
SUBJECT: City of Medford Plan Amendment
DLCD File Number 010-12

The Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) received the attached notice of adoption.
Due to the size of amended material submitted, a complete copy has not been attached.  A Copy of the 
adopted plan amendment is available for review at the DLCD office in Salem and the local government 
office.  

Appeal Procedures*

DLCD ACKNOWLEDGMENT or DEADLINE TO APPEAL:  Thursday, April 18, 2013 

This amendment was submitted to DLCD for review prior to adoption  pursuant to ORS 197.830(2)(b) 
only persons who participated in the local government proceedings leading to adoption of the amendment 
are eligible to appeal this decision to the Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA). 

If you wish to appeal, you must file a notice of intent to appeal with the Land Use Board of Appeals 
(LUBA) no later than 21 days from the date the decision was mailed to you by the local government.  If 
you have questions, check with the local government to determine the appeal deadline.  Copies of the 
notice of intent to appeal must be served upon the local government and others who received written notice
of the final decision from the local government.  The notice of intent to appeal must be served and filed in 
the form and manner prescribed by LUBA, (OAR Chapter 661, Division 10).  Please call LUBA at 
503-373-1265, if you have questions about appeal procedures.

*NOTE:     The Acknowledgment or Appeal Deadline is based upon the date the decision was mailed by local 
        government. A decision may have been mailed to you on a different date than it was mailed to 
        DLCD. As a result, your appeal deadline may be earlier than the above date specified. NO LUBA  
       Notification to the jurisdiction of an appeal by the deadline, this Plan Amendment is acknowledged.

Cc: Carly Guillory, City of Medford
Gordon Howard, DLCD Urban Planning Specialist
Josh LeBombard, DLCD Regional Representative

<paa> YA

NOTICE OF ADOPTED AMENDMENT

04/08/2013

TO: Subscribers to Notice of Adopted Plan
or Land Use Regulation Amendments

FROM: Plan Amendment Program Specialist
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DLC 
Notice of Adoption 

T his Form 2 must be mailed to DLCD wi thin 5-Wor king Days after the Final 
Ordinance is signed by the pub lic Official Designated by the jurisdiction 

and a ll other requirements o f ORS 197.6 15 and OAR 660-018-000 

DEPT OF 
APR 0 1 t:D11 

LAND CONSERVATION 
AND DEVELOPMENT 

I l'C ' llllH l 'll \ 

Jurisdiction: City of Medford Local file number: DCA-12-090 

Date of Adoption: 3!7/2013 Date Mailed: 3/13/2013 

Was a Notice of Proposed Amendment (Form 1) mailed to DLCD? [8J Yes 0 No Date: 7/5/2012 

0 Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment 0 Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment 

[8J Land Use Regulation Amendment 0 Zoning Map Amendment 

[8J New Land Use Regulation 0 Other: 

Summarize the adopted amendment. Do not use technical terms. Do not write "See Attached". 

Consideration o f a C lass A (major) legislative amendment of the Medford Land Development Code to revise 
the Southeast Plan overl ay zoning district, Sections 10.372, 10.373, 10.374, 10.377, 10.378, and 10.384 
pertaining to the Master Plan and features such as drive through windows, fueling stations, parking limjtatio ns, 
aggregate building square footage limitations, and stormwater facilities in the Commercial Center Core Area 
(7 A), approximate ly 18 acres located at the northeast corner of East Ba 

Does the Adoption differ from proposal? No, no explaination is necessary 

N/A 

Plan Map Changed from: N/A to: N/A 

Zone Map Changed from: N/A to: N/A 

Location : 371w26 tax lots: 1604, 1605, 1601, 1606, 1602 Acres Involved: 18 

Specify Density: Previous: N/A New: N/A 

Applicable statewide planning goals: 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 lO 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 

~~DD~~~~~~D~DDDDDDD 
Was an Exception Adopted? 0 YES [8J NO 

Did DLCD receive a Notice of Proposed Amendment.. . 

35-days prior to first evidentiary hearing? 

If no, do the statewide planning goals apply? 

If no, did Emergency Circumstances require immediate adoption? 

[8J Yes 
DYes 
D Yes 

0 No 

0 No 
0 No 
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DLCD file No. ________ _ _ 
Please list all affected State or Federal Agencies, Local Governments or Special Districts: 

C ity of Medfo rd 

Local Contact: Carly Guillory 

Address: 200 S. Ivy Street 

City: Medford Zip: 97501-
carly .guilloa·y @cityofmedford.org 

Phone: (541) 774-2380 

Fax Number: 

E-mail Address: 

Extension: 

ADOPTION SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS 

. 
... ·- '"' 

This Form 2 must be received by DLCD no later than 5 working days after the ordinance has been signed by 
the public official designated by the jurisdiction to sign the approved ordinance(s) 

per ORS 197.6 15 and OAR Chapter 660, Division 18 

l . This Form 2 must be submitted by local jurisdic tions only (not by applicant). 

2. When submitting the adopted amendment, please print a completed copy of Form 2 on light green 
pa(>er if available. 

3. Send thi s Form 2 and one complete paper copy (documents and maps) o f the adopted amendment to the 
address below. 

4. Submittal o f thi s Notice of Adoption must include the final signed ordinance(s), a ll supporting finding(s), 
ex hibit(s) and any other supplementary information (ORS 197.615 ). 

5. Dead line to appeals to LUBA is calcul ated twenty-one (21) days fro m the receipt (postmark date) by DLCD 
of the adoption (ORS 197.830 to 197.845 ). 

6. In addition to sending the Form 2- Notice o f Adoptio n to DLCD, please a lso remember to noti fy persons who 
participated in the local hearing and requested notice o f the final decision. (ORS 197.6 15 ). 

7. Submit one complete paper copy via United States Postal Service, Common Carrie r or Hand 
Carried to the DLCD Salem Office and stamped with the incomjng date stamp. 

8. P lease mail the adopted amendment packet to: 

ATTENTION: PLAN AMENDMENT SPECIALIST 
DEPARTMENT OF LAND CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT 

635 CAPITOL STREET NE, SUITE 150 
SALEM, OREGON 97301-2540 

9. Need More Copies? Please print forms on 8V2 -112x1J green paper only if available. If you have any 
questions or would like assistance, please contact your DLCD regional representative or contact the DLCD 
Salem O ffi ce at (503) 373-0050 x238 or e-mail plan.amend mcnts@sta te.or.us. 

http://www.oregon.gov/LCD/forms.shtml Updated December 30, 2011 



ORDINANCE NO. 2013-42 

ANORDTNANCEamending Sections 10.372, 10.373, 10.374, 10.377, 10.378,and 10.384of 
the Medford Code pertaining to the Commercial Center Core Area (7 A) of the Southeast Plan 
overlay zone. 

THE CITY OF MEDFORD ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS: 

SECTION I. Section 10.372 of the Medford Code is amended to read as follows: 

I 0.372 General Land Use Plan Map And Southeast Plan Map Consistency, S-E. 

* * * 
FIG. 10.372- SOUTHEAST VILLAGE CENTER 
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· (Revisions include: Goddard property removed from 7A, and Barnett Road realigned to east) 
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FIG. 10.372- SOUTHEAST VILLAGE CENTER 
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SECTION 2. Section 10.3 73 of the Medford Code is amended to read as follows: 

10.373 General Land Use Plan Map, Southeast Plan Map, Zoning, and Residential Density, S-E. 

* * * 
3. Zone Changes in Commercial Center Core Area (7 A). 
The City shall not accept an application for a zone change within the Commercial Center Core Area 
(7 A) until the City has adopted a Commercial Center Core Area (7 A) Master Plan, in conformance 
with Section 1 0.374(4). Such zone change applications shall be accompanied by a Prelimimrry PUD 
Plan applicat-ioo-that conforms to the adopted Master Plan and other applicable S E Q.,•erla)' District 
stanGru4r. 

(Revisions include: Goodard property removed from lA, ond Barnett Road realigned to east) 
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FIG. 10.373- SOUTHEAST PLAN MAP SUB AREAS 
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SECTION 3. Section 10.374 of the Medford Code is amended to read as follows: 

10.374 Planned Unit Development And Master Plan Requirements, S-E. 
l . Planned Unit Development Requirements. 
Except for properties within Southeast Plan land use areas 1, 2, 7A, 16, 17, 18, 19, and 20; for 
proposed institutional uses that require a Conditional Use Permit; or as otherwise exempted by the S­
E Overlay District, all new developments consisting of one (1) or more acres shall require approval 
of a Planned Unit Development pursuant to Sections l 0.230 through I 0.245 and all applicable 
provisions of theS-E Overlay District. Proposed PUDs that are not required by this section must be 
at least one ( I) acre in size. Regardless of the size of the property or number of dwellings, all zone 
change applications for projects in the Commercial Center (7 A and 7B) shall be accompanied by a 
Preliminary PUD Plan application. 

* * * 
4. Commercial Center Core Area (7 A) Master Plan. 
A The Southeast Village Commercial Center Core Area {7A) Master Plan, adopted by the City 
Council, shall govern design and development within the area designated (7 A) "Commercial Center 
Core Area" on the Southeast Plan Map. (See Figure 10.372.) All zone changes, PUDs, other land 
use actions, and permits within the Commercial Center Core Area (7 A) shall conform to the Master 
Plan. The Master Plan, at a minimum, shall contain the following elements: 

a. Materials required for a Preliminary PUD Plan application. 
a. e. Provision for retail commercial uses on both sides ofBftfllett Road Stanford Avenue. 
b. s. Pedestrian and bicycle circulation plan. 
c. d. Conceptual locations for ciYio sites such as post office, plaza, and branch library. 

Barnett Road shall be developed to Major Arterial street standards from North Phoenix Road 
east 250-feet. From two-hundred fifty (250) feet east of the intersection ofNorth Phoenix Road 
and Barnett Road, to the easterly boundary of the Commercial Center Core Area (7 A}, Barnett 
Road shall be developed to Minor Arterial street standards. 

d. e. Special street design standards for the main streetEs), Stanford Avenue, that include 
on-street parking and a three lane configuration for Barnett Road, sidewalks of at least twelve ( 12) 
feet in width on both sides of Stanford Avenue, street trees, and no planter strips. and maximum 
hloo~ 

e. ~Required architectural design standards and unique architectural themes for each sector 
of development. All applicants shall incorporate nco-traditional design elements into the 
development. 

f. g,. Required "pedestrian friend ly" design through the use of: 
( I) Building facades set nearer the sidewalk. 
(2) De-emphasis of automobile access and storage; avoiding an uninterrupted expanse 

of asphalt; and provision of large shade trees on the interior and perimeter of parking lots. 
(3) Interesting and varied landscape designs including hardscapes. 
( 4) Common streetlights that are architecturally appropriate. 
( 5) Street furniture, such as benches, lights, raised flowerpots, drinking fountains, and 

public art. 
(6) Weather protection for pedestrians. 
(7) Design that discourages use of fencing. 
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(8) At least three (3) operating building entrances per block and at least one ( 1) per 
building on streets where on-street parking is permitted. 

(9) All buildings along Stanford Avenue shall be two-story buildings, or have 
the appea rance of a two-story building. 

g. lr. Lighting plan that avoids lighting adjacent properties and the night sky. The master 
plan shall require that applicants for development within Area 7 A include a photometric data 
and illumination plan consistent with Section 10.764 at the time development permit 
applications are submitted to the City for review and approval. 

h. h Master signage plan that encourages monument signs, discourages retail signage that 
lists tenants, and discourages rooftop lights. 

i. j . Covered bicycle parking areas. 
j. ~Public restrooms. 
k. h Usable exterior spaces and outdoor gathering and eating areas open to the public. 
I. m. Shopping cart storage incorporated into building design to screen stored carts. 
m. &.-Separated truck deli very and circu lation from customer circulation. 

5. The S-E Commercial Center Core Area (7A) Master Plan shall be incorporated by 
reference as part of the Medford Land Development Code for theS-E Overlay District, and 
shall be as much a part of this Ordinance as if all were fully d escribed herein. Development 
within the Commercial Center Core Area (7 A) shall be approved by the Site Plan and 
Architectural Commission only if it can be found to be consistent with the adopted Master 
Plan. Development within the Master Plan area (7 A) that is not consistent with the adopted 
Master Plan, regardless of size, shall be approved only when a PUD has been approved by the 
Planning Commission. 
A development shall be found to be consistent only if: 

a. The proposed development is consistent with all Code s tandards unless superseded 
by Master Plan Sector Design and Development standards, in which case th e develo pment 
shall comply with applicable Sector Design and Development S tandards. 

b . Revisions are limited to the following: 
i. The building envelope is not increased or decreased by more than ten percent 

(10%) of the envelope shown on the Master Plan. 
ii. Plazas arc not smaller than ninety percent (90% ) of proposed size on Master 

Plan; 
iii. If the location of a building is a ltered, it does not impair the safety of on-site 

pedestrian and vehicular circulation. 

SECTION 4. Section 10.377 of the Medford Code is amended to read as follows: 

10.377 Special Design Standards For Southeast Village Center. 
The following design standards apply to the Southeast Village Center., except that design standards 
for the Commercial Center Core 1'\rea (7A) shall be established through the adopted Master Plan, as 
provided by Section 10.374(4). 

* * * 
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SECTION 5. Section 10.378 of the Medford Code is amended to read as follows : 

10.378 Special Standards For Commercial Center (7A and 7B), S-E. 
TheS-E Overlay District modifies the provisions of the underlying zones in the Commercial Center 
(7 A and 7B) as follows: 
l . Outdoor Uses. 
Except as provided in (a) through (c), all uses, activities, sales, merchandise, and the stockpiling and 
storage of equipment and materials shall be entirely within an enclosed building. The following uses 
may be outside an enclosed building: 

a. Outdoor eating areas pursuant to Section 10.833 and sidewalk cafes in the public right-
of-way pursuant to Section 1 0.358(c); 

b. Temporary outdoor sales of merchandise pursuant to Section 10.831 ; 
c. Temporary uses pursuant to Sections 10.841 through I 0.858; 
d. Parks, playgrounds, green ways, outdoor performing arts facilities, outdoor sports facilities , 

plazas, pedestrian malls, and news racks in conformance with Chapter 6 of the Code. 
2. Fueling Stations. Drive-Through Retail and Service Windows. 

Fueling stations, including attached convenience stores, fuel pumps, motor vehicle services, and 
accessory uses, are limited to the Commercial Center Core Area (7A) and require Conditional Use 
Permit (CUP) appro>w•al. These uses shall conform to tl1e CUP criteria, the following standards, and 
other appropriate conditions imposed by the approving authority: 

a. Fueling stations shall nol contain more than four (4) fueling pumps on t\'>'o (2) islands, 
serving up to eight (8) motor vehicles at a time; and 

b. Fueling pumps shall pro.,·ide and utilize at least Stage II Vapor Recovery for air quality. 
Drive-through retail and service windows are limited to the Commercial Center Core Area 
(7 A) for three sites, designated as one for a pharmacy, one for a bank, and one for a credit 
union. These three uses shall conform to the foUowing standards and other appropriate 
conditions imposed by the approving authority. 

a. Drive-tbroughs and service windows shall be architecturally integrated (attached) to 
all buildings. 

b. Drive-throughs and service windows shall not be located on the street side of an 
internal street; they can be off an internal street. 
3. Residential Uses in Conunercial Center Core Area (7 A). 
Residential uses and group quarters are subject to the provisions of the Conunercial Center Core 
Area (7 A) Master Plan, and not more than twenty percent (20%) ofthe gross floor area on a project 
s ite may consist of ground floor residential or group quarter uses. Residential and group quarter uses 
may be located above a ground-floor commercial or institutional use, subject to the building height 
standards provided in Section I 0.375(3). 
4. Prohibited Uses. Notwithstanding Section I 0.337, the following uses are not permitted in the 
Commercial Center (7 A and 7B) and cannot be permitted through a PUD approval: 

Ill 

Ill 
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SIC No.* Commercial Center Prohibited Uses 
NA Drive-through retail and service windows 

(including, but not limited to, restaur-ants, 
banks, and ph anna~ except as 
designated on the approved Commercial 
Center Core Area (7 A) Master Plan for 
three buildings and per Section 10.378(2). 

SIC 551, 552, 555, Motor vehicle sales and repair (including, 
556, 557, 559, 751, but not limited to, autos, trucks, boats, RVs, 
753, 754 and airplanes) 
SIC 271 Newspaper Printing Facilities 
SIC 5541 Gasoline Service Stations, Fueling 

Stations, and Charging Stations 
SIC 6553 Cemeteries and Mausoleums 
SIC 7218 Industrial Laundries 
SIC 7692 Welding Shops 
SIC 7699 Agricultural Equipment Repai r, Engine 

Repair, Industrial Truck Repair, and Septic 
Tank Services 

SIC 7948 Outdoor Race Tracks 
SIC 9223 Correctional Institutions 

* The SIC numbers correspond to the Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) Code 
numbers found in Section I 0.33 7. 

5. Business Size Limitations in Commercial Center Core Area (7 A). 
a. The maximum gross floor area of any one (1) business use shall be 50,000 square feet in 

accordance with Section 10.238 10.328. 
b. The total gross floor area of all commercial businesses is limited to l 00,000 square f-eet 

plus 50,000 square feet for a grocery store. 
6. Off-Street Motor Vehicle Parking. 

a. Except for residential and gToup quarters uses, there shall be no requirement to supply a 
minimum number of off-street motor vehicle parking spaces in the Commercial Center. 

b. Except for residential and group quarters uses, the number of off-street motor vehicle 
parking spaces provided for each use in the Commercial Center Core Area (7 A) shall not exceed 
P-{).% one hundred p ercent (100%) of the minimum standard for the subject use. 

c. Shared motor Yehiele parking spaoes, even where there is O't'erlap in time of use, and 
reeiprocal access and use are permitted as determined through the PUD approval process. 
7. Pedestrian Amenities. 
For every ten ( 1 0) square feet of site area developed with commercial, institutional, residential, 
and/or mixed-use development, at least one (1) square foot of area shall be devoted to pedestrian 
amenities. These may include amenities provided by the developer on public property or right-of­
way with City authorization. Pedestrian amenities may include, but are not limited to, public and/or 
private plazas, outdoor seating, pocket parks, transit waiting areas and facilities, extra-wide 
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sidewalks (wider than minimum City standard) with street furnishings (e.g., seating, fountain, public 
art, information kiosk, sidewalk vending where permitted, and similar furnishings). This ratio may 
be reduced or waived for projects that provide parking structures for multiple users, subject to City 
approval of a PUD and recorded shared parking agreement. 
8. Bicycle Parking. 
The amount of bicycle parking provided within the Commercial Center Core Area (7 A) shall 
be two-times the amount required by Section 10.478 "Bicycle Parking Standar ds." 

SECTION 6. Section 10.384 ofthe Medford Code is amended to read as follows: 

10.384 Greenways- Special Design and Development Standards, S-E. 
Within the S-E Overlay District, development within or adjacent to the areas designated as 
Greenways shall be consistent with the following regulations, and such regulations shall be required 
through the PUD and/or Site Plan and Architectural Review processes: 
A. Location and Extent of Greenway Designation. 
Within the S E 0't'erlay District, the general location of Greenways shall be as depieted on 
Southeast Circulation Plan Map (Figure 1, Southeast Medford Plan Area Neighborhood 
Circulation Plan and Transportation Policies and Guidelines) OOth-tfle GLUP Map and Southeast 
Plan Map, provided that, a more precise location shall be established as follows: 

1. The Greenway designation shall extend not less than fifty (50) feet from the top of the 
bank on each side of the channel along the Major Greenway designated on the Southeast 
C irculation Plan May for the North, Middle, and South Forks of Larson Creek. The top of the 
bank shall be as defined in Section 10.012. 

2. For Minor Greenways designated on the Southeast Circulation Plan Map along 
natural surface drainageways, that are not loeated along the North, Middle, or South Forks of 
Larson Creek, the Greenway designation shall extend not less than twenty (20) feet from the 
centerline of the drainageways. For Minor Greenways not located along natural surface 
drainage features, the designation shall be 40 feet in width consistent wit h Figure 5 of the 
Southeast Medford Plan Area Neighborhood Circulation Plan. 

* * * 
C. Greenway Improvements. 

* * * 
2. Responsibility for Greenway Improvements. 
Required improvements in Greenways shall serve two (2) principal purposes as explained in the 
Medford Comprehensive Plan: 1) for storm drainage based on the Comprehensive Medford Area 
Drainage Master Plan (1996); or, 2) for pedestrian and bicycle circulation. The Southeast Plan Map 
denotes the principal purpose for the required improvements in each Greenway. The responsibility 
for installing Greenway improvements to the standards in this Section shall be based on the 
following: 

a. Greenway Improvements for Stom1 Drainage. Open space for stormwater quality and 
detention facilities required by Section 10.486 and Section 10.729 may be provided in 
Greenways rather that on-site. The installation of improvements that provide required access to 
storm drainage facilities in Greenways based on the Southeast Plan Map and the Comprehensive 
Medford Area Drainage Master Plan (1996) shall be by, and at the sole expense of, the owners of 
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the land adjacent to either side of the Greenway, or segment of, unless otherwise approved by the 
City. Absent an adopted Greenway design plan, the City shall approve, on a case-by-case basis, the 
location of a surfaced path required to provide access for storm drainage maintenance, and any other 
required or proposed improvements. The City may require all or any part of the Greenway to be 
dedicated for public use and/or ownership following the installation of the required improvements. 
However, the City, in its sole discretion, may permit the dedication of easements in lieu of fee­
simple land dedication . 

* * * 
c. Extent of Greenway Improvements. Pursuant to this Section, the portion of each Greenway 

required to be improved by a property owner at the time of development shall be that portion of 
his/her property contiguous to the property to be developed unless the adjacent greenway has not 
yet been secured by the City through acquisition, dedication, or other means. Where a 
Greenway passes through a parcel, the owner, pursuant to Section 1 0.384(C)(2)(a), shall be required 
to dedicate and improve the entire Greenway segment passing through his/her parcel. 

d. Section 10.668 (Limitation of Exactions) shall be considered in relation to the above 
requirements. 
... * * 
D. Commercial Center (7A and 7B). 
1. Greenway Improvements. Unless prohibited by state or federal regulations, in the Village Center 
Greenway encompassed by the Commercial designation, undesirable shrubs, trees, and noxious 
vegetation may be removed, and ornamental vegetation installed to supplement the remaining native 
vegetation. Proposed Greenway improvements shall be incorporated into the Master P lan for the 
Village Center Commercial designation . Such impro',•ements shall be made at the tim~ 

de..,•elopment, unless phased with the phased construction of buildings. \l.'hen buildings representing 
greater than fifty percent (50%) of the approved square footage on either side ofthe North Fork of 
Larson Creek 'Nithin the Commercial designation have been de..,•eloped, then all required Greenway 
improvements on that side of the creek shall be installed at the sole expense of the properly e-wner(st= 
If needed, the City shall facilitate a reimbursement agreement pro..,·iding for future rei m-9u:FsemertHe 
an owner required to install Greenv.·~' improvements greater than his/her proportional share. Prior 
to commencing alteration ofvegetation within the Greenway area, a landscape restoration plan 
shall be prepared for review and approval by the City in conjunction with an application for 
associated Development Permit, if any, or by the Medford Parks Department if not associated 
with a Development Permit application. The landscape plan shall demonstrate that an 
equivalent or better amount of stream corridor shading will result upon maturity of the 
replacement vegetation elements and that the selected plant varieties will survive given the site 
conditions. 

* * * 

Ill 

Iff 
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-I 0-0 rdinance No. 2013-42 P:VMP\ORDS\DCA-12-090 



(\..{ _ P A~ SED by the Council and signed by me in au the 
--~----"-.:....o.._ ___ , 20 13. 

·cation of its passage this _2_ day of 

ATTEST:~W~ 
City Recorder 

APPROVED M~ 7 '2013. 

NOTE: Matter in bold in an amended section is new. Matter struck out is existing law to be 
omitted. Three asterisks(* * *) indicate existing law which remains unchanged by this ordinance but 
was omitted for the sake of brevity. 
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C ll T Y 0 F lV1UE liJ) lfi' 0 RJ]) Ht>m No: 

AG EN UJlA Rl'JElV!( C(})MlVU18~NTA ll~ Y 
www .c i tyol"mcdford.org -----

DEPARTMENT: Plann ing AGENDA SECTION: !City Recorder! 
STAFF CONTACT: James E. I Iu ber, AICP, Planning Director i\IU~ETJNG DATE: March 7. 20 13 
STAFF PHO NE: 54 1-774-2380 

COUNCIL BILL 2013-
Land Usc, LcgisJat1 ve Ordinance amending Sections I 0.372, I 0.373, 10.374, I 0.377, I 0.378, ancl 
I 0.384 of the M ed ford Land Development ode pertaining to the Commercia l Ccmer Core A rea 
(7 A) of the Southeas t Plan overlay zone. 
[C i ty Recorder w ill enter O rdi nance or Resolution header written by Legal ] 

ISSUE STATEMENT & SUMMARY: 
The obj ecti ve o f thi s code amendment is to rev ise the requi rements for the Master Plan nf the 
Commercial enter Core Area (7 A) of the Southeast Plan. 

BACKGROUND: 
In September 20 I 0, vari ous property owners with1n the Commercial Center Core Area (7 A) of the 
Southeast Plan submitted a Master Plan and assoc iated Comprehensive Plan and Code 
A mendments. The C ity Counc il ini tiated rev iew of the proposal, asking fi rst for a recommendation 
from the Southeast Plan Implementation Advisory Committee (SEPIAC). SEPlAC prov ided their 
recommendat ion in a st11cly sess ion to C i ty Council in September 20 12. 

The Comprehensi ve Plan amendmcnl wa.., c..li scus~ed at the fo llowing meetings. SEPIAC. 
September 20 I 0 th rough September 20 12; Planning Commiss ion study sess ion on November 12, 
20 1 2~ ' itizens Planning Advisory Commiuec meeting on ovembcr 13, 20 12; and Si te Plan and 
A rchitectural Commiss ion study sess ion on D ecem her 7, 2012. The proposa l was for warclec..l fo r 
agency and public comment on November 7, 20 12. The Planning Commission conducted a noticed 
public hearing on r=ebru ary 14. 201 3, anc..l vo ted to forward a favorable recommendation to the Ci ty 
Counci l for approval. 

A. Council Action History 
The C ity Council initiated the code amendment at their June 7. 20 12 meeting. 

B. Analysis 
The proposal revises the Southeast overlay zone requ irements for a Master Plan for the 
Commerc ial Center Core A rea (7 A) o f lhe Southeast Plan. The changes adclre~s features 
such as drive through window , fue ling station . parking l imitations, aggregate bui lding 
square footage li mitations, and c.; tormwater fac il ities. The changes wil l assist in the review 
and approva l of the required M aster Plan for the Commercial Center Core Area (7 A) of the 
Southeast Plan. 

C. Financial and/or Resource Considerations 
The proposed change to the alignment of Barnett Road may eliminate the need for the City 
to purchase additional ri ght-o f-way. 

D. Timing Issues 
There are no deadline to meet for thi s code amendment; it was initiated by the City 
Counci l at the property owner's request. 
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~TRATEGlC PLAN: 
Goal6: ,\tl ainlain and enhance CO illlllUnity li vabilit). 
Objective 6.1: Pronto tc the ne-.,thetic qual ity o f tile urban environJJJenL. 
Adion 6.Ja: Develop projec t rev iew objecti ves and design -.,tandards. 

l[km l\ lo: 

Goal 9: Provide a safe, multi -modal, efficient and wc ll pl anned transportat ion -;ystcm. 
Objective 9.1: Ensure that ncJghhorhoocls are dc~ igned with pedestrian a11d bicycle acce s-; ways 
that are connected to recreati onal racilit ics in the City. 
Objective 9.2: M ax imize the c!lic iency or the transportatinn "YStcm th rough crrccti vc l ane! usc 
planning. 
A ction 9.2a: Undertake efforts to increase the rcrcentage or new dwel ling units and employment 
located in Transit Oriented Districts (TQO <.,) and mixed use areas. 
Objective 9.3: Encourage pedes lrian fri endly de<> ign near ac ti vity centers . 
Objective 10.2: l lse incenti ves to encourage Innova ti ve means or deta in ing and convey ing 
'> t01'111Wnter a<;soc iated With the deve lopment or pri vate property. 

COlL\ICH, OPT IONS: 
1. Atlopt the ord inance. 
2. Amend th~ mdinance. 
3. Remand the proposa l to the Pl anning Cornmt s.;; ion for further considerat ion. 
4 . Do not adopt the ordin ance. 

STAFF JRECOMMENOATIONS: 
Starr recommends adoption or the ord inance as proposed, based on the rind i ng that the land 
development code amendment approva l criteri a are mel. 

SUGGESTED MOl'I0;\1: 
Finding that the code amendment approval c ri teria are met, [ move to adopt the ordinance 
amending the M edrord Code pcrta 111111g to the Commerc ial Center Core ;\rea (7/\) o f the Southeast 
Plan overlay zone. 

EXI HBlTS: 
Starr Report for file DCA - 12-090 dated February 20, 201 3, w1th exhibit'l allached. 
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ST 1\FF REPORT- LAND DEVELOP IVIEN f CODE AIVIENDIVIENl' 

Date: February 20, 2013 

To: City Counctl for March 7. 2013 Heanng 

From : Carly Guillory, Planner II 

Reviewer: Blanca Petrou , AICP, Assistant Plann1ng Director 

Subject : Southeast Plan, Commerc1al Center Core Area Amendments DCA-12-090 

BACKGROUND 

Pro posa l: Consideration of a Class A (major) legislative amendmen t of the Medford Land De­
velopment Code to rev1se the Southeast Plan overlay zoning district. Sections 10.372, 10.373, 
10.374, 10.377, 10.378, and 10.384 pertaining to the Master Plan and features such as drive 
through windows, fu eling stations, parking limitations, aggregate building square footage limita­
tions, and stormwater facili ties in the Commercial Center Core Area (7 A), approximately 18 acres 
located at the northeast corner of East Barnett Road and North Phoenix Road (City of Medford. 
applicant) . (See Exhibit A.) 

History: In 1993, following the inclusion of the Southeast (S-E) Area within the Medford urban 
growth boundary (UGB), the City undertook the first special planning study (S-E Medford Land 
Use and Transportation Study, 1993) to compare the future traffic Impacts that would result from 
development of the area in a manner based on the nee-traditional rathe r than contemporary de­
velopment schemes. Based on the study, the City chose to pursue a neo-traditional development 
pattern facili tated by mixed-use zoning and an interconnected street system to distribute peak 
period traffic to all streets; not just to collectors and arterials. 

1995-1998 A subsequent study ( S-E Medford Circulation & Development Project Report, Augus t 
1995) guided the preparation of amendments to the Medford Comprehensive Plan and Medford 
Land Development Code (MLOC) for the S-E Area. The S-E Plan was originally Incorporated 1nto 
the Comprehensive Plan as part of the General Land Use Plan Element in 1998. 

2004 The S-E Plan was further refined by Ordinance No. 2004-258 on December 16, 2004, fol­
lowing the adoption of the Medford Transportation System Plan (TSP) in November 2003. The 
TSP designated the S-E Village Center as a Transportation Oriented District (TOO) and directed 
the City to complete and adopt plans and standards for the designated TOO areas. The 2004 re­
visions to the S-E Plan incorporated additional TOO design guidelines and standards, refined the 
sub-area boundaries and designations, and incorporated the S-E Plan wi thin the Neighborhood 
Element of the Comprehensive Plan. The refinements also established a Commercial Center and 
a Commercial Center Core Area (7A) within the Village Center to establish a town center with a 
"main street" along Barnett Road that would not be subject to the City's level of service (LOS) 
mobility standard for automobile traff ic. This was enabled by incorporation of the S-E Medford 
Plan Area Neighborhood Circulation Plan and Transportation Policies and Guidelines into the S-E 
Plan. Part of this proposal moves the "main street" focus from Barnett Road to Stanford Avenue. 

Wo rking with tile Community tn Shape a Vibrant und E>;ceprin1ral Cin· 

La u m a nn A nn e x 2 00 So uth l vy S tr ee t i\J edfo rd , O r ego n 97501 
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2007 On December 20. 2007, the S-E Plan lmplem entr~t i on Advisory Committee (SEPIAC) re­
ported to the Medford City Counctl on the subject of discrepancies and incompatible interpreta­
tions between the Comprehensive Plan and the MLDC in the 1mplementatton of the S-E Plan. The 
Medford C1ty Council, by motion and vote. rlirected the SEPIAC to bring recommendations for 
legislative amendments to the City Council in a study session. 

g008 In 2008, after report and recommendations from SEPIAC. the City Council adopted 
amendments to the Comprehensive Plan and MLDC regarding: map corrections , height regula­
lions. and garages for attached housing. 

2010 In September 2010, various property owners within the Commercial Center Core Area (7A) 
submitted a master plan, accompanied by design guidelines. and amendments to the Compre­
hensive Plan and MLDC. The City Council directerl the SEPIAC to review said proposal and g1ve 
a recommendation to City Council. 

2012 On June 7. 20 12, the property owners who St ibmitted the master plan requested inttiation 
from legislr.1tive City Council. Council voted to mitiate the process with the stipulation that work not 
begin until after the SEPIAC made a recommendation. 

The SEPIAC recommendations were reviewed by the City Council dunng a stuuy sess1on on No­
vember 1, 2012. City Council then direc ted staff to proceed wit l1 the proposed Comprehensive 
Plan and MLDC amendments as recommended by the property owners and SEPIAC. Tt1e 
SEPIAC found the proposed master plan to be technically approvable and consistent With the 
Comprehensive Plan and MLDC. However, SEPIAC did not endorse the master plan, and felt it 
could be more pedestrian-friendly, greenway-oriented, and architectural specific. The fv/LDC 
amendments proposed in this app lication are recommended by the SEPIAC, as they are a result 
of collaboration among the property owners and the Committee. 

Authority: A fv/LDC Amendm ent is a Class 'A' legislative dec ision. The Planning Commission is 
authorized to recomm end and the City Council to approve amendments to Medford MLDC, Chap­
ter 10 of the Municipal Code, under Sections 10. 102, 10.11 0. 10.11 1, 10.122. 10. 180. 10.181, 
and 10. 183. 

Review Criteria: Medtord NILDC I 0. 181\(2) 

GLUP Map Designation, Zon ing, and Uses on Subject Property 

The subject properties affected by this amendment are located wi thin the S-E Commercial Center 
Core Area (7A), and are zoned SFR-00 (Single Famtly Residential - one dwelling unit per parcel) 
and MFR-20 (Multiple Family Residential - 20 units per acre), wtth a GLUP map designation of 
CM (Commercial). A zoning map and GLUP map are attached as Exhibits I and J respectively. 
The surrounding GLUP Map designation, zoning district, and use are described in the following 
Table I. 

TABLE 1: ADJACENT LAND DESIGNATIONS AND USES 

GLUP ZONE USE 
North sc SFR-00 Single Family Residential 

South UH and UM MFR-20, SFR-00. MFR-15 City of Medford Fi re Station 
East SC and UM SFR-00 and MFR-20 Ctty of Medford Fire Station 

West CM, SC, and UR SFR-4, C-S/P, C-C Larson Creek Shopping Center 

Page 2 
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GLUP MAP DESIGNATIONS 
CM = Commerc1al 
SC =Service Commercial 
UH = Urban Hiqh Densoty Residential 
UM = Urban Medium Density Residential 
UR = Urban Residential 

ZONING DIS rRICTS 
C-C = Community Commercial 
C-S/P = Commercial Servoce/Professional 
MFR-15 = Multople F"amily Residentia l - 15 umts per acre 
MI-R-20 = Multiple Family Residential - 20 units per acre 
SFR-00 ~ Si ngle Family Residential - one dwelling 11n1t per parcel 
SFR-4 =Single Family Residential - 4 units per acre 

ANAl VSIS OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT 

The S-E Plan, Implementation I-B(3) requires master planning of the entire Commercial Center 
Core Area (7 A) of the Village Center prior to development approval. Property owners of the S-E 
Plan Commercial Center Core Area (7 A) are prepared to submit a Master Plan, and have asked 
first that various amendments be made to the Comprehensive Plan and Medford MLOC. 

The following narrative describes the primary changes proposed to the Medford MLOC, followed 
by Table II which discusses more specifically the proposed changes to the Code. The Code text 
is attached as Exh tbit A. 

Barnett Road Realignment 

Barnett Road 1s cu rrently aligned in a way that curves within the Commercial Center Core Area 
(7A). The proposed amendment moves this curve approximately 400 feet to the east. Th1s shift 
results in an Intersection with Stanford Avenue at the southerly boundary of the Commercial Cen­
ter Core Area (7 A). Barnett Road 1s proposed to be realigned because the City of Medford cur­
rently possesses the linear right-of-way for Barnett Road at this location. Curving Barnett Road 
within the Commercial Center Core Area (7 A) would require city funds to acquire the right-of-way. 
Also, Barnett Road tn this location is no longer intended to carry a high level of slow moving traf­
fic; the main street emphasis is proposed to be moved to Stanford Avenue. The proposed 
amendments continue to support the goals and policies of the S-E Plan to create and assure 
mixed-use, pedestrian-friendly development that protects natural features and reduces vehicle 
miles traveled. 

Main Street 

The ComprehensiVe Plan and MLOC currently designate Barnett Road as the "ma1n street" of the 
Commercial Center Core Area (7A) and the Village Center. The "main street" emphasis includes 
elements such as wide sidewalks, street furniture, slow moving traffic, and sidewalk cafes. This 
amendment proposes changing this designation from Barnett Road to Stanford Avenue. Stanford 
Avenue will be constructed as a commercial street with retail shops and on-street parking on both 
sides. 

Square Footage Cap 

The current Comprehensive Plan contains a 150,000 square footage cap within the Commercial 
Center Core Area (7 A). This proposal removes this square footage cap, thereby facilitating neo­
traditional development patterns consistent with the goals and policies of the Comprehensive 
Plan. Without a square footage cap, an increase in density of employment, residential, and retail 
is permitted. 

Removal of the Planned Unit Development (PUD) Requirement 

Currently, the S-E Plan of the Neighborhood Element of the Comprehensive Plan requires that a 
Master Plan for the Commercial Center Core Area (7A) be approved via a Planned Unit Devel­
opment (PUD) process. The proposed text revision allows the Master Plan to be approved inde-
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pendent from a PUD application. Said Master Plan will be i:lpproved by th o City Council. And, as 
described in herein, any future changes to the adopter! Master Plan will require a PUD application 
under certain Circumstances. such as when a building envelope is increased or decreased by 
more than ten percent ( 1 0%). 

TABLE II: PROPOSED REVISIONS 

MLDC 
SECTION 

10.373(3) and 
1 0.374(4)(a) 

10.37t1(4)(a) 

10.374(4)(c) 

10.374(d) 

10.374(4)(e) 

1 0.37tl(tl)(f)(9) 

10.3/tl(4)(g) 

10.374(5) 

1 0.378( 1 )(a) 

10.378(2) 

10.378(2) 

MODIFICAl"ION 

Remove requtrement that Zone 
Change applicattons be accompaniell 
by a PUD application 

Add requirement that retail commer­
cial be on bot11 sides of Stanford Av­
enue tnstead of Barnett Road 

Add 1equirement thnt Barnett Road 
be constructed to Major Arterial 
Street Standards for 250 feet from the 
intersection of North Phoenix Road. 
and then as a Minor Atterial thereaf­
ter 

Add requirement that Stanford Ave­
nue be constructed as the "mam 
s treet" wtth on-street r;arking, 12 foot 
wide sidewalks, street trees. and no 
planter s tnps. 

Add requirement that nee-traditional 
design elements be mcorporated into 
the development 

Add requtrement t11at butldtngs atony 
Stanford Avenue be constructed as 
(or appear to be) two-story structures 

Add requirement for submtttal of a 
photometric data and illumination 
plan at time of development permtt 
applicatton 

Add language clarifying that Master 
Plan will be incorporated into the 
MLDC via reference, and any chang­
es to the Master Plan will be reviewed 
and approved by the Planning Com· 
mission via a PUD application. Also 
clanfies what constitutes a change to 
the Master Plan. 

Add a llowance for sidewalk cafes in 
the public right-of-way 

Add allowance for drive-through retail 
and service windows 

Remove allowance for fueling sta­
tions 
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PURPOSE 

Master Plan will already have been approved 
so removal of PUD requtrement elimtnates 
redundancy of revtew 

fhe main street emphasis moves to Stanford 
Avenue; therefore, thts requirement also 
moves to Stanford Avenue 

The Neighborhood Element currently destg­
naterl Barnett Road as s11ch. The language 
added is intended to clnrify this change m des­
iynatton. 

Main street emphasis moved from Barnett 
Road to Stanford Avenue meets the tntent of 
the S-E Area to establish spectal destgn and 
development standar(IS for streetscapes. in­
cluding street trees. 

Meets intent of S-E Area to require develop­
ment of neighborhoods with a cohesive destgn 
character 

Meets the 111tent of the S-E Area to establish 
special destgn and development standards for 
streetscapes and building orientation with a 
downtown feel. 

Th1s requirement was added because the PUD 
application requirement was removed. and the 
PUD application requtres a lighting plan to be 
submitted. 

Language added to clanfy the process for fu­
ture adoption of the Master Plan and process 
for allow111g changes the adopted Master Plan. 

Allows sidewalk ca fes 111 the S-E Commercial 
Center, similar to the allowance in the Central 
Business District 

The allowance for three drive-through w1ndows 
is added in exchange for fuel ing stations. 

The allowance for fueling stations IS removed 
in exchange for adding drive-through windows. 



MLDC 
SECTION 

I 0.378(6)(b) 

10.378 (6)(c) 

10.378(8} 

10.384(A) 

1 0.384(C}(2)(a) 

1 0.384(C)(2)(c) 

10.384{0) 
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MODIFICATION 

Add language restricting vehicular 
parking to 100% of the minimum re­
quired for s1milar use. There is no 
min1mum parking requirement in the 
Commercial Center Core Area (7A}. 

Removal of allowance for shared 
parkinf} 

Add requirement for double the re· 
quired amount of b1cycle parking 

Corrects location and extent of 
Greenway designations 

Add allowance for stormwater quality 
and detention facilities to be provided 
in the greenway (non-npanan corri· 
dor) rather than on-site 

ReqUires greenway to be secured by 
City before adjacent property owner 
must provide Improvements. Also, 
requires property owner to dedicate 
greenway on owner's property. 

Remove reqUirement for the green· 
way improvements to be mcorporated 
into the master plan and made at time 
of development. and reqUire a land­
scape restoration plan to be submit­
ted for rev1ew and approva l. 

PURPOSE 

Restricting the amount of parkmg allowed w1ll 
encourage the use of alternative modes of 
transportation. 

The Code already allows shared parking, so 
this provision was redundant. 

Additional bicycle parking spaces will encour· 
age the use of bicycle transportation . 

Correction to text provides consistency With 
adopted maps. 

This allowance could result 1n use of the 
greenway on the northern boundary of the 
Commercial Center Core Area (7A} for storm 
drainage, and it may provide an incentive for 
adJacent property owners to fund greenway 
Improvements. 

Addresses situation where greenway is adja­
cent to property being developed, but not un· 
der developer's contro l. 

A portion of this section is removed, and refer· 
ence is made to Section 10.384(C). The delet· 
ed section cannot be met as it would impose 
exactions that exceed cu1 rent limitations. 

These textual amendments result in a rev1sion to the maps Indicated 1n Table Ill below. 

TABLE 1/1: CHANGES TO S·E PLAN MAPS 

MLDC 
Section 

10.372 

10.373 

Map 
Title 

S-E Village Center Map 

S·E Plan Map Sub Areas 

Revis ion 

( 1) Realign curve 1n Barnett Ad 400 feetlo east; and 
(2) Alter the Commercial Center Core Area (7 A) bound· 

ary to remove the Goddard property. 

( I ) Realign curve in Barnett Ad 400 feet to east; and 
(2) Alter the Commercial Center Core Area (7A) bound· 

ary to remove the Goddard property. 

APPROVAL CRITERIA COMPLIANCE 

10.184(2)- Class 'A' Amendment Criteria - MLDC Amendment. 
The Planning Commission shall base its recommendation, and the City Council its decision, on 
the following criteria: 

Criterion 1 0.184(2)(a). Explanation of the public benefit of the amendment. 

Findings: S·E Plan, Implementation i -8(3) requires master planning of the entire Commercial 
Center Core Area (7 A) of the Village Center prior to development approval. Property owners of 
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the S-E Plan commercial center core area are prepr~red to submit a mnster plan, am! have asked 
first that vr~rious amendments be made to the Comprehensive Plan and MLOC. Sairl proposed 
amendments will facilitate the approval of their master plan which will make way for the submittal 
and review of subsequent development applica tions. Development of the area will provide com­
mercial, retail. and employment opportunities for the community. The proposed amendments are 
consistent with the purpose of the Village Center of t11e S-E Plan, and will facilitate: the develop­
ment of r1 clear sense of place by establishing a gathering place for social, cultural. political. and 
recreational mteraction of people liv111g and working in the S-E Area; convenient opportunities of 
shopping accessible by al l modes of transportation to reduce traffic congestions and facilitate 
great convenience and community livabil1ty; providing a pedestrian-oriented central core and In­

corporation with the existing waterway; and providing transit opportu111tres. All of these elements 
are a benefit to the p11blic. 

Conclus ion: Criterron 1 0.184(2)(a) is satisfied. 

Criterion ·1 0. 184(2) (b). The justification for che amendment w ith respect to the following 
factors: 

Criterion ·t O:l84(2)(b) (1 ). Conformity with app licable Statewide Plann ing Goals ancl Guide·· 
lines. 

Findings: The following demonstrates conformity w1th the applicable Statewide Planning Goals: 

I. Crtizen Involvement: 
Goal I requ~rcs the Crty to have a crtizen involvement program that se ts the procedures by wh1ch 
a cross-section of citizens will be involved in the land use planning process. including participa­
tion in identifying public goals, developmg policy guidelines. and evaluating alternatives in the 
revision of the Comprehensive Plan, and 111 the inventorying, mRpping, and analysis nccessa1 y to 
develop the plan content and implementation strategies. Ci tizens must also be grven the oppor­
tunity to participate tn the development, adoption. and applicatron of legislation to carry out a 
comprehensive plan. Goal 1 requires provrdmg an opportun ity to review proposed amendments 
prior to the public hearrng , and any recomm endations must be retained and receive a response 
from policy-makers. The rationale used to reach land use policy decisions must be available in 
the written record. 

The City of Medford has an established citiLen involvement program consistent with Goal 1 that 
includes review of proposed legislative Comprehensive Plan amendments by CPAC, the Planning 
Commission, and th e City Council in study sessions, regular meetings, and public hearrngs. Af­
fected agencies and interested persons are also invited to review and comment on such pro­
posals, and meeting and hearing notices are published in the local newspaper, and posted on the 
ci ty's website. This process has been adhered to in the development of this proposed amend­
ment. 

This proposal was prepared by CSA Planning, Inc. (representing various property owners within 
the Commercial Center Core Area (7 A)) and the SEPIAC, and made available tor review by the 
public (via the city's website), affected agencies, departments, and interested persons. SEPIAC 
held 20 meetings to review these proposals between August 2010 and September 2012, and the 
minutes from those meetings are available on request. The City Council reviewed the amend­
ments at a study session on November 1, 2012. The Planning Commission reviewed the 
amendments in a study session on November 12, 2012. The Citizens Planning Advisory Commit­
tee reviewed th e amendments at a regular meeting on November 13, 2012, and Site Plan and 
Architectural Commission revrewed the amendments at a study sess ion on December 7, 2012. 
The mmutes from these meetings are provided in attached exhibits. 
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2. Land Use Plann1ng: 
Goal 2 and 1ts implementing Oregon Administrative Rule (OAR) and Oregon Revised Statutes 
(ORS) require City land use act1ons to be consistent with the adopted Comprehensive Plan, 
which must include identification of issues and problems, mventories, and other factual mfor­
mi'ltion for each applicable Statewide Planning Goal. and evaluation of alternative courses of ac­
tion and ultimate policy choices. taking into consideration social, economic, energy, and environ­
mental needs. Comprehensive plans must state how the Statewide Planmng Goals are to be 
achieved. The plan must contain specific implementation strategies that are consistent with and 
adequate to carry out the plan, and which are coordinated with the plans of other affected gov­
ernmental units. Implementation strategies can be management strategies such as ordinances. 
regulations. and project plans, and/or site or area-specific strategies such as development per­
mits, construction permits, public facility construction, or prov1sion of serv1ces. Comprehensive 
plans and implementation ordinances must be reviewed and revised on a periodic cycle to tal<e 
into accoun t changing public policies and circumstances. "Major" (legislative) revisions occur 
when changes are proposed that affect a large area or many different property owners or the en­
tire city. 

The proposed amendments affect the Commercial Center Core Area (?A) of the Village Center of 
the S-E Plan: a special area plan designated within the Neighborhood Element of the Compre­
hensive Plan, and the implementing regulations of the S-E Overlay District included in the MLOC. 
The amendment proposes altering the alignment of Barnett Road by shifting its curve approxi­
mately 400 feet to the east. This change necessitates a revision to the S-E Village Center Map 
and theS-E Plan Map Sub Areas. The proposal is consistent with the existing conclusions, goals, 
and policies of the Comprehensive Plan. The amendment also proposes changes m the require­
ments for development of the master plan for the Commercial Center Core Area (?A), such as 
number of bicycle and vehicular parking, street standards, and development of and along Stan­
ford Avenue. 

3. Agricultural lands: Does not apply. 

4. Forest Lands: Does not apply. 

5. Natural Resources, Scenic and Historic Areas, and Open Spaces: 
Goal 5 requires an inventory of significant natural, scenic, and historic resources and the devel­
opment of protection programs to conserve the resources through an evaluation of conflicting use 
impacts. The S-E Plan area as described 1n the Neighborhood Element of the Comprehensive 
Plan is characterized by south and west facing slopes which produce view sheds and ideal orien­
tation for solar energy utilization. The Commercial Center Core Area (7A) contains Medford's pri­
mary undisturbed natural areas. including stream corridors and oak woodlands. Medford's Com­
prehensive Plan includes an Environmental Element that identifies Goal 5 resources and estab­
lishes appropriate policies and protection measures. 

The stream drainage which runs through the Commercial Center Core Area (7 A) has been identi­
fied in the S-E Plan and on the City's General Land Use Plan Map as a Greenway corridor and, 
although it 1s not a riparian corridor, the MLOC protects this resource by providing setbacks 50 
feet from top of bank. This amendment does not change the 1ntent to protect this greenway as 
open space and for it to be used as a resource for bicycle and pedestrian access. 

6. Air, Water, and Land Resources Quality: 
Goal 6 applies because the S-E Plan establishes a development pattern that promotes a central 
core design that encourages residents to walk or cycle between neighborhoods and to the com­
mercial core, and thereby reduce automobile emissions. The land use plan also seeks to maxim­
ize access to, and encourage the use of, solar energy. Th is is also a benefit to air and water re­
sources. Part of this proposal is the removal of the commercial square footage cap. The intention 
of this removal is to allow fu ture development consistent with neo-traditional patterns by building 
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up, thereby mcreasing density and shortenmu distances between destinations. This development 
pattern style allows more frequent and convenient transit service, and helps sl1orten car trips. All 
of tllis is a benefit to air, water, and land resources. ancl ts also consistent with the goals and poli­
cies of the Comprehensive Plan and Statewide Planning Goal 6. 

7. Areas Subject to Natural Hazards: 
Goal 7 requires local governments to adopt comprehensive plan inventories. policies, and imple­
menting strategies that reduce the nsk to people nnd propet1y from natural ilazards, including 
floods. Development in hazard areas where the risk to people and property cannot be mitigated 
must be avoided. In adopting plan ~olicies and unplementing strategies to protect people and 
property from natural hazards, local governments must consider the benefit of maintaining natural 
hazard areas for open space, recreation, or similar uses, and ident1fy mitigation st rategies related 
to the management of natural resources. Local governments must manage stormwater runoff to 
address flood and landslide hazards. Waterways, espectally those in a natural condition, provide 
hydrologtcal control benefits, and are a necessary component of an adequate stormwater man­
agement program. The Commercial Center Core Area (7A) contains a natural drainage which is 
destgnated as a greenway. The proposed amendments do not propose changes to the proteclton 
of said natural resource, and are consistent wt th the goal and policies of the Neighborhood Ele­
ment of the Comprehensive Plan to preserve such natural features. 

8. Recreatton Needs: 
The Commerctal Center Core Area (7A) contains a portion of a Greenway, des tgnated a Major 
Greenway (Figure 3 of the S-E Plan) . This greenway design contains a 20 foot wide asphalt path 
and 50 foot setback from top-of-bank The proposed ComprehensiVe Plan amendment does not 
propose changes to the maJor greenway section or design standards. It is the intention of the S-E 
Plan to create an interconnected network of pedestnan and bicycle paths throughou t the 1,000 
acre S-E Plan. The S-E Plan states that one of the purposes of the S-E Village Center 1s, "To 
provide a design that incorporates and promotes the existing waterway and wetland areas into 
the Commercial Center.'' The amendment continues to promote this purpose. 

9. Economic Development: 
Goal 9 requires comprehensive plan policies to contribute to a stable and healthy economy. Such 
policies must be based on an inventory of sites of suitable sizes, types. locations. and service 
levels for a variety of Industrial and commercial uses and must not exceed the carrying capacity 
of air, land, and water resources of the planning area. 

The S-E Plan included a market study tor the commercial center area. The amount and type of 
commercial businesses that would serve the area and which would be economically feasible was 
assessed. The S-E Plan ts based on nee-traditional development patterns with detail des1gn 
standards to be established. Altering the alignment of Barnett Road, and moving the "main street" 
from Barnett Road to Stanford Avenue, is in keepiny with the neo-traditional development pat­
terns. 

The proposed amendments do not affect the amount of designated employment land. Part of the 
amendment proposes removing the square footage cap on commercial uses. This cap removal 
could provide for an tncrease in commercial square footage, leading to an increase 111 employ­
ment opportunities. 

10. Housing: 
Goal 10 spectfies that each city must plan and accommodate needed housing types. Needed 
houstng types include attached and detached single-family, multiple-family, and manufactured 
homes. Plan provisions to meet housing needs must not exceed the carrying capaci ty of the air, 
land, and water resources of the planning area. Goal 10 requires an increase in population densi­
ties in urban areas while taking into consideration the ESEE (Environmental, Social, Economic, 
and Energy) consequences of the proposed densities. 
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Removal of the commercial square footage cap could encourage an increase in residential 
square footage, thereby increasing residential housing units in the commercial core . 

1 1. Public Facilities and Servtces: Does not apply. 

12. Transportation: 
Goal 12 requires that the City's transportation plan be based upon an inventory of local, regional, 
and sta te transportation needs, and minimizes adverse social, economtc, and environmental im­
pacts and costs. Plans providing for the transportation system must not exceed the carrying ca­
pacity of t11e air, land, and water resources of the planning area, and must identify the positive 
and negative impacts on environmental quality. 

The existing neighborhood circulation plan of the S-E Plan is loca ted tn the Transportation Sys­
tem Plan (TSP), and cal ls for providing a planned layout of local streets. The S-E Village Center 
Transportation Oriented District (TOO) qualifies as a "mixed-use, pedestrian-friendly center" for 
the purpose of the Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) because it is designated in the acknowl­
edged TSP as a TOO and will include a concentration of housing and commercial uses. The S-E 
Village Center qualifies as a TOO because, when bttilt out, it will make a major transit stop more 
viable in the area. 

According to Oregon Department of Transportation (OOOT), the proposa l does not significantly 
affect a transportation facility according to the TPR. It does not change the functional classifica­
tion of transportation facilities identified in the TSP (major streets). It does not allow new land us­
es that would result in levels of travel that are inconsistent with the functional classification of a 
transportation factlity. The provtsions of the S-E Overlay zone, in addition to the existing Code 
requirements, will require the development of a mixed-use, pedestrian-friendly center and provide 
for pedestrian and bicycle connectivtty and access to transit. 

This proposal amends the adopted neighborhood circulation plan by shifting the curve in Barnett 
Road approximately 400 feet to the east. This alteration in the alignment maintains a circulation 
pattern that promotes multi-modal transportation viabtlity in the S-E Plan area and is consistent 
with the intent of a trans it oriented development. 

13. Energy Conservation: See findings under 6 and 12. 

14. Urbanization: Does not apply. 

Note: Goals 15- 19 apply only to other regions of the State. 

Conclusion: Criterion 1 0.184(2)(b)(1) is satisfied. 

Criterion 10.184(2)(b)(2). Conformity with goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan 
considered relevant to the decision. 

Findings: The findings below demonstrate conformity with the goals and policies. The relevant 
selection from the Comprehensive Plan appears in tlalic print followed by the finding. 

Environmental Element, Policy 3-8: 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 transpor­
tation system. 

The proposed code amendment adds language requiring the following: Barnett Road to be 
developed to Major and Minor Arterial Street standards with bicycle lanes and sidewalks: 
and Stanford Avenue to be constructed with 12 foot wide sidewalks. These requirements wt ll 

Page 9 



l I 1 .. 11 I 1 11. • II t I'll II IIIII( I n\1 I dl I (JJI 

- .::~ _l -~---

provide oppo1 tunities to r pedestrian and bicycle circulation from and through the S E Plan 
Commercial Center Core Area (7 A) and surrounding neighborhoods. 

Environmental Element. Policy 6-C· The City of Medford shall encourage the incorporatiOn of wa­
terways. wetlands, and natural features into stte rlesign and operation of development proJects. 

rhe amendment proposes adding language specifying t11at open space for stormwater qual i­
ty and detention facilities may be provided in greenways rather than onsite. The greenway 
w1 thin the Commercial Center Core Area (7 A) is designated a G2 Greenway, or a Major 
Greenway Not Riparian Corridor. As such, the Comprehensive Plan requ1res the greenway 
be constructed wi th a 50- foot setback from top-of-bank and a 20-foot wide asphalt bicycle 
and pedestrian path. Allowing stormwater qu t:~ l ity and detention facilities 1nto this non­
nparian corridor do not require a Conditional Use Permit. This new language encourages the 
incorporation of greenways into the sile design and operaL1on of the S-E Plan. 

Environmental Element, Implementation 6-C(t ): Promote clustered development in order to avo1d 
alteration of topographical and natural features, to reduce impervious surfaces, and to enhance 
the aesthetics of development projects. Investigate incentives for clustering development. 

Clustered developmen t IS encouraged by th1s code amendment through the removal of the 
retail square footage cap of i 50,000 square feel. Removal of th is cap will facilitate the in­
crease in density of commerc1al uses within the Commercial Center Core Area (7A), thereby 
resulting in clustered development which could then be aesthetic in design and sensitive in 
location to avoid alteration of topographical and natural features. The potential outcome of 
th1s square footage cap removal could be a concentration of a variety of land uses such as: 
rnediurn to high density residential, offices or office buildings, retails stores and services. 
restaurants, and public open space such as pla7as. 

Econom1c Opportunities. ImplementatiOn 1-B(b): Reqwre in tegrated commercial centers. rather 
than individual linear (levelopments. whenever possible. 

The Commercial Center Core Area (7A) is required to be an integrated commercml center, 
rather than an mdividunl linear development, with a vanety of land uses including medium or 
l11gh density residen tial, offices, retail , res taurants, and open spaces. The 7 A area is intend­
ed to be a mixed-use, pedestrian-friendly center. The proposed ;qmendment does not alter 
th1s intention. and increases the opportunities for mcreased density and Circulation to and 
w1th111 the area. 

Housing Element. Policy 3: In planning for needed housing, the City of Medford shall strive to 
provide a compact urban form that allows efficient use of public facilities and protects adjacent 
resource lands. 

Housing Element. Implementation 3-A: Assess policies, regulations. and standards affecting resi­
dential development and pursue amendments as needed to meet Policy 3. Consider actions such 
as: (a) upzoning buildable land to medium and high density residential; (b) allowing neighborhood 
commercial activities within residential designations; (c) developing special area plans that sup­
port high-density and mixed-use projects; (d) requiring redevelopment to be at the same or higher 
density as the previous development: (e) assuring zone change locational criteria encourage a 
compact urban form: and (f) assuring land division design standards and approval criteria en­
courage efficient use of public facilities 

Housing Element, Policy 5: The City of Medford shall provide opportumties for alternative housing 
types and patterns, such as planned umt developments, mixed-uses, and other techniques that 
reduce development costs, increase density, and achieve projects that are flexible and respon-

Page 10 



' [I l.m COIIIIIII::I(,tal Cell II I c JIC Arr.l lvllnr· 1\illl llrliii'Ol<; (lJI .(\ 17 fiCJil) r f b rtl.rl v JO, 
0 4113 

:,1<111 rlt !H rl 

sive to the site and surroundings. including the conservation and enhancement of areas havmg 
special scenic, historic, archttectural. or cultural value. 

The above Housing Element policy and implementation strategies are supported by the pro­
posal to remove the commercial square footage cap from the Commercial Center Core Area 
(7 A) . Removal of the square footage cap on commercial square footage supports these poli­
cy and implementation strategies because removing the cap provides an opportunity for an 
Increase the amount of residential units as well. The Commercial Center Core Area (7 A) 
may be built out in "mixed-use buildings" (Table 1: S-E Plan Map Subareas. Targeted Land 
use, Zoning, and Density and Estimated Dwelling Unit Range), and Section 10.708 of tt1e 
MLDC allows for no maxtmum density for restdential umts in mtxed-use buildings. Removing 
th1s cap allows an opportunity to build at increased densities for both commercial and resi ­
dential uses in mixed-use buildings. The proposed amendment continues to support the S-E 
Plan of high-density and mixed-use development. 

Housing Element, Policy 6: The City of Medford shall plan for multt-family residential development 
encouraging that which is innovative in design and aesthetically appealing to both the residents 
and the community. 

This policy is supported by the proposed amendment to add language to the MLOC reqUir­
tng structures on Stanford Avenue to be two-story structu res, or to have the appearance of 
being a two-story structure. It is the intention of this language to encourage the development 
of a "main street" along Stanford Avenue. one in which retail and residential uses are com­
bined in mixed-use buildtngs. 

Public Facilities Element. Stormwater Management, Implementation t-A(4): Through lhe devel­
opment review process, require development and stormwater system improvements to comply 
with the standards in the current stormwater management plan. 

Public Facilities Element. Stormwater Management, Policy 1-C: The City of Medford shall assure 
that stormwater is management (infiltrated, detained and treated) on or as close as practicable to 
development sites in order to reduce the impact of new development on the stormwater man­
agement system and natural streams. 

Public Facilities Element, Storm water Management, Implementation 1-C(1 ): Require storm water 
to be infiltrated onsite to the greatest extent possible through a combmation of provisions, such as 
site design standards, that reduce impervious surfaces and protect natural areas. 

The above polictes and implementation strategies of the Stormwater Management Element 
are supported by the proposed amendment 1n that language is proposed to be added to the 
MLDC allowing for stormwater quality and detention facilities to be located in the greenway 
rather than on-si te. 

Public Facilities Element, Stormwater Management, Implementation 2-A(S): Focus street and 
parking standards to protect and enhance water quality, such as minimizing street pavement 
widths. limiting the amount of parking, allowing pervious paving surfaces where practical, etc. 

This implementation strategy is supported by this amendment in that language is proposed 
to be added to the MLDC to restrict the total amount of parking to 100% of the minimum re­
quired by code. This cap on vehicular parking spaces may serve to protect and enhance wa­
ter quality. 

Parks, Recreation, and Leisure Services, Policy 5: To maintain and enhance community livability 
in Medford by promoting the aesthetic quality of the urban environment. 
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Parl<s, Recreation, and Letsure Services, Poltcy 5-A: The City of Medford shAll recognize trees as 
valuable amenities that contribute to the livability of our city through the proper selection. place­
ment, preservation and maintenance of trees Along our streets, in open spaces, ancl in parks. 

Community livability and the aesthetic quality of the urban environment is be111g supporting 
by this proposed amendment through the added requ1rement for street trees along Stanford 
Avenue. Street trees are valuable amenities that contribute to the livability of the city. Street 
trees create safer walking environments by forming and framing visual walls and providing 
district edges to sidewalks so motorists better distingu ish between their environment and the 
one shared with people. 

S-E Plan, Goal 1: To assure that development in the S-E Area occurs in a manner that reduces 
reliance on automobile travel within the area and promotes multi-marie/ travel, including pedestri­
an. bicycle, and transit. 

S-E Plan, Policy 1-A: The City of Medford shall assure that ctrculation and development design tn 
the S-E Ama emphasizes connectivity and promotes multi-modal transportation viability. 

S-E Plan, Policy 1-8 : The City of Mer/ford shall assure that the Vtllage Center is developer/ as a 
pedestrian-oriented, mixed use, h1gher density cen tral core (TOO) for the S-E Area. 

The Commercial Center Core Area (7 A) lies within the Village Center of the S-E Plan. The 
Village Center TOD qualifies as a ·'mixed-use, pedestrian friendly center" for the purposes of 
the TPR because it is des1gnated in the acknowledged TSP as a transit oriented develop­
ment and will include a variety of land uses. This proposal amends the existing Circulation 
plan througt1 the realignment Barnett Road. shifting its curve approximately 400 feet to the 
east. 

S-E Plan. Implementa tion 1-8(1): Require special design for development within the Village Cen­
ter, affecting such elements as building locatton and orientation. lighting, signage, parking, out­
door storage and display, greenway/wetland treatment. etc. 

S-E Plan. Implementation 1-8(3): Require master planning of the entire Commercia l Center Core 
Area (7A) of the Village Center p rtor to development approval. 

S-E Plan, Implementation 2-8{1): Encourage clustered development to avoid alteration of im­
portant natural features. 

The amendment proposes the following elements to support the purpose of the S-E Plan: 
requ1re Stanford Avenue be constructed with 12 foot wide sidewalks, street trees, and no 
planter strips; reqUire the incorporation of nee-traditional design elements into the develop­
ment; require all buildings on Stanford Avenue be constructed as at least two-story, or have 
the appearance of being two-story; disallow fu eling stations; allow a limited number of drive­
through windows; and remove the total gross floor area cap of 150,000 square feet for 
commercial businesses. These e.ements support the above implementation strateg1es, and 
are intended to result in clustered development to avoid alteration of important natu ral fea­
tures . 

Transportation System Plan Element, Policy 1-8: The City of Medford shall use the TSP as the 
legal basis and policy foundation for decisions involving transportation issues. 

Transportation System Plan Element, Implementation 1-8{6): Require Comprehensive Plan, 
MLOC, and Zoning Map amendments 10 contain findings that show how the action is in confornu­
ty with the adopted tenets of the Medford TSP. 
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Transportation System Plan Element, Policy 2-A: The City of Medford shall classify streets so as 
to provide an optimal balance between mobility and accessibility for all transportation modes con­
sistent with street functiOn. 

TransportAtion System Plan Element. Policy 2-C: The City of Medford shall design the street sys­
tem to safely and effectively accommodate multiple travel modes withm the public rights-of-way. 

Transportation System Plan Element, Implementation 2-C( t ): Apply the street design standarcls 
that most safely and efficiently provides multi-modal capacity respective to the functional classifi· 
cation of the street, mitigating noise, energy consumption, neighborhood disruption, economic 
losses, and other social, environmental, or mstituttonal disruptions. Use of adopted neighborhood 
plans should determine the specific look and character of each neighborhood and its street sys­
tem. 

Transportation System Plan Element, Policy 2-D: The City of Medford shall balance the needed 
street function for all modes with adjacent land uses through the use of context-sensitive street 
and streetscape design techniques. 

Transportation System Plan Element, Implementation 2-D(1 ): Identify umque street design treat­
ments. such as boulevards or "main" streets, through the development and use of speciAl area 
plans, neighborhood plans, or neighborhood circulation plans adopted in the Medford Compre­
hensive Plan. 

Transportation System Plan Element, Policy 2-J: The City of Medford shall prohibll on-street park­
ing on Arterial and Major Collector streets in order to maximize the capacity of the transportAtion 
system except in the Downtown Parking District, in adopted TODs, or where permitted through 
the development and use of special pans adopted in the Medford Comprehensive Plan. 

Transportation System Plan Element, Goal4: To facilitate the increased use of bicycle transporta­
tion in the Medford planning area, as bicycle facilities are a measure of the quality of life in a 
community. 

Transportation System Plan Element, Policy 4-C: The City of Medford shall encourage bicycling 
as an alternative mode of transportation as well as a recreational activity. 

Transportation System Plan Element, Implementation 5-A( t ): reqwre development and street 
construction/renovation projects to include sidewalks and walkways. 

Transportation System Plan Element, Implementation 5-C(1 ): Encourage walking for both travel 
and recreation. emphasizing the health, economic, and environmental benefits for the individual 
and community. 

Transportation System Plan Element, Implementation 5-C(2): Prepare for consideration by the 
City Council ordinances that reqwre pedestrian-friendly development design that encourages 
walking. 

Transportation System Plan Element. Implementation 8-A(1): Through revisions to the Medford 
Comprehensive Plan and MLDC, provide opportunities for increasing residential and employment 
density in locations that support increased use of alternative travel modes, such as along transit 
corridors. 

Transportation System Plan Element, Implementation 8-A(2): Mamtain and continue enforcement 
of the MLDC provisions which require new development to accommodate multi-modal trips by 
providmg bicycle racks, connecting sidewalks, building entrances near the street, and transit facil­
ities. 
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Transportation System Plan Element, Policy 8-B: The City of Medforcl shall undertake efforts to 
increase the percentage of dwelling units and employment located in Medford's adopted TODs. 
consistent with the targeted benchmarks in the "Alternative Measures., of the 2001-2023 Rogue 
Valley Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). 

The Commercial Center Core A-ea (7 A) lies wi thin th e Village Center of the S-E Plan. The 
Village Center TOO qualifies as a "mixed-use. pedestrian friendly center" for the purposes of 
lhe TPR because it is designated 1n th e acknowledged rsP as a transi t oriented develop­
ment and wil l include a concentration of a variety of land uses. This proposal amends the 
existing circ11lation plan through the realignment Barnett Road, shifting its curve approxi­
mately 400 feet to the east. It has been determined that the proposal does not signi ficantly 
affect a transportation facili ty according to the TPR. It does not change the functional classi­
fication of transportation facilities tn the TSP. It does not allow new land uses that would re­
sult in levels of travel that are inconsistent with t11e functional classi fication of a transporta­
tion faci lity; nor does it reduce the performance standards of a transportation faci lity below 
the minimum acceptable level identified in the TSP because it does not generate 1n excess 
of 250 new average dally motor vehicle tnps over lhe currently adopted land use plan. 

Consistent with the TPR, the City has assumed that the motor vehicle trip generation for the 
Village Center TOO will be reduced by 10% for the uses located in the mixed-use, pedestri­
an-friendly center. The proposed amendment will require the development of a mixed-use. 
pedestrian-friendly center and provide for pedestrian/bicycle connectivi ty and access to 
transit. Addi tionall y, the Street r=unctionr~l Classification Map is proposed to be revised, as a 
matter of correction. Currently tl'e S-E Plan designates Barnett Road a Major Arterial from 
North Phoenix Road 250 fee t east, and a Minor Arterial thereafter; however, the current 
Street Functional Classification map does not illustrate this distinction. Therefore. this 
amendment will fix the map such that1t Illustrates this difference in designation. 

The S-E Plan aids the City in meeting the requirements of the TPR. The TPR requires cit1es 
to implement measures that reduce reliance on automobtle travel. It requires the planned 
IRnd use patterns and transportation system to promote an increase in the number of tnps 
accomplished through walking, bicycling, and transit use. The following other measures are 
proposed to facili tate the development of a mixed-use. pedestrian-friendly center: requiring 
Stanford Avenue to be built with 12 foot wide sidewalks wi th street trees and no planter 
strips , and have on-street parking; increasing the minimum amount of bicycle parking; and 
eliminating the square footage cap for retail uses. This cap elimination will prov1de increased 
opport•mity for construction of mixed-use buildings, thereby encouraging an increase in em­
ployment. commercial. and residential density. 

Conclus ion: Criterion 1 0.184(2)(b)(2) is satisfied. 

Criterion 1 0.184(2)(b)(3). Comments from applicable referra l agencies regarding applicable 
statutes or regulations. 

The findings below respond to comments from applicable referral agencies regarding applicable 
Statutes or regulations: 

Comment: The Public Works Department submitted a report contain ing recommended revi­
sions to the proposed code language as it relates to stormwater quality and detention, and tree 
removal. It is being requested that conditions be included for instances in wh1ch a developer 
would like to use a greenway, not riparian corridor, for stormwater quality and detention, rather 
than placing it onsite. Also, the Public W orks Department recommends only non-native trees be 
removed, as leaving and maintaining native trees help the City comply with Total Maximum Daily 
Load (TMDL) requirements because stream temperature is considered a pollutant, and trees fa-
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cilitate the reduction of stream temperatures. fhe Public Works Department report is included as 
Exhrbit B. Modifications were made to the proposal to reflect the comments in the P11blic Works 
Department Memorandum, and have been agreed to by the agent representing property owners 
in the Commercial Center Core Area (7A). The Planning Commission also reviewed and recom­
mended approval of this language (Exhrbit A). This revised language to Section 1 0.384(D) re­
moves the requirement that greenway improvements be incorporated into the Master Plan, and 
adds language requiring a landscape plan be submitted for review and approval prior to devel­
opment, and that the plan demonstrate an equivalent or better amount of stream corridor shading. 

Jackson County Roads (Exhibit C) responded by saying they have no comment on this applica­
tion. 

Oregon Department of Transportation responded that the proposed amendments will not signifi­
cantly affect state transportatron facilrties (Exhrbrt D). 

Findings: These recommendatrons from the Medford Public Works Department are predicated 
upon the requirements of TMDL standards and existing requirements of the MLDC as they relate 
to stormwater quality and detention. Appropriate modifications have been made to the proposal to 
reflect these recommendations. and the Planning Commission voted on February 14. 20 13 to 
recommend these changes (Exhbiit K). 

Conclus ion: Criterion 1 0.184(2)(b)(3) is satisfied. 

Criterion 10.134(2)(b )(4). Public comments. 

The findings below respond to public comments: 

Comment: No public comments were received on this applica tron. 

Findings: No public comments were recerved on th is application. 

Conclusion: Criterion 1 0.184(2)(b)( 4) rs satisfied. 

Criterion ·ro.184(2)(b)(5). Applicable governmental agreements. 

Findings: No governmental agreements apply to the proposed code amendment. 

Conclusion: Criterion 1 0.184(2)(b)(5) is satisfied. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Southeast Plan Implementation and Advisory Committee 

The propose Medford MLDC Amendments in thrs application are recommended by the SEPIAC. 
as they are a resul t of collaboration between the property owners and the Committee. 

Planning Commission 

The Planning Commission reviewed the proposals at their November 12, 2012 study session. 
Minutes are included as Exhibit F. The Planning Commission held a public hearing on February 
14, 2013 in which they voted to forward a favorable recommendation to the City Council for ap­
proval of DCA-12-090. 

Site Plan and Architectural Commission 
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The Site Plan and Architectural Commission (SPAC) reviewed the proposal at their December 7, 
2012 study session. M1nutes arc inclurled as l::xhibit H. 

Citizens Planninq Advisory Comm1ttee 

The Citizens Planning Advisory Committee (CPAC) reviewed the proposed amendments on No­
vember 13. 2012. No recommendat iO'l was made (Exhibit G). 

FH2COMM ENDED 1-\c ·n o N 
Based on the findings and conclusions that all of the approval cntena are either met or are not 
applicable, the Planning Com1nission recommends thnl the Ci ty Council approve DCA- I 2-090 per 
the Staff Report dated February 20, 2013 including Exh1b1ts A through J. 

~X HI BITS 

!\ Proposed MLDC Amendment 
B Public Works Department Staff neport datetJ January I 0, 20 13 
C Jackson County Road memorandum dated November 14, 20 12 
0 Oregon Department of T ransportation Email dated November 2 1. 2012 
E Ci ty Counc1l Study Session Minutes dated November 1 , 2012 
I'= Planning Commission Study Session Minutes dated November 12, 2012 
G CitiLens Plannmg Advisory Commi ttee Meeting Minutes dated November 13, 20 12 
H S1te Plan and Architectural Commission Study Session Minutes dated December 7, 20 12 
I Zoning Map 
J General Land Use Plan Map 
I< Planning CommiSSIOn Hearing Minutes February ·14, 2013 

PLANNING COMMISSION AG ENDA: 
CITY COUNCIL AGENDA: 

FEBRUARY 14,2013 
MARCH 7, 2013 
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Land Development Code Amendment Proposa l 

Underlined copy indicates an addition; &t-1'-lfE·k-tl:lrough copy indica tes a deletion . 

10.372 General l and Use Plan M ap And Sout heast Plan M ap Consistency, 5-E. 

"*** 
FIGURE 10.372: SOU rHEAST VILLAGE CENTER MAP, MEDFORD LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE 
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(Revisions include: Goddard proper ty removed from 7A, and Barnett Rood realigned to east) 
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DC.A 1.2 fi9n 

I 10.373 General Land Use Plan iVIap, Southeast Plan iVIap, Zoning, A!!,nd Residential Density, 5-E. 
~***~* 

3. Zone Changes in Commercial Center Core Area (7A). 
The City shall not accept an application for a zone change within the Commercial Center Core 

Area (7A) until the City has adopted a Commercial Center Core Area f.Z.6LMaster Plan, in 

conform ance with Section 10.374 (4). ~~~a~~~ta#EJ-A-£-5-Aa.l-1-138 accomf)Cl-l'lietl-by-a 
.f4el.iminary P~t-iGR--t-hat conforms to the ~~EI--o#lel: 
awl-igjg~-~Gve4ay-Q is t ri ct stand a r-€15-: 
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(Revisions include: Goodard property removed from 7A, and Barnett Rood realigned to east) 
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to.37LI Planned Unit Development and M aster Plan Requirements, S-1~. 

1. Planned Unit Development Requirements. 

Excep t for properties within Southeast Pli'!n land use areas 1, 2, 7A 16, 17, 18, 19, dnd 20; for 

proposed institutional uses tha t require a Conditional Use Permit; or as oth<?rwise exempted by 

t he S-E Overlay District, al l new developments consisting of one (1) or more acres shall require 

approva l of a Planned Unit Development pursuant t o Sections 10.230 through 10.245 and all 

applicable provisions of the 5-E Overlay District. Proposed PUDs that e~re not required by this 

section must be at least one (1) ilcre in size. Regardless of the s1zc of the properly or number of 

dwellings, all zone change applications for projects in the Commerci<JI Center (7A and 78) shall 

be accompanied by a Preliminary PUD Plan application.4. Commercial Center Core Area (7A) 

Master Plan. 
,. t :jc * 
4. A-The Southeast Village Commemal Center Core Area (7A) Master Plan, adopted by Lhe City 

Counci l_s hall govern design and development with in the area designated (7A) "Commercial 

Center Core A re<~" on the Southeast Plan M ap. (See Figure 10.372.) /\II zone changes, PUDs, 

other land use actions, and perm 1ts within the Commercial Center Core Area {.llishall conform 

to the M aster Plan. The Maste r Plan, at a mmimum, shall containf! the following element s: 

a-:- ~.fetl-f~-e l~ffii.A.af.y-P Yf)..flj.a-A-a-ta~k-a-t-i 0f+.. 

~:>-:~P rovisio n fo r retail commercial uses on both sides of-BcJ.m-ett-Ro-a€! Stanford Avenue. 

e-,!L_Pedestrian and bicycle cir culation plan. 

EhL(;e.Ate-i*U~I-~1'-C-i-vic sites such-a~sffi<:~~za, and bFanffi 
1+9-Fapt:-Barnett Road shall be developed to M ajor Arterial street standards from 

No rth Phoenix Road east 250-feet. From two-hundred fifty (2 50) feet east of the 

intersect ion of North Phoenix Road and Barnett Road, to the easterly boundary of 

t he Commercial Center Core Area (7A), Barnett Ro ad shall be developed to Minor 

Art erial st reet standards. 

~Q.,_Special street des1gn standards for the rnain streetf.s-}, Stanford Avenue, that include 

on-street parki ng a-A€.1-a-tffiee-1-a-Ae coAfiguratioo-kH:-13-af.A.&t-t-Rea4, sidew alks of at 

least twelve ( 12) feet in width on both sides of Stanford Avenue, street trees, and no 

!2@nter stripsaRtl--fn.J*i~. 

f..:.g_,_Required architectural design standards and unique architectura l thernes for each 

secto r of development. All applicants shall incorporate nee-t radit ional design 

elements into the development. 

g.,LRequi red "pedestrian friendly" design through t he use of: 

(1) Building facades set nearer the sidewalk . 

(2) De-emphasis o f automobile access and storage; avo id ing an uninterrupted 

expanse of asphalt; and provision of large shade trees on th e interior and 

perimeter of parking lots. 

(3 ) Interesting and vaned landscape designs including hardsca pes. 

(4) Common street lights that are arch itecturally appropr iate. 

(5) Street furniture, such as benches, light s, ra ised flowerpots, drinking 

fountains, and public art. 

(6) Weather protection for pedestrians . 

(7) Design that discourages use of fencing. 
- - - ---- - --
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(8) At least three (3) operating bui lding entrances per block and at least one (1) 
per build ing on streets where on-street parking is permitted. 

(9) All buildings along Stanford Avenue shall be two-sto ry buildings, or have the 
appea rance of a two-story building. 

thg.:...Lighting plan that avoids lighting adjacent properties and the night sky. The master 
plan shall requi re that applicants for development within Area 7A include a 
photometri c data and illumination plan consistent with MLDC Section 10.764 at the 
time deve lopment perm it applications are submitted to the City for revi ew and 
approval. 

J.,!l_ M aster signage plan that encourages monument signs, discourages retail signage 
that lists tenants, and discourages rooftop lights. 

j.,_i._Covered bicycle parking areas. 
~LPubl ic restrooms. 
k!L._Usable exterio r spaces and outdoor gathering and ea ting areas open to the pub lic. 
m.,.LShopping ca rt storage incorporated into building design to screen stored ca rts. 
fhm..:..._Separat ed t ruck delivery and circulation from customer ci rculation. 

5. The S-E Commercial Cen ter Core Area (7A) Master Plan shall be incorporated by reference as 
part of the Medford Land Development Code for the 5-E Overlay District, and shall be as 
much a part of this Ord inance as if all were fully described herein. Development within the 
Commercial Center Core Area (7A) shall be approved by the Site Plan and Architectural 
Commission only if it can be found to be consistent with the adopted Master Plan. 
Development within the M aster Plan area (7 A) that is not consistent with the adopted 
Master Plan, regardless of size, shall be approved only when a PUD has been approved by the 
Planning Commission. 
A development shall be found to be consistent only if: 

a. The proposed development is consistent with all Code standards unless superseded 
by Master Plan Sector Design and Development standards, in which case the 
development shall comply with applicable Sector Design and Development 

Standards. 
b. Revisions are limited to the following: 

i. The building envelope is not increased or decreased bv more than ten 
percent (10%) of the envelope shown on the M aster Plan. 

1i. Plazas are not smaller than ninety percent (90%) of proposed size on Master 
Plan; 

ii i. If the location of a building is altered, i t does not impair the safety of on-site 
pedestrian and vehicular circulation . 

10.377 Special Design Standards ~for Southeast Village Center. 

A<**** 

The following design standards apply to the Southeast Village Center"' except that design 
standards for the Commercial Center Core /\rea (7/\) shall be established through the adopted 
Master Plan, as provided by Sect ion 10.37'44}. 

10.378 Specia l Standards ~for Commercial Center (7A and 7B), S-E. 
1<*** 
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l. Outdoor Uses. 

Except as provided in (a ) through (c), all uses, activi t ies, sa les, merch<Jndisc, and the stockp iling 

and storage of equipment and materia ls shal l be ent irely within an enclosed building. rhe 

fol lowing uses may be ou tside an enclosed bui lding: 

<J. Outdoor catmg areas pursuant to Section 10.8337 and sidewalk cafes in the public 

r ight-of-w ay pursuant to Section 10.358{fl 
b. Temporory o utdoor sales of merchandi se pursuant t o Section 10.831; 
c. Temporary uses pursuant to Sections 10.841 through 10.858; 
d . Parks, playgroun ds, grcenways, outdoor perfo rming art s faciliti es, ou tdoor sports 

faci li t ies, plazas, pedestr ian malls, and news racks in conformance with Chapter 6 of 

the Code. 
2 fueH~~+g.p,.s.,.-Or ive-Through Retai l and Service Windows. 

~ue-I+Ag--5-t~ l:ltl+Ag attaEhe-El-wRvefl+eflte-s-tefe-5;-4,t~-~-ve-hi~e-ser-v iE-e5;--a-Rtl 

atc-e55€}pt--I¥..A?£;--afe-l+ffi-i-t-eG-ffi....t.he--GGrnl'-l'l€{-t-ia~-Ge-A-te-r--(;ef'e-AI'ea--{-f.A}-a-R.El-H~·Ettli-r-e*efl9-i-t-fe.R&I 

I:J5e-Pe-ml-~H-f.Y~ffilfa.k--Onve-through ret ail and se rvice wmdows are limited to t he 

Commercial Cente r Co re Area (7 A) for three sites, designated as one for a pharmacy, one for a 

bank, and one for a credit union. These three uses shall conform to the fo l lowing standards and 

other appropriate conditions imposed by the approving a uthority-'--::r-~es--sA-~ 1--te-A·~FR-t-e 

.fhe---GJJLE-r-iteria, th~~Ag-&t-a-Adards, and ether apf*Gprf..:tte-~eAS-im~ed by the 

d-f3'pre~e-ri-ty.;. 

---i:ia~-:--. Ft!-e-l in~9-A5-5l:l~et-E€}A-trt~~haR--~~-f-{L!+-~g-p.~eA--t-vve-R-}-~ 
-~rv+ng--~ig.R.t-~e-A-itles at a t fme-;--aAEI 
---'9,.--~t~e ~il'fg-pum ps s h a I ~Fe-Wfl.e...a.n.EI-tJ.tf.l..ile-a.t:-1-erls~to:>ge-l+-\.La-pe-F-Rewve-ry--fe.f....a.i-f...~ity.,. 

a. Dnve-throughs and service windows shall be architectural ly in tegrated (attached) to 

al l buildin!li.:_ 

b. Drive-throughs and servtce windows shall not be located on the street side of an 

int ernal stree t; they ca n be off an internal street. 

3. Residentia l Uses in Commerci al Center Core Area (7A). 

Residentia l uses and group quarters are subject to the provisions of th e Commcmal Center Core 

Area 11Al....Master Plan, and no t more than twenty percent (20%) of the gross floor area on a 

project s1 te may consist of ground floor residential or group quarter uses. ~~~'I< 

4 Prohibit ed Uses. Notwithstandi ng Section 10.337, the following uses are not permitted in 

the Commercia l Center (7A and 7B) and cannot be perm itted through a PUD approval: 

---- - --- - - - - - - ------, 
SIC No. * Commercial Center Prohibited Uses --- --- ----r------ -------· 

Drive-through retai l and se rvice windows 
( iA E;llffiffig;-lwt-Ae-t--#ffl i t-e El--t:a-;--Fe-stiittt=a~ A ks, 
afiEI-f>harmacies except as designated on th e 
approved Commercial Center Core Area {7A) 
Master Plan for three bu ildings and per MLDC 
10.378{2lt 

SIC 551, 552, 555, 556, Motor vehicle sales and rep;Jir (incl uding, but not 
557, 559, 751, 753, 754 limited to, autos, trucks, boats, RVs, and airplanes) 

----'-----1 
SI_C_2_7_1 _ ______ 1-_N_e_w_s_,p __ a_,_p_er Printing Faciliti es 
SIC 5541 Gasoline Service Stations, ~ueling Stations, and 

Charging Stations 
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SIC 6553 

SIC 7218 

SIC 7692 

SIC 7699 

SIC 7948 ------

Agricultural Equipment Repair, Engine Repair, 

Industrial Truck Repair, and Septic Tank Services 

Outdoor Race Tracks 

SIC 9223 Correctional Institutions 

F bru<Hy 0. 201· 

* The SIC numbers correspond to the Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) Code 

numbers found in Section 10.337 

5. Business Size Limitat ions in Com merci al Center Core Area (7J.\). 
a. The maximum gross floor area of any one (1) business use shal l be 50,000 square 

feet in accordance with Section 10.JJ&328. 

b. The total gross floor area of all commefffiH...t>.uW=Iesses is limft.e&-t:~€!1::1~ 

~~re-fee-~f-9hl-grocerv s:ter:e-.. 
6. Off-Street IVIotor Vehicle Parki ng. 

a. Except for residential and group quarters uses, there shall be no requirement to 

supply a min im um number of off-street motor vehicle parking spaces in the 

Commercial Center. 

b. Except for residential and group quarters uses, th e number of off-street motor 

vehicle parking spaces provided for each use in the Commercial Center Core Area 

il&shall not exceed .:Q.Gonc hundred percent (100%1 of the minimum ~tandard for 

the subject use. 

c. Shared motor vehicle parl(i~~en where-there is ovefl~ 

and reciprota+-access a!W~.s-tlete-FffiiA€d-#lrOtt.gh the PU& 

~~ 
7. Pedestrian Amenities. 

For every ten (10) square feet of si te area developed with commercial, institutional, residential, 

and/or mixed-use development, at least one (1) square foot of area shall be devoted to 

pedestrian amenities. These may include amenities provided by the developer on public 

property or right-of-way with City authorization. Pedestrian amenities may include, but are not 

limited to, publ ic and/or private plazas, outdoor seat ing, pocket parks, transit waiting areas and 

facilities, extra-wide sidewalks (wider than minimum City standard) with street furnishings (e.g., 

seat ing, fountain, public art, information kiosk, sidewalk vending where permitted, and similar 

furnishings). Th is ratio m ay be r educed or waived for projects tha t provide parking stru ctures 

for multiple users, subject to City approval of a PUD and recorded shared parking agreement. 

8. Bicycle Parl<ing. 

The amoun t of bicycle parking provided within the Commercial Center Core Area (7A) shall be 

two-times the amount required by Section 10.748 "Bicycle Parking Standards." 

10.384 Greenw ays - Special Design and Development St andards, S-E. 

Within the S-E Overlay District, development with in or adjacent to the areas designated as 

Greenways shall be consistent with the following regulations, and such regulations sha ll be 

required through the PUD and/or Site Plan and Architectural Review processes: 

A. Location and Extent of Greenway Designation. 

Within the S E Overlay District, the gene.raWoc-ation of Green.vvays shall be as dCf,3+€tetl-oo 
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Southeas t Circulation Plan Map (Figure 1, Southeast Medford Plan Area Neighborhood 
Circula tion Plan and Transporta tion Poli ctes and Guide lin~eat-A-t-A-e-GillP-Ma-FJ-an~stt i'Aea5t 

~. provided that, a more preCISe location shall be established as follows: 
l. The Greenway designation shall extend not less than fifty (SO) feet from the top of 

the bank on each side of the channel along the M ajor Greenway designated on the 

Southeast Circulation Plan M ap for t he North, Middle, and South Forks of L<1rson 

Creek. The top of t he bank sha ll be as defined in Section 10.012. 
2. For Minor Greenways designated on the Southeast Ci rculation Plan Map along 

natura I surf v c e drain a g ew a ys. I'Aa-t----aF€--(-1€)-t-l e.€-a-tetl-aiaHg--#\e---Ne-H-A;-Mioole,-a-r­
Soot-A--f.e.A~f-b.aF59fl-GFeek,the Greenway designation shall extend not less than 

twenty (20) feet from the centerline of the drainageways. For M inor Greenways not 
located along natural surface drainage features, the designation shall be 40 feet in 
width consistent with Figure 5 of the Southeast Medford Plan Area Neighborhood 

Circulr~tion Plan. 
3. The stze and location of Greenways may Lle alte red by the City when needed to 

comply with state and fede ral regulations. 

C. Greenway Improvemen ts. 
~ ~ ~ ** 
2. Responsibi lity fo r Greenway Improvements. 
Requi red improvements in Greenways shall serve two (2) principa l purposes as explained tn t he 
Medford Comprehensive Plan: 1) for storm dr<Jinage based on the Comprehensive M edford 1\reu 

Drainage Master Plan (1 996}; or, 2) for pedestrian and bicycle circulation . The Southeast Plan 
Map denotes the principal purpose for the req uired improvem ents in each Greenway. The 
responsibil ity for insta lling Greenway improvements to the standards in this Section shall be 

br~sed on the fo llowing: 
a. Greenway Improvements for Storm Drainage. Open space for stormwater quality 

and detention facilities requ1red by MLDC Section 10.486 and MLDC Section 10.729 
may be provtded in Greenways rather than on ·site. The tn sta llation of 

improvements that provide requtred access to storm drainage faci lities in 
Greenways based on the Southeast Plan Map and the Comprehensive Medford Area 
Drainage Master Plan {1 996) shall be by, and at the sole expense of, the owners of 

the land adjacent to either si de of the Greenway, or segment of, unless otherwise 

approved by the City. Absent an adopted Greenway design plan, th e City shall 

approve, on a case-by-case basis, the location of a surfaced path required to provide 

access for storm drainage maintenance, and any ot her require d or proposed 
improvements. The City may require all or any part of the Greenway to be 

dedicated fo r public use and/or ownership followin g the inst allation of the required 
improvements. However, the City, in its sole discretion, may permit the dedicat ion 

b. 
c. 

of easements in lieu of fee-simple land dedicatio n~ 

**** 
Ext ent of Greenway Improvements. Pursuant to this Section, the portion of each 

Greenway req ui red to be improved by a property owner at the t ime of developm ent 

shall be that portion of his/her properly contiguous to the property to be developed 

unless the adjacent greenway has not yet been secured by t he City through 
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acquisition, dedication, or other means. Where a Greenway passes through a parcel, 
the owner, pursuant to Section 10.384(C)(2)(a), shall be required to dedicate and 
1m prove the en tire Greenway segment passing through his/her parcel. 

d. MLDC Section 10.668 (Limitation of Exactions) shall be considered in relation to the 

above requirements. 

D. Commerctal Center (7A and 7B). 

-~<**** 

l. Greenway Improvements. Unless prohibited by state or federal regulations, in the 
Village Center Greenway encompassed by the Commercia l designation, undesirable 
shrubs, trees, and noxious vegetation may be removed, and ornamental vegetation 

mstalled to supplement the remaining native vegetation . ~eefl.WaV 
~FF'l-f3feveffl·e-At5-5hall be incorporated ~Ate-t:~R-~or the \IKJ.ag.e-bCfl.t-er­
GemmerBal--d€5-i-~A-:--Stlcft-.i.m.pfovements shall lil~ 

9~-;--W'lless phased with the pha5ed const~of buildiAg-<"~ 

&u+ltlfA.g.!rFe-p1-e5eAt+Ag--gr-e-a-t-e-~i:f-ty-peF€e-~revef.l-..5fJI:h.."Lfe 

footage on either s~e of the Norti'H=-erl< of larson Creek withi~Ffle.fti.a.l 

designat1ofH:cl.ave been developed, then all reqtHfea-Gf.~ 

tha.f-s.ide of the-tfeel~ed-a-Hf+~e-A5€ of the property oWR~ 
li-Aea~~hall facilitate a reimbu~Fet~~'-t:H'ffiffffil'*""fOf-R:J-ru-r:e 
fe.~Rlbursement to aA-SWRef-ffiE!tlfFe€1-ffi--i.A.s~I-Gr~eflts greater 

t-Ra-R-h-H;ffl.er proport onakllafe-,. Prior to commencing alteration of vegetation 
withtn the Greenway area, a landscape restoration plan shall be prepared for review 

and approval by the City in conjunction with an application for associated 
Development Permit, if any, or by the Medford Parks Department if not associated 
with a Development Permit applica ti on . The landscape plan shall demonstrate that 

an equivalent or better amount of stream corridor shading will result upon maturity 

of the replacement vegetation elements and that the selected plant varieties will 
survive given the site conditions. 
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D/\Tf: : January I 0, 201 3 
DCA 12-090 

P UBLIC WORK§ DEPARTMENT STAFF lU~PORT 

P roject Description: 
Consideration of a C lass A (major) legislative amendment of the Medford Land 
Development C ode to revise the Southeast Plan overlay zoning district, Sections 10.372, 
10.373, 10.374, l0.377, 10.378, and 10.384 pcrt<1ining to the Master P lan a nd feature such as 
drive through windows, fueling stations, paddng limita tions, a ggregate build ing squar e 
footage limitations and storm water fac ilities in the Comm erci al Cen ter C or·e A rea (7 A), 
app r oximately 17 acres loca ted a t lhe n ortheast corner of Ea st Ba rnett Roa d a nd Nor th 

P hoeni x Road. 

pp licant : Ci[y o f Medfo rd 

The Pu bli c Wo rks De partment has reviewed th e pro posed amendment to the Meclro rd Land 
Develo pment ode (M LDC ). and has the fo llowing comme nts: 

Section W.384 (C)- Greenway Improvements , Specifically, § uhoitem 2(a) 
The pro posed added tex t to thi s Secti on says, "Open spa ce for sto rmwatcr qual ity a nd d etention 
fa cilities required by MLDC Section 10.4~6 may be provided in Greenway:) a-ather tha n on~site.'' 

fhi s sentence sho uld be revised to acid, "and 10 .729'. afte r " 10.486". In add iti on. the ability to place 
requ ired de tenti o n nnd s tonn water quality fac il ities w ithin the Grcenways sho uld be conditi o nal , based 
on the fo llowing cond itio ns, as app licable: 

1. The Developer owns o r has an casement ove r the prope rty, w hich i-; designated as a Greenway 
where the fac i I ity is proposctl to go 011. 

2. If the Develo per docs no t own ur ha ve an ease ment o n the property where th e proposed 
de[entto n or sto rmwatcr qua li ty fac ility is planned. it ts no l the City's res po nsib il ity to acquire 
that inte rest, or prov tde that space unless the C ity e lec ts lo do ~o. 

3. 1r the Greenway is a lsn des ignated as a Ripari an Co rrido r, the Deve loper mu -.,t compl y w ith a ll 
the p rovis io ns o f the MLDC. Secti ons I 0.920 thro ugh I 0.928 

'~. The deve lo pe r would no t be able to remove any ex is ting na ti ve trees w ithin the Greenway to 

construc t the de tenti o n o r stormwater qual ity faci lity. ~l aintaining trees a lo ng wate rway-; will 
he lp tb c City compl y with T ota l M ax imum Dai ly Load (TMDL) requirements, s ince temperature 
is con-; idered a po lluta nt. 

Section l 0.3tl.:l (D)- C ommercial Ccnt·er ('7A and 7 113) 
Rc mo,·al of tree within this Sectio n should he limited to nu n-nati ve trees. 1 a tive trees huu ld be 
pro tected if poss ible to help the City comply w ith Total i\llax itnum D aily Load (TMDL) requirements. 
s ince temperature is consicle rccl a po llu tant . 



l~JV/ LOI LU!L/NlUl~ Uti: j') ,J/-\LK0UI'l LUUI'l l Y I<UAU~ 

]ACKSOI . COUl IY 
Roads 

November 14, 20'12 

Attention: Carly Quillory 
Planning Department 
City of Medford 
200 South Ivy Street, Lausmann Annex, Room 240 
Medford , OR 9750'1 

JCRoadtJ 
Englneerlug 

RllsseiJ Logu" 

P. 00! 

Co11structlon &. Developmem Ma11age1' 

200 Antelope Road 
White Clly, OR 97503 
Phone: (54·1) 774-6255 
Fax: (641) 774-6295 
loguere@)llcl<soncovnty.otQ 

www.Jacksoncounty.org 

RE: Class A (Major) legislative amendment of the Medford Land Development Code. 
Planning File: DCA-12-090 

Dear Carly: 

Thank you for the opportunity to commenl on this request for a Class A (Major) 
legislative amendment of the Medford Land Development Code to revise th<:J Soulheast Plan 
Overlay zoning district, Sections 10.372, 10.373, 10.374, ·!0.377, 10.378, and '10.384 
pertaining to the Master Plan and features such as driVE-) through winclows, fueling stations. 
parl<ing limitations, aggregate building square footage limitations, and stormwater facilities in 
the Commercial Center Core Area, approximately 17 acres located at the northeast comer of 
Ea~t Barnett Road and North Phoenb< Road. Jacl<son County Roads has no comments. 

If you have any questions or need fLrrther information feel ·free to call me at 774-6255. 

27v4 ~seiiLog d' {.Afi...lt.re.J.. ...,./·-. 

Construction & Development Manager 

I I I I 

I :\Engineer log\Development\CITIESIMEDFORD\20 I 2\DCA- 12-090.docx 
'Hllill c_ . ., 

DC!4- -~w-~ 12:- oqv 



Carty A Guillory 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

., 

GUEVARA l"homas <Thomas.GUEVARA@odot.state.or.us> 
Wednesday, November 21, 20 12 I 0:0 I AM 
'Carly.Guillory@cityofmedford.org' 
SE Commercial Center Core Area Code Amendment (DCA-12-090) 

Thank you for sending agency notice o f a prupu..,ecl C l as~ 1\ (major) leg islati ve amendment of the M edford 
Land Development Code to rev ise the Southeast Plan overl ay ;oning distric t. Sec ti ons I 0.372, 10.373. I 0.374. 
10.377, 10.37R and 10.384 pertaining to the laster Plan & feature:-. such as dri ve through w indows. fuel ing 
stati ons, park ing limitations, aggregate bui l ding square footage l imi tat ions & storm-water fac i lities i n the 
Commerci al Center Core A rea. approx imately 17 acres located at the nmthenst corner of East Barnett Rd . & 

orth Phoeni x Rd .. We rev iewed the proposed pro ject and dete rm ined it docs not " igni ri cantl y affec t state 
lransponarion racilitics under the State Transportat ion Planning Rule (OAR 660-01 2-0060) or State /\ccess 
Management Rule (OAR 734-05 1-000). We have no further comment!:> at thi s time. 

OOOT Planning & Finance Secti on 

Region 3 3500 NW Stewart Parkway Roseburg, OR 97470 

: 54 1-957-3692 : 541-957-3547 : 1 hr11na::.. ur1•a1a ud<ll sla1c.. Jl us 



fvledford City Council Study Session 
November 1, 2012 

The meetmg was called to order at 5:45p.m . 1r1 the Medford Room, City Hall, 411 W. 8th 
Street, Medford with the follow1ng members present. 

Mayor Gary Wheeler; Counctlmembers Eli Matthews, Greg Jones, Bob Strasser, John Michaels, 
Karen Blair, Dtck Gordon, Chns Corcoran. 

SE Plan CQt11mtttee : B1anca Petrou, Ass1stant Planning D1rector addressed the Council and 
provided an overv1ew of tile recommendations forwarded by tl1e South East Plan 
Comm1Ltee. She noted that staff 1s seeking Council direction on proceeding w1th the 
recommendations She mtroduced the members of the Commtttee- Carl Bartlett, Cha1r; 
Dav1d McFadden; Randy Jones; Jtm Bennett; Mike Mahar (not present); Bob Tull; Greg Jones 
and D1ck Gordon. She noted that the Council must adopt a master plan before any zone 
changes for the commerctal core area properL1es can be addressed. 

Ms. Petrou noted that the d1rect1on sought from Council was: 

1. Should staff proceed w1th adoption of the Comprehensive Plan and Code 
Amendments? 

2. Should staff proceed w1th adopt1on of the proposed Master Plan? 
3 Should a Traffic Impact Analysis be reqUired pnor to the cons1derat10n of the proposed 

Master Plan 7 

Ms. Petrou noted that the SE Plan Comm1ttee 1s recommending that the City Council adopt the 
Comprel1ens1ve Plan and Code Amendments and cons1der the proposed Master Plan as an 
1llustrat1ve example of wl1at could be developed. She noted that the Publ1c Works 
Department IS recommendtng that a Traffic Impact Analys1s be done pnor to adopt1ng the 
proposed Master Plan. This 1s due to the rev1ew of tile proposed round-about on Barnett Road 
ancJ Main Street in lhc plan. Larry Beskow, City Eng 1neer noted that when any zone cl1anges 
are brought forwa1·d after the adoption of the master plan, the property owners wi ll be 
requ1red by Medford Code to do a traffic 1mpact analysis on thetr development. 

Ms. Petrou rev1ewed tile pnmary changes proposed for the Comprehens1ve Plan and Code 
amendments included 1n the recommendat1on from theSE Plan Comm1ttee: 

1. "Mam Street" to be changed from Barnett Road to Stanford Avenue. 
2. The alignment of Barnett Road to be mod1f1ed . 
3. A round-about be allowed al Stanford Avenue and Barnett Road for a bus turn-around . 
4. Buildings w1th a two-story appearance tJe required along Stanford Avenue. 
5 Three dnve-throughs be allowed 111 exchange for not allowing gas stations 1n the 

Commemal Core Area. 
6. The maximum square footage l1m1tation for the Commercial Core Area be el1mmated. 
7 . The Goddard property 1s removed from the Master Plan Area . 
8. A Master Plan be adopted as a separate document (not as part of the Code or 

Comprehensive Plan). 
9 . A Planned Unit Development be reqUired only for modifications to the Master Plan. 

She noted that the SE Plan Comm1ttee would prefer thal the Master Plan be more pedestrian­
friendly, more greenway-onented and more specific about the architectural design 
(particularly for Main Street). 

EXHn3IT __ _ 
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Members of the Sf Plan Committee remarked on their process and the efforts the committee 
undertook to review thts issue as directed 'JY the Council. 

Counctlmcmbers questtoned th e ltrn ing <H1d process for implementation of the 
recommendations. Ms. Petrou noted tllal the Council would be tnitiating the process and thal 
al l changes would be vetted through the normal approval process wtth the appropnate 
committee (ie. Planning Comm tssion, Si te Plan & Arch itectural CommissiOn). 

Council concurred that staff should move lhts process forward. 

Council t hanked the member of the SE Plnn Commtttee for their years of work on tl1is project. 

Meettng adjourned at 6:50p.m. 

Glenda Wilson 
Ctty Recorder 

I:XHIBIT 
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The study session of the Medford Planning Commission was called to order at 12:00 p.m. in Room 151 
of the Lausmann Annex on the above date wittl the following members and staff in attendance: 

Commissioners: Tim Jacl<le, Norm Nelson, Daniel Bunn, David McFadden, Robert Tull, and Michael 
Zarosinski. 

Subject: 

Jim Huber, Bianca Petrou, Larry Besl<ow, l<elly Al<in, Terri Rozzana, Carly Guillory 
and Lori Cooper. 

·1. Proposed Amendment of the Comprehensive Plan for Southeast Plan 
Commercial Core area. 

2. Proposed Amendment of the Land Development Code Southeast (S-E) 
Overlay Zone. 

Bianca Petrou, Assistant Planning Director presented a PowerPoint Presentation regarding the 
Southeast Implementation Advisory Committee Recommendations of the Southeast Plan Commercial 
Center Core. 

Ms. Petrou stated that a Master Plan is required prior to allowing zone changes in the Commercial 
Center Core Area. The primary property owners submitted a Master Plan in September 2010 that 
included a site plan and forty pages o l regulations. The Master Plan was reviewed by the Southeast 
Committee at eleven official meetings between September 2010 and May 2012. The Committee 
determined that the re were some Comprehensive Plan and Code Amendments required for approval of 
the Master Plan. On June 7, 20·12 the property owners who submitted the Master Plan requested 
initiation. The direction staff was given by City Council on June 7, 2012 is that the Southeast 
Committee completes their review of the proposed text amendments and Master Plan by September 
30, 2012. Also, Council moved to approve the initiation with the stipulation that the work not begin on 
this until after the Council has reviewed the Southeast Committee's recommendations. On November 
I , 20"12 City Council reviewed the recommendations and requested staff to proceed with adoption and 
they requested a Traffic Impact Analysis before the Master Plan is adopted as recommended by the 
Southeast Committee and Engineering Department. Staff has prepared a draft of the recommended 
Comprehensive Plan and Code Amendments which have been sent out for Agency Comment. The 
Master Plan adoption will follow once the Traffic Impact Analysis is complete. 

l\/ls. Petrou continued with the Southeast Committee's Recommendations. The Soutl1east Committee 
recommended approval of the Comprehensive Plan and Development Code Amendments dated 
September 19, 20 12, and found the Master Plan proposal dated March 8, 201 2 to be ''technically" 
approvable. The following are the highlights of the recommendations made by the Southeast 
Committee: 1) Main Street changed from Barnett Road to Stanford Avenue; 2) Modify Barnett Road 
alignment; 3) Roundabout at Barnett Road and Stanford Avenue for a bus turn-around. This is where 
the requirement o"f a Traffic Impact Analysis prior to adoption of the Master Plan was also 
recommended by the Engineering Department; 4) Two-story or the appearance of two-story buildings 
on Stanford Avenue. This will give it a feel of a downtown; 5) Allow 1hree drive-through in exchange for 
not allowing gas stations; 6) Eliminate limitation on building square footage. The Code currently allows 
·150,000 square feet and it seemed silly to limit it; 7) Goddard property be removed clue to its small 
size. Instead ol six property owners it would now be five; 8) Adopt the Master Plan as a separate 
document instead of being adopted into the Code or Comprehensive Plan; and 9) A Planned Unit 
Development (PUD) be required only for Master Plan modifications. Th&l South"A~.tlr r'lomrnittee 
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recommends adoption of Code nnd Comprehensive Plan Amendments t11at would allow adoption of the 
proposed Master Plan. rhey do not necessarily endorse the proposed Master Plan. They wish that 
the f)roposed Master Plan was more pedestrian-friendly, more greenway-oriented and more specific 
about arch itectural design particularly for the Main Street, and changes be made to the proposed site 
plan per f-lobert full's letter to Mark McKechnie dated Mard1 5, 2012. 

Ms. Petrou reported that the Planning Commission will hold a public hearing and mal<e 
recommendation to the Council on the Comprehensive Plan and Code Amendments. The Planning 
Commission public hearing is tentatively scheduled for February 14, 2013. 

Jim Huber, Planning Director commented that the Southeast Committee recommended that the design 
incorporate nee--traditional elements. 

Commissioner full reported that the importance of the nee-traditional element is that the overall 
conceptual standard for the entire Southeast Project is essentially a nco-traditional approach to design 
and architectural detail. The Committee felt it important to carry that tl1eme approach into the 
Commercial Center as much as possible. 

Ms. Petrou stated that the proposed Code Amendments as recommended by the Southeast Committee 
states under 10.374 (4) (f) "Required architectural design standards and unique architectural themes 
for each sector uf development. All applicants shall incorporate nee-traditional design elements into 
the development." 

Mr. Huber asked the Commission if they were interested in lool(ing at the Master Plan and tile Design 
and Development Standards? Tile Commission felt there are enough guidelines present that a 
developer can come up wit11 what the type of design the Southeast Committee is lool(ing for. If it goes 
to Site Plan and Architectural Commission for their review they can make tl1eir decision based on the 
proposed pacl<et be1ng reviewed today. 

Commissioner Tull commented that based on this study and the Planning Commission's public hearing, 
framing a recommendation to City Council that these Comprehensive Plan Amendments and Code 
Amendments be adopted and that the Master Plan for site design should have the considerations o·f his 
letter dated March 5, 2012 built into it. 

Vice Chair Nelson stated that he hopes that the Planning Commission has the opportunity to review the 
Master Plan before City Council adopts it. 

The meeting was adjourned at 1 :05 p.m. 
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Submitted by: 
Terri L. Rozzana, Recording Secretary 
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MINUTES 
Citizens Planning Advisory Committee Meeting 

1\lovember 13, 2012 

The regular meeting of the Medford Citizens Planning Advisory Committee was called to order at 5:30 p.m. in the 
Medford Room of City Hall on the above date with the following members and staff in attendance: 

10. Roll Call 
Members Present 

Dan Bell 

Christine Lachner 

Curtis Folsom 

David McFadden 

20. Minutes 

Hugh Hohe 

Karen Blair 

Joel Marks 

20.1 Minutes of the June 12, 2012, meeting were approved as submitted. 
30. Guest Speaker 
30.1 None. 

Members Not Present 

Gerald Anderson, EJ Fordyce 

Staff Present 

Carly Guillory, Planner II 

40. Staff Report, Upcoming Study Sessions and Public Bearing Topics 
40.1 Staff Report: Staff reported on Planning Booth at the Farmer's Market for National Planning Awareness 

Month. 
40.2 City Council: 
40.4 PUD Neighborhood Meetings Subcommittee. No report. 
50. Old Business 
50.1 No discussion. 
60. 1\lew Business 

60.1 None. 
70. Applications and H.eferrals 
70.1 CP-12-089 and DCA-12-090: David McFadden discusses the background of the proposed changes, and the 
&2 proposed Master Plan submitted by some of the property owners of the Commercial Center Core Area: 

greenway, property purchased by the City, the realignment of Barnett Road, and the elimination of the 
square footage cap. SE Plan Commercial Center is only area in city requiring a Master Plan prior to 
development. Members discuss importance of access to a commercial site, fire safety, and vehicular parking 
at the Northgate Center. Members discuss likelihood of retirees walking and using motorized wheelchairs. 
Staff reads section in code regulating when the greenway shall be developed. Topic of drive throughs is 
discussed: why three? Members suggest limiting drive through windows to only 150-feet within North 
Phoenix Road. Staff asks Committee their thoughts on the change in bicycle parking: proposal requests two 
times the amount of bicycle parking. Members find that in the future the bicycle parking spaces will be 
needed, but not now. No recommendation was made. 

80. General Discussion 
90. Adjournment The meeting was adjourned at 7:26 PM. Submitted by: early Guillory, Planner 

EX IllBlT _ _ 



MINUTES 
SITE PLAN AND ARCHITECTURAL COMMISSION STUDY SESSION 

DECEMBER 7, 2012 

The study session of the Medford Site Plan and Architectural Commission was held at approximately 
12:45 p.m. in the Medford Room 330, Third floor, City Hall, on the above date with the following 
members and staff in attendance: 

Commissioners: Scott Sinner, Nan King, Brita Entenmann , Roy Cooper, Bob Neathamer, Bob Seibert, 
Jeff Bender. 

Staff: Jim Huber, Bianca Petrou, Suzanne Myers, Kelly Akin, Lori Cooper, Debbie Strigle 

Guests: Raoul Werner, Paige West 

Topic: Southeast Plan Commercial Core Area Proposal- Presented by Bianca Petrou 

Ms. Petrou gave a PowerPoint presentation regarding the Southeast Plan Implementation Advisory 
Committee (Southeast Committee) recommendations concerning the Master Plan for the Southeast 
Plan Commercial Core Area (7A). The highlights are as follows: 

Summary of Southeast Committee Comprehensive Plan and Land Development 
Code Amendment Recommendations: 

The primary changes the Committee recommends for the Southeast Commercial Core 
Area (7 A) are that: 

1. "Main Street" be changed from Barnett Road to Stanford Avenue 
2. The alignment of Barnett Road be modified 
3. A round-about be allowed at Stanford and Barnett for a bus turn-around 
4. Buildings with a two-story appearance be required along Stanford Avenue 
5. Three drive-throughs be allowed in exchange for not allowing gas stations in the 
Commercial Core Area. 
6. The maximum square footage limitation for the Commercial Core Area be 
eliminated 
7. The Goddard property be removed from the Master Plan Area (7 A) 
8. A Master Plan be adopted as a separate document (not as part of the Code or 
Comprehensive Plan) 
9. A PUD be required only for modifications to the Master Plan 
10. A Traffic Impact Analysis be done prior to adoption of the Master Plan. 

Southeast Committee Recommendations Concerning the Proposed Master Plan: 

Although the adoption of the recommended Comprehensive Plan and Land 
Development Code Amendments would technically allow the adoption of the proposed 
Master Plan, the Committee expressed disappointment in the proposed Plan. They 
Indicated that they would prefer that the plan be: 

1. More pedestrian-friendly 
2. More greenway-oriented 
3. More specific about the architectural design (particularly for Main Street) 



At a minimum, the Committee recommended that the changes reflected in Bob Tull's 
letter to Mark McKechnie dated March 5, 2012, be made to the plan prior to adoption. 

Ms. Petrou noted that the Planning Commission wi ll hold a public hearing where they will make a 
recommendation to City Council on the Comp Plan and Code amendments. The tentative date for this 
public hearing is February 14, 2013. 

After questions and discussion, some of the comments that were made by the Commissioners were: 

)> Could have been more innovative 
>- Bldgs 2 and 3 are not aesthetically pleasing for a TOO 
~ The plan totally disregards the Greenway as being a huge asset 
~ Wasted opportunity to do something very high scale 
~ There's no heart to it, it's just your average shopping center 
~ There could have been more to the design/plan 

Chair Sinner expressed his appreciation for the opportunity to have this discussion. He added that, as 
citizens, he really wanted to see that the years of work that went into the Southeast Plan were not a 
complete waste of time. He said there were many elements that were nice and some elements that 
he would like to see refined. The majority of the Commission agreed. 

Commissioner Bender said he thought it would be nice to see the progression of the plan. It was 
discussed that thi s could be accomplished through the agenda item "Report from the Planning 
Department" at the regularly scheduled Site Plan & Architectural Commission meetings. 

Submitted by: 

Debbie Strigle 
Recording Secretary 
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MINUTES 
Planning Commission Meeting 

February 14, 2013 

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

Commissioners Present 
Tim Jackie, Chair 

Staff 
Jim Huber, Planning Director 

Robert Tull , Vice Chair Bianca Petrou, Assistant Planning Director 
Kelly Akin, Senior Planner Bill Christie 

Norman Fincher Lori Cooper, Deputy City Attorney 
Larry Beskow, Ci ty Engineer David McFadden (arrived at 5:34p.m.) 

Patrick Miranda Terri L. Rozzana, Recording Secretary 
Carly Guillory, Planner II 

Commissioners Absent 
Michael Zarosinski, Excused Absence 
Brita Entenmann, Unexcused Absence 

10. Roll Call 
10.1 Election of Officers 

Commissioner Tull nominated Commissioner Christie to serve as Chair for 2013. 
Commissioner Fincher seconded. 

Commissioner Christie nominated Commissioner Jackie to serve as Chair for 201 3. 

Chair Jackie stated there is a motion and second on the table for Commission Christie as 
Chair for 2013. Chair Jackie asked Commissioner Christie if he was indicating he would not 
want to be Chair? Commissioner Christie responded that he would rather Commissioner 
Jackie be Chair. 

Commissioner Tull wi thdrew his motion and Commissioner Fincher withdrew his second. 

Commissioner Tull seconded Commissioner Christie's motion of nominating Commissioner 
Jackie as Chair for 2013. 

Roll Call Vote: Motion passed, 5-0-1, with Commissioner Jackie abstain ing. 

Commissioner Christie nominated Commissioner Tull to serve as Vice Chair for 2013. 
Commissioner Jackie seconded. 

Roll Call Vote: Motion Passed, 5-0-1 wi th Commissioner Tull abstaining. 

20. Consent Calendar/Written Communications. None. 

30. Minutes. 
30.1 The minutes for January 24, 2013, were approved as submitted. 

40. Oral and Written Requests and Communications. None. 'T ,. "l!:CIFOR 
·XHI~II k. 
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MINUTES- Planning Commission Meeting February 14, 2013 

Chair Jackie stated that on Agenda Items 50.1 and 50.2 he has a conflict of interest so he 
would recuse himself at this time and turn the meeting over to Vice Chair Tull to complete 
the public hearings. 

50. Public Hearing. 

New Business 

50.1 CP-12-089 Consideration of a Class A (major) legislative amendment of the Medford 
Comprehensive Plan to revise the Neighborhood Element, Southeast Plan, Commercial 
Center Core Area (7 A) pertaining to the Master Plan and of the Commercial Center Core 
Area (7 A), approximately 18 acres located at the northeast corner of East Barnett Road and 
North Phoenix Road, and the Street Functional Classification Map of the Transportation 
Element to designate East Barnett Road as a Major Arterial from North Phoenix Road 250-
feet east and adjust its development. (City of Medford , Applicant). 

Vice Chair Tull inquired whether any other Commissioners have a conflict of interest or ex 
parte communication they would like to disclose. 

Carly Guillory, Planner II , presented the affected location of the amendment, background, 
proposed revisions, approval criteria and conclusion. Ms. Guillory stated that on pages 9 
and 15 of the staff report she inadvertently referenced Barnett Road as a collector and she 
will change that to read arterial. Ms. Guillory reported that Policy 3-A initially was proposed 
to be removed. However, tonight staff would like to propose an alternative. Originally the 
policy was eliminated because it allowed zone changes to be exempt from the level of 
service standards for Barnett Road. However, because of moving the main street emphasis 
away from Barnett to Stanford it has been agreed to leave the policy but modify it such that 
it reads, zone changes can be exempt from level of service standard on Stanford and 
Barnett east of Stanford. 

Vice Chair Tull asked staff to speak to the change that staff indicated regarding Barnett and 
Stanford. He is not sure he understood what that change was and why. What he 
understood of the presentation was that staff was recommending a different approach. 
Bianca Petrou, Assistant Planning Director stated that originally, zone changes were going 
to be exempt from meeting the level of service standard on Barnett. Now, zone changes wi ll 
be exempt from meeting the level of service standard on Stanford and Barnett east of 
Stanford but not for Barnett west of Stanford and east of North Phoenix Road. 

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

a. Raul Woerner, CSA Planning, Ltd, 4497 Brownridge, Suite 101, Medford, Oregon, 97504. 
Mr. Woerner stated that his company represents most of the property owners in the 7 A 
area. Mr. Woerner fully supports the modification of Policy 3-A. In regards to the text 
amendments, he pointed out that the vertical separation along North Phoenix Road was not 
required along commercial frontage. It is a residential standard. He suggested on Figures 6 
and 7 of the vertical separation, that at the end of each title, stating for residential zones or 
residential development instead of referencing the Code Section. They support the changes 
as presented. 

Vice Chair Tull acknowledged the leadership that Mr. Woerner provided and the studies that 
the Southeast Implementation Advisory Committee engaged in. Mr. Woerner was very 
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MINUTES - Planning Commission Meeting February 14, 2013 

patient wi th the Committee as they labored on the provisions. This evening represents an 
achievement for all of them. 

b. Carl Bartlett, 2829 Kari Circle, Medford, Oregon , 97504, Chairman of the Southeast 
Implementation Advisory Committee. Mr. Bartlett read a statement that he wrote as 
Chairman representing the Southeast Implementation Advisory Committee to the Planning 
Commission. The Southeast Implementation Advisory Committee has implemented the 
Southeast Plan with exception of the Master Plan for the commercial core area 7 A. The 
Neighborhood Element of the Medford Comprehensive Plan is the law. The Medford Land 
Development Code 1 0.370 through 10.384 is the Southeast Overlay District. The City 
adopted the Southeast Medford Circulation Plan, GLUP Map designation and different land 
uses including a greenway. The Southeast Committee has developed recommendations 
regarding the detailed planning efforts for the Master Plan of 7 A, the commercial center core 
area. The changes we recommended in the Comprehensive Plan and the Medford Land 
Development Code will affect the goals, policies and the factual data and projection in which 
the policies were based. We followed the goals and policies of implementation measures of 
the Comprehensive Plan Neighborhood Element. The Southeast Committee has 
endeavored to establish a special Commercial Center Core area 7 A, part of the Southeast 
Village Center Transit Oriented District (TOO), with compact pedestrian oriented commercial 
institutional and residential uses. To preserve natural greenways while providing routes for 
pedestrians and bicycle travel. To establish special design development standards for 
streetscapes, building orientation, setbacks, building heights, access, lot coverage and 
density and use of pedestrian street lighting and street trees. We hope this will aid the City 
in meeting the requirements of Oregon's Transportation Planning Rule (TPR). 

Vice Chair Tull asked Mr. Bartlett if he was speaking in support of the action that is 
proposed by staff? Mr. Bartlett replied yes, very much so. 

c. Randy Jones, Veranda Park Living, 1641 Veranda Park Drive, Medford, Oregon, 97504 witl1 
Mahar Homes. Mr. Jones stated that he is totally in support of staff's proposal. He is very 
pleased that the wording is back in on 3-A. His company and partners do not have any 
ownership interest in 7 A but they have significant ownership in 7B and almost all of 10. 
How Barnett, east of the village core shapes up, is very important to them. They could not 
be more supportive. 

d. Bob Seldon, 758 Fernwood Drive, Medford, Oregon, 97504. Mr. Seldon stated that he was 
present tonight representing parcels 1602 & 1604. They support the amendment as 
presented. Mr. Seldon stated that the greenway is not a creek and if the City wants to 
continue to call it a creek, it needs to make an effort to buy that land and make it whatever 
they want to make it. The parcel owners were hoping that when the City bought the center 
parcel and had the ability to a three acre park, they would relieve the other two parcels of 
this obligation. The Southeast Committee has chosen not to do that. So, they are 
requesting some relief from the Planning Commission to talk to the City Council. Mr. Seldon 
and his clients are pursuing forth a regulatory taking issue. One of the tenants is 
proportional use. On parcel 1602 it takes 51% of their parcel leaving them two tiny islands 
that are useless. On parcel 1604 it takes 37%. There is no way one can rationalize 
proportionality taking that much of those people's property. Hopefully, in the next month 
they can amicably work something out with the City for an acquisition, or he has 
commitments from both parties. They need to move forward and he asks the Commission 
for their help. 

Vice Chair Tull asked Mr. Seldon whether the action staff is recommending to the Planning 
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MINUTES - Planning Commission Meeting February 14, 2013 

Commission this evening, the step forward that is needed from his perspective? Mr. Seldon 
replied yes, he has no objection to the 7 A people. They need to be free to build. Vice Chair 
Tull stated that if the Commission takes a positive action on what is recommended by staff 
regarding the Comprehensive Plan amendment, by sending a favorable recommendation to 
Council, it seems to him that the Planning Commission has helped set the stage for the sort 
of resolution Mr. Seldon is looking for. Mr. Seldon stated that the Comprehensive Plan 
change does not say anything about the creek or greenway. So he does not see how it 
affects it. He thinks any progress at this point is good progress. 

Commissioner McFadden stated that Mr. Seldon began his testimony by saying he was 
going to ask for something and he is not sure he heard it. He wrote down that Mr. Seldon 
was asking for relief from the setbacks along the greenway be reduced but as he finished 
Commissioner McFadden had the feeling he was saying he wants the City to leave it as a 
greenway but do not call it a creek. Mr. Seldon replied none of those. He only sees three 
options. His clients are requesting : 1) They get treated the same as the people along Golf 
View and have the City put in a 21 -inch culvert wherever they want and let them grade over 
it like they have in another section; 2) Buy their property; or 3) They go through a regulatory 
taking case. They do not want to do that but it has been over a decade and their backs are 
against the wall. They feel confident in their position. He has spent a lot of time on the 
telephone with Joe Willis who is willing to take thei r case. Mr. Will is is the lead council for 
the famous Dolan versus Tigard and several other takings cases. To answer Commissioner 
McFadden's question, he is asking that the Planning Commission individually or as a whole 
body, to please go to the City Council and tell them they see there is something wrong with 
this and they need to make an effort to resolve it. 

Larry Beskow, City Engineer reported that according to their records the pipe that goes 
underneath North Phoenix Road is 41 -inches in diameter not 21-inches. It is a significant 
drainage. The watershed that feeds this area is approximately one square mile. There are 
definite features that make it an intermittent stream. It is a natural drainage. There is some 
drainage that was created by the Irrigation District south of the drainage way that is being 
discussed tonight. It is not the main fea ture. As part of the Southeast Plan they were 
looking to incorporate bike and pedestrian paths. Whether the City would have to purchase 
the parcels or not remains to be seen down the road. Anyone who wants to develop along 
the greenway, the regulatory agencies will require a setback from that drainage way. 

Vice Chair Tull asked whether Mr. Beskow saw anything in the issue that has been raised 
regarding this greenway that has barring on the Commission's decision tonight regarding 
amendments to the Comprehensive Plan? 

Mr. Beskow replied that the designation as a greenway has always been in the 
Comprehensive Plan and they are not changing that. It will still be called a greenway with 
the amendments proposed tonight. 

Mr. Beskow stated that the regulatory agencies will not allow the City to cu lvert this drainage 
way. Vice Chair Tull inquired whether it will remain an open water course. Mr. Beskow 
replied he would anticipate that. Mr. Beskow qualified his earlier statement by saying the 
regulatory agencies would not allow the City to enclose the drainage way unless they 
mitigated it someplace else. 

The public hearing was closed. 

Motion: Based on the findings and conclusions that all of the approval criteria are either 
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met or are not applicable, forward a favorable recommendation for adoption to the City 
Council per the Staff Report dated February 5, 2013, including Exhibits A through I, the new 
letter from Rogue Valley Transit District, additions and typographical errors reported by staff, 
the new Policy 3-A language and modification on page 32 of the staff report dealing with 
Exhibit A, figures 6 and 7 indicating those are for areas with residential zoning between the 
properties and roadways. 

Moved by: Commissioner McFadden Seconded by: Commissioner Christie 

Vice Chair Tull stated mostly as a member of the Southeast Implementation Advisory 
Committee but also as a member of this Commission that adopting these Comprehensive 
Plan amendments does not constitute adoption of a Master Plan. Deliberations over the last 
number of months were triggered by a proposal brought to the Southeast Advisory 
Committee for a particular way of developing this property and proposed that design plan 
become the Master Plan that the Comprehensive Plan requ ires before this can be 
developed. Their study of that proposal resulted in these proposed changes to the 
Comprehensive Plan and the Medford Land Development Code. Adopting these does not 
involve adopting or approving of the particular design that they brought to the Committee but 
rather establishes the planning perimeters and comprehensive plan perimeters within which 
any proposal for development of this property would be considered. We do in fact have a 
proposal presented to the City for consideration. That clarifies it in his mind and he hopes it 
makes a difference the way the Commission sees what they have before them tonight. 

Voice Vote: Motion passed, 5-0. Chair Jackie recused l1imself from th is agenda item. 

Commissioner McFadden stated that if the Commission was missive or moved on with the 
agenda without giving Mr. Seldon's issues that he brought forward maybe a little more extra 
attention; he is not sure what that would take or what the Commissioners can do right now. 
He made this comment in case another Commissioner would like to say something that 
might be passed on to the City Council in terms of a recommendation. He asked for other 
Commissioner's opinions regarding whether they feel there might be something to pass on 
to the City. Vice Chair Tull asked would the Commission consider they move through the 
established agenda and then return to this question to see whether or not there is further 
discussion or action the Commission wants to take? It was agreed by all Commissioners. 

50.2 DCA-12-090 Consideration of a Class A (major) legislative amendment of the Medford Land 
Development Code to revise the Southeast Plan overlay zoning district, Sections 10.372, 
10.373, 10.37 4, 10.377, 10.378, and 10.384 pertain ing to the Master Plan and features such 
as drive through windows, fueling stations, parking limitations, aggregate building square 
footage limitations, and stormwater facilities in the Commercial Center Core Area, 
approximately 18 acres located at the northeast corner of East Barnett Road and North 
Phoenix Road (City of Medford, Applicant). 

Vice Chair Tull inquired whether any Commissioners have a conflict of interest or ex parte 
communication they would like to disclose. 

Carly Guillory, Planner II, gave a summary of the proposed revisions, approval criteria and 
conclusion. 

Vice Chair Tull stated that is a lot of territory to be covered and a lot of detail but has been 
very carefully considered by a lot of folks. A lot of citizens have had input to this process 
along the way, along with some very competen t professional guidance. 
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The public hearing was opened and the following testimony was given. 

a. Raul Woerner, GSA Planning, Ltd, 4497 Brownridge, Suite 101, Medford, Oregon, 97504. 
Mr. Woerner stated that he was present tonight representing several property owners in the 
area. He commended staff on a job well done of codifying what the Southeast 
Implementation Committee put together for a recommendation. He really appreciated the 
provision about how much flexibility there is to the adopted Master Plan without having to 
revise the plan. He does have concerns with the prohibited uses section regarding the 
fueling stations and adding a charging station. He understands that the charging station 
was added because it is "vehicle" oriented. There are a lot of charging stations that are a 
little post in front of an existing parking space. More and more merchants are adding those 
as an amenity to attract customers and their employees. There is a lot of public initiative 
support changing to an electric vehicle. He asked the Commissioners to reconsider and 
whether or not they wanted to completely prohibit all charging stations or just stand alone 
commercial facilities that take up acreage. If there is an existing parking space, it does not 
take up any more space to install a charging station. He does not believe it makes it any 
less pedestrian friendly as a district. 

b. Randy Jones, Veranda Park Living, 1641 Veranda Park Drive, Medford, Oregon, 97504 with 
Mahar Homes. Mr. Jones stated that he was on the Southeast Implementation Advisory 
Committee since its inception. He also chaired the Greenway Subcommittee. There are 
solutions he believes for Mr. Seldon's issues. They are probably to be discussed after these 
next steps. Staff did an admirable job taking years of meetings and helping the Committee 
condense it down to what the Planning Commission has before them tonight. 

The public hearing was closed. 

Motion: Based on the findings and conclusions that all of the approval criteria are either met 
or are not appl icable, forward a favorable recommendation for adoption to the City Council 
per the Staff Report dated February 6, 2013, including Exhibits A through J. and staff's 
recommendation of the changes to be made to Section 10.384 as presented at tonight's 
meeting. 

Moved bv: Commissioner McFadden Seconded by: Commissioner Christie 

Voice Vote: Motion passed, 5- 0. Chair Jackie recused himself from this agenda item. 

Vice Chair Tu ll stated that before he turns the meeting back over to Chair Jackie he 
proposed as a Commission, they express particular appreciation to Bianca Petrou, who 
more than any other person on staff, has helped them build this understanding, consensus 
and recommendation. Ms. Petrou has served them well; very patient and constructive. He 
proposed that the Commission express formally, an appreciation. Commissioner Christie 
seconded the proposal. It was a unanimous voice vote. 

Vice Chair Tull stated that earlier there was a question whether the Commission wanted to 
pay further attention to the concern of Mr. Seldon. Does Chair Jackie want to lead the 
Commission in that? 

Chair Jackie replied that he did not want to lead the Commission in that because he recused 
himself earlier on those agenda items. 
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Vice Chair Tull asked whether the Commission wished to take that item further this 
evening? 

Commissioner McFadden stated that he is not prepared to take it further and thinks some of 
the comments made after Mr. Seldon's testimony leads him to believe there may be 
solutions. 

Commissioner Christie reported that he appreciated Mr. Jones' comments and thinks that 
helped a lot. 

Vice Chair Tull turned the meeting back over to Chair Jackie. 

60. Report of Citizens Planning Advisory Committee. 
60.1 Commissioner McFadden reported that the Citizens Planning Advisory Committee met last 

Tuesday evening, February 12, 2013. It was an interesting meeting. John Huttl, City 
Attorney, went over the Boards and Commissions issues and ethics. It was very 
enlightening in some positions. Glenda Wilson, City Recorder, was also present that lead 
part of the discussion as well as City Council President, AI Densmore. Mr. Densmore 
offered to be the liaison from City Council for the Citizens Planning Advisory Committee. 
The Citizens Planning Advisory Committee will meet once a quarter instead of twice a 
month. The next meeting is scheduled for Tuesday, March 12, 2013 at 5:30 p.m. That 
would be an interesting meeting for people who are interested in attending. The Citizens 
Planning Advisory Committee is for people who want to attend and discuss varying issues 
related to planning. 

70. Report of the Site Plan and Architectural Commission. (Taken out of order). 
70.1 Chair Jackie stated the report of the Site Plan and Architectural Commission will be taken 

out of order and discussed under the report of the Planning Department. 

80. Report of the Joint Transportation Subcommittee. None. 
80.1 Commissioner Christie reported that the Joint Transportation Subcommittee met th is 

afternoon for their ethics orientation. They elected their new chairperson who is a former 
Planning Commissioner, Jerry Shean. 

20. Report of the Planning Department. 
90.1 Kelly Al<in, Senior Planner, stated the Site Plan and Architectural Commission met on 

February 1, 2013, approving a hanger at the Jackson County Airport. 

Ms. Akin welcomed the Planning Commission 's newest members, Commissioner Miranda 
and Commissioner Fincher. There is one more vacancy on the Planning Commission. 
Applications are available on the City's website. 

City Counci l, last week had no business from the Planning Department with the exception of 
an agreement for Cherry Creek. They are negotiating the appraisal amount. At the next 
Planning Commission meeting the Commissioner's will hear the partition for that project. 

On Thursday, February 21, 2013, City Counci l will hear a couple amendments that the 
Planning Commission considered and recommended regarding the public communication 
tower code amendment and the elimination of unnecessary provisions. 

The next Planning Commission study session is scheduled for Monday, February 25, 2013 
that will consist of discussions on ethics, public records, the City's strategic plan, and the 
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role of the chair. 

There is business scheduled for Thursday, February 28, 2013 and March 28, 2013 Planning 
Commission meetings. There is no business scheduled for the Thursday, March 14, 2013 
meeting. 

As Commissioner McFadden noted the Citizens Planning Advisory Committee meetings 
were officially changed to quarterly. Ms. Akin understands that there are some additional 
interim meetings set. Besides the interim meetings they will meet May, August and 
November. 

Appointments need to be made for Joint Transportation Subcommittee, Site Plan and 
Architectural Commission and Citizens Planning Advisory Committee. 

Commissioner McFadden commented about the Indian Gaming Center opening in the City 
of Medford that keeps coming up. He does not hear much being said from the City's 
standpoint about it. Personally, he is not sure that the City should encourage people to 
show their vices so-to-speak and what sometimes gambling does to people who are not 
able to fight its allure. He does not see it as an economic stimulant of the type that Medford 
wants. It will probably suck more dollars out of the community than it puts in. He 
encourages the City to tal<e a more active part in defining their role of it. The Planning 
Commission has worked for years arguing about eighteen acres in the Southeast Plan and 
the importance that brings to the City of Medford. If he remembers correctly from the last 
article in the newspaper, that is the size of the development that the Indian Gaming Center 
has rights to inside the City of Medford. We will have absolutely no say about any of it. He 
is hoping that our City fathers are looking at that to determine how we should interact with it 
or not. 

100. Messages and Papers from Chair of Planning Commission. None. 

110. Remarks from the City Attorney. None. 

120. Propositions and Remarks from the Commission. None. 

130. Adjournment. 
130.1 The meeting was adjourned at 6:50 p.m. The proceedings of this meeting were digitally 

recorded and are filed in the City Recorder's office. 

Submitted by: 

Terri L. Rozzana 
Recording Secretary 

Approved: February 28, 2013 

Tim Jackie 
Planning Commission Chair 
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