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By: John Adam, AICP, Planner IV 

Subject: Regional Problem Solving (RPS) Regional Plan Adoption 

 [Class-A Major Comprehensive Plan Amendment] 

File No. CP 10-004 

City of Medford, Applicant 
PROPOSAL  3 General Consideration of a Class-A major legislative amendment of the Medford Comprehensive Plan to adopt a Regional Plan created by the Greater Bear Creek Valley Regional Problem Solving 6 project (GBCV/RPS, or simply, RPS), the effect of which will be to join the City of Medford to a long-term regional planning agreement and to establish an urban reserve1 almost 4,500 acres in extent plus nearly 1,900 acres of City-owned parkland. The reserve is intended to 9 accommodate a doubling of Medford’s population (almost 77 thousand people) within an area that is about a quarter of the current 18,000-acre urban growth boundary.  The adoption process for this will be different from the norm for the City. Adopting an ur-12 ban reserve requires agreement between a city and a county on the extent of the reserve and the management of the land; therefore, there has to be a jurisdiction that makes the first decision with which the other jurisdiction agrees or disagrees. In the process devised 15 for this action Jackson County will be adopting the Regional Plan on the recommendations of the RPS cities, each of which will initially adopt a resolution outlining its support and suggested changes, if any. After the County adopts the Plan, each city will need to subse-18 quently adopt the same Plan by ordinance or persuade the County to amend the Plan.  
                                                 
1
 As defined in ORS 197.137(2): “‘Urban Reserve’ means lands outside an urban growth boundary that will 

provide for: (a) future expansion over a long-term period; and (2) The cost-effective provision of public 

facilities and services within the area when the lands are included within the urban growth boundary.” 
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Proposed Amendment to Comprehensive Plan The City will need to document the urban reserve in the Urbanization Element of the Com-prehensive Plan, just as the urban growth boundary is. The attached Exhibit A contains the 3 proposed revision to the Urbanization Element.  
BACKGROUND The Regional Problem Solving project began in 2000 with the award of a grant from the 6 Department of Land Conservation and Development.  Procedures to Date The Regional Problem Solving (RPS) project has its antecedents in popular movements, 9 city/county decisions, and regulatory conditions that arose in the 1990s: 1992 Newly adopted Oregon Administrative Rules requires Medford to establish urban reserves.  (Urban Reserves are county lands designated by a city and 12 county into which the city may expand its Urban Growth Boundary (UGB).  A primary purpose of designating Urban Reserves is to preserve such land for future urban-level development.) 15 1995 The City of Medford and Jackson County do not agree on urban reserve areas and adoption fails to pass.   A popular initiative to institute regional planning, called “Our Region,” is 18 administered by the Rogue Valley Council of Governments. Its goal is to address growth-related concerns.   The state requires the County to establish a two-mile zone around the Medford 21 UGB that prevents land from development patterns that could negatively affect eventual urbanization.  1996 Legislature adopts ORS 197.652–358, entitled “Collaborative Regional Problem 24 Solving.” 1998 Medford City Council and the Jackson County Board of Commissioners appoint an ad hoc “Multi-jurisdictional Committee on Urban Reserves” (MCUR) to de-27 velop a work plan for resolving the urban reserve impasse. Other cities take part because growth decisions affecting the Medford area also affect them.  1999 The MCUR adopts a work plan to establish a 30-year urban reserve for Medford, 30 followed by the same for other cities. Although the other jurisdictions are not required to comply with the Urban Reserve Rule, they participate in order to co-ordinate urbanization patterns for the entire region over the long-range plan-33 ning period.  
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2000 The Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) awards a grant to the MCUR cities to begin an RPS process to establish the urban reserves.  2000–’09  RPS develops its products: 3  Nomination, analysis, and selection of urban reserve area proposals.  Development of common agricultural buffering standards.   Debate on methods to protect farmland (similar to the rural reserves process 6 available to Metro). Nothing ultimately results from this.   Development of collaborative regional planning procedures intended to imple-ment the Regional Plan. The draft Plan and Participants’ Agreement are the re-9 sult.  2010 Adoption process begins.  In order to have urban reserves, the City Council, County Board of Commissioners, and Oregon Land Conservation and Develop-12 ment Commission (LCDC) must all approve the same proposal. 
NOTE ON THE LEGISLATIVE PROCEDURE Unlike the typical legislative process, this one will have a pause in the middle. Usually, the 15 Planning Commission holds hearings and makes a recommendation to the Council, which then makes a decision. In this case the Planning Commission will make a recommendation to Council, which will then adopt a Resolution (see Exhibit B) containing the City’s 18 recommendation to the County and continue the hearing to a specific date or indefinitely. After the County has adopted the Regional Plan, it falls to the City to follow suit. At that point the City Council will resume the hearing to finalize adoption, which may include 21 remanding consideration of the Plan and urban reserve to the Planning Commission for any further recommendations before it adopts.  

The reason for this model is to maintain continuity of the record throughout the process. 24 Testimony that the City receives during the early hearings will inform the recommendation decision of the Council. After the hearing process resumes the door will still be open to additional testimony.  27 
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Typical:  

This one:  
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CRITERIA The City of Medford will adopt the same findings as Jackson County2 after the County has finished its legislative process. The findings will specifically relate to the urban reserve and 3 the Regional Plan. The criteria the City will subsequently address are attached in Exhibit C and include the City’s specific approval criteria for Comprehensive Plan amendments.  The purpose of the current phase is to consider (1) the responsibilities Medford has as a 6 regional participant and (2) the form of the proposed urban reserve. This report will cover the positive and negative consequences of each under the “Analysis” section.   
COMMENTS RECEIVED and ANALYZED 9 

Comments from Agencies None received. 
Request for Change 12 The City received the following request for a change to a proposed urban reserve section (see Exhibit F). Please note that any change poses some risk to the process for Medford and its colleagues.  15 Owner: Harry & David Map/taxlot:  38-1W-05/2400; 2600; 5400; 5500;    38-1W-06/100  Net change:  0 acres Zoning: EFU Soil Class: I–III  18 Location: MD-6 Request: Harry & David states that the inclusion of the northeast portion of map/lot 38-1W-06/100, a portion of 38-1W-05/2600, and the southern portion of 21 38-1W-2400 in the MD-6 area is previously unknown information for them and not what they desire (see Figure 1 in Exhibit F). They propose instead the inclusion of the southern portion of 38-1W-06/100, 38-1W-05/5500, 24 and a portion of 38-1W-05/2600, and 38-1W-05/5400 (see Figure 2 in Ex-hibit F). The acreage exchange is reportedly one-to-one; staff has not calcu-lated it.  27 Rationale:  According to the letter from Harry & David: “The present proposed urban reserve designation, as it applies to these parcels, includes property that is already urbanized and or planned for long term non urban operational uses. 30 Retention of the current designation on these parcels is counter to the intent of the urban reserve process and creates a challenging agricultural configu-ration.”  33 

                                                 
2
 Joint adoption is required by OAR 660-021-0030(5).  
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Evaluation:  Harry & David’s proposal creates complications for a future urban growth boundary and fails to solve an existing problem.  The proposed urban reserve line creates an intertwining of non-urbanizable 3 farm land with urbanizable land (see Figure 3 in Exhibit F) that will make it impossible to extend infrastructure without having to take an exception. It is not necessary to create that troublesome scenario.  6 The existing problem is the property on which the campus of Harry & David is built (38-1W-05/2400): the southern third and a northwestern triangular portion are outside the urban growth boundary; and one or more buildings 9 sit astride the boundary line. The least urban reserve/urban growth bound-ary expansion the City should undertake is to correct those overlaps.  Land that is already urbanized is not necessarily exempt from inclusion if 12 there is a rational basis for including it—such as correcting a boundary split. It is not obvious how the MD-6 proposal creates a “challenging agricultural configuration” without knowing what the company has in mind for the area. 15 The answer to that will also determine whether or not the long-term, non-urban operational uses are appropriate for urban inclusion or, alternatively, if “long term” is less than or greater than the 50-year scope of the urban re-18 serve. These are important considerations as their proposal creates a chal-lenging urban configuration which is counter to a good urban reserve and eventual boundary. 21 Conclusion:  Staff recommends that the Planning Commission recommend rejection of the request to the Council.  
Request for Inclusion 24 The City received the following request for inclusion (see Exhibit F). Please note that any addition poses some risk to the process for Medford and its colleagues. Staff evaluation fol-lows: 27 Owner: Haya Enterprises Map/taxlot: 38-1W-03/300 Size: 20 acres Zoning: EFU Soil Class: III-B  Location: adjacent to MD-5 on North Phoenix Road—See map on following page. 30 Rationale:  The area designated MD-5 includes a lot owned by Haya Enterprises. A prior owner initiated a property line adjustment in 1996; the decision by Jackson County’s required consolidation of this lot with another lot (38-1W-03/300) 33 into a single parcel for planning purposes. However, taxlot 300 is outside the MD-5 area, a fact that was overlooked because the two appear to be separate lots but are separate only for assessment purposes. The current owner no-36 ticed the exclusion and requested consideration. Haya Enterprises states that this would not be the inclusion of a separate parcel, but instead the cor-rection of a mapping error.  39 Desirability: The addition is inconsequential for Medford’s future urban needs.  
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Haya’s MD-5 lot 

37-1W-34 / 5300 

Proposed  

Additional Lot 

38-1W-03 / 300 

Evaluation:  This is a medium-risk change to the urban reserve proposal. Positive argu-

ments: it does not intrude on a community buffer; the size is insignificant in the context of the 6,300-acre urban reserve proposal (0.3% of total acreage); 3 the separate taxlot lines could easily have led to an oversight; the reason de-rives from its unique situation and inclusion may therefore be regarded as corrective. Negative arguments: inclusion may encourage other attempts to 6 add to the urban reserve because the City will be seen as being accommodat-ing.  Conclusion:  Staff does not think the request is objectionable.  9 

ANALYSIS  

PART ONE—REGIONAL RESPONSIBILITIES There are two sets of responsibilities for the City that stand out: common agricultural buff-12 ering standards and a set of performance indicators3. These are listed in Chapter 5 of the Re-gional Plan.  Agricultural Buffering  15 The RPS Resource Lands Review Committee (RLRC) developed the handbook on common standards for farmland buffering years ago. The Policy Committee and the Technical Advi-sory Committee debated its provisions over several months and accepted the final form, 18 

                                                 
3
 There are also voluntary “community buffering standards.” Because they are voluntary, they are not 

immediately important to the City’s consideration of the Plan. 
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after cities’ review, in 2006. The “handbook” is Chapter 3 of Volume 2 of the Regional Plan. The objectives are:  
1.  To ensure the continued use of farmland for farm uses.  3 

2.  To minimize potential conflict by developing, where possible, a well-defined 

boundary between rural agricultural and urban uses. The best boundary will be 

one that provides a sound transition in both directions, from rural to urban and 6 

urban to rural.  

3.  To minimize the impacts of urban development on rural agricultural production 

activities and land resources.  9 

4.  To minimize the potential for complaints about rural agricultural activities from 

urbanized areas. The nearly 60-page handbook describes the major potential sources of conflict—chemical 12 spray drift, noise, sediment and stormwater run-off, trespass and vandalism, odor, and dust, smoke & ash—and prescribes buffering solutions for both sensitive (e.g., residences) and non-sensitive (e.g., industry) “receptors.” The toolkit includes distance separation, various 15 foliage buffers, fence buffers, run-off control planning, and restrictive deed (right-to-farm) covenants.  As a member jurisdiction of the Regional Plan, Medford will conduct hearings at a later date 18 to consider adopting this handbook as a regulatory document applicable to development in the urban reserve after it is brought into the City. Where development is adjacent to agricul-tural land but not within the urban reserve, Medford will continue to apply its existing agri-21 cultural buffering standards.  Performance Indicators A requirement of the RPS statute is a list of “measurable indicators of performance toward 24 achievement of the goals for each regional problem that is the subject of the process” (ORS 197.656(2)(b)(C)). The indicators paraphrased below are from Chapter 5, Section 3 of the Plan:  27 1. Participate in joint periodic review every 10 years starting in 2020. 2. Participate in Regional Plan review (check-in) every 5 years starting in 2015.  30 3. Incorporate portions of the Regional Plan into comprehensive plans and de-velopment codes, as appropriate. 4. Comply with general conditions (agricultural buffering & transportation 33 conditions) listed in the Participants’ Agreement and specific conditions for certain portions of the urban reserves. Medford has one specific condition related to a property line adjustment in MD-6 36 5. Adopt an urban reserve management agreement.  
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6. Urban reserves are first-priority land for UGB inclusion per Statute.  7. Achieve at least the higher land need-level residential densities described in the Plan.  3 8. Distribute land uses according to the general schema of distribution de-scribed in the Plan for each urban reserve area. 9. Develop conceptual plans for the urban reserve so intercity transportation 6 routes can be identified and protected for future development.  10. County updates to its population project will be done in accordance with the Plan.  9 A number of changes are recommended by staff and are found in Exhibit D along with ra-tionales for the changes. Staff requests comments and suggestions on the changes. Staff will share these changes with the other jurisdictions at the next regular oversight committee 12 meeting so that we may coordinate changes.  
Urban Reserve Proposal The Legislative Assembly finds that…long-range planning for population and em-15 ployment growth by local governments can offer greater certainty for…Commerce, other industries, other private landowners and providers of public services, by de-termining the more [likely] and less likely locations of future expansion of urban 18 growth boundaries and urban development.  ORS 197.139 The State legislature’s findings in the bill creating urban reserves are succinct in stating 21 their value. They are an Oregon planner’s dream. They are boons for public works depart-ments, city management, and the elected officials of the cities that have them. An urban re-serve eliminates much of the research necessary to find lands suitable for urban growth 24 boundary expansion and finding justifications for including farmland. Land in an urban re-serve is uniformly suitable for inclusion in a UGB; what is left to a city is to determine which portions of it are most suitable for a given boundary amendment.  27 The following paragraphs describe the candidate urban reserve by its component designa-tions in the Regional Plan. Refer to the map in Exhibit D as a visual aid.   
MD-1 30 This 568-acre area is situated north of the Medford Airport, east of Table Rock Road and west of Crater Lake Highway 62. To the south are Vilas Road and the north extent of the air-port industrial district. The properties within MD-1are partially located in the Agate Desert. 33 Directly north is the Denman Wildlife Reserve. The area includes mostly exception lands with low-density residential properties, some very low value agricultural lands, and some commercial lands along existing arterials. The 36 
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area’s dispersed development pattern with large areas of undeveloped land and proximity to urban services means some redevelopment development potential exists. Its close prox-imity to the Rogue Valley International–Medford Airport complex and other industrial lands 3 make it a suitable location for some employment land needs. It may also provide for some residential development in a mixed-use configuration. The area may also include a portion of the corridor for a new route for the Highway 140-to-Interstate 5 connector and the 6 Highway 62 bypass.  
Gross Acres:

568

Reasonably 

Developable: 491 Residential Aggregate Resource

Open Space / 

Parks

Employment 

Land

61% 0% 30% 0 9%

25% 6% 69%

MD-1 Urban Reserve By Existing and Potential Land-Use Type

Existing Plan

Proposed Uses  
MD-2 9 This 358-acre area is located along and east of Crater Lake Highway between Medford and White City. A linear band of existing development is situated between MD-2 and Crater Lake Highway to the west. The existing City of Medford Urban Growth Boundary defines the 12 southern boundary, a short distance north of Coker Butte Road, a Major Arterial. MD-2 is approximately 0.5 miles wide (east-west) by 1.3 miles long (north-south). The eastern boundary of MD-2 runs parallel to Highway 62. 15 Medford recognizes MD-2 could be appropriately dedicated for mixed use development, and will likely adopt a master plan before the area is incorporated into the city limits. With ex-ception lands in the southeastern corner on Coker Butte, the area contains lands that are 18 generally flat and can accommodate the higher densities that Medford has planned for its new growth areas.  
Gross Acres:

358

Reasonably 

Developable: 316 Residential Aggregate Resource

Open Space / 

Parks

Employment 

Land

0% 0% 99% 0 0%

50% 11% 39%

Existing Plan

Proposed Uses

MD-2 Urban Reserve By Existing and Potential Land-Use Type

 21 

MD-3 This 961-acre area lies along Medford’s northeastern edge. It contains rolling hills and lower quality agricultural soils, with sparse chaparral woodlands to the southeast. The area 24 also includes orchards that will become adjacent to urban development on two sides within the current Urban Growth Boundary.  
Gross Acres:

961

Reasonably 

Developable: 915 Residential Aggregate Resource

Open Space / 

Parks

Employment 

Land

5% 0% 95% 0 0%

65% 16% 19%Proposed Uses

MD-3 Urban Reserve By Existing and Potential Land-Use Type

Existing Plan

 27 
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MD-4 MD-4 is the site of the 271-acre Hillcrest Orchard property. The area is an Urban Growth Boundary enclave. Not only is the property completely surrounded by the City, it is bor-3 dered on three sides by regionally important arterials. North Phoenix Road, a major arterial borders the entire property to the west. East McAndrews a major arterial extends generally along its northeast corner. Hillcrest Road, also an arterial, extends along the entire southern 6 border of the property. The lands directly to the east are master planned for mixed use de-velopment. At present, Hillcrest Orchard is an active agricultural enterprise, with orchards and vine-9 yards. Medford envisions MD-4 as a master planned, mixed-use area with residential and commercial uses, including a town center to support higher densities. The 271 acres of MD-4 were recommended as part of the commercial agricultural resource 12 base by the RLRC. However, the decision made at the first state agency review in March, 2007 was that the case for eventual urbanization of MD-4 was more compelling than the one for maintaining it in agricultural use. 15 

Gross Acres:

276

Reasonably 

Developable: 271 Residential Aggregate Resource

Open Space / 

Parks

Employment 

Land

0% 0% 100% 0 0%

63% 15% 22%

MD-4 Urban Reserve By Existing and Potential Land-Use Type

Existing Plan

Proposed Uses  
MD-5 This irregularly shaped growth area of approximately 1,728 acres is located along the 18 southeastern edge of Medford’s Urban Growth Boundary. The area extends from the flat land adjacent to the golf course east of the Rogue Valley Manor to the rolling hills above the Larson Creek Reservoir. Despite a few minor streams and a few small pockets of wetlands 21 scattered throughout and a few acres of steep slopes in the northeast corner, the vast ma-jority of MD-5 is void of physical constraints.  The Centennial Golf Course, situated between the UGB to the west and North Phoenix Road 24 to the east, comprises approximately 425 acres of MD-5. The approximate 153 acres situ-ated south of the golf course, west of Fern Valley Road, and east of I-5, are flat to gently sloped, are near the Fern Valley-Interstate-5 interchange, are immediately adjacent to the 27 future South Stage east-west connector, and are situated central to the Bear Creek Valley.  Two minor inclusions of low-density exception lands are situated in the center of MD-5, south of Coal Mine Road along Hidden Village Place and Oakmont Way and east of Coal Mine 30 Road along Santa Barbara Place and Mitchellen Place. Most of MD-5 is designated Agricul-tural land and—similar to all other agricultural-designated lands east of Interstate 5 and near the city—they are of lower soil capability class than the soils west of the city.  33 
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Gross Acres:

1728

Reasonably 

Developable: 1636 Residential Aggregate Resource

Open Space / 

Parks

Employment 

Land

5% 0% 95% 0 0%

56% 19% 25%

MD-5 Urban Reserve By Existing and Potential Land-Use Type

Existing Plan

Proposed Uses  

MD-6 This area of 143 acres abuts the west side of the Bear Creek Corporation’s facility, south of 3 the city limits. The area is south of Garfield Avenue, west of Highway 99 and north of South Stage Road. It is bordered on two sides by the current City limits.  Approval of MD-6 as an urban reserve by the RPS Policy Committee was made contingent 6 on the following condition of approval:  
 The City and County shall require a lot line adjustment for Assessor’s Parcels 381W05-2600 and 381W06-100 so that parcel lines coincide with the urban reserve 9 boundary prior to Medford’s adoption of this Urban Reserve Area. 

Gross Acres:

143

Reasonably 

Developable: 131 Residential Aggregate Resource

Open Space / 

Parks

Employment 

Land

23% 0% 57% 0 21%

0% 0% 100%

Existing Plan

Proposed Uses

MD-6 Urban Reserve By Existing and Potential Land-Use Type

 

MD-7n 12 This 37-acre area is surrounded by urban land on three sides. The RLRC recommended that all of MD-7n be considered commercial agricultural land. It contains class 3 and 4 soils. The property owners reported that the soil has lime-induced chlorosis which has made produc-15 tion problematic and often unprofitable. Bear Creek Corporation and KOGAP Enterprises have also submitted letters stating that their adjoining orchards are not in their long term plans for agricultural production. 18 With the completion of the new South Medford Interchange, areas along Highway 99, Stew-art Avenue, and Garfield Avenue are expected to experience continued commercial and in-dustrial job growth. The KOGAP “Stewart Village” development, Wal-Mart, and Harry and 21 David are examples of this expansion.  Commercial Agricultural Resource Base Status: The 36 acres in MD-7n were recommended as part of the commercial agricultural base by the RLRC. However, the balanced Goal 14 de-24 cision made at the second state agency review in December 2007 was that the case for eventual urbanization of MD-7n was more compelling than the one for maintaining it in ag-ricultural use. 27 
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Gross Acres:

37

Reasonably 

Developable: 36 Residential Aggregate Resource

Open Space / 

Parks

Employment 

Land

0% 0% 100% 0 0%

0% 0% 100%

MD-7n Urban Reserve By Existing and Potential Land-Use Type

Existing Plan

Proposed Uses  

MD-7 mid This 128-acre area is located north of South Stage Road, east of Kings Highway, and south of 3 Garfield Avenue. The City of Medford borders this area on two sides. Medford plans for this area to become mostly residential, with complementary commercial uses. The City’s Plan-ning Commission and City Council deliberations identified these lands as part of its long-6 term growth strategy.  
Gross Acres:

128

Reasonably 

Developable: 125 Residential Aggregate Resource

Open Space / 

Parks

Employment 

Land

0% 0% 100% 0 0%

49% 22% 29%Proposed Uses

MD-7mid Urban Reserve By Existing and Potential Land-Use Type

Existing Plan

 

MD-7s 9 This 45-acre area is north of South Stage Road, east of Kings Highway, and south of MD-7mid. Medford plans for this area to become commercial, with complimentary residential uses. The City’s Planning Commission and City Council RPS planning deliberations identified 12 these lands as part of its long-term growth strategy. Additionally, South Stage Road is a long-term boundary for the City. MD-7s is close to key employment centers, including South Gateway Center and an approved Wal-Mart. New residential uses will provide options for 15 reduced commuter travel, and increased transit use. None of this area has been recom-mended as commercial agricultural land by the RLRC.  
Gross 

Acres: 45

Reasonably 

Developable: 45 Residential Aggregate Resource

Open Space / 

Parks

Employment 

Land

0% 0% 100% 0 0%

31% 13% 56%

MD-7s Urban Reserve By Existing and Potential Land-Use Type

Existing Plan

Proposed Uses  18 

MD-8 This 32-acre area is north of South Stage Road, east of Kings Highway, and south of MD-7mid. Medford plans for this area to become residential, with complimentary commercial 21 uses. The City’s Planning Commission and City Council deliberations identified these lands as part of its long-term growth strategy. Additionally, South Stage Road is a long-term boundary for the City. MD-8 is close to key employment centers, including the South Gate-24 way Shopping Center and an approved Wal-Mart. New residential uses will provide options for reduced commuter travel, and increased transit use. None of this area was recom-mended as commercial agricultural land by the RLRC. 27 
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Gross 

Acres: 56

Reasonably 

Developable: 53 Residential Aggregate Resource

Open Space / 

Parks

Employment 

Land

56% 0% 44% 0 0%

49% 29% 22%

Existing Plan

Proposed Uses

MD-8 Urban Reserve By Existing and Potential Land-Use Type

 

MD-9 MD-9 comprises two sites in west Medford that are the only two exceptions to the general 3 desire to avoid growth to the west. The larger site, at 103 acres, is roughly bound by Stewart Avenue and City UGB to the south, Oak Grove Road to the west, Prune Street and City UGB to the north, and Clover Lane and City UGB to the east. This property has been identified as a 6 suitable growth area by the City because its former agricultural uses have been discontin-ued as a result of urbanization pressures from urban development and increases in result-ing traffic. MD-9 already contains residential development, some urban services, and par-9 cels that are undersized for significant agricultural operations.  Unlike other lands along Medford’s west border, this land is impacted on three sides by the existing Urban Growth Boundary, in addition to significant development along Oak Grove 12 Road to the west. Oak Grove Road is the City’s western-most north-south connection, tying West Main Street to South Stage Road, via connection with Stewart Avenue and Hull Road. As the city in-fills around MD-9, growth pressures are expected to continue to increase im-15 pacts on MD-9, making continued agricultural practices difficult, despite agricultural soils. The smaller 10-acre northerly portion of MD-9 is a narrow strip of land north of Finley Lane. This area has been identified as a growth area as a logical revision to the City’s 18 boundary. Similar to the portion of MD-9 described above, it is impacted on three sides by Medford’s Urban Growth Boundary, and by urban development.  
Gross 

Acres: 111

Reasonably 

Developable: 104 Residential Aggregate Resource

Open Space / 

Parks

Employment 

Land

17% 0% 83% 0 0%

73% 18% 9%Proposed Uses

MD-9 Urban Reserve By Existing and Potential Land-Use Type

Existing Plan

 21 

PRESCOTT and CHRISSY PARKS (MD-P) These areas of City-owned wildland parks comprise two major sites totaling 1,877 acres. Inclusion as Urban Reserve areas is a mechanism to eventually incorporate this City prop-24 erty into City boundaries. MD-P is not considered an area for future urban growth because of its classification as parkland. There is no residential, commercial, or industrial develop-ment planned for the MD-P acres. They present a tremendous recreational and open space 27 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 30 needs throughout the city and do not meet the land needs for traditional urban parkland. 
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 The vast majority of MD-P’s acreage (78%) is currently designated Forestry/Open Space Land, with the remainder Agricultural Land. The larger of the two pieces of MD-P is Prescott 3 Park, while the smaller is Chrissy Park. Prescott Park is located adjacent to the Medford Ur-ban Growth Boundary; it includes the well-known Roxy Ann Peak. The peak, with an eleva-tion of 3,571 ft, is a readily identifiable geographic feature that stands over 2,000 feet above 6 the valley floor. Prescott Park totals 1,700 acres and consists of 200 acres donated to the City by the Lions Club in 1930 and 1,500 acres purchased by the City via the Federal Lands for Parks Act in 1931. The park was first established in 1933 and early development was 9 completed primarily by the Civilian Conservation Corps (CCC) between 1933 and 1942 while stationed at “Camp Prescott” at the base of the park. Work included the initial road-bed, culverts for drainage, picnic shelters, trails, barbecues, bench overlooks and cisterns. 12 The North Overlook structure is an example of their work. At Roxy Ann Peak there are also four structures which house radio towers owned by the City and various agencies including emergency services.  15 Chrissy Park, still undeveloped, is 166 acres in size. There is a small gently sloping area on the Park’s western edge that is proposed to be developed as a neighborhood park; the bal-ance of the park will be devoted to special uses, such as equestrian and similar non-18 traditional urban park uses. It is proposed to include a paved, multi-use pathway that serves as a link to other proposed pathways along drainage corridors toward Prescott Park and the middle and north forks of Larson Creek. 21 

FINDINGS Jackson County is preparing findings to meet State and Jackson County approval criteria.   Supplemental findings needed by the City relative to the approval criteria identified in Ex-24 hibit B and addressing any public comment will be prepared following County adoption of the Regional Plan and prior to the City’s adoption.   
CONCLUSION 27 The City of Medford has been an integral participant in the development of the Regional Plan over the past decade. The City’s and the region’s goals have been incorporated into the Plan and Medford’s choices of growth areas (Exhibit E) have won acceptance from its col-30 leagues and among State agencies. Jackson County is now working toward adoption and seeks the recommendations of the Plan participants so it may complete its findings and submit the Plan to final adoption by the cities.  33 
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Staff finds the draft Regional Plan accurately reflects the work of the participants and meets the goals of the City of Medford should the Planning Commission wish to forward a favor-able recommendation to City Council for DCA-10-004, per the Staff Report dated 22 April 3 2010, including Exhibits A through E.  In addition, staff recommends that the Planning Commission forward a recommendation to City Council supporting the addition of 20 acres to MD-5 requested by Haya Enterprises and 6 rejecting the change to MD-6 requested by Harry & David.  
EXHIBITS Exhibit A Draft Amendment dated 4/9/2010. 9 Exhibit B Draft Resolution recommending County adoption of Regional Plan.  Exhibit C Criteria for adoption of Regional Plan and Urban Reserves.  Exhibit D Staff-recommended changes to proposed “Performance Indicators” found in 12 Chapter 5 of the draft Regional Plan.  Exhibit E Candidate Urban Reserve Area map.  Exhibit F Comments Received 15 

PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA: 22 APRIL 2010 
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EXHIBIT A 

DRAFT AMENDMENT OF URBANIZATION ELEMENT OF THE 

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN (4/9/2010) 3 

3. URBAN RESERVE 

A city’s urban reserve contains County land outside of its urban growth boundary that is protected from patterns of development that would impede eventual urbanization. The re-6 serve is the first priority for inclusion when a city expands its urban growth boundary. Re-serve land is not urbanizable until it is included in the growth boundary.  Urban reserves are authorized by Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS) 195.137–195.145 and 9 regulated by Oregon Administrative Rules, Chapter 660, Division 21 (OAR 660-021).  Medford’s urban reserves are shown on the City’s General Land Use Plan Map as well as on Jackson County’s applicable Comprehensive Plan and Zoning maps. 12 

3.1 URBAN RESERVE AMENDMENT PROCEDURES When a city considers bringing land into an urban reserve, the Goal 14 priority sys-tem applies. The procedures and limitations for establishing and amending urban 15 reserves are in OAR 660–021.  
3.2 URBAN RESERVE MANAGEMENT AGREEMENT 

Appendix 1 contains the Urban Reserve Management Agreement (URMA), an inter-18 governmental between the City of Medford and Jackson County that specifies the land use management of the reserves. 
3.3 REGIONAL PLAN 21 The Greater Bear Creek Valley Regional Plan is adopted by reference into this Ur-banization Element of the Medford Comprehensive Plan.  Obligations of the City as participants in the Greater Bear Creek Valley Regional Plan are described in Chapter 24 5, Section 3 of the Plan and reproduced here: Ongoing monitoring of progress following State acknowledgment of the Greater Bear Creek Valley Regional Plan will be measured against the following set of per-27 formance indicators to determine the level of compliance by participating jurisdic-tions with this Plan or the need to refine or amend it. The measurable performance indicators listed below are those identified as appropriate for monitoring compli-30 ance with the adopted Plan.  
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1. Coordinated Periodic Review. On a regular basis, every 10 years starting in 2022, the Plan’s jurisdictions may, at their discretion, participate in a process of coordinated periodic review.  3 Initiation: Starting in January 2022 and thenceforth every 10 years following the Jackson County Development Services Department, or successor de-partment, will convene a meeting of the RPS technical advisory committee to 6 discuss the option of beginning a phase of joint periodic review. 2. Five-Year Regional Plan Review. On a regular basis, every 5 years starting in 2015, all participating jurisdictions will participate in the regular Regional 9 Plan review process. Jackson County shall initiate the Regional Plan review process by providing notice of the Regional Plan review to each city and re-quiring that each city submit a self-evaluation monitoring report addressing 12 compliance with the performance indicators set out in this Section to the County within 60 days after the date of the notice. Jackson County will dis-tribute these monitoring reports to all Signatories.  15 The reports will include descriptions of the jurisdiction’s activities pertinent to the Plan for the preceding five-year period, analysis as to whether and how well those activities meet performance indicators, and a projection of 18 activities for the next five-year period. 3. Regional Plan Integration. Jackson County will adopt the Regional Plan into the County Comprehensive Plan. Participating cities will incorporate the 21 portions of the Regional Plan that are applicable to each individual city into that city’s comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances, and will refer-ence the Plan as an adopted element of Jackson County’s comprehensive 24 plan. To incorporate applicable portions of the Regional Plan into their com-prehensive plans and implementing codes, cities will adopt at least the fol-lowing:  27 a. urban reserves and urban reserve management agreements;  b. target residential densities;  c. agricultural buffering standards by 2015 or when areas of urban reserve 30 are incorporated into an urban growth boundary, whichever comes first;  d. implementing codes, as applicable.  4. Conditions for Specific Urban Reserves. Signatory jurisdictions will com-33 ply with the specific conditions of approval for selected urban reserves, as described in the adopted Plan.  5. Target Residential Densities. When applying urban general land use and 36 zoning designations to urban reserve land at the time of UGB incorporation, cities will achieve, on average, the lower residential densities (so-called “higher land need”) targets as described in Chapter 2 and depicted in Figure 39 2.10 of this Plan.   
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Average density will be calculated across all the urban reserve land included in each incorporation by applying general land use designations within the areas incorporated, by increasing density within the city to compensate for 3 the shortfall in the incorporated area, or through a combination of both ac-tions.  6. Land Uses Distribution. The general distribution of land uses proposed in 6 this Plan shall guide cities when applying general land use and zoning desig-nations to urban reserve land included in a UGB expansion, especially where a specific set of land uses were part of a compelling urban-based rationale 9 for designating “commercial agricultural base” land as part of a city’s set of urban reserves (refer to Chapter 1, Section 6.2 for explanation).  7. Transportation Policies. The adopted Plan shall include policies to: 12 a. Identify a general network of locally owned regionally significant north-south and east-west arterials and associated projects to provide mobility throughout the Region.  15 b. 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 18 costs.  c. Establish a means of providing supplemental transportation funding to mitigate impacts arising from future growth.  21 These policies shall be implemented by ordinance upon the adoption of the latest update of the Rogue Valley Metropolitan Planning Organization’s Re-gional Transportation Plan and the local adoption of the RPS Plan through 24 individual city and county Comprehensive Plan amendments. Implementing Signatory cities will incorporate the portions of the RPS Plan relative to transportation that are applicable to each individual city into that city’s 27 comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances, and will reference the larger regional plan as an adopted element of Jackson County’s comprehen-sive plan. 30 8. Conceptual Plans. Conceptual plans for urban reserves will be developed in sufficient detail to allow the Region to determine the sizing and location of regionally significant transportation infrastructure. This information should 33 be determined early enough in the planning and development cycle that the identified regionally significant transportation corridors (see Chapter 2, Sec-tion 6) can be protected as cost-effectively as possible by available strategies 36 and funding. Conceptual plans for an urban reserve in the Regional Plan are required to be completed at the time of adoption of a comprehensive plan amendment incorporating urban reserves into a city or county comprehen-39 sive plan.  9. County Population Projections. The County’s population projections will be updated per statute to be consistent with the gradual implementation of 42 the adopted Plan.
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EXHIBIT B 

DRAFT RESOLUTION RECOMMENDING JACKSON COUNTY ADOPTION OF 

REGIONAL PLAN 3 

 

CITY OF MEDFORD 

RESOLUTION NO. 2010-XXX 6 

A RESOLUTION ON BEHALF OF THE CITY OF MEDFORD RECOMMENDING JACKSON 

COUNTY ADOPTION OF THE GREATER BEAR CREEK VALLEY REGIONAL PROBLEM 

SOLVING PLAN.  9 

WHEREAS, pursuant to former ORS 197.654(1) [2001], Jackson County and the cities of Med-ford, Ashland, Central Point, Eagle Point, Phoenix, and Talent entered into a collaborative regional problem-solving (RPS) process; and 12 

WHEREAS the City of Medford (City), as a participant in RPS, having signed a Participants’ Agreement identifying a regional land use problem, establishing goals addressing the prob-lem, creating mechanisms for achieving such goals, and a system for monitoring the imple-15 mentation and effectiveness of the those goals; and 
WHEREAS the Greater Bear Creek Valley Regional Problem Solving Plan (the “Regional Plan”) contemplated by the Participants’ Agreement has been proposed under the provisions of 18 

former ORS 197.654(1) and former 197.656(2), which remain applicable to this RPS proc-ess; and 
WHEREAS Jackson County is the local government charged with adopting the final RPS Plan; 21 and  
WHEREAS the RPS process must include: (a) An opportunity for involvement by other stake-holders with an interest in the problem; and (b) Efforts among the collaborators to agree on 24 goals, objectives and measures of success; and  
WHEREAS the City has been requested to make recommendation(s) to Jackson County con-cerning the contents and adoption of the final RPS Plan, including associated maps and 27 Findings; and 
WHEREAS the City’s Planning Commission conducted hearings on the RPS Plan on ____ 2010, and the City Council conducted hearings on the RPS Plan on _______ 2010; and  30 

WHEREAS, all requirements for legal notices and advertisements have been fulfilled and pub-lic testimony accepted and recorded; now, therefore, 
THE CITY OF MEDFORD RESOLVES: 33 
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Section 1 – RPS Plan. The City Council of Medford hereby recommends Jackson County’s adoption of the “Greater 

Bear Creek Valley Regional Plan”, attached as Exhibit “A”, including Plan Maps Nos. 3 ________________ and associated Findings as presented (or amended under the following pro-visions: 1. 6 2. 3. only if necessary.)  
 9 

APPROVED by the City of Medford this 307th day of May 2010.  ________________________________ 12 Mayor 
Attest:  15 _________________________________ City Recorder  18 
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EXHIBIT C 

CRITERIA FOR URBAN RESERVE ADOPTION 

City of Medford 3 

Medford Land Development Code, Legislative Amendments, Section 10.080: 
An amendment to either the Comprehensive Plan or this chapter, or any other action 

designated by the City Council as legislative based on findings that the issue involves 6 

such a substantial area and number of property owners or such broad public policy 

changes that administrative processing would be inappropriate, shall be processed as a 

Class ‘A’ action as per Article II, Section 10.180, Class ‘A’ Actions. 9 

Medford Land Development Code, Findings, Section 10.085: 
Amendments to the Comprehensive Plan or this chapter shall be accompanied by find-

ings which shall include: 12 

(1)  Identification of all applicable Statewide Goals, if any. 

(2)  Identification and explanation of the goals and policies of the Comprehensive 

Plan considered relevant to the decision. 15 

(3)  Statement of the facts relied upon in rendering the decision, if any. 

(4)  Explanation of the justification for the decision based on the criteria, standards, 

and facts. 18 State—Urban Reserves Under the authority of Oregon Revised Statutes, Chapter 197, Section 145(6), the Depart-ment of Land Conservation and Development created the procedure for adoption of urban 21 reserves in Oregon Administrative Rules, Chapter 660, Division 21. The criteria are found under OAR 660-021-0030, “Determination of Urban Reserve”: 
(1)  Urban reserves shall include an amount of land estimated to be at least a 10-24 

year supply and no more than a 30-year supply of developable land beyond the 

20-year time frame used to establish the urban growth boundary. Local gov-

ernments designating urban reserves shall adopt findings specifying the particu-27 

lar number of years over which designated urban reserves are intended to pro-

vide a supply of land.  

(2)  Inclusion of land within an urban reserve shall be based upon the locational fac-30 

tors of Goal 14 and a demonstration that there are no reasonable alternatives 

that will require less, or have less effect upon, resource land. Cities and counties 

cooperatively...shall first study lands adjacent to, or nearby, the urban growth 33 

boundary for suitability for inclusion within urban reserves, as measured by the 

factors and criteria set forth in this section. Local governments shall then desig-
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nate, for inclusion within urban reserves, that suitable land which satisfies the 

priorities in section (3) of this rule.  

(3)  Land found suitable for an urban reserve may be included within an urban re-3 

serve only according to the following priorities:  

(a)  First priority goes to land adjacent to, or nearby, an urban growth 

boundary and identified in an acknowledged comprehensive plan as an 6 

exception area or nonresource land. First priority may include resource 

land that is completely surrounded by exception areas unless these are 

high value crop areas as defined in Goal 8 or prime or unique agricul-9 

tural lands as defined by the United States Department of Agriculture;  

(b)  If land of higher priority is inadequate to accommodate the amount of 

land estimated in section (1) of this rule, second priority goes to land 12 

designated as marginal land pursuant to former ORS 197.247 (1991 edi-

tion);  

(c)  If land of higher priority is inadequate to accommodate the amount of 15 

land estimated in section (1) of this rule, third priority goes to land des-

ignated in an acknowledged comprehensive plan for agriculture or for-

estry, or both. Higher priority shall be given to land of lower capability 18 

as measured by the capability classification system or by cubic foot site 

class, whichever is appropriate for the current use.  

(4)  Land of lower priority under section (3) of this rule may be included if land of 21 

higher priority is found to be inadequate to accommodate the amount of land 

estimated in section (1) of this rule for one or more of the following reasons:  

(a)  Future urban services could not reasonably be provided to the higher 24 

priority area due to topographical or other physical constraints; or  

(b)  Maximum efficiency of land uses within a proposed urban reserve re-

quires inclusion of lower priority lands in order to include or to provide 27 

services to higher priority lands. 

(5)  Findings and conclusions concerning the results of the above consideration shall 

be adopted by the affected jurisdictions 30 State—Regional Problem Solving The Regional Plan was developed under the auspices of the former Statute establishing the “collaborative regional problem solving” process (ORS 197.652–197.658). The require-33 ments of participation and the comprehensive plan amendments resulting from participa-tion are measured against the following:  
197.654   Regional problem solving; coordination.  36 

(1) Local governments and those special districts that provide urban services may 
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enter into a collaborative regional problem-solving process. A collaborative re-

gional problem-solving process is a planning process directed toward resolution 

of land use problems in a region. The process must offer an opportunity to par-3 

ticipate with appropriate state agencies and all local governments within the re-

gion affected by the problems that are the subject of the problem-solving proc-

ess. The process must include: 6 

(a)  An opportunity for involvement by other stakeholders with an interest 

in the problem; and 

(b)  Efforts among the collaborators to agree on goals, objectives and meas-9 

ures of success for steps undertaken to implement the process as set 

forth in ORS 197.656. 

(2)  As used in ORS 197.652 to 197.658, “region” means an area of one or more 12 

counties, together with the cities within the county, counties, or affected por-

tion of the county. [1996 c.6 §4] 

197.656   Commission acknowledgment of comprehensive plans not in compli-15 

ance with goals; participation by state agencies; commission review of implementing 

regulations and plan amendments; use of resource lands.  

(1)  Upon invitation by the local governments in a region, the Land Conservation and 18 

Development Commission and other state agencies may participate with the lo-

cal governments in a collaborative regional problem-solving process. 

(2)  Following the procedures set forth in this subsection, the commission may ac-21 

knowledge amendments to comprehensive plans and land use regulations, or 

new land use regulations, that do not fully comply with the rules of the commis-

sion that implement the statewide planning goals, without taking an exception, 24 

upon a determination that: 

(a)  The amendments or new provisions are based upon agreements 

reached by all local participants, the commission and other participating 27 

state agencies, in the collaborative regional problem-solving process; 

(b)  The regional problem-solving process has included agreement among 

the participants on: 30 

(A) Regional goals for resolution of each regional problem that is 

the subject of the process; 

(B) Optional techniques to achieve the goals for each regional prob-33 

lem that is the subject of the process; 

(C) Measurable indicators of performance toward achievement of 

the goals for each regional problem that is the subject of the 36 

process; 



RPS Regional Plan Adoption Planning Commission Staff Report 

File no. CP-10-004 22 April 2010 

 

 

Exhibit C — Page 4 

(D) A system of incentives and disincentives to encourage success-

ful implementation of the techniques chosen by the participants 

to achieve the goals; 3 

(E) A system for monitoring progress toward achievement of the 

goals; and 

(F) A process for correction of the techniques if monitoring indi-6 

cates that the techniques are not achieving the goals; and 

(c)  The agreement reached by regional problem-solving process partici-

pants and the implementing plan amendments and land use regulations 9 

conform, on the whole, with the purposes of the statewide planning 

goals. 

(3)  A local government that amends an acknowledged comprehensive plan or land 12 

use regulation or adopts a new land use regulation in order to implement an 

agreement reached in a regional problem-solving process shall submit the 

amendment or new regulation to the commission in the manner set forth in 15 

ORS 197.628 to 197.650 for periodic review or set forth in ORS 197.251 for ac-

knowledgment. 

(4)  The commission shall have exclusive jurisdiction for review of amendments or 18 

new regulations described in subsection (3) of this section. A participant or 

stakeholder in the collaborative regional problem-solving process shall not raise 

an issue before the commission on review that was not raised at the local level. 21 

(5)  If the commission denies an amendment or new regulation submitted pursuant 

to subsection (3) of this section, the commission shall issue a written statement 

describing the reasons for the denial and suggesting alternative methods for ac-24 

complishing the goals on a timely basis. 

(6)  If, in order to resolve regional land use problems, the participants in a collabora-

tive regional problem-solving process decide to devote agricultural land or for-27 

estland, as defined in the statewide planning goals, to uses not authorized by 

those goals, the participants shall choose land that is not part of the region’s 

commercial agricultural or forestland base, or take an exception to those goals 30 

pursuant to ORS 197.732. To identify land that is not part of the region’s com-

mercial agricultural or forestland base, the participants shall consider the rec-

ommendation of a committee of persons appointed by the affected county, 33 

with expertise in appropriate fields, including but not limited to farmers, ranch-

ers, foresters and soils scientists and representatives of the State Department of 

Agriculture, the State Department of Forestry and the Department of Land Con-36 

servation and Development. 

(7)  The Governor shall require all appropriate state agencies to participate in the 

collaborative regional problem-solving process. [1996 c.6 §5; 2001 c.672 §11] 39 
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EXHIBIT D 

STAFF-RECOMMENDED CHANGES TO THE “PERFORMANCE INDICATORS” 

FOUND IN CHAPTER 5 OF THE DRAFT REGIONAL PLAN 

Staff recommends the following changes:  Ongoing monitoring of progress following the signingState acknowledgment of the Participants’ AgreementGreater Bear Creek Valley Regional Plan will take place on a numberbe measured against the following set of performance indicators to deter-mine the level of compliance by participating jurisdictions with this plan Plan or the need to refine or amend it. The measurable performance indicators listed below are those identified as appropriate for monitoring compliance with the adopted Plan.  1. Coordinated Periodic Review. On a regular basis, every 10 years starting in 20202022, the Plan’s jurisdictions may, at their discretion, participate in a process of coordinated periodic review.  Initiation: Starting in January 2022 and thenceforth every 10 years following the Jackson County Development Services Department, or successor de-partment, will convene a meeting of the RPS technical advisory committee to discuss the option of beginning a phase of joint periodic review. 2. Five-Year Regional Plan Review. On a regular basis, every 5 years starting in 2015, all Signatories to the Agreementparticipating jurisdictions will par-ticipate in the regular Regional Plan review process. Jackson County shall initiate the Regional Plan review process by providing notice of the Regional Plan review to each Signatory to this Agreementcity and requiring that each Signatory city submit a self-evaluation monitoring report addressing com-pliance with the performance indicators set out in this Section to the County within 60 days after the date of the notice. Jackson County will distribute these monitoring reports to all Signatories.  The reports will include descriptions of the jurisdiction’s activities pertinent to the Plan for the preceding five-year period, analysis as to whether and how well those activities meet performance indicators, and a projection of activities for the next five-year period. 3. Regional Plan Integration. Jackson County will adopt the Regional Plan into the County Comprehensive Plan. Participating cities will incorporate the portions of the Regional Plan that are applicable to each individual city into that city’s comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances, and will refer-
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ence the Plan as an adopted element of Jackson County’s comprehensive plan. To incorporate applicable portions of the Regional Plan into their com-prehensive plans and implementing ordinancescodes, cities will adopt at least the following:  a. urban reserves areasand urban reserve management agreements;  b. target residential densities (for the urban reserve areas);  c. agricultural buffering standards by 2015 or when areas of urban reserve are incorporated into an urban growth boundary, whichever comes first (for the urban reserve areas);  d. implementing ordinances codes(for the urban reserve areas), as appli-cable.  4. Conditions for Specific Urban Reserves. Signatory jurisdictions will com-ply with the general conditions as listed in Section X of the Participants’ Agreement (found in Volume 2 of this Plan) and, as appropriate, the specific conditions of approval for selected urban reserves, as described in the adopted Plan.  5. Signatory jurisdictions serving or projected to serve a designated urban re-serve will adopt an Urban Reserve Management Agreement (URMA).  6. Urban reserves identified in the adopted Plan are the first priority lands used for UGB expansions by participating cities.  7. Target Residential Densities. When applying urban general land use and zoning designations to urban reserve land at the time of UGB incorporation, cities will achieve, on average, the lower residential densities (so-called “higher land need”) targets as described in Chapter 2 and depicted in Figure 2.10 of this Plan. Cities, when applying urban designations and zones to ur-ban reserve land included in UGB expansions, will achieve, on average, at least the “higher land need” residential densities as described in the adopted Regional Plan.  Average density will be calculated across all the urban reserve land included in each incorporation by applying general land use designations within the areas incorporated, by increasing density within the city to compensate for the shortfall in the incorporated area, or through a combination of both ac-tions.  
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8. Land Uses Distribution. The general distribution of land uses proposed in this Plan shall guide cities Cities, when applying urban general land use and zoning designations and zones to urban reserve land included in a UGB ex-pansion, will be guided by the general distribution of land uses proposed in the adopted Regional Plan, especially where a specific set of land uses were part of a compelling urban-based rationale for designating RLRC “commer-cial agricultural base” land as part of a city’s set of urban reserves (refer to Chapter 1, Section 6.2 for explanation).  n. Transportation Policies. The adopted Plan shall include policies to: a. Identify a general network of locally owned regionally significant north-south and east-west arterials and associated projects to provide mobility throughout the Region.  b. 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.  c. Establish a means of providing supplemental transportation funding to mitigate impacts arising from future growth.  These policies shall be implemented by ordinance upon the adoption of the latest update of the Rogue Valley Metropolitan Planning Organization’s Re-gional Transportation Plan and the local adoption of the RPS Plan through individual city and county Comprehensive Plan amendments. Implementing Signatory cities will incorporate the portions of the RPS Plan relative to transportation that are applicable to each individual city into that city’s comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances, and will reference the larger regional plan as an adopted element of Jackson County’s comprehen-sive plan. 9. Conceptual Plans. Conceptual plans for urban reserves will be developed in sufficient detail to allow the Region to determine the sizing and location of regionally significant transportation infrastructure. This information should be determined early enough in the planning and development cycle that the identified regionally significant transportation corridors (see Chapter 2, Sec-tion 6) can be protected as cost-effectively as possible by available strategies and funding. Conceptual plans for an urban reserve in the Regional Plan are not required to be completed at the time of adoption of a comprehensive plan amendment incorporating urban reserves into a city or county com-prehensive plan.  
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10. County Population Projections. The county’s County’s population element isprojections will be updated per statute to be consistent with the gradual implementation of the adopted Plan.  In addition to the number of changes above that shift authority from the Participants’ Agreement to the Regional Plan, others require explanation: 1. Change first coordination year from 2020 to 2022 to take advantage of the data from the 2020 Census. An initiation procedure is also recommended.  2. Add a description of progress review based on self-reporting.  3. Clarification of integration schedules. 4. This change redirects authority from the Participants’ Agreement to the Plan. 5. Delete; the management agreement for an urban reserve is a State regulatory fea-ture of urban reserves and negligible as an indicator of progress.  6. Delete for a reason similar to the preceding. To say that an urban reserve is first pri-ority only restates ORS 197.298(1)(a) and OAR 660-021-0060.  7. Describe the method of calculating how cities will meet their density targets.  8. Clarification changes only. 
n. Addition of transportation policies in full detail. They are too significant to leave out and they tie into Indicator no. 9 that follows them.   9. Clarification change only.  10. Clarification change only.  
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EXHIBIT E 

CANDIDATE URBAN RESERVE MAP (3/29/2010)   [Next Page] 
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Figures 1–3 regarding Harry & David’s Request for Change to MD-6 

 

Figure 1. 

MD-6 — Current configuration 
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Figure 2. 

MD-6 — Proposed configuration
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Figure 3. 

Problems with Harry & David Request 

An inlet of non-
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EXHIBIT F 

—      ADDENDUM      — 

 

 The following letter requesting inclusion was received too late to be treated in the staff report.  Staff will provide an analysis memo at the Planning Commission hearing.  
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