to the Districtother
than any costs that may be incurredwith the District's obligations as set forth in Section4
of this agreement,with any efforts of Coker Butte to secure entitlementson its property
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described on Exhibit B, including the Gift Property, and/or to establish the value of the
Gift Property by appraisal, but such efforts are not required of Coker Butte.

4. The District shall publicly express support for the inclusion of Coker Butte's portion of
urban reserve area MD·2 into the Urban Growth Boundary of the City of Medford.
Expression of support shall, at a minimum, include written and verbal support at each
City of Medford public hearing regarding Urban Growth Boundary expansion. Coker
Butte shall provide reasonable advance notice to the District for each such public hearing.
However, the District shall not have any direct financial responsibilities and shall not be
responsible for making any formal land use applications.

5. Coker Butte shall gin the Gin Property to the District via bargain and sale deed. The Gift
Property shall be free and clear of all encumbrances other than the normal standard
exceptions.

6. The Gift Property shall consist of20 contiguous gross acres of raw land. Coker Butte
makes no promises or warranties regarding any development rights on the Gift Property.

7. After the conveyance of the Gift Property, the District shall cooperate with Coker Butte
in granting reasonable requests for easements for access, drainage, and utilities.

8. The District shall cooperate with and shall waive remonstrance against any
reimbursement district that may affect the Gift Property.

9. Contemporaneous with the conveyance ofthe Gift Property or as soon as practicable
thereafter, the District shall execute Covenants, Conditions, & Restrictions (UCC&Rs"),
requiring that the Gift property be used for School Purposes. "School Purposes" shall
mean that the primary use of the Gift Property is for an elementary school,junior high
school, high school, or District administrative offices. Following conveyance of the Gift
Property to the District, the District shall have 10 years to put the Gift Property to use for
School Purposes. The District may unilaterally extend its timeframe for use of the Gift
Property for School Purposes for an additional 10years by notifying Coker Butte in
writing within 90 days of the expiration of the original 10 year period following
conveyance of the Gift Property to the District. In the event the District fails to use the
Gift Property for School Purposes within the timefrnmes specified herein, the District
shall offer to sell the Gift Property to Coker Butte for market value at the time of the sale,
based on an appraisal by a licensed appraiser acceptable to both parties. In the event
Coker Butte does not purchase the Gift Property following the District's nonuse for
School Purposes, the District may convey the Gift Property to another public entity, so
long as it is used for park purposes. All of the foregoing shall be memorialized in the
CC&Rs. The CC&Rs shall further provide for the waiver of remonstrance provided for
in paragraph 8 and shall require that the Gift Property be mowed, watered, and otherwise
be maintained in an attractive fashion. The CC&Rs shall benefit the property identified
on Exhibit B, less the Gift Property, and shall run with the land.

10. In the event the conditions precedent are not completed within 5 years, this Agreement
shall terminate and the parties shall have no obligations to each other. Notwithstanding
the foregoing, Coker Butte shall have the unilateral ability to extend the Agreement for
additional terms, the sum of which shall not exceed 5 years beyond the initial term of this
Agreement, provided that Coker Butte provide written notice of such extension to the
District prior to the expiration of the then-current term.
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DATED the day and year first above written.

~R BUTTE DEVELOPMENT. LLC

/{(Jd4r=
Its:

7 ~DUSTRY, LLC

/ttJdtfjJ?~
By:
Its:

MEDFO~~SrOOL DISTRICT 549C

,/p~~----
:::::---r,.L-...;,::......---------
By:.
Its:
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Kaiser Surveying
18754HJgIrway 82
I!!gJtPofnt, OR81624

airy D. KalHr
R.P.L8.ORE. 62123

Phone: (541) 878-3915
Fax: (841) 87W93S
&maD: bb~rnb!nJmd.~

EXlUBIT "A"

DESCRIPTION OF A20 ACREPARCELLOCATED INTHE NORTIIWESTQUARTER OF
SECTION5, T.37S.,R.IW., W.M., INJACKSON COUNTY, OREGON

Commeaeing at the quartercomer commOD to Section S,Township 37 South.Range1 Westand

Section 32,Township 36 South. Range I West oftheWiI~Meridian in Jacbon County,Oreson;

thencealong theNorth-South eenlerlinc of saidSection S,Soulb 0°02' 25" West, 540.00 (eet EO thoEasterly

Northeast cornerofParcelNo.2 ofPartition Platn:corded July14,1993 u Partition Plat No.P·5~1993 of

"Records of Partition PIa's"in Jackson COWlt)', Oregon and filed as SUJVcy No. 13567 IntheOfficeofthe

COUDly SUJVeyor forTHETRUEPOINT OF BEOINNlNQ: thence alonathe Nonherlyboundary ofsaid

ParcelNo.2 and the Westerly extensionthereof, North 89° SO' 00" West, 747.56 feet; thence South 0° 02'

25" West. J165.40 (eet; chence South 89°SO' 00" Eas&, 747.56 feet to intersect thesaidNorth-South

c:cntcrlinc ofSectionS: thencealongsaid boundary, Nonh0° 02' 25"'East. IJ65.40feet to tHE~E

POINT OF BHGINNINQ.

A\lBUSt 13,2014

REOISTlIReD .

PROFES~IONAL
LAND SURVEYOR

'b~'DrC~"':
OReGON
JUlY 111, 2ClOCS

BARV D. KAI8ER
No.J52Q23
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Exhibit tlB It

Parcel No. TWg 131 of Par~l~ion Plat No . '-56-1"3 flIed July 1., 1"3, tn Volu=e ,'ag. 56, "Record of P~re1~10n Piau' 1n JaaRn Q)uncY. oregan, a. BurvlrY No. U567.

(cade .'-15. Aeeoun~ 11-0e6046-4. Map 1111"05. TaX Lot 13001
(cade .'·15. Account 11-0t6045-6. Map 1171"05, Tax Lot .a031

The March Halt DC the Sou~bwen au_rear of sectlon !l in Towneb1p :31 South. Range 1
We.t of the "111_~te tter10Un in J.c:kllon County, O"eojIOn.

lcade t'-15, Account 11-0t'051-0, Hap '311"05, Tax Lot "001

ft. SOUth Half of the IIorthweet Quareer er SlICtslXl 5 111 TovnIIhtp 31 South. RaDge 1
!fait ot the WUlalDette MerleUan in Jac:lalon County. Ongon. BlCCIll'TIIIG 'nl1ll1lPRCll'l that
portion~ to ebe State of Oregon, by and thcough 1e. State IU'ibWllY Q;Jaa1e.ion.
by deed rec:ol'ded Hay 10. U&6 all rio. 51i-OSSIlI oC the Official beard. of Jaelulon
COUnty, Oregon. ALSO. lIXCBPT1HO TIIIRUROM the following. Beg1nn1l1g at a paillt on
the ..eterly right of way Une of the nloeacad Crater ~lce H.\gtIwIIy in .Jac:k.on
CQunty. D~ lbeing tba ...eody boundary of the praperty d..crlbed in .0. "-055GB
of the OfHdal Recorde of Jacluion c:oun~y. Oregon). Batd poillt being 300.0 reet IIOrttl
at the ",elt: quDrtft' eamer of Section 5 1n Tovnablp 31 SOUth. Range 1 Meat of the
"naMeto "or-idian in ~r:lulon ONnIfY, Oregon, th_ JCaee 300.0 feetl thence lIorth
200.0 feet/ thence lNe.t 100.0 teet. llIDr8 Dr leaa, to ehe ...early right oC way Une
or calei crater l.ake Ntgbwa)' ... relocaced, th.enr:e Sautll, .long Aid rIght or way 1m.,
to the poinc of bllglnning.

1000e .9-15. Ar:~unt 11-0t'OSt-1. ~p IJ11WOS, T•• Lot '5001

, ~ .....,
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To:

From:

Date:

Re:

Megan LaNier-Wattier, Richard Stevens& Associates, Inc.

Kim Parducci, Southern Oregon Transportation Engineering, LLC

01128/2015

MD2Coker Butte Development, LLC
Coker ButteCommunity Project

Southern OregonTransportation Engineering reviewed impacts associated with Scenario 1of
the qualitative evaluation performed for the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) Expansion
Alternatives, and then compared those impacts to a smallerportion ofMD210cated south of
Vilas Road. This was performed in an effort to get a betterperspective of the isolated impacts
of the Coker ButteCommunity Projectportion of MD2. Overall, it was concluded that the
analysis performed for Scenario 1 included some challenging properties that don't accurately
reflect impacts specifically from the portionofMD2 southof Vilas Road. The criterion used
in the evaluation is summarized point by point below.

• Amount of Growth- Scenario I uses the lowest numberof acres to meet the density
requirements and has the highestcommercial and industrial mixesof any of the
scenarios. This is considered a positiveaspect in meeting goals and policies for new
land brought into the City.

• Infrastructure Neededto Support Development - Scenario I overall is shown to have
a high relianceon OR 62 and Foothill Road, but this is largely due to the property
west of OR 62 (and north of Vilas)and property adjacentto Foothill Road (on either
side). The portionof MD2 south of Vilas Road will not have the same impacton OR
62 that the overallScenario 1 will have primarily because of the excellent
connectivity bounded by Coker Butte Road, Crater LakeAvenue, Vilas Road,and
Springbrook Road. This area includes a solid network of planned north-south and
east-west connections, whichdisperses traffic to Crater LakeAvenueand
Springbrook Road so that they can then carry trips to Coker Butte Road, Vilas, Owens
Drive, and Delta Waters Road to namea few. This well planned network will
enhance the attraction of using the local street networkrather than forcing all trips to
OR 62.

• General Effecton Congestion - Scenario I adds congestion to OR 62, Vilas, and
Foothill Road because of limited connections and will be challenging to address
because of topography constraints. This is not the case with the portion of MD2south
of VilasRoad,which has adequateconnectivity north-south and east-west. It's not
limited in creatingthe needed infrastructure to supportdevelopment because it does
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not share the constraints that other properties withinScenario 1 have with
connectivity through the airport,over BearCreek,or across the steep mountains east
of Foothill Road.

• General Effect of Safety- The safetyconcernrelated to congestion on OR 62 is
closer to the North Medford Interchange and is beingaddressed with the OR 62 new
bypass, which is widening OR 62 to supportadditional traffic loading and reduce
congestion. Although the portion ofMD2 southof Vilas Road will have traffic that
uses OR 62, it has other north-south alternatives and will not be solelydependent on
OR 62. Foothill Road is stated to havesafety concerns near the City's UGB and will
require widening to addressmulti-mode travel needs. Impacts to Foothill Road may
be significant from several properties withinScenario I (specifically the properties
adjacentto and east of Foothill Road), but this is not likely to be the case for the
portionofMD2 south of Vilas Road.

• General Effecton Connectivity - Probably the biggest factor that separatesthe
portion of MD2south of Vilas from Scenario I as a whole is that Scenario 1 has two
areas with majorconnectivity concerns. The area north of Vilasand west of OR 62
has limited connectivity optionsdue to the airport and BearCreek. The area east of
Foothill Road has similar connectivity constraints due to steep topography. None of
theseapply to the portionof M02 south of VilasRoad, which has adequate
connectivity and no limitations for making further necessary connections.

• General HighCost of Infrastructure - This criterion goes hand in hand with the
previous criterion and for that reason does not apply to the portionofMD2 south of
VilasRoad, which does not have limited connectivity optionsor any challenges in
making necessary connections.

Scenario 1 isjustified in receiving a lower traffic rating because of some of the areas within it,
but the portion of MD2south of VilasRoad as a stand-alone area should rate as a 3 or 4. Its
onlydeduction is its close proximity to OR62 and VilasRoad, but its reliance on those
facilities is reduced because of the strongadditional north southconnectivity of the re-aligned
Crater LakeAvenueand Springbrook Road through the site. This will help alleviate the need
to useOR 62 and still allow connection to Coker Butte Road, Vilas, Owens Drive and Delta
Waters.
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