
Department of Land Conservation and Development 
635 Capitol Street, Suite 150 

Salem, OR 9730 1-2540 
(503) 373-0050 

Fax (503) 378-5518 
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/Bra 

05/21/2012 

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

FROM: Plan Amendment Program Specialist 

NOTICE OF ADOPTED AMENDMENT 

SUBJECT: City of Medford Plan Amendment 
DLCD File Number 002-12 

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: Friday, June 01, 2012 

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: Praline McCormack, City of Medford 
Gordon Howard, DLCD Urban Planning Specialist 
Josh LeBombard, DLCD Regional Representative 
Katherine Daniels, DLCD Farm/Forest Specialist 

<paa> YA 



| 2 DLCD 
Notice of Adoption 

This Form 2 must be mailed to D L C D within 5 - W o r k i n g Days a l t e r t he Finnl 
O r d i n a n c e is s igned by the public Official Designated by the jurisdiction 

and all other requirements of ORS 197.615 and OAR 660-018-000 

In person [~] electronic mailed 

MAY 1 4 2012 

For Officc U * Onlv 

Jurisdiction- City of Medford Local file number: DGA-11-128 
Date of Adoption: 5/3/2012 Date Mailed: 5/10/2012 

Was a Notice of Proposed Amendment (Form 1) mailed to DLCD? [X] Yes • No Date 2/28/2012 
G Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment Q Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment 

£<] Land Use Regulation Amendment • Zoning Map Amendment 

O New Land Use Regulation • Other: 

Consideration of a proposed Class "A" legislative amendment of the Medford Land Development Code 
(Chapter 10 of the Municipal Code) to amend the Exclusive Agricultural (E-A) Overlay designation which 
preserves existing agriculture and agriculture uses through zoning. The amendment allows specific uses as 
conditional uses, makes defin. i j n s related to agriculture consistent with the proposed amendment, makes 
criteria more clear and consistent, and changes the process to apply the E - A Overlay. 

Summarize the adopted amendment. Do not use technical terms. Do not write "See Attached". 
Does the Adoption differ from proposal? Yes, Please explain below: 

City Council made one change to the ordinance to make the E-A Overlay available as a Zone Change to any 
properly if the use on the property is agriculture (see Section 10.360[B]). 

Plan Map Changed from to 

Zone Map Changed from to: 

Location: Acres Involved: 

Specify Density: Previous: New-

Applicable statewide planning goals: 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 
^ • • • • • I S D I G I D D D D n 
Was an Exception Adopted? • YES [X] NO 

Did DLCD receive a Notice of Proposed Amendment... 

35-days prior to first evidentiary hearing? Yes • No 
If no, do the statewide planning goals apply? • Yes • No 
If no, did Emergency Circumstances require immediate adoption? • Yes n No 

DLCD file No. 002-12 (19214) [17042] 



Please list all affected State or Federal Agencies, Local Governments or Special Districts; 

Jackson County , 1000 Friends of Oregon, Medfo rd Irrigation District 

Local Contact: Praline M c C o r m a c k , P lanner I I Phone: (541) 774-2380 Extension 2397 

Address 200 S. Ivy Street, 2nd Floor Fax Number: 541-618-1708 

City: M e d f o r d Zip1 97501- E-mail Address: pra l ine .mccormack@ci tyofmedford .org 

ADOPTION SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS 
This Form 2 must be received by D L C D rio later than 5 working days after the ordinance has been signed by 

the public official designated by the jurisdiction to simi the approved ordinance(s) 
per ORS 197.615 and OAR Chapter 660. Division 18 

1 This Form 2 must be submitted by local jurisdictions only (not by applicant). 

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

3 Send this Form 2 and one complete paper copy (documents and maps) of the adopted amendment to the 
address below. 

4. Submittal of th :s Notice of Adoption must include the final signed ordinance(s), all supporting fmding(s), 
exhibit(s) and any other supplementary information (ORS 197.615 ). 

5. Deadline to appeals to LUBA is calculated twenty-one (21) days from the receipt (postmark date) by DLCD 
of the adoption (ORS 197.830 to 197.845 ). 

6. In addi: on to sending the Form 2 - Notice of Adoption to DLCD, please also remember to notify persons who 
participated in the local hearing and requested notice of the final decision. (ORS 197.615 ). 

7. Submit one complete paper copy via U -ted States Postal Service, Common Carrier or Hand 
Carried to the DLCD Salem Off ice and stamped with the incoming date stamp. 

8. Please mail the adopted amendment packct to: 

ATTENTION: PLAN A M E N D M E N T SPECIALIST 
D E P A R T M E N T OF L A N D CONSERVATION AND D E V E L O P M E N T 

635 CAPITOL S T R E E T NE, SUITE 150 
SALEM, O R E G O N 97301-2540 

9 Need More Copies? ['lease p int forms on 8V2 - l /2 \ l 1 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 Office at (503) 373-0050 x238 01 e-mail nIan.amtMKlnients@statc.or.us. 

http://www.orenon.Eov/LCD/forms. shtml Updo ted December 30, 2011 

mailto:praline.mccormack@cityofmedford.org
mailto:nIan.amtMKlnients@statc.or.us
http://www.orenon.Eov/LCD/forms


O R D I N A N C E N O . 2012-59 

AN O R D I N A N C E amending Sections 10.012, 10.227, 10.314, 10.360 and 10.361, and 
adding Section 10.362 to the Medford Code per ta ining to overlays and condit ional use permits . 

T H E C I T Y O F M E D F O R I ) O R D A I N S A S F O L L O W S : 

S E C T I O N 1. Section 10.012 of the Medford C o d e is amended to read as follows: 

10.012 Def in i t ions . Specif ic . 
When used in this chapter , the fol lowing terms shall have the meanings as herein ascribed; 

Agriculture. Agr icu l tu re ^ha l l -meae- f l ' l i e use of the land for agricultural purposes, including 
fanning , pasturage, horticulture, floriculture, vit iculture, and the necessary accessory uses for 
preparing, and storing agricultural products produce; provided, however, that the operation o f a n y 
such accessory use shall be-iiHiidental to coincide with that-of normal agricultural activities; and, 
provided fur ther , that the above uses shall not include the operat ion of a dairy, hog farm, or a feed lot 
or other commerc ia l feeding of animals. Agriculture is classif ied as either intensive or passive 
per Section 10.804(1). 

Agricultural Bui lding. A structure loeated-tm-a-farfH associated with agriculture and used in the 
agricultural operat ions of-suelv-far-m for the storage, main tenance or repair of farm-machinery and 
equipment required of the operations; or for the raising, and harvesting and-selbng of crops; or in 
the feeding, breeding, management and sale of, or the productione of, l ivestock, poultry, furbearing 
animals or honeybees ; o f - f e f - d a i r y i n g and-saltf-^t-'-daHy-product»; or any other agricultural or 
horticultural use or animal husbandly ; or any combinat ion thereof, including the preparation and 
storage of products raised on such farm land for matins human or use and animal use and disposal by 
market ing or o therwise , except for the operation of a dairy, hug farm, feed lot, or other 
commerc ia l feeding of animals . 

Agricultural Building does not include: 
(a) a dwel l ing; 
(b) a structure used far a purpose other than growing-plants-in-whteh-persons perform more than-144 
man-hours of labor-a-week in which 10 or more persons are present at any one time unless for 
growing plants; 
(c) a structure regulated by the state fire marshal pursuant to O R S Chapter 476; 
(d) a place s tructure used by the public; or 
(e) a s t ructure-subjeet - to-Secs . 4001 to >1127,-title -12, Uni ted Sta les-Cede ( the -National Flood 

f loodplain requir ing f lood insurance per Sections 4001 to 4127, title 42, United States Code (the 
National Flood Insurance Act of I968) ; t 
(f) a structure for on-site product sales as def ined herein; or 
(g) a small winery as def ined herein. 
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+ + + 

Farm. Land used for agriculture, as def ined herein, 
meiMjy-by rai sing; harvesting-and-seflingef-erops-exeeptingeemmeFeiaLleed-loK-heg farms^mltry 
and dairy-farms. 

Is raised on suelvkwd-for-kumaii use and 
aflirnal-tìse-tìnd-dispesal by-marketing-er-ethet^wise. 
+ * * 

Local agricultural area. T h e area within 125 miles of the Medford Urban Growth Boundary. 
* + * 

On-Si te Farm Product Sales. The on-site promot ion, market ing and retail sales of crops, farm 
products or l ivestock grow n on the farm on which the product sales are taking place, or other 
farms in the local agricultural area, as def ined herein. 

Smal l Winery, A facility that produces wine, with a m a x i m u m annual product ion of 50,000 
gal lons , inc luding but not limited to areas used for product ion, sh ipping and distribution, 
wholesa le and retail sales, tasting, crushing, ferment ing, blending, aging, s torage, bottling, 
adminis trat ive funct ions and warehous ing . 

S E C T I O N 2. Sect ion 10.227 of the Medford Code is amended to read as fol lows: 

10.227 Zone Change Criteria. 
+ + 4 

(1) For zone changes to apply or remove the overlay / o n e s (Limited Industrial , Exclusive 
Agricul tural , Freeway, Southeast , Historic) the criteria can be found in the applicable overlay 
section (Sections 10.345 through 10.413). 
* + * 

SUCTION 3. Sect ion 1 0.314 of the Medfo rd Code is amended to read as fol lows: 

10.314 Permit ted Uses in Residential [.and LTse Classif icat ion. * * + 

U C " = Condit ional Use; permit ted subject to approval of a Condit ional Use Permit . (See Article 
II, Sect ions 10.246-10.250.) 

+ + + 

" L A " = Permit ted U s e if-m only when within an EA (Exclusive Agricul ture) overlay district. * * * 
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P E R M I T T E D U S E S 
IN R E S I D E N T I A L 

Z O N I N G D I S T R I C T S 

(). N O N R E S I D E N T I A L 
S P E C I A L U S E S 

(g)(i) Agr icu l ture , 
A g r i c u l t u r a l l i u i l d i n ^ , 
Livestock, Farm, or 
Ritnch 

(K)(ii) C o n d i t i o n a l 
A g r i c u l t u r e - R e l a t e d 
Act iv i t i e s ( O n - S i l e 
I ' a r m P r o d u c l S a k s , 
S m a l l W i n e r y , 
P u b l i c / P r i v a t e E v e n t s ) 

* * * 

SECTION 4, Section 10.360 of the Med ford Code is amended to read as follows: 

10.360 Exclusive Agricultural Overlay District, E-A. 
A. Purpose: The E-A overlay district is intended to provide a land use classification within an 
urban environment area that: 

(1) whk-h Aallovvs for the preservation of agriculture and agricultural lands uses 
through zoning. UttHds containing the-K-A overlay maybe-removed from (his-districr-ptmsuant to 
appbeable-^/H/N't ' / j t 'wAWVw» polie-iesr 
li. Criterion for Application of E-A: At the request of the property owner, the City may apply 
the E-A overlay to a parcel(s) having EFU (Exclusive Farm Use) zoning if the use on the 
pareel(s) is agriculture, as defined herein. 
C. Criterion for Removal of E-A: The E-A overlay may be removed utilizing Class C zone 
change procedures. For removal of the E-A overlay, the property owner must certify that all 
agriculture and agriculture-related uses not otherwise permitted by the underlying zoning 
district have been terminated by the date of application for removal of the E-A overlay, and 
shall not be considered legal nonconformities. 

SECTION 5. Section 10.361 of the Medford Code is amended to read as follows: 

10.361 Permitted Activities and Development Stondards, E-A. 
Development and improvements within an E-A overlay district shall be restricted to: agmukura l 

S E R S F R S F R S F R S F R M F R M F R M F R Special Use 
00 2 4 6 10 15 20 30 or 

Other Code 
Sect ion 

ILA EA E A EA EA EA F.A EA ¡0.3 60-3 61 

KA/C KA/C I.A/C KA/C KA/C KA/C KA/C KA/C 10.362 
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buiWittgSr 
A. Agricultural buildings and other improvements dircctly related to farming. 
B. Property line adjustments. 
C. New construction or remodeling of one single-family dwelling and accessory dwelling unit 
per existing parcel. 

SUCTION 6. Section 10.362 of the Metllbrd Code is added to read as follows: 

10.362 Conditional Activities and Development, E-A 
A. Within an E-A overlay district the following activities and development require a 
conditional use permit: 
(1) On-site farm product sales and/or small wineries, subject to the following: 

(a) In residential /.oning districts, on-site farm product sales and/or small wineries are 
only permitted within the Exclusive Agricultural (E-A) Overlay with an approved Conditional 
Use Permit. 

(b) On-site farm product sales may include outdoor sales, such as a roadside table, or in 
a structure, such as a farm stand or store. 

(c) Structures intended for on-site farm product sales are not permitted for occupancy 
as a residence or for activity other than the sale of crops, farm products or livestock. 

(d) Structures intended for a small winery arc not permitted for occupancy as a 
residence or for activity other than the production, shipping and distribution, wholesale and 
retail sales, tasting, crushing, fermenting, blending, aging, storage, bottling, administrative 
functions and warehousing. 

(e) The site contains or proposes a vineyard and/or farm of at least fifteen (15) 
contiguous acres that grows or produces wine and/or other farm products. 

(f) The farm product sales and/orsinall winery and associated improvements are located 
at least one hundred (100) feet from any property line with parcels not having the E-A overlay. 

(g) May include sales of items related to the promotion of wine and/or farm products, 
the sale of which is incidental to the retail sale of wine and/or farm products. 
(2) Food and/or wine tasting, vineyard and/or farm tours, educational activities, classes, 
wine dinners, pumpkin patches, corn mazes, hay rides, and other similar activities conducted 
for the purpose of promoting wine and/or farm products. 
(3) Public or private events or gatherings, such as weddings, banquets, and concerts. 
(4) A commercial kitchen for preparing food for activities (1-3) above. 
B. In conjunction with the conditional activities in an E-A overlay, the following noise and 
sign standards apply: 
(1) In the case of such activities where there will be sound amplification, the property owner 
shall first obtain a Special Events Permit and Neighbor Approval of Noise Permit through the 
City Manager's office. 
(2) Signs in accordance with Section 10.1500, Signs in Neighborhood Commercial District, 
may be permitted, excluding electronic message signs. 
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P A S S E D by the Council and signed by me in authentication of its passage this 
, 2012 . 

ATTEST: ^ ¿ j l b u A / l 
City Recorder 

A P P R O V E D 3 > , 2012. 

day of 

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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S y /Agenda Item Commentary 

City of Medford I t e m No. : 
M e e t i n g D a t e : 
P a g e : 

May 3, 2012 
1 of 1 

SUBJECT: 
An ordinance amending Chapter 10 (Land Development Code) of the Medford Municipal Code, Sections 10.012, 
10.227, 10.314, 10.360, and 10.361, and adding new Section 10.362 to revise the Exclusive Agriculture (E-A) 
Overlay to allow on-site farm product sales, small wineries, food and/or wine tasting, vineyard and/or farm tours, 
educational activities, classes, wine dinners, pumpkin patches, corn mazes, hay rides, and other similar activities 
conducted for the purpose of promoting wine and/or farm products, public or private events or gatherings, such as 
weddings, banquets, and concerts, and commercial kitchens as conditional uses subject to obtaining a Conditional 
Use Permit; to make definitions related to agriculture consistent with the proposed amendment; and to change the 
process through which the City may apply the E-A Overlay. (Land Use, Legislative) 

INITIATOR: 
City of Medford 

STAFF INFO. SOURCE: 
James E. Huber, A.I.C.P., Planning Director 
Praline McCormack, Planner II 
File No. DCA-11-128 

FISCAL IMPACT/SOURCE: 

RECOMMENDA TI ON: 
Adopt the ordinance. 

VISION STATEMENT/COUNCIL GOAL: 
Growth Management, Vision Statement: "The City is a leader in regional efforts to manage growth in the Bear 
Creek Valley and cooperates with other jurisdictions to enhance livability, protect agricultural land uses at the 
urban fringe, and preserve open space within and between communities." 

BACKGROUND & KEY ISSUES: 
On July 21, 2011, Emily Mostue, representing the Carpenter family/Dunbar Farms, addressed the City Council 
and submitted a letter and a draft code amendment to vastly amend the E-A Overlay in order to market wine and 
farm products at the farm, currently zoned SFR-4 (Single-Family Residential). The Carpenter property is the only 
location presently having the E-A Overlay. Development and uses within the E-A Overlay are restricted to 
agricultural buildings and farm uses. The City Council directed staff to review the proposal and bring forward a 
recommendation. Staff has worked with the Carpenter family to iron out the issues surrounding the proposal. 
Issues include: potential impacts of the proposed activities and development on abutting residences, agricultural 
buffering requirements, site development standards, and whether the City should promote expansion of 
agriculture and farm uses in the City limits. Staff believes that the current proposal adequately addresses these 
issues while providing a means for property with the E-A Overlay to have expanded farm-related opportunities. 

On April 12, 2012, the Planning Commission held a public hearing and voted 5 to 2, with two abstentions, to 
recommend adoption of the amendment. 

EXHIBITS: 
Staff Report to City Council dated April 24, 2012, including Exhibits A - J 



CITY OF MEDFORD 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
S T A F F REFORT: LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE AMENDMENT 

Date- April 24, 2012 

To: City Council for May 3, 2012 Hearing 

From; Praline McCormack, Planner !l 

Reviewer: Suzanne Myers, A.I.C.p^inncipal Planner 

Subject: Exclusive Agriculture (E-A) Overlay Code Amendment (DCA-11 -128) 

BACKGROUND 

Proposal: T o amend the Exclusive Agriculture (E-A) Overlay zone in the Medford Land 
Development Code, Chapter 10, Articles I, II, III, and V of the Municipal Code to: 

• Allow specific uses as conditional uses on parcel(s) with an E-A Overlay zone: on-
site farm product sales, small wineries, food and/or wine tasting, vineyard and/or 
farm tours, educational activities, classes, wine dinners, pumpkin patches, corn 
mazes, hay rides, and other similar activities conducted for the purpose of promoting 
wine and/or farm products, public or private events such as weddings, banquets and 
concerts, a commercial kitchen for preparing food for these activities: 

e Make definitions related to agriculture consistent with state law and with the pro-
posed amendment; 

• Make E-A Overlay criteria more clear and consistent; and 

• Change the process through which a property owner in the future may apply for the 
E-A Overlay from a zone change application accepted at any time to a request from 
the property owner only at the time of annexation 

(See Exhibit A for the proposed amendment.) 

History: On July 21, 2011, Emily Carpenter Mostue and Karen Allan, acting on behalf of 
the Carpenter family and Dunbar Farms, addressed the City Council and submitted a 
letter and a draft code amendment to vastly amend the E-A Overlay (Exhibit B) 

Working v:ith the Community to Shape a Vibrant and Exceptional City 

L a u s u i a n n A n n e x • 2 0 0 S o u t h I v y S t r e e l • M e d l o r d O R 9 7 5 0 1 
P h o n e ( 5 4 1 ) 7 7 4 - 2 3 8 0 • f a x ( 5 4 1 ) 6 1 8 - 1 7 0 8 
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Exclusive Agriculture (E-A) Overlay Code Amendment (DCA-11-128) 
Staff Report 

April 24, 2012 

They requested that the City Council consider amending the Code to provide relief from 
development standards for the E-A Overlay. They are seeking the Code amendment be-
cause they would like to start selling and marketing their wine and/or farm products on 
the farm to make the products more easily available to the public, and to improve the 
economic viability of the farm. Development and uses within an E-A Overlay are cur-
rently restricted to agricultural buildings and uses. City Council directed staff to review 
the proposal and bring forward a recommendation on the request (Exhibit C). 

Dunbar Farms is zoned SFR-4/E-A (Single-Family Residential - 4 units per acre, E-A 
Overlay) and is the only property in the City limits that has the E-A Overlay. The purpose 
of the E-A Overlay is to allow existing farms within the City to continue operations until 
such time the owners wish to discontinue farming. It allows uses that are not otherwise 
permitted in the City such as the keeping of livestock. It requires new urban development 
to provide agricultural buffering where it abuts the E-A Overlay, similar to what would be 
required were the property zoned County EFU (Exclusive Farm Use). 

The Carpenter's proposal included the following: 
• Allow building(s) that are not agricultural buildings, such as a wine tasting room, 

a farm stand, and a commercial kitchen. 
• Allow retail sales of wine and farm products. 
• Allow public and private events, such as weddings, banquets, wine dinners, and 

concerts. 
• Allow exceptions from the application of City standards (paving, parking, etc.) in 

order to retain the rural character of the farm. 
• Allow signage that is permitted in the Neighborhood Commercial (C-N) zone. 

They based the proposal primarily on the Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS) governing 
tasting rooms and farm stands in EFU zones, which, in most cases, are located outside 
of urban growth boundaries. Similar uses can be found at Seven Oaks Farm outside 
Central Point and Hillcrest Orchard/Roxy Ann Winery located just east of Dunbar Farms 
(but outside of Medford's Urban Growth Boundary). 

Planning staff met with Ms. Mostue on several occasions to discuss the proposed 
amendment. After receiving comments from other departments, including Public Works, 
Fire, Water, and Building Safety, it became clear that exempting development outright 
from standards that are often required by state and federal regulations would not be the 
best approach. It may be possible for the property owners to address development stan-
dards by applying for an Exception to the standards that are at issue. 

In the interest of consistency, fairness, mitigating noise and traffic impacts that could re-
sult from the proposed uses, and giving neighbors the opportunity to voice any concerns, 
staff recommends that the proposed activities be permitted subject to an approved Con-
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Exclusive Agriculture (E-A) Overlay Code Amendment (DCA-11-128) April 24, 2012 
Staff Report 

ditional Use Permit. Conditional uses are assessed for potential adverse impacts and, 
typically, mitigation measures are developed to address the impacts. For example, when 
in a residential zone, if a property owner wants to rent out three to five guest rooms or 
open a child day care center, school, church, government facility or park, or erect a wire-
less communication structure they must apply for a Conditional Use Permit. Staff rec-
ommends that the proposed activities and development be subject to the same process. 

The Planning Commission discussed this amendment in a Study Session on February 
27, 2012 (Exhibit D). On April 12, 2012, the Planning Commission held a public hearing 
and voted 5 to 2, with two abstentions, to recommend adoption (Exhibit I). 

Authority: The Planning Commission is authorized to recommend and the City Council 
to approve amendments to the Medford Land Development Code, Chapter 10 of the 
Municipal Code, under Sections 10.102, 10.110, 10.111, 10.122, 10.180, 10.181, and 
10.183. 

Criteria: Medford Land Development Code 10.184(2) 

ANALYSIS OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT 

Section 10.012. Definitions 

The proposed amendment revises, deletes, or adds definitions to make them consistent 
with the proposal. The list of what an Agricultural Building (which does not require build-
ing permits) does not include comes from ORS 455.315. 

Section 10.227, Zone Change Criteria 

As overlays are revised to make the criteria more clear and consistent, they will be 
added to this list. So far we have revised the overlays that are listed in this section. 

10.314, Permitted Uses in Residential Land Use Classifications 

Adds Agricultural Building to (g)(i). 

Subsection (g)(ii) lists the uses that would be permitted with an approved Conditional 
Use Permit: On-Site Farm Product Sales, Small Winery, and Public/Private Events. 

10.360 Exclusive Agricultural Overlay District, E-A 

The purpose of the E-A Overlay district is to provide a land use classification within an 
urban area that allows for the preservation of agriculture and agricultural uses through 
zoning. Currently, any property owner can request the E-A Overlay at any time through a 
Zone Change application. The proposed amendment changes this so that in the future, 
the E-A Overlay will only be available at the property owner's request at the time of an-
nexation if the parcel(s) is zoned EFU and if the use on the parcel(s) is agriculture. 
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Exclusive Agriculture (E-A) Overlay Code Amendment (DCA-11-128) April 24, 2012 
Staff Report 

In order to remove the E-A Overlay, the amendment proposes that the property owner 
certify that all agriculture and agriculture-related uses have been terminated by the date 
of application for removal and such uses shall not be considered legal nonconformities. 

Section 10.361, Permitted Activities and Development, E-A 

Within the E-A Overlay, outright permitted development and improvements would be re-
stricted to agricultural buildings and other improvements related to farming, property line 
adjustments, and new construction or remodeling of one single-family dwelling and ac-
cessory dwelling unit per existing parcel. 

New Section 10.362, Conditional Activities and Development, E-A 

Staff is proposing that within the E-A Overlay, activities and development requiring an 
approved Conditional Use Permit include on-site farm product sales, small wineries, food 
and/or wine tasting, vineyard and/or farm tours, educational activities, classes, wine din-
ners, pumpkin patches, corn mazes, hay rides, public or private events or gatherings 
such as weddings, banquets, and concerts, and a commercial kitchen. Staff is proposing 
these as conditional uses in order to evaluate potential impacts and to give neighboring 
residents an opportunity to voice their opinion at a public hearing. 

The vineyard and/or farm must be at least fifteen (15) acres in size to allow any of these 
uses, and the farm product sales and/or small winery must be located at least one hun-
dred (100) feet from any property line with parcels not having the E-A Overlay in order to 
buffer some of the noise and other impacts originating from the conditional uses. 

For activities where there will be sound amplification, the property owner must first ob-
tain a Special Events Permit and a Neighbor Approval of Noise Permit. There is no fee 
associated with either of these permits. Lastly, per the proposal, a farm with an approved 
Conditional Use Permit may install signs as permitted in the C-N (Neighborhood Com-
mercial) zone, except electronic message signs. 

APPROVAL CRITERIA COMPLIANCE 

10.184 Class 'A' Amendment Criteria. 

10.184 (2). Land Development Code Amendment. 

The Planning Commission shall base its recommendation and the City Council its deci-
sion on the following criteria: 

CRITERION 1 0 . 1 8 4 (2)(a). Explanation of the public benefit of the amendment. 

Findings: The proposed amendment creates an opportunity for sale of farm products di-
rectly to consumers by farms located within the City limits, thereby offering consumers 
access to fresh, nutritious food. This also may result in fewer automobile trips, thereby 
reducing associated air pollutants and contributing to the general health and welfare of 
Medford's residents. 
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Staff is currently working with Jackson County on a Healthy Communities Assessment. 
As part of that Assessment, staff produced a map that shows existing and proposed su-
permarkets offering fresh produce (Exhibit E). The map reveals that there are fewer mar-
kets on the east side of Medford. Dunbar Farms, the only farm in the City that currently 
has the E-A Overlay, is located on the east side of Medford. 

Lastly, the proposed amendment could lead to agriculture-related educational and rec-
reational opportunities within the City. Medford has a rich agricultural heritage. The pres-
ervation of that heritage contributes to a sustainable, healthy community. The proposed 
amendment supports and may improve the economic viability of Dunbar Farms, a 102-
year old family farm. 

Conclusion: Criterion 10.184 (2)(a) is satisfied. 

CRITERION 10.184 (2)(b). The justification for the amendment with respect to the follow-
ing factors: 

CRITERION 10.184 (2)(1) Conformi ty with appl icable Statewide Planning Goals and 
Guidelines. 

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

1. Citizen Involvement: 
Goal 1 requires the City to have a citizen involvement program that sets the procedures 
by which a cross-section of citizens will be involved in the land use planning process, 
including participation in the revision of the Comprehensive Plan and Land Development 
Code. Goal 1 requires providing an opportunity to review proposed amendments prior to 
the public hearing, and any recommendations must be retained and receive a response 
from policy-makers. The rationale used to reach land use policy decisions must be avail-
able in the written record. The City of Medford has an established citizen involvement 
program consistent with Goal 1 that includes review of proposed Land Development 
Code amendments by the Citizens Planning Advisory Committee, the Planning Commis-
sion, and the City Council. Affected agencies and interested persons are also invited to 
review and comment on such proposals, and hearing notices are published in the local 
newspaper. This process has been adhered to in the proposed amendment. The docu-
ment was made available for review on the City of Medford website and at the Planning 
Department. The Citizens' Planning Advisory Committee discussed the proposal. It was 
considered by the Planning Commission and the City Council during televised public 
hearings. 
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2. Land Use Planning: 
Goal 2 requires the City to adopt a Comprehensive Plan, which must include identifica-
tion of issues and problems, inventories, and other factual information for each applica-
ble Statewide Planning Goal, and evaluation of alternative courses of action and ultimate 
policy choices, taking into consideration social, economic, energy and environmental 
needs. Comprehensive plans must state how the Statewide Planning 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 governmental units. Implementation strategies can be management 
strategies such as ordinances, regulations and project plans, and/or site or area-specific 
strategies such as construction permits, public facility construction, or provision of ser-
vices. Comprehensive plans and implementation ordinances must be reviewed and re-
vised on a periodic cycle to take into account changing public policies and circum-
stances. This proposed ordinance is an implementation strategy designed to balance the 
goal to preserve agriculture with the need to maintain compatibility with urban develop-
ment. 

3. Agricultural lands: 
Goal 3 requires that agricultural lands outside of Urban Growth Boundaries (UGB) be 
preserved and maintained for farm use. Medford's E-A Overlay was created to accom-
plish this within the UGB and City limits when a property owner wishes to continue farm-
ing after annexation. The proposed amendment is intended to temporarily preserve agri-
cultural lands by making them more economically viable. 

4. Forest Lands: Does not apply. 

5. Natural Resources, Scenic and Historic Areas, and Open Spaces: Does not apply. 

6. Air, Water, and Land Resources Quality: Does not apply. 

7. Areas Subject to Natural Hazards: Does not apply. 

8. Recreation Needs: Does not apply. 

9. Economic Development: 
Goal 9 requires that cities provide adequate opportunities for a variety of economic ac-
tivities vital to the health, welfare, and prosperity of Oregon's citizens. The proposed 
amendment promotes agriculture and makes fresh food more readily available to con-
sumers. The proposed amendment is intended to make agriculture more economically 
viable by expanding the various activities that may be permitted, including agri-tourism. 
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10. Housing: 
Goal 10 requires cities to provide for the housing needs of the citizens of the state. Med-
ford's Housing Element of the Comprehensive Plan was updated in 2010. The housing 
needs analysis contained therein indicated that, over the next twenty (20) years, Med-
ford will need additional residential land. Undeveloped land in the UGB is included in the 
City's Buildable Land Inventory. The underlying zoning for the property with the current 
E-A Overlay is single-family residential zoning. Yet, the property is not likely to develop 
until such time that the farm use is no longer viable and/or until development pressure 
becomes great. In this manner, urban development of land with an E-A Overlay is de-
layed on an interim basis even though the land is still considered available for housing 
development in the City's inventory. 

11. Public Facilities and Services: Does not apply. 

12. Transportation: 
Goal 12 requires cities to provide and encourage a safe, convenient and economic 
transportation system. A farm in the City offering fresh produce directly to the consumer 
could have a positive impact on the transportation system as shorter trips by automobile 
would be necessary to obtain said goods. 

13. Energy Conservation: Does not apply. 

14. Urbanization: 
Goal 14 requires cities to provide for an orderly and efficient transition from rural to ur-
ban land use, to accommodate urban population and urban employment inside urban 
growth boundaries, to ensure efficient use of land, and to provide for livable communi-
ties. The City's E-A Overlay helps provide for an orderly and efficient transition from rural 
farming to urban land uses. Upon annexation, existing farming may continue for an in-
definite period of time, but the ultimate intent is to urbanize, and the property must be 
considered part of the City's Buildable Land Inventory. 

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

Conclusion: Criterion 10.184 (2)(b)(1) is satisfied. 

CRITERION 1 0 . 1 8 4 (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 of the 
Comprehensive Plan considered relevant to the decision: 
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Economic Element, Goal: To actively stimulate economic development and growth that 
will provide opportunities to diversify and strengthen the mix of economic activity in the 
City of Medford. 

The code amendment offers increased opportunities for economic viability for 
farms located within the City limits. 

Urbanization Element, Urban Growth Management Agreement, #10: Land within the 
urbanizable area which currently supports a farm use, as defined by ORS 215.203, shall 
be encouraged, through zoning and appropriate tax incentives, to remain in that use for 
as long as is "economically feasible" for the property owner. 

The code amendment encourages continued farming and provides increased 
opportunities for economic feasibility on farms located within the City limits. 

Conclusion: Criterion 10.184 (2)(b)(2) is satisfied. 

CRITERION 10.184 (2) (b) (3) . Comments from applicable referral agencies regarding ap-
plicable statutes or regulations. 

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

Comment: Public Works indicated that they prefer property requesting the E-A Over-
lay to provide the agricultural buffering, not adjacent residential parcels at 
the time of development. In addition, they were concerned over language 
in 10.361(C). (Exhibit F) 

Findings: No change has been made to the agricultural buffering requirements be-
cause the standards would be impractical for any farm to comply with. 
Proposed language in 10.361(C) previously stated that, in the E-A Over-
lay, new construction or remodeling could occur that was consistent with 
the underlying zone. This has been revised to address Public Works' con-
cern by stating that only new construction of one dwelling and accessory 
dwelling unit can occur in the E-A Overlay. 

Conclusion: Criterion 10.184 (2)(b)(3) is satisfied. 

CRITERION 10.184 (2)(b)(4). Public comments. 

The findings below respond to comments from 1,000 Friends of Oregon received April 

12, 2012 regarding the proposed amendment. (Exhibit J) 

Comment: Provide a definition of "incidental" in the definition of Agriculture, Section 
10.012, to avoid future questions and potential conflicts. 
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Findings: Language in the definition of Agriculture has been revised to clarify that 
accessory uses such as preparing and storing agricultural products 
should coincide with normal agricultural activities. 

Comment: Retain the Conditional Use Permit process as proposed by staff. 

Findings: No change to proposed amendment. 

Comment: Consider whether it is truly in the best interests of the City to allow future 
application of the E-A Overlay zone, and, if not, then sunset this provision 
and grandfather those that already have it until they remove it. 

Findings: No change to proposed amendment. This is a policy issue; however, it is 
not expected that many farm owners will wish to annex to the City while 
they are still actively farming. 

Conclusion: Criterion 10.184 (2)(b)(4) is satisfied. 

CRITERION 10.184 (2 ) (b) (5 ) . Applicable governmental agreements. 

Findings: The City's Urban Growth Management Agreement (UGMA) with Jackson 
County addresses protection of agriculture in and abutting the UGB. Staff 
is not proposing any changes that affect that agreement. 

Conclusion: Criterion 10.184 (2)(b)(5) is satisfied. 

Citizens Planning Advisory Committee (CPAC) Review: 

CPAC discussed the proposed amendment at a meeting on March 13, 2012 (Exhibit G), 
and deferred voting on a recommendation until after they have reviewed the Staff Re-
port. As of the date of this Staff Report, CPAC has not voted on a recommendation. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION 

Based on the findings and conclusions that all of the approval criteria are either met or 
are not applicable, the Planning Commission voted to recommend that the City Council 
adopt DCA-11-128 per the Staff Report dated April 24, 2012, including Exhibits A 
through J 
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EXHIBITS 

A Proposed Code Amendment 

B Letter and Draft Code Amendment from Emily Carpenter Mostue and Karen Allan 
dated July 21, 2011 

C City Council Meeting Minutes of July 21, 2011 

D Planning Commission Study Session Minutes of February 27, 2012 

E Map of Grocery Stores in Medford dated March 1, 2012 

F Memo from City Engineer dated March 8, 2012 

G CPAC Meeting Minutes of March 13, 2012 

H Vicinity Map 

I Draft Minutes from Planning Commission Public Hearing of April 12, 2012 

J Letter from 1,000 Friends of Oregon dated April 12, 2012 

PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA: April 12, 2012 
CITY COUNCIL AGENDA: May 3, 2012 
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E x c l u s i v e - A g r i c u l t u r e ( E - A ) O v e r l a y A m e n d m e n t 
D C A - 1 1 - 1 2 8 

B o l d c o p y indicates an addi t ion ; S t ruck t h rough c o p y indica tes a de le t ion . 

10 .012 D e f i n i t i o n s , Spec i f i c . 
W h e n used in this chap te r , the f o l l o w i n g t e rms shall h a v e the m e a n i n g s as here in asc r ibed : 

* * * 

Agr icu l tu re . A g r i c u l t u r e shall m e a n t T h e use of ike- land for 
f a r m i n g , pas tu rage , hor t icu l tu re , f lo r icu l ture , v i t icul ture , and the n e c e s s a r y a c c e s s o r y uses for 
p r e p a r i n g , a n d s tor ing agr i cu l tura l p r o d u c t s p roduce ; p rov ided , h o w e v e r , that the opera t ion of 
any such a c c e s s o r y use shall be inc identa l t oco inc ide wi th that of no rma l agr icul tura l ac t iv i t ies ; 
and , p r o v i d e d fu r the r , that the a b o v e uses shall not inc lude the opera t ion of a da i ry , h o g f a r m , e r 
a- feed lot or o ther c o m m e r c i a l f e e d i n g of an imals . A g r i c u l t u r e is c lass i f i ed as e i ther intens ive 
or p a s s i v e per S e c t i o n 10 .804(1) . 

Agr icu l tu ra l Bu i ld ing . A s t ructure loca ted on a farmassoc ia ted wi th agr icu l ture and used in the 
agr i cu l tura l ope ra t i ons of such f a r m for the s torage , m a i n t e n a n c e or repai r of f a r m m a c h i n e r y 
and e q u i p m e n t r e q u i r e d of the opera t ions ; or for the ra is ing, a n d ha rves t i ng and se l l ing of 
c rops ; or in the f e e d i n g , b reed ing , m a n a g e m e n t and sale of , or the p r o d u c t i o n e of . l ives tock , 
poul t ry , f o r b e a r i n g an ima l s or h o n e y b e e s ; or fo r da i ry ing and sale of da i ry p roduc t s ; or any other 
agr icu l tura l or hor t icu l tura l use or an ima l h u s b a n d r y ; or any c o m b i n a t i o n thereof , i nc lud ing the 
p repa ra t i on and s to rage of p roduc t s ra ised on such f a r m l a n d fo r fflaftVhuman or use and 
an imal use and d i sposa l by m a r k e t i n g or o the rwi se , e x c e p t f o r the o p e r a t i o n of a da i ry , hog 
f a r m , f e e d lot, or o t h e r c o m m e r c i a l f e e d i n g of an ima l s . 

Agr icu l tu ra l B u i l d i n g does not include: 
(a) a d w e l l i n g ; 
(b) a s t ruc ture used for a p u r p o s e o ther than g r o w i n g p lants in wh ich pe r sons p e r f o r m m o r e than 
H-1 m a n h o u r s of l abor a w e e k in w h i c h 10 or m o r e p e r s o n s are present at any o n e t ime 
un less f o r g r o w i n g plants; 
(c) a s t ruc tu re r egu la ted by the state f i re mar sha l pu r suan t to O R S Chap t e r 4 7 6 ; 
(d) a p l a e e - s t r u c t u r e u sed by the pub l ic ; ©r 
(e) a s t ruc ture sub jec t to Sees . 4 0 0 1 to A 127, t i t le 42, U n i t e d States C o d e ( the Na t iona l F lood 
In su rance A c t of 1968) as a m e n d e d , and regu la t ions enac ted t he reunde r ( O R S 4 5 6 . 9 1 7 ) l o c a t e d 
in a f l o o d p l a i n r e q u i r i n g f l o o d i n s u r a n c e per Sec t ions 4 0 0 1 to 4 1 2 7 , title 42 , U n i t e d States 
C o d e ( the N a t i o n a l F l o o d I n s u r a n c e Act of 1968);t 
(f) a s t r u c t u r e f o r on-s i te f a r m p r o d u c t sa les as d e f i n e d here in ; or 
(g) a s m a l l w i n e r y as d e f i n e d here in . 

4/17/12 1 



Exhibit A 
Exclusive Agriculture (E-A) Overlay Code Amendment 
Staff Report 

April 24, 2012 

Farm. L a n d used fo r -agr icu l ture , as d e f i n e d here inthe p r i m a r y p u r p o s e of ob ta in ing a prof i t in 
m o n e y b y ra i s ing , h a r v e s t i n g and se l l ing of c rops excep t ing c o m m e r c i a l feed lots, h o g f a r m s , 
pou l t ry and da i ry f a r m s . 

F a r m use i nc ludes the p repa ra t ion and s to rage of the p roduc t s ra ised on such land for h u m a n use 
and an ima l u s e a n d d i sposa l by m a r k e t i n g or o the rwise . 

Loca l a g r i c u l t u r a l area . T h e area wi th in 125 mi l e s of the M e d f o r d U r b a n G r o w t h 
B o u n d a r y . 

O n - S i t e F a r m P r o d u c t Sales . T h e on-s i te p r o m o t i o n , m a r k e t i n g a n d retail sa les of crops , 
f a r m p r o d u c t s or l ives tock g r o w n on the f a r m o n w h i c h the p r o d u c t sales are t a k i n g place , 
or o ther f a r m s in the local agr icu l tura l area , as d e f i n e d here in . 

Smal l W i n e r y . A fac i l i ty that p r o d u c e s w i n e , with a m a x i m u m a n n u a l p r o d u c t i o n of 5 0 , 0 0 0 
ga l lons , i n c l u d i n g but not l imi ted to a r e a s u s e d f o r p r o d u c t i o n , s h i p p i n g a n d d i s t r ibut ion , 
w h o l e s a l e a n d retai l sa les , tas t ing , c r u s h i n g , f e r m e n t i n g , b l e n d i n g , ag ing , s torage , bot t l ing , 
a d m i n i s t r a t i v e f u n c t i o n s a n d w a r e h o u s i n g . 

10.227 Z o n e C h a n g e Cri ter ia . 

(f) F o r z o n e c h a n g e s to app ly or r e m o v e the - o v e r l a y z o n e s ( L i m i t e d Indus tr ia l , E x c l u s i v e 
A g r i c u l t u r a l , F r e e w a y , S o u t h e a s t , Historic)^ the cr i ter ia can be f o u n d in the a p p l i c a b l e 
over lay sec t ion ( S e c t i o n s 10 .345 t h r o u g h 10 .413) . 

10.314 P e r m i t t e d Uses in Res iden t ia l Land U s e C lass i f i ca t ion . 

" C " = C o n d i t i o n a l Use; pe rmi t t ed sub jec t to approva l of a Cond i t i ona l Use Pe rmi t . (See 
Ar t ic le II. S e c t i o n s 10 .246-10 .250 . ) 

" E A " = P e r m i t t e d U s e if inonly w h e n wi th in an E A (Exc lus ive Agr i cu l tu re ) ove r l ay distr ict . 

6. N O N R E S I D E N T I A L S P E C I A L USES 

4/17/12 12 



Exhibit A 
Exclusive Agriculture (E-A) Overlay Code Amendment 
Staff Report 

April 24, 2012 

PERMITTED USES IN 
RESIDENTIAL 

ZONING DISTRICTS 

(g)(i) Agriculture, 
Agricultural Building, 
Livestock. —Farm.-ef 
,Pnnrh IXCtltXTTT 

SFR 
00 

EA 

SFR 
2 

EA 

SFR 
4 

EA 

SFR 
6 

EA 

SFR 
10 

EA 

MFR 
15 

EA 

MFR 
20 

EA 

MFR 
30 

EA 

Special Use 
or 

Other Code 
Section 

10.360-361 

(g)(ii) Conditional EA/C EA/C EA/C EA/C EA/C EA/C EA/C EA/C 10.362 
Agriculture-Related 
Activities (On-Site Farm 
Product Sales, Small 
Winery, Public/Private 
Events) 

10.360 E x c l u s i v e Agr icu l tu ra l O v e r l a y Dis tr ic t , E - A . 
A. P u r p o s e : T h e E - A o v e r l a y dis tr ict is in t ended to p rov ide a land use c lass i f i ca t ion wi th in an 

(1) w h i c h A a l l o w s f o r the p rese rva t ion of a g r i c u l t u r e a n d agr icul tura l lands u ses t h rough 
zon ing . 
.—Lands c o n t a i n i n g the E A over lay m a y b e r e m o v e d f r o m this distr ict pu r suan t to app l icab le 
Comprehensive Plan po l ic ies . 
B. Cr i t er ion f o r A p p l i c a t i o n of E - A : At the reques t of the p r o p e r t y o w n e r , the City m a y 
a p p l y the E - A o v e r l a y upon a n n e x a t i o n of a parce l ( s ) h a v i n g E F U ( E x c l u s i v e F a r m Use) 
z o n i n g if the use on the parce l ( s ) is a g r i c u l t u r e , as d e f i n e d here in . 
C. Cr i t er ion f o r R e m o v a l of E - A : T h e E - A o v e r l a y m a y be r e m o v e d ut i l i z ing Class C zone 
c h a n g e p r o c e d u r e s . F o r r e m o v a l of the E - A o v e r l a y , the p r o p e r t y o w n e r m u s t cert i fy that 
all a g r i c u l t u r e a n d a g r i c u l t u r e - r e l a t e d uses no t o t h e r w i s e p e r m i t t e d by the u n d e r l y i n g 
z o n i n g d is tr ic t h a v e b e e n t e r m i n a t e d by the da te of app l i ca t ion f o r r e m o v a l of the E - A 
over lay , a n d shal l not be c o n s i d e r e d legal n o n c o n f o r m i t i e s . 

10.361 P e r m i t t e d Act iv i t i e s a n d D e v e l o p m e n t S t a n d a r d s , E -A . 
D e v e l o p m e n t a n d i m p r o v e m e n t s w i th in an E - A ove r l ay distr ict shal l be res t r ic ted to: 

A. A g r i c u l t u r a l b u i l d i n g s a n d o t h e r i m p r o v e m e n t s d irect ly re la ted to f a r m i n g . 
B. P r o p e r t y l ine a d j u s t m e n t s . 
C. N e w c o n s t r u c t i o n o r r e m o d e l i n g of o n e s i n g l e - f a m i l y d w e l l i n g a n d acces sory d w e l l i n g 

uni t per ex i s t ing parce l . 

10 .362 C o n d i t i o n a l Act iv i t ies a n d D e v e l o p m e n t , E - A 
A. W i t h i n a n E - A over lay distr ict the f o l l o w i n g act iv i t ies a n d d e v e l o p m e n t require a 
c o n d i t i o n a l use p e r m i t : 
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(1) O n - s i t e f a r m p r o d u c t sa les a n d / o r smal l w i n e r i e s , subjec t to the f o l l o w i n g : 
a) In res ident ia l z o n i n g distr icts , on-s i te f a r m p r o d u c t sales a n d / o r smal l w iner ie s 

are on ly p e r m i t t e d w i t h i n the E x c l u s i v e Agr icu l tura l (E-A) O v e r l a y wi th an 
a p p r o v e d C o n d i t i o n a l U s e P e r m i t . 

b) O n - s i t e f a r m p r o d u c t sa le s m a y i n c l u d e o u t d o o r sales , s u c h as a r o a d s i d e table , 
or in a s t ruc ture , s u c h as a f a r m s t a n d or s tore . 

c) S t r u c t u r e s i n t e n d e d for on-s i te f a r m p r o d u c t sales are not p e r m i t t e d for 
o c c u p a n c y as a r e s i d e n c e or f o r act iv i ty o t h e r than the sa le of crops , f a r m 
p r o d u c t s or l ives tock . 

d) S t r u c t u r e s i n t e n d e d for a smal l w i n e r y are not permi t t ed for o c c u p a n c y as a 
r e s i d e n c e or for act iv i ty o ther t h a n the p r o d u c t i o n , s h i p p i n g a n d d i s tr ibut ion , 
w h o l e s a l e a n d retail sa les , tas t ing , c r u s h i n g , f e r m e n t i n g , b l e n d i n g , ag ing , 
s t o r a g e , bot t l ing , a d m i n i s t r a t i v e f u n c t i o n s a n d w a r e h o u s i n g . 

e) T h e site c o n t a i n s or p r o p o s e s a v i n e y a r d a n d / o r f a r m of at least f i f t een (15) 
c o n t i g u o u s a c r e s t h a t g r o w s or p r o d u c e s w i n e a n d / o r o ther f a r m p r o d u c t s . 

f) T h e f a r m p r o d u c t sa les a n d / o r smal l w i n e r y a n d assoc ia ted i m p r o v e m e n t s are 
l o c a t e d at l eas t o n e h u n d r e d (100) f ee t f r o m any p r o p e r t y l ine wi th parce l s not 
h a v i n g the E - A over lay . 

g) M a y i n c l u d e sa les of i t ems re lated to the p r o m o t i o n of w i n e a n d / o r f a r m 
p r o d u c t s , the sa le of w h i c h is inc identa l to the retail sa le of w i n e a n d / o r f a r m 
p r o d u c t s . 

(2) F o o d a n d / o r w i n e tas t ing , v i n e y a r d a n d / o r f a r m tours , educat iona l act iv i t ies , c lasses , 
w i n e d i n n e r s , p u m p k i n pa tches , c o r n m a z e s , h a y r ides , a n d o ther s i m i l a r act ivi t ies 
c o n d u c t e d f o r the p u r p o s e of p r o m o t i n g w i n e a n d / o r f a r m product s . 
(3) P u b l i c or pr iva te e v e n t s or g a t h e r i n g s , such as w e d d i n g s , b a n q u e t s , a n d concer t s . 
(4) A c o m m e r c i a l k i t c h e n for p r e p a r i n g f o o d f o r act iv i t ies (1-3) a b o v e . 
B. In c o n j u n c t i o n wi th the cond i t i ona l act iv i t ies in a n E - A over lay , the f o l l o w i n g noise and 
s ign s t a n d a r d s a p p l y : 
(1) In the case of s u c h act iv i t ies w h e r e t h e r e will be s o u n d a m p l i f i c a t i o n , the proper ty 
o w n e r shal l f i r s t ob ta in a Spec ia l E v e n t s P e r m i t a n d N e i g h b o r A p p r o v a l of N o i s e P e r m i t 
t h r o u g h the Ci ty M a n a g e r ' s o f f i ce . 
(2) S i g n s in a c c o r d a n c e wi th Sec t ion 10 .1500 , S i g n s in N e i g h b o r h o o d C o m m e r c i a l 
Dis tr ic t , m a y be p e r m i t t e d , e x c l u d i n g e l ec tron ic m e s s a g e s igns . 
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R O C K Y K N O L L , L L C 
i l b u O I L N B A R O R C H A R D S 

t iba D U N B A R F A R M S 
711 E, M A I N S'f REE f , St THE ] 0 

MEDFORD, OR 97:? 0-1 
(5-11 ) 773-2800 

FAX (541} 773-3970 

FOR H AND Dl. l . fVFR Y J t. : y 21, ? i> 1 ] 

J k>r:orab"e Gary Wheeler 
Mayor. City of Med lord 
Mat ford ci ty I bill 
-i 1 I West y'r Sueet 
Medihrii, OR "7501 

Members id'the Ci;y Council 
City of Mocroi-d 
41 1 \Vcsi Su-ec: 
.Yk-dlird, ( >••' 97501 

Mxdu:-ivc Alili cu Ilura* Overlay LJISMÌL t 

Dear Mr, Wheeler aiul C : ly Council Menihirs; 

Our farm has been ill the Carpenter family sincc 1909. We are celebratimi the tarai s 
rccciit disigilli lion ns aji OJUCKJI Oregon Century Farm. Pot Lii>ns of die farm :rc within 
I be city limi'.:-.. Tilt: PI ninnine. CDrnmiss'on recenti) approved llie addii ioli of an trxcîuçjvc 
arri cultural overlay for on e parcel ori I he farro. 

f h e esclusive gr ieukurd overlay districi is designed to allow foi the preservation of 
agricoltura1 k m is through zoning, Dcv dop-neri witr.in un E AO a.sirici is currently 
restricted to agricultural bu i ld ing . 

The Carpente; family. throupt: Rocky Knoll. EEC. which OWJIJÌ the ¡'¡inn, would like io 
request that the City j.meud the City C'ode lo provide an alternative de\ Coptnent sUndiUil 
lor 111 e exclusive aCricull;iral overlay district. I lie alternative vviH.id be CO allow 
bili I dm h ih.:u is not exclusively an agricultural building in which a farm or winery in .¡n 
e x c l u s s e apicul tura! ovcr 'ay district could ma:«; el wim: :-ir.c-'oi' larm products to ihe 
public in ivikrr :o make such products readily acccssihle to Ihe public aid to mcrea.:.- lie 
viability of .he fami. The Carper-tor i'ann produces v.ir.e yrapes -wliich arc iliadi imo 
wine, hay. vegetables. grairs, eggs, liveslock othej crop* aild firm products, ll 
would sig.'ii lican.ly improve the economic viability of the larrn i:" wc could rrur'kct Ciad 
sell direct to the public our vvinc and other farm products, other agricultural products 
from the locil ¿¡j.ricuRuraJ ¿rea. ani: some supplemental products .'ri a sustained manne;. 

Such markctinc. vojuld include a v,ine lasting room and facility lor selling pn icuae 
venetab?cç. iziaau aaid uihcr fartn produco:, Ci 
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Honorable {»::ry W iccler 
Vliinilx-JS of the Medicee City G.nnei) 
July 21, 2(JL ] 
Tape 2 

An addi'.¡or. in the occlusive mirici: iutral me- lay distr.ct. as sve pjopose, would be ir> 
keep ing wit:: 'ilit r.urrcnt interest ir locally ptoducc:! food, 1" would allow AĈ EŜ  IO local 
fond without requiring cither die lumi or ?hc purclm-sro to travel lem; d i s t i l : ^ s. 

Stieh an addition would ¿dsn he 'p implement the propo.su! dial ¡Vìedioid develop itself u^ 
ihe center of ihe food ;*.nd wine indastry in Hie region as ¿imposed in November of Irei 
vc<ir by Mai.-, fi ¡vers- consultant on the Commons RedeveJopmdni Project. 

In order -.ii ¡issi.:-: in fo.".sidcr:u.ion of such a proposal u e h i v e c:.clewed moie Je aiV 1 
outl ine wiih suggested language to eidd M the exclusive agriciriiuntl overlay portion e-i'ibe 
Medfo id Code. The language would continue io allow agri cui tura! buildings iti an 
exclusive apicul tura! overlay districi but would also ai low a« an alternative a tasUllg 
room cr f i n n stand. ' he suggested language Is adapted from Oregon slate laws rehiring, 
to wineries ami farm sturds in exclusive farm use zones. and from proposed legislation 
wi th respect lo vvir.ejkf» and fan" s taais . The City mi^'ht ;;pply such language to 
agricultutal en ie rprses within its bordci's. 

We propose a limit on income horn nor-agricultural prcidiicts to be of ciles 
and uls<f request that there be some flexibility in the application of some City standards- io 
retain a rum' character fur sales and events on a farm. We request thai ihe City allow 
signs for a t i l l ing rooin.Ta.-ni stand in accord with City Code Section 10.15OA, Signs in 
Nei ghhx 'hood C< H-ime.'ciaJ Pi si ricl. 

Oli: goal ¡H to dcveluj! a di versifke. !arrn, in terms oi crops, economic inlets ar.d herein 
to the com rr unity. We in lend lo utilf/e Ihe fami fai such activities as; sale* and serving v.'" 
wine pixidueis, sales and preparation of .!':.rm products, evunls ;hat utilize ami focus <m 
fami prod acts, and education atti vi I ics to: bo'.h :alults and chddrer . 

We rcspcctfdlly request that ihe Cily consider nul l i fy ing the C :!y Code tu :. low the 
al terna I sve of a tasting rooui'lajjii si^nd within exclusive agric.jlh.inu overl..y district. 
We al si.) ask that die Cilv expedite the proccss so thai we may | v u:i]c in begin omasi ting a 
tasti rig re-mn'fajjn stand :i> scon as pnssinV, 

Sincerely. 

f / ì • 

f J H i / / > r -

1 rrni N C arpfcittefMi va -,ic 

h 



July 21, ,101] 
blmplemen: to F ci.tfr to Mayor ami City Conned Members 

The r,upc-i-CT FatiJly, through Rocky Knoll. LLC. is .-isVing the Mcdfora City Council to 
amend die Inc lus ive Agriculture I. FA) over]ay pro-, isions of :he Cin^ Code. The Code 
eucKiuiy allows iiy.ricul iural buildings. We request an amendment la the Code to u hn\ a 
buiJiling. other than an jj;:ricuJtural Inlifdbig. lo be used as a testim- room and.cJ iarrn 
stand. " 

Rocky Knok, F1C . suggest!: the attached language km die Ci:y lo eonsidci. '['he e u r o ? 
Code allows. only um-icultural bullenms in an FA overlay district. The p'oposvd lauuuage 
would maintain the current provisions with res.j>:?i.\ lo agricultural '-ujihlbigs, and uould 
also allow ,:n nc'ditiorial type of blliiCJng. t idier a separate building or a porno:: of an 
agr icul ture building. to lx- available for public use for the selling of agriculture, pnxtocts 
grown or. the farm operation and other Ihrn opcrtukuis in die local agricultural area, a? a 
defined iri the proposed language, for trie Listing .:nul selling of win;;. and for some evens 
including food service ieauu'ing tin.; •.griculiuml products and wine produced in 
conjunct ion '«villi the J'xm operation. file proposed language has becri dunved fj'Oili ORS 
chapier 215 regarding t-.skng rooms ar.d farm stands in Fxc 'usivc ba::u I b e (F.FU: a u a s 
and also J'nin proposed legislation whb respect to tasting m a m s and hem stands. The 
language has been adaprcd for i i tu l ier scale operations that Tiii¡.'.fit. occur within the City. 

f iu i ld i rgs or portions of buildirvas available ibr pub' ic use wornd be subject la bu ding 
raid safety urdc regulations. Rocky Knoll. LLC, teguesls di;-u application of some of the 
Ci ty ' s norm:." lequircmcri-s with respcel lo public access to he modified to main am a 
rural character with respect to a tasting room/farm static. 

As jui exrrnpku a gravel road and padda;.' area co.ild be ill keeping ii.h the rural 
character of a farm. We propose tlvu a reasonable roue and parking spaces be provided, 
but mil in the extent of a siaiakmj urban level, so long as neighbors -md adiohiing 
¡aopeity owners arc :io1 negative! y immured. 

i'he p :0 |s ised lamajnge provides for a I 5 :a:re vineyard or Iarrn as the basis Ibr a lasting 
room-farm starx, while recognizing that additional parcels may he pari o : the farm 
operation. '1 he language also includes il-.e Im-iiatkm that no mo-v than 2 5 % ef ike 
income Iron] tire tasting r o o m d a u n stand operation may conic from sale of hems outer 
than wine ord other rrani pmducls derived from the local agricultural area. 

in the attached proposed language, lhe cxisling ot'dira.nce 'ar.guace is in hold., with the 
proposed additional Language In standard type, 



tOJU»} I lev t lopm cnr .STJUIdnrtis, Is-A 

A. l>t->flup int«ii within an E-A overlay d i s f rh l shall In' restricted to a <nk nil u r:d 
bui ld ingS-

B, Noivi ihs tandmv h e a o o w . within an F.-A overlay iMsfrict. a farm n a y establish 
amt opeT.-u.e i tasbni> room/farm stand njicn to the public on l i e loiiowuig 
conditions: 

' { I ) 1 he lami an opcratdiK farm tha: pmdinxs wine and/or o.her farm 
products. and the larrn owns or leases ail on-site vjncyi.rd and.-'Oi ianri r4 at 
least 15 eor : iguous acres. 

(?.) A las-:¡rig room lann stand subject i»» the'-c provisions may: 

(al Marker, and '-el! witie and farm pruducts produced n eonju:-.aion 
wiii' "the far in nj-xrration aial v.rre and lann piodacis f rom ihe local 
agricultural area, including bin rot Kmik-il to sales und marketing 
of stud' wine ai;d .'arm products; wine tastings and evenls; wine 
elub activkies; wine dinners; vineyard tours: farm lours, 
ed-jealioiial ac imtks with res pee i to wine, ¡arm operator,, a ad 
i r r n pi'OC aetS; and similar ... lividcs enmiucted for the primary 
piupose of promoting .:.r.u s e l l > s u c h wine and farm products; 

(!V| Se'l food and heveruees, prepared as provided in subset.;ion (rd of 
ibis section, featuring wine atid/m fknn products. as identified in 
.subsection (2K'aI above, and served in eoninnetkm with ihr sak 
and ma-'*, enno. of "such win« and'or farm rnntocts: 

(el Market and sell items directly relalcd to die sale ami promotion of 
wine and lann products, the s a e or" which is incidental to mc retail 
sale of wine and faun products, inek.ding: 

(A) hems reklcd to ike consumption ol wririe or ii.rtn pin^Uuefs 
and gift items; and 

(B) Wine and farm products. odier than frotn the local 
ag.ricultural are«; 

(C.) Food and beverage;:; :so: P;orn tine hxal agricultural urea. 

(d.) Provicc services, inehiiFng private events, hosted by the winciy •' 
fisrtn stand or patrons of the winery/farm. sraml. :a which wine 
ami "or farm products as identified in subsection i2)i.fi) above are 
fe.ilured, that: 



(A) Arc directly related to die side nr promotion o f v d n e r.ndni-r 
products, as iden.ified ill sahseetion f i l i s i r-moce; 

fR> Are iiicidcr.Ml k> the retai1 saie of wine or id nr. prodjets 
on-site; a r c 

I.CI ATC limite-.: to twenty-five F25J days or feueT in a calendar 
ye:ir. 

ic) A s used in this section, "loc.'il figricuhirat o rek ' refers 1;> Jackson 
Coutily and adjacent counties. 

^ if) Opera1,:: iri a 'rceslundirig build: ag or in a portion o f an a .̂: ¡cultural 
v building. 

ì be gioss income i r o n the sr.le of items ami st :vices under 
suhseclìoitó (2 l ie) arai (2>;d) of this secl.o:. to die exleni. diey are ran 
specil»c:;?Iy cirecleii to die mt i rk tc i r t ;and sa 'e of wine ami/or farm 
P'OCiaCts identified in subsection (2}(a) above. niey not cxceed 25% of 'he 
gres incoine from the retail sales o f the lasting raorn-'lYini) .stand. 

A lasiinp naomdarm ;,tund may provide on-si\c retail flu.ir space fur the 
p..rposes spec i lied in this section. 

A lasting roomdfarrn slnnd may include a commercial kitchen ihc Use of 
winch is limited to die preparation of food urn! beveruces: 

(a) Requited by title <u ihc Uiegon Li taor Contro; (Vmim issimi or to 
v - be available when wire is served on the licenced premises 01 

cm-toillanly sensed vvilh the tabling of wirie. 

{ i'b;-i FrmeipalJy u l i f o i l g and featuring '.s-jne and/or liirrn product* 
identified in. subsection 1.2 Ha i above; <tr 

(ci For cm-sile cori sumption al cateied events permitted under this 
scction. 

With respect to the limited number of public ami private events featuring 
wine aml'or farm products, includine facility rentals and celebra o*y 
events. I be City may require mitigation io :niru:nisse ofl-sitc impacts of 
public or private ex rots auihorvred by ibis section and provide I'm 
compatibility of the events with activities on neighboring properties. 



Standards imposed on the siting iuid development ui' a tasdr.g, reumàarrn 
stand shall he adapted u> maintain die rural elnoaotcj ol'il-e l'hnn m e shall 
he applied arneipaLy 5ar tlie purpose oî' .¡miiing ijetriOn?.L"jiitd co dlieis 
with acccpied ."amiitg pri>.ctiees rai adjacent L::nds mp::.:l OJ) 
iici.L'hboring proneriy ovvnas: 

Si eus are permitted in accordance wi :h section i il. ! 500, Signs in 
\ c i glibo: hood Cmur .c rc id l>i si rie t. 



MINUTES OF THE MEDFORD CITY COUNCIL MEETING 
411 W 8th Street, Medford 

July 21,2011 

The meeting was called to order at 12 00 in Council Chambers, Medford City Hall, 411 W 8 lh Street, Medford 
with the following members and staff present 

Mayor Gary Wheeler , Counci lmembers Al Densmore, Greg Jones, Karen Blair, Dick Gordon, John Michaels 
("left as noted), Bob Strosser, Chris Corcoran and James Kuntz (*left as noted) 

City Manager Michael Dyal, Deputy City Manager Bill Hoke, City Attorney John Huttl, City Recorder Glenda 
Wilson 

Employee Recognition 

Employees from the Finance, Police and Public Works departments were recognized for their years of service 

New Employees 
Lyndee Stidham, Development Services Support Technician - Public Works, Nicholas Bakke, Engineering 
Technician III - Public Works, Anthony Patsel, Public Works Laborer - Public Works, Bonnie Huard, Risk 
Manager - Finance, Michael Smelser, Communi ty Service Officer - Police, and Jeffrey Cook, Police Officer — 
Police were introduced to the council 
20 Approval or correction of the minutes of the July 7, 2011 regular meeting 

There being no corrections or amendments, the minutes were approved as presented 

30 Oral requests and communications from the audience 
30 1 6 ' Annual Friends of Medford Parks & Recreation Awards 

Brian Sjothun, Parks & Recreation Director addressed the council and recognized award winners 
in four categories 

Youth Individual or Group - Megan Brown 
Business - Yogurt Hut and owners George and Susan Orrego 
Communi ty Service Group - Kohl's Care Program - Tiffany Welch 
Individual - Lane and Rene Fomcrook 

30 2 Emily Mostue, 612 Pierce Road, Medford representing Dunbar Farms addressed the council to 
request that the council consider amending the Medford Code to provide an alternative 
development standard for the exclusive agricultural overlay district This would allow for their 
farm to market wine and/or farm products to the public in order to make such products readily 
accessible to the public and to increase the viability of the farm She noted that Dunbar Farms 
has recently been designated as an official Oregon Century Farm She provided the council with 
copies of a detailed outline of the code amendment and requested that the council expedite the 
process to that they can begin operating a tasting room/farm stand as soon as possible 

Motion Direct staff to review and bring forward a recommendat ion on the request 
Moved by Bob Strosser Seconded by Dick Gordon 
Roll Call Counci lmember Bob Strosser, Dick Gordon, Chris Corcoran, Karen Blair, Al Densmore, Greg 
Jones, James Kuntz and John Michaels voting yes 
Motion carried and so ordered 

40 Consent calendar 
Mr Huttl noted item 40 7 has been pulled by staff and will be brought back to the council at a later date 

40 1 COUNCIL BILL 2011-125 A resolution reversing the Finance Director's denial and directing 
issuance of a taxi driver identification card to Robert Gatlin 

40 2 COUNCIL BILL 2011-126 A resolution reversing the Finance Director's denial and directing 
issuance of a taxi driver identification card to Thomas Cregan 

c 
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MINUTES 
ti^^t-Jtö PLANNING COMMISSION STUDY SESSION 
h / February 27, 2012 

OREGON " 

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 with the following members and staff in attendance: 

Commissioners: Tim Jackie (arrived at 12:08), Brita Entenmann, Daniel Bunn, Robert Tull, Michael 
Zarosinski, Bill Christie, Norm Nelson and David McFadden. 

Staff: Suzanne Myers, Bianca Petrou, Praline McCormack, John Adam, Kelly Akin, Terri 
Rozzana and Lori Cooper. 

Guests: Bob Neathamer, dim Maize, Emily Mostue, David Mostue and Curtis Folsom. 

Subject: Exclusive Agriculture (E-A) Overlay Zone Amendments 

Chair Jackie would be arriving late; therefore, Vice Chair Nelson chaired the meeting. 

Praline McCormack, Planner II, stated that on duly 21, 2011, Emily Mostue, acting on behalf of the 
Carpenter family and Dunbar Farms, addressed the City Council and submitted a letter and a draft 
code amendment. She requested that the Council consider amending the Code to provide alternative 
development standards for the Exclusive Agriculture (E-A) overlay district. She is seeking the Code 
amendment because they would like to start selling and marketing their wine and/or farm products to 
make their products easily available to the public, and to increase the economic viability of the farm. 
Development and uses within an E-A overlay are currently restricted to agricultural buildings and uses. 

Ms. McCormack stated that Ms. Mostue is proposing to allow buildings that are not agricultural 
buildings; such as a wine tasting room, a farm stand, and a commercial kitchen; allow retail sales of 
their wine and farm products; allow public and private events such as weddings, banquets, wine 
dinners, concerts; exception from the application of City standards (unpaved access road and parking 
spaces, reduced parking requirements) in order to retain the rural character of the farm; and allow 
signage that is permitted in the Neighborhood Commercial (C-N) zone. 

Ms. McCormack discussed the amendment 10.360 Exclusive Agricultural. First of the changes is that 
staff is adding the provision making it clear how to apply and remove all overlays. Currently, a property 
owner can apply for the E-A overlay but staff is proposing to change that. An applicant can only 
request the E-A overlay at time of annexation and would have to show they are currently farming in 
order to get the overlay. If they want to remove it, they would have to show that their agriculture uses 
have been terminated by the dates they had applied for the E-A removal. 

On 10.361 the staff proposal is to add development and improvements within an E-A overly district 
restricted to: a) Agricultural buildings and other improvements directly relating to farming; b) Property 
Line Adjustments; and c) New construction or remodeling of one single-family dwelling and accessory 
dwelling unit per existing parcel as permitted by the underlying zone. 

Staff is proposing adding a new Section 10.362 Conditional Activities and Development within the E-A. 
These include the uses the Mostue's are proposing: 1) On-site farm product sales and/or small 
wineries, subject to the following: a) The site is limited to fifteen acres; b) Structures will be at least 
one-hundred feet from any property line; c) Sales may include items related to the promotion of wine 
and/or farm products, the sale of which is incidental to the retail sale of wine and/or farm products. Ms. 
McCormack continued that the amendment would include allowing conditionally food and/or wine 
tasting, vineyard and/or farm tours, educational activities, classes, wine dinners, pumpkin_^atches, corn 
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mazes, hay rides, and other similar activities conducted for the purpose of promoting wine and/or farm 
products; public or private events or gatherings using farm products, such as weddings, banquets, and 
concerts; a commercial kitchen for preparing food for the small winery and/or public or private events. 
In conjunction with the conditional activities where there will be sound amplification, the property owner 
shall first obtain a Special Events Permit and Neighborhood Approval of Noise Permit through the City 
Manager's Office. The Mostue's are requesting signs in accordance with Section 10.1500, Signs in 
Neighborhood Commercial District. 

Commissioner Nelson asked how large is the Mostue's current overlay? Ms. Mostue answered that 
the small ono they just put the E-A overlay on is seven acres but it is adjacent to a piece of property 
that is approximately sixty-five acres that also has the E-A overlay. 

Commissioner Nelson referred to 10.360 (2) "Mitigates impacts caused by the close proximity of urban 
uses and agricultural uses by requiring agricultural buffering and irrigation runoff measures". It is his 
opinion that it puts an erroneous cause for the buffering area on the urban uses. The cause really is 
the E-A uses. He suggested changing that to make sure it clearly states that. Ms. McCormack stated 
that is the way it is currently. Any urban uses abutting E-A or EFU are required to provide buffers. 

Bianca Petrou, Assistant Planning Director, stated that the purpose of this amendment is to protect 
agriculture use. When staff first came up with buffering standards, the idea was to protect the 
agricultural use from the urban uses. 

Commissioner McFadden reported that the expectation is that the urban area is growing toward the 
undeveloped areas outside of the urban growth boundaries. We protect that area that has no option 
but to be agricultural. In this particular case since it is annexed into the City of Medford where normally 
development is expected that may not be what is needed to cover it. 

Ms. Petrou replied that staff would need to insert wording to the affect that the requirement for 
agricultural buffering conveds to the agricultural use upon annexation. 

Commissioner Nelson commented that some of the operations listed would require a conditional use 
permit. Commissioner Nelson also reported that Mr. Neathamer had a question. Mr. Nelson inquired 
whether Chair Jackie would resume chairing the study session. Chair dackle replied no, he had a 
conflict with this application. 

Mr. Neathamer reported that this issue is an agricultural use, has been, and continues to be an 
agricultural use. The farming practice has not changed. 

Commissioner McFadden commented that he sees Commissioner Nelson's point and he also sees the 
reason to leave it as is. 

Commissioner McFadden inquired whether further definition of small is necessary. Ms. McCormack 
replied that is in the definition of small winery. It limits it to a maximum annual production. 

Ms. Petrou commented that it would be limited by the conditional use permit. At that point it would be 
presented at a public hearing and an actual proposal for the use. The Commission could apply a limit 
at that time. 

Commissioner Zarosinski asked that if the applicant requested two hundred-fifty events a year, would 
the Commission edit that; how would that be handled? Ms. McCormack reported that other agencies 
would send their comments based on the two hundred-fifty events a year request, weigh the options 
and either the Commission would approve or deny the request. 

Commissioner Tull commented that once it is put into a conditional use permit venue then you are 
talking about a public hearing where neighbors who could be adversely impacted, or think they could 
be, have an opportunity to provide testimony to support some sort of condition placed on the 
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permission. Using the conditional use permit process, allows the Commission to individualize the 
consideration rather than doing a blanket kind of limitation at this point when things are not very 
informative. 

Commissioner Tull stated that he has a concern in the definition of on-site farm product sales with 
reference to livestock. He is not sure whether that is part of the interest the applicants have. It seems 
to him in a situation that is essentially already delineated as urban, though special, that there would 
probably not be a place for livestock sales. He would be interested to hear from the applicant. 

Ms. McCormack responded that the current definition of an agricultural building states that it involves 
the sale of dairy products, livestock, poultry, furbearing animals or honeybees that is currently 
permitted. 

Commissioner Tull reported that he is wondering whether that is appropriate in a situation that has 
been essentially zoned urban. His concern is whether an animal husbandry and livestock component 
is appropriate. 

Ms. Mostue staled that she does not see them doing a formal livestock sale. But they certainly would 
buy and sell animals because that Is a part of operating a farm on an individual basis. 

Commissioner Tull replied that her document expressed interest in having a place where neighboring 
agricultural interests could bring items for sale to local consumers but he would hate to have their 
property developed as a place where people bring their livestock in order to be sold. 

Mr. Mostue commented that it could be revised to say animal products and that would be fine. 

Ms. Mostue stated they do not want to be in livestock sales. 

Ms. Petrou reported that she wants to make sure that caution is taken. This language already exists 
and this E-A Overlay can apply to not just this property. It has to be kept in mind how this will apply to 
other property that comes in. 

Commissioner Tull stated that another concern he has is that we need to make sure that we separate 
out a conditional use permit application over a permit to do something or an event. 

Commissioner Nelson replied that is clear in the way staff has written the Code. 

Ms. McCormack commented that is what a conditional use permit is. It is the use of the land. 

Ms. Petrou reported that conditions can be applied. You include limits. If they exceed those they 
would have to modify the original conditional use permit. 

Commissioner Nelson inquired whether the buildings would be subject to Site Plan and Architectural 
Commission review. Ms. McCormack said they would. 

Commissioner Nelson asked, referring to Ms. McCormack's cover letter that the issue was brought 
forward regarding paving or not to pave; has that issue be resolved? Ms. McCormack replied that the 
City will require paving in order to meet air quality standards. Ms. Mostue could then appeal that 
condition of approval to City Council and try to persuade them to overturn that condition. 

Ms. Mostue replied that their goal is to keep it unpaved. They are trying to keep it as a farm and feels 
like a farm when people come to visit. 

Commissioner Tull stated that he is very pleased that the Mostue's are taking this initiative and brining 
it to the City in this way. It is his opinion that what the Mostue's have done and can do with their 
property is important. It is a City asset and he is ready to be supportive of their efforts. 
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Commissioner Nelson commented that the Commissioners need to keep in mind that this was annexed 
and partially rezoned with the plan to eventually develop it. 

Commissioner Tull replied that will come. There are subsequent generations that will think this through 
again. 

Commissioner Zarosinski inquired whether this was a general Code amendment or the Mostue's 
project. 

Commissioner Nelson replied a Code amendment. 

Ms. Petrou stated this applies to anything with an E-A overlay and anything that obtains the E-A 
overlay in the future. 

Commissioner Nelson asked Lori Cooper, Deputy City Attorney, whether Chair Jackie's earlier 
statement regarding he had a conflict of interest and this being a legislative issue, does he still have a 
conflict of interest? 

Chair Jackie replied that goes back to Commissioner Zarosinski's question; are we amending the 
general code or are we talking about this project? Ms. Cooper replied that it just affects this property. 
Chair Jackie reported that legislative items can be so specific to a given piece of property that they take 
on a quasi judicial quality. 

Commissioner Tull asked Ms. McCormack whether she anticipated significant revisions before it is 
brought back to the Commission, could they see it sometime soon on their agenda, and does it come 
back on the consent calendar? Ms. McCormack replied according to the Commission's comments 
today it could be presented to the Planning Commission soon at a public hearing. 

Ms. Mostue made a comment regarding the conditional use permit. She understands the requirement 
and understands why the Commission wants to look at it individually, but from their perspective, it is a 
timing issue that creates a lot of difficulty. They have been working on this since July of 2010. They 
received the E-A overlay in danuary 2011 then it went to Council with the Mostue's draft code 
amendment on duly 21, 2011 and now they are here, February 2012 and they still have not made 
sufficient progress from where they were in duly. The conditional use puts them being able to do this 
that much further in the future. The Mostue's have considered increasing the acres necessary in order 
to be able to do a farm stand which would reduce the number of other farms that may be in the same 
circumstance. For example, when the Mostue's went through the E-A overlay process and part of that 
was to notify anyone within two hundred feet. Four people were notified and one of those being the 
Mostue's. She is asking whether there is any way to move this along faster than going through this 
process and the conditional use process. 

Commissioner Tull commented that he thought this process is well along now. Assuming this will come 
back to the Planning Commission soon he does not see anything that delays it coming back to them 
through the public hearing process and establishing this Code amendment that allows the Mostue's to 
approach us immediately with a conditional use permit application that begins to get specific in terms of 
things they want to do and the Commissions opportunity to clarify conditions that exist. 

Mr. Mostue stated that one of the problems is that farming is an entire different business style in the 
sense that you have to plan for the year and the decisions regarding planting. With a conditional use 
permit it takes one hundred-twenty days for finalization. 

Commissioner McFadden reported that he is not sure staff is not further along in that time period when 
you consider possible Site Plan and Architectural Commission review, possible Engineering and 
Building reviews. 
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Commissioner Neison stated that as far as planting crops right now he sees no reason why they 
cannot plant. They already have the E-A overlay. Bear in bind that the Mostues are in an urban 
setting. They are in the UGB and that states to him that they have to comply with the City Code. This 
is bringing them more into the process. 

Commissioner Tull commented that the Mostues already have their agricultural uses established. 
There is nothing holding that up. They are a farm property even though they are within the City. In 
terms of conditional use permits, it would be for the uses that are additional and beyond their basic 
agricultural use of the property. We are not talking about whether the Mostues can plant grapes or 
alfalfa. We are talking about the understandings that the City would want to have with the Mostues that 
would allow their planning of public events, building accessory buildings that would facilitate 
development of their products and sale of them. That will take some time but he does not see it 
standing in the way of their normal established agricultural procedures running a good farm. 

Mr. Mostue stated that it seems events are one of the biggest issues and they are willing to forgo for 
approximately a year pending the conditional use. It is of no particular importance in their business 
plan. The farm stand and being able to allow people to come to the farm and purchase from the farm 
stand as well as staff direct sales is what they are founding most of it upon as well as being able to 
serve wine i.e. wine tasting. It is those uses in particular that hopefully would be outside the conditional 
use or at least could be allowed to happen in a shorter time frame, meaning this year. They are 
prepared with facilities, infrastructures and plans to implement that. No events of any sort. That is 
what they are looking for. If they know they can at least in some time frame within this growing season 
being able to implement that, they will be able to make choices this year that are essential for cash 
flow. 

Commissioner Nelson reported that the problem the Commission has now is that they have no process 
to do this at this time. The Planning Commission, staff or City Council does not have the authority 
without a process. 

Mr. Mostue replied that the conditional use portion of this could not apply to that component and that 
component could be passed in a time frame that would allow it of this year. 

Commissioner Tull stated that the Commission has to take care of the amendment to the Code that will 
facilitate these things. 

Ms. McCormack commented that what the Mostues are asking for is to have the farm stand and wine 
tasting as a permitted use instead of a conditional use and larger events as part of a conditional use. 

Commissioner Tull inquired whether staff had a problem with the request. 

Ms. Petrou commented that the memo dated February 23, 2012 with its exhibits is staffs 
recommendation. 

Commissioner Tull asked whether the farm stand and the retail sales facility would be a permitted use? 

Ms. Cooper replied as a conditional use permit. 

Ms, McCormack stated that the reasoning behind that is that it is going from an underlying SFR zone 
and adding a retail component that is not normal for a SFR zone. Staff felt there needed to be an 
impact analysis as well as a public hearing process for the neighbors. 

Commissioner Tull asked does staff not want to have that become a permitted use within the 
ordinance? Ms. McCormack replied that is correct because the impacts would not be examined and 
the public would not have an opportunity to comment. 
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Commissioner Tull reported that now we are moving beyond the Mostues property. We are talking 
about what sort of system we establish for dealing with agricultural uses that are within the City whose 
ever they are. 

Mr. Mostue stated that in their original proposal which they offered as a suggestion for the Code was to 
allow it to be a permitted use that did not require the conditional use permit. They were not aware of 
the conditional use permit. Hearing more about it he thinks it applies adequately and properly to the 
events component. The way in which they structured it originally was that the fifteen acres, which was 
borrowed from Oregon State County Land Use laws pertaining to tasting rooms, so that there was a 
qualifier to say that this has to be a legitimate farm in the sense that you have to have some acreage 
under cultivation. 

Commissioner Nelson stated that the Commission was getting into public hearing deliberation and 
discussion. He did point out that to make a permitted use the Commission needs to go through a Code 
amendment. 

Commissioner Bunn inquired when did the Mostue's need a to know by since they were trying to 
compress the time? Mr. Mostue replied within the next two months. 

Suzanne Myers, Principal Planner stated that staff could get it to City Council possibly as early as late 
May. 

Ms. Petrou commented that once it is approved by City Council the Planning Department can take an 
application. It takes forty-five days to get it to a public hearing. 

Commissioner Nelson reported that the process is that the Code amendment would go before the 
Planning Commission as a public hearing as soon as possible, then City Council as soon as possible 
and then the Planning Commission would consider the conditional use permit application unless the 
Mostues appealed. It would be a done deal if the Planning Commission approved the conditional use 
permit application. 

Commissioner Tull inquired what happens if the Mostues have a conditional use permit application at 
the front counter in two or three weeks that is being reviewed and processed by staff even as the 
Commission and City Council take the necessary steps to get the Code amended that would allow the 
application? 

Ms. Petrou responded that staff is not going to take an application for something that cannot be 
processed. Staff is processing the Code amendment. It still requires that once you receive an 
application that can be approved, it has to be sent to other agencies for their comments, notices, etc, 
need to go out for a public hearing. Staff is not going to hold it up. It is not staff processing that holds it 
up it is the process that one has to go through for a conditional use permit. 

Commissioner Tull stated that he is asking whether the review and approval process for a conditional 
use permit can be initiated prior to this amendment being finalized. 

Ms. Petrou asked whether Commissioner Tull means could staff accept a conditional use permit, call it 
complete and start the process. The problem with that is that staff sends it out to other agencies 
asking for their comments on something that there is no Code for. They cannot look at it and say here 
is what it states. 

Chair Jackie responded that the Commission has done PUDs that have been dependent on the 
underlying zone change. 

Commissioner McFadden commented that those were items already part of the Code. 
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Commissioner Jackie commented that you accept an application that is dependent on something else 
happening. 

Ms. Petrou replied that staff determines whether an application is complete. Once it is deemed 
complete a time frame is set in motion that needs to be adhered too. For staff to call something 
complete when the Code amendment is not done makes it to where staff is taking a risk. 

Ms. Petrou stated that she will leave it to the Legal Department to inform staff whether they can deem 
an application complete when we have findings addressing a Code that does not exist. 

Commissioner Tull asked the Mostues that when they approached the Council back in July what sort of 
reception did they receive? Ms. Mostue replied unanimous approval. 

The meeting was adjourned at 1:03 p.m. 

• ¿ . g . K . . N - ^ • c j l r v * -
Submitted by: ' r J ) 
Terri L. Rozzana, Recording Secretary 
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-URLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 
ENGINEERING DIVISION IKHt QN 

CITY OF MEDFORD 
INTER-OFFICE MEMORANDUM 

Date: 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

March 8, 2012 

Praline McCormack, Fianning Department 
c<6 

Larry Beskow, City Engineer 

ECE1VED 
ha:: uu 

t i A f t N J N G DEPT. 

DCA 11-128, Exclusive Agricultural Overlay Code Amendment 

I have rev i ewed the sub :ct Code Amendment , dated February 27 , 2012 , and have the fo l l owing t w o 
c o m m e n t s o n the proposed amendment: 

1 10 .360 ( A ) (2): W ; t h m the C ; y , I don't be l i eve that a re dential z o n e d parcel, which s adjacent 
to another res ; ent il z o n e d parcel v ith an E - A Overlay should be the one provid'ng the buffer. It 
should be required that the residentially z o n e d parcel, warning the E - A Overlay be the parcel 
pro\ hng the buffer 

2. 1 0 . 3 6 1 ( C ) : T h ' ; sect ion s l imit g construct.an or remode" ng o f one SFR and A D U pei e s i s t i n e 
parcel, but then says, ". . as perm' t ed by the underb ng Honing." If the underlying zoning s SFR 
10 through M F R 30 , more than one SFR is a l l o w e d on a single parcel. This appears to con i et 
wi th the original statement. Plann'~ig m a y want to consider removing, ".. as permuted by the 
underlying zon ing" from ti s sect ion o f the c o d e amendment . 
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OK I . j 
MINUTES 

Citizens Planning Advisory Committee Meeting 
March 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: 

20. Minutes 
20.1 Minutes of the February 28, 2012 meeting were approved as revised: add Jim Howe to "Members Not 

Present" list. 
30. Guest Speaker 
30.1 Guests Bob Biondini and Fran Wolfe presented a proposal prepared by their neighborhood association: the 

Minnesota-Geneva neighborhood. The proposal makes changes to Medford Land Development Code Section 
10.337 to remove SIC 8361 from the permitted uses in a C-S/P zoning district. Standard Industrial 
Classification (SIC) 8361 is "Residential Care." Mr. Biondini explains that the purpose of this proposal is to 
prevent future methadone clinics from locating near residential neighborhoods. Staff provides the following 
two items of feedback: (1) those treated at methadone clinics or residential care facilities may be 
characterized as a "protected class;" and (2) uses defined under the SIC 8361 "residential care" are 
permitted in residential neighborhoods. Staff asks guests if any mitigation measures would help the two uses 
(clinic and residential) coexist. The answer: no. Members discuss experience working with homeless in the 
community and possible state regulations regarding residential care facilities. Mr. Biondini explains that his 
intention is to work with Bianca Petrou, Assistant Planning Director and Jim Huber, Planning Director, to 
refine the proposal. 

40. Staff Report, Upcoming Study Sessions and Public Hearing Topics 
40.1 Staff Report: No report. 
40.2 Planning Commission: No report. 
40.3 City Council: Staff reminds the committee that they sent a recommendation to the City Council on DCA-11-

130 to approve the proposal to repeal the airport sign code amendment. 
40.4 Committees and Subcommittees. PUD Neighborhood Meetings Subcommittee. Mr. Anderson reports that no 

comments have been received from committee members. 
50. Old Business 
50.1 CPAC Goals. Members discuss latest version (January 11, 2012), and decide to add to March 27, 2012 for 

adoption. 
60. Comprehensive Plan and Land Development Code Review 
60.1 No discussion. £ 
70. New Business "D(>\ 11 - I '¿. % 
70.1 Liberty Park. No discussion. 
70.2 Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) Code versus Alternatives. No discussion. 
80. Applications and Referrals 

£ 80.1 DCA-11-128. Staff summarizes proposal stating that this amendment would allow properties with the 
* Exclusive Agriculture (E-A) overlay designation to have farm stands and small wineries. Members discuss the 

property on the northwest corner of Hillcrest and Foothills Road. The property is currently believed to be 
zoned SFR-00 and SFR-4, both residential zoning districts. Mr. Anderson asks for a copy of the staff report. 
This items is scheduled for Planning Commission on April 12, 2012. 

90. General Discussion 
100. Adjournment The meeting was adjourned at 7:32 PM. Submitted by: Carly Guillory, Planner 

10. Roll Call 

Bruce Spence, Chair 
Dan Bell, Vice Chair 

Gerry Anderson, Secretary 
Christine Lachner 

Curtis Folsom 

Members Present 
David McFadden 

Hugh Hohe 
Joel Marks 
Karen Blair 

Members Not Present 
Christopher Chadwick, Chuck Haddock 

EJ Fordyce, Eli Matthews, Jim Howe 
Guests: Bob Biondini, Fran Wolfe 

Staff Present 
Carly Guillory 
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MINUTES - Planning Commission Meeting April 12, 2012 

Chair Jackie informed the audience that Agenda item 50.4 LDP-11-108 Consideration of 
tentative plat review for a three lot partition on 1.86 acres located on the southeast corner of 
West McAndrews Road and North Ross Lane within a C-C (Community Commercial) zoning 
district. Reager Street LLC, Applicant; (CSA Planning Ltd., Agent) will be continued tonight 
and no decision will be made. 

Commissioner McFadden inquired whether a question regarding 50.4 appropriate at the 
present time. Ms. Cooper replied that a question on the continuance would be appropriate 
but a question on application and the staff report is premature. Commissioner McFadden 
replied that it is regarding something he did not see in the staff report. His understanding is 
that there is a Citizens Planning Advisory Committee (CPAC) action on the property and he 
did not see any inclusion of those issues in the packet. Kelly Akin, Senior Planner stated 
that could be discussed when the Commission gets to that agenda item. Mr. Jackie was 
just informing the audience if they were waiting for that particular agenda item. 
Commissioner McFadden asked that there would be a good chance that material would be 
available at that meeting because he did not see it in tonight's meeting materials and that 
made him nervous. He is not sure it has to be but he believes it ought to because it affects 
the property. 

Chair Jackie recused himself stating that he had a conflict and would not be voting on 
Agenda item 50.2. He turned the meeting over to Vice Chair Nelson. 

Commissioner McFadden stated that he misspoke. He did not mean CPAC he meant Site 
Plan and Architectural Commission (SPAC) report. 

Vice Chair Nelson proceeded with the next agenda item. 

New Business 
s ^ 50.2 DCA-11-128 Consideration of a proposed Class "A" legislative amendment of the Medford 

1 Land Development Code (Chapter 10 of the Municipal Code) to amend the Exclusive 
Agricultural (E-A) Overlay designation which preserves existing agriculture and agriculture 
uses through zoning. The amendment proposes to: 

• Allow specific uses (on-site farm product sales, small wineries, food and/or wine 
tasting, vineyard and/or farm tours, educational activities, classes, wine dinners, 
pumpkin patches, corn mazes, hay rides and other similar activities conducted for 
the purpose of promoting wine and/or farm products, public or private events or 
gatherings, such as weddings, banquets and concerts, and commercial kitchens) as 
conditional uses (subject to an approved Conditional Use Permit) on parcel(s) with 
an E-A Overlay designation; 

• To make definitions related to agriculture consistent with the proposed amendment; 
• To make E-A Overlay criteria more clear; 
• To change the process through which the City may apply the E-A Overlay. 

City of Medford Applicant. 

Bianca Petrou, Assistant Planning Director, presented the Exclusive Agricultural (E-A) 
Overlay amendment background, main issues regarding the amendment, summarize the 
proposal, describe the planning process to date, address the approval criteria and conclude 
with staffs recommendation. 

Commissioner Tull stated that he is strongly in favor of this proposal as it relates to the 
Dunbar farms. He would like staffs assurance that this is not a closed proposition as the 
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Dunbar farms. He would like staffs assurance that this is not a closed proposition as the 
urban growth boundary expands and bring other properties into the City that have been 
agricultural properties that this provision can be applied and where can it be applied. Ms. 
Petrou responded that it can be applied if Exclusive Farm Use (EFU) land is currently being 
farmed and they request being included in the City that can also request the E-A Overlay. 
Commissioner Tull asked if it has to be currently farmed. Ms. Petrou replied that the way it 
reads now is that one could not be annexed into the City and then change it to the E-A 
Overlay. Commissioner McFadden asked, or does it have to be essentially farm use zoned 
and not used agriculturally? Ms. Petrou commented that it has to show that it is currently 
being farmed. Commissioner Tull stated that presents a problem because we have around 
us a number of properties that were orchards and still maintain and EFU status but they are 
fallow at this point. They are not being farmed. In some cases in anticipation of being 
brought into the City. If circumstances arouse that made it profitable to reinstitute an act of 
farming activity and also bring that property into the City for eventual urbanization, are we 
going to run up against a blockage because someone would argue that it has not been an 
active farm for three years or twenty years or whatever? Ms. Petrou replied that the primary 
purpose of brining land into the urban growth boundary is for it to be urbanized. If someone 
intends to farm their land we would not bring it into the urban growth boundary but 
sometimes we have brought EFU land into the urban growth boundary. If they are going to 
request annexation into the City odds are they are going to be certain they want to develop 
the property, otherwise, why would they want to be brought into the City? The intent of 
being in the City is to provide urban development. Commissioner Tull commented that at 
least to provide that option, looking long term. Ms. Petrou stated that this land needs to be 
counted as part of the buildable land inventory. It would severely limit what could be 
developed in the City if we have many residential or commercial lands come into the City. 
Remember, the purpose of state wide planning is to protect agricultural land but also to 
provide land for development. Commissioner Tull stated that as we talk about our urban 
growth boundaries, we are talking about at least a twenty year horizon of land supply. 
Someone who has land that is part of a commercial agricultural operation, could they not 
wish to come into the urban growth boundary because that is a twenty year horizon and 
their operations are shorter term than that. He simply does not want the Commission to 
adopt something that is going to restrict or exclude possibilities that could service well in the 
future in terms of maintaining some agricultural viability at the same time providing for 
effective urbanization. If we are talking about possible farm land within the City that has 
commercial and economic development value, this prospective needs to be kept as broad 
as it can. 

Vice Chair Nelson stated his concern that it seems like the Planning Department and the 
Planning Commission exists to plan the urban development of the City. It seems to him that 
this is a reversal of that and worst yet it is creating another situation where there is a large 
piece of property that will be undeveloped for however many years. An example of this is 
the Rogue Valley Country Club. It is a large piece of land that has blocked circulation 
through the eastern section of town and this is adding to that blockage. It is his opinion that 
this is contrary to the major mission of the Planning Department and Commission which is 
to plan the urban growth of the City of Medford. Also, Ms. Petrou stretched the point 
regarding her discussion of Planning Goal number fourteen in urbanization. He believe Ms. 
Petrou go very creative in how that applies to this particular application. He would like Ms. 
Petrou to calm his nerves with respect to his original comment about urban planning which 
this is reverse urban planning. In this case there is land in the urban growth boundary, it 
has been annexed and it has partially been zoned SFR-4. Ms. Petrou reported that 
explains why the recommendation is that the E-A Overlay from now on not be applied to 
land already in the City and zoned. We do not want to go backwards. We want to move 
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forward. If it is in the urban growth boundary it is clearly intended for urban development. 
Vice Chair Nelson asked how can that rule be applied to future additions where this cannot 
be applied to the existing one? Ms. Petrou replied that this is already in the City, zoned and 
directed by the City Council to prepare an amendment. Vice Chair Nelson stated that his 
concern is that a rule will apply here that will not be applied towards future EFU land 
brought into the urban growth boundary and eventually annexed. Ms. Petrou commented 
that everything in the proposal will apply. If EFU land is brought into the City and request 
the E-A Overlay this amendment will apply. In the future, an applicant would not be able to 
be annexed into the City and revert back to farming. Vice Chair Nelson stated that the City 
Engineering Department suggested that the buffering standards be reversed with respect to 
this application. The burden to provide buffering is on this property. Ms. Petrou replied that 
the Commission could make that recommendation and forward it to City Council. 

Commissioner McFadden stated that he is having the same concerns that Vice Chair 
Nelson has. It is lovely but it is a step back. The Planning Commission does not tell people 
what to do with their property. There are criteria and rules that need to be followed. The 
concern is the ownership property right. Ms. Petrou stated that if staff saw a need to start 
allowing land that is in the City to revert to agricultural uses, this amendment can be 
changed. At this point, in Oregon, it is appropriate. An urban growth boundary is to contain 
urban growth and make it more efficient for providing public facilities such as streets, sewer, 
water, etc. 

Commissioner Tull commented that we need to think very broadly about what appropriate 
urban uses of land are. Not all land that is urbanized has to have something built on it. It 
may very well serve appropriate urban uses in terms of quality of life and economic 
development and not have any houses on it at all. It may be a school site, park, reserved 
area for some purpose we do not know of yet but generations from now may be glad the 
land was protected for urban use and development. We need to be very open to what 
urbanization of our city really means. 

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

a. Kirk Evans, 4240 Cherry Lane, Medford, Oregon, 97504. Mr. Evans testified that his issues 
apply to the current and next agenda items. The farm idea is a great idea. It is a great 
thing to live in spaces where everything is not developed. Mr. Evans testified in support of 
the proposal and trying to keep it open ended as possible. It is nice to live where people 
are growing food and you can get your local food. 

b. Emily Mostue, 612 Pierce Road, Medford, Oregon, 97504. Ms. Mostue stated that she was 
present representing the Carpenter Family. She thanked staff for putting this together 
knowing it has been a long effort and encouraged the Commission for their support of the 
amendment. Ms. Mostue responded as to why they are in the City. Land to the east of 
Pierce Road was brought into the City by the request of the City. There was a peninsula 
along Spring Street that was outside the City and the City wanted that in the City limits. 
Residents on Spring Street were not anxious to come into the City limits. Ms. Mostue's 
understand was that a peninsula could remain isolated but if it was a closed off island it had 
to be part of the City. The City requested Ms. Mostue's father put that part of his property 
into the City which then closed off that island and made it part of the City. In return it was 
zoned SFR-4. It was not their choice to be in the City and they would not be in the City 
today if that was not the case. They did request to have the eastern part of their property 
brought into the City only because they want it under one jurisdiction. 
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c. Greg Holmes, P. O. Box 2442, Grants Pass, Oregon, 97528, Southern Oregon Planning 
Advocate for 1000 Friends of Oregon. Mr. Holmes reported that he had written testimony 
that he will submit when finished speaking. He stated that he is mostly in favor of this 
amendment. There are two separate sets of issues. One is the clarification of what is 
allowed or permitted in the E-A Overlay. The other issue is applying the E-A Overlay to new 
lands that do not currently have it now. Clarification is important. Staff did a good job of 
explaining the Conditional Use Permit requirement. This is a residential zone that the 
property is in and surrounded on several sides by residential properties. It is important for 
the City to keep control of the type, frequency, and scale of the activities and events that are 
permitted. He also encouraged keeping the conditional use requirements. Mr. Holmes 
stated he had concerns regarding the definition of "Agriculture" in Section 10.012 states that 
uses "shall be incidental to that of normal agricultural activities." The term "incidental" is not 
defined in the ordinance as amended. Mr. Holmes asked what an "incidental" use was. 
How much activity can an entity do and still have it qualify as an "incidental" use? One of 
the original drafts had language in it that discussed limits on how much income these 
"incidental" uses could produce. He suggested consideration of including that definition in 
the adopted proposal to avoid future conflict whether one is complying with the conditional 
use permit or not. There are examples of the definition in the Oregon Revised Statutes 
regarding uses on agricultural land or uses at wineries. Mr. Holmes reported that 1000 
Friends of Oregon strongly support the control clarifications portion of the amendment. 

Mr. Holmes continued regarding expansion to other properties. Vice Chair Nelson brought 
up an item that concerns 1000 Friends of Oregon as well. The purpose of the urban growth 
boundary is for providing land for future urbanization for the City. The lands that the E-A 
Overlay applies for are zoned residential. As pointed out in the staff report, when you do an 
analysis for a future urban growth boundary expansion, you must count all of the land that is 
in the urban growth boundary that is zoned potentially for residential in the calculations 
when figuring how much more land it will expand into. If there is potentially hundreds of 
acres of land that the owners have no intention of developing but are farming inside the city 
limits that means you have fewer hundreds of acres, as a practical matter, be able to 
urbanize in the future. That means again an urban growth boundary analysis will have to be 
done that much sooner. The practical result of that in the end if those operations remain in 
agriculture is that it will be expanding further out into farmland around the periphery of the 
City rather than developing within the current boundaries. The easy solution to all of this is 
if the owners want to keep this in agriculture, leave it out of the City. Problem solved. He is 
not suggesting that happen with the piece that already has this E-A Overlay, it is there. He 
believes it needs to be clarified what is allowed there but for the future consider whether it is 
a good policy for the City to be bringing land in when the intent of the owners is clearly 
agricultural use. 

Mr. Holmes summarized that 1000 Friends of Oregon recommend keeping the conditional 
use permit process, provide a definition for "incidental", and consider the option of apply 
these changes to the existing E-A Overlay areas but restricting or eliminating the possibility 
of applying that to future lands instead, leaving those lands out of the City if that is the intent 
of the owner to keep farming. 

The public hearing was closed. 

Motion: Based on the findings and conclusions that all of the approval criteria are either 
met or are not applicable, forward a favorable recommendation for adoption of DCA-11-128 
to the City Council per the Staff Report dated April 5, 2012, including Exhibits A through H. 
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Moved by: Commissioner Tull Seconded by: Commissioner Christie 

Vice Chair Nelson suggested and is not making the change now but Mr. Holmes brought up 
an issue that should be reviewed is, that if someone is brought into the urban growth 
boundary and they want to continue farming, then they should be left out of the urban 
growth boundary in the first place and go somewhere else for a urban growth boundary 
amendment. This may make this Code amendment a one land amendment. He agrees 
with Mr. Holmes that it would be a waste of urban growth boundary land. Commissioner 
McFadden reminded Vice Chair Nelson that when the Commission had their meetings a few 
years ago regarding increasing the urban growth area and the Regional Problem Solving 
program, that the Council Chambers was inundated full of people who lived around the City 
who had other uses for their property, now many of them farm uses, everyone seemed to be 
"chomping at the bit" to put that behind them. This is not that example. It is his opinion that 
in most cases it will be an issue. He is not saying not to address it. He does not think it will 
come up very often. Vice Chair agreed. Ms. Petrou commented that staff is currently 
working on an urban growth boundary amendment. 

Roll Call Vote: Motion passed, 5 -0 -2 , with Vice Chair Nelson and Chair Jackie abstaining. 

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

50.3 LDS-12-004/E-12-005 Consideration of a request for tentative plat approval for Summedield 
at Southeast Park Phases 14 through 21, a 219dot residential subdivision on approximately 
78.10 gross acres located south of Cherry Lane and east of Lone Oak Drive within an SFR-
4/SE (Single Family Residential-4 units per acre/Southeast Overlay) zoning district. The 
request includes an Exception to the standards for the permitted length of a residential lane. 
Crystal Springs Development/Mahar Homes Inc., Owner; (CSA Planning Ltd., Agent) 

Sandra Johnson, Planner II, read the land division and exception criteria and gave a staff 
report. 

Chair Jackie inquired whether this application was identical to the plat that expired. Ms. 
Johnson replied yes. 

Commissioner McFadden asked whether Sun Leaf Lane was referred to in all the plans as 
Sun Leave Avenue. He assumes Ms. Johnson referred it to a Lane only for that portion to 
have the designation of Lane. Ms. Johnson replied that there is a portion named Sun Leaf 
Avenue and a smaller portion of that street is Sun Leaf Lane. Commissioner McFadden 
stated that the maps he has also shows that portion as Sun Leaf Avenue. Ms. Johnson 
replied that the street plan showed it as Sun Leaf Avenue but on the plat it shows Sun Leaf 
Lane. Commissioner McFadden stated for clarity of people for the Fire Department and 
everyone else, since it is a continuation of the Avenue, it may have the city designation of a 
Lane, but to avoid confusion call it Sun Leaf Avenue. Ms. Johnson stated that she had not 
received comment from the address technician with the City but she can certainly check into 
that. Commissioner McFadden stated that he also did not see cross sections for the lane 
part of Sun Leaf in terms of parking allowed on one side. Ms. Johnson replied that on street 
parking would be limited to one side which would be the north side. The interior lots would 
have to access Sun Leaf Lane and the corner lots would have an option 

Commissioner Nelson inquired whether all of the approval conditions were the same as they 
were in 2006 or if staff added new ones. Ms. Johnson replied there are a few items that are 
different. The requirement to adjust the property line is different. It was not anticipated in 
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Praline McCormack 
Planning Department ' ' r> 
City of Medford. Lausmann Annex 
200 South Ivy Street ' ' s - y r . , . , T 

Medford, OR 97501 

Subject: File No. DCA-11-128 

Dear Ms. McCormack: 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments in response to the city of Medford ' s 
"request for comments" regarding amendments to the Land Development Code sections regarding the 
Exclusive Agricultural (E-A) Overlay designation, File No. DCA-1 1-128. 1000 Friends of Oregon is 
a nonprofit , charitable organization dedicated to working with Oregonians to enhance our quality of 
life by building livable urban and rural communities, protecting family farms and forests, and 
conserving natural and scenic areas. 

The proposed amendments can generally be broken into two broad subject areas: clarifying what is 
allowed on lands with the E-A overlay, and the process by which land that does not currently have 
that designation can obtain it. 1000 Friends of Oregon supports the portions of this proposed 
amendment that provide definition and clarity for what activities and events are allowed, but urges the 
Commission be cautious about how and whether additional land should be granted this status. 

These issues are addressed in more detail below. 

Clarifying What Events and Activities are Allowed in the E-A Overly is Important: 

We fully support the amendments insofar as they provide this clarity. We offer the following specific 
observations. 

First, it is critical to recognize that the amendment will create or allow new commercial activities 
within residentially zoned neighborhoods. It is entirely appropriate for the city to retain control over 
the type, f requency, and scale of these activities and events through the Conditional Use Permit 
process. It will be in the best interests of the city and surrounding residents, and will decrease the 
likelihood of future conflict, if the checks that process provides are left in place. We support the 
requirement that future activities and events be subject to the Conditional Use process as proposed by 

April 12, 2012 
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Second, while it may be desirable to enhance the viability of farms in and near the urban area, care 
should be taken so that the commercial activities allowed in these zones not provide unfair business 
advantages to owners of those operations at the expense of existing businesses within the city. We 
recommend that the provisions adopted, whether as proposed or otherwise, be reviewed to ensure that 
this is not an unintended consequence of these amendments. 

Finally, the definition of "Agriculture" in the provided in section (10.012) states that accessory uses 
"shall be incidental to that of normal agricultural activities." The term "incidental" does not appear to 
be defined in the ordinance as amended. For events on land zoned Exclusive Farm Use and for uses 
permitted at wineries, "incidental" is typically defined as producing income not to exceed 25 percent 
of the total income generated on the farm (or winery). We recommend including a definition of 
"incidental" in the amendment so that there is no question in the future as to what might be allowed 
under the overlay designation. 

Expansion of the Exclusive Agricultural Overlay District May Work Against Medford's Best 
Interests: 

The purpose of bringing land into the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) and subsequently annexing it 
into the city is to provide the land needed for efficient urbanization as the city population grows. 

The underlying zoning for the land where this overlay designation may be applied in the future is 
residential. This land is presumably being brought into the UGB to meet Medford ' s future residential 
land needs. As pointed out in the staff report (at page 81 of your packet), all land in the UGB that is 
zoned residential must be considered as available for residential development when the analysis is 
done to determine how much new land can be brought into the UGB. 

Medford is currently in the process of conducting such an analysis. This process is involved, and it 
takes time. The land currently with this overlay designation must be counted as part of the land that is 
available for residential development. However, if this land will in fact NOT be available for 
development during the next 20 years because it is being farmed or otherwise, then Medford will have 
to go through the UGB amendment process again sooner. If Medford adds possibly hundreds more 
acres with this designation in the future, it will be that much sooner that the city will have to go 
through the UGB process again in the future. 

The simplest solution to this problem is to leave land that is planned for agricultural use in the future 
outside of the city limits and potentially outside of the UGB. 

We recommend that the Planning Commission and City Council carefully consider whether or not the 
expansion of this overlay zone is in the best interests of the city. If it is determined that it is not. the 
amendment can be modified to retain the provisions clarifying what is allowed where the zone 
currently exists, but to prohibit the application to new lands in the future. 
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Conclusions and Recommendations: 

In summary, we support the amendments proposed with the following clarifications and caveats: 

1. Retain the Conditional Use process as proposed by staff; 
2. Provide a definition of "incidental" to avoid future question and potential conflict; 
3. Consider whether it is truly in the best interests of the city to allow future application of this 

overlay zone—and if not then sunset this provision and grandfather those that already have it 
until they remove it 

I plan to be at the Planning Commission hearing on April 12. 2012, and will be happy to answer any 
questions at that time. 

Please place these comments in the record for this proceeding, and inform me at the Grants Pass 
address above of decisions or further actions regarding this issue. 
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MINUTES MEDFORD CITY COUNCIL MEETING 

May 3, 2012 

T h e meet ing was cal led to order at 12:00 noon in Counci l Chambers, City Hall, 411 W. 8 t h Street, Medford, OR 
with the fo l lowing members and staff present. 

Mayor Gary Whee le r ; Counc i lmembers Dick Gordon, Karen Blair, Greg Jones, Bob Strosser, Al Densmore , 
John Michaels and Chris Corcoran (*left the meet ing as noted). 

City Manager Pro T e m Bill Hoke; City At torney John Huttl; City Recorder G lenda Wi l son 

Introduction of the McLouqhlin Students of the Month 
Rick Parsagian, Assis tant Principal updated the counci l on the school activities and introduced the students of 
the month. 

Employee Retirement 
Mike Os te rman , Wa te r Rec lamat ion Division Supervisor, Public W o r k s was presented with a ret i rement 
plaque. 

20. Approval or correction of the minutes of the April 19, 2012 regular meeting 
There being no correct ions or a m e n d m e n t s the minutes were adopted as presented. 

30. Oral requests and communications from the audience 
30.1 T h e l m a T h o m s o n , 1303 Sunset Ave., Medford addressed the council and noted she would like to 

serve on a board or commiss ion . 

30.2 Helen Courtwr ight , 1122 Sunset Ave., Medford addressed the counci l and requested city support 
to grade the road in front of her home. Mayor Whee le r recommended Ms. Courtwright speak with 
the Public W o r k s staff regarding the issue. Counc i lmember Michaels noted the issue regarding 
local access streets was brought forward at a previous meeting. Counc i lmember Corcoran noted 
that a staff m e m b e r will contact Ms. Courtwr ight and get fur ther informat ion regarding her 
si tuat ion. 

40. Consent calendar 
None 

50. Items removed from consent calendar 
None 

60. Ordinances and resolutions 
60.1 C O U N C I L BILL 2012-55 An ord inance authoriz ing execut ion of a Te lecommunica t ions Contract 

in the amount of $1,721,500 with Emergency Communicat ions of Southern Oregon for police and 
fire d ispatch serv ices for the f iscal year 2012-13. 

Mot ion: Adopt the ord inance. 
Moved by: Bob Strosser Seconded by: Greg Jones 

Counc i lmember Corcoran quest ioned the savings of consol idat ion that have been realized. 
Pol ice Chief T im George noted that there is a savings of approx imate ly $55,000 over the biennial 
budget . Other sav ings and improvements include location of d ispatch in a seismical ly sound 
facil ity and the improved communica t ions with all the public safety responders within the Rogue 
Valley. Counc i lmember Gordon quest ioned the potent ial to deve lop a special tax ing district for 
d ispatch serv ices and Chief George noted that this is being discussed at the execut ive commit tee 
and budget commi t tee . 

Roll Call: Counc i lmembers Bob Strosser, Greg Jones, Karen Blair, Dick Gordon, Al Densmore , John 
Michaels and Chris Corcoran vot ing yes. 
Ord inance 2012-55 was duly adopted. 
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60.2 C O U N C I L BILL 2012-56 An ord inance authoriz ing exempt ion f rom compet i t ive bidding and the 
purchase of a S W A T a rmored vehicle in the amount of $260,000 f rom Lenco, Inc. 

Mot ion: Adopt the ord inance. 
Moved by: Chris Corcoran Seconded by: Dick Gordon 

Chief George displayed a photo of the a rmored vehicle that is to be purchased. 

Roll Call: Counc i lmembers Chris Corcoran, Dick Gordon, Karen Blair, Greg Jones, Bob Strosser, Al 
Densmore and John Michaels vot ing yes. 
Ord inance 2012-56 was duly adopted. 

70. City Manager and other staff reports 
70.1 Quarter ly Governmenta l Relat ions update f rom Smi thWes t Co. 

Chris Smith, Smi thWes t Co. addressed the counci l and provided an update on activities including 
irr igation water agreement , t ransportat ion bills under d iscuss ion and concerns regarding the 
Metropol i tan Planning Organizat ion language. This issue needs to be addressed as soon as 
possible before Congress comes back into sess ion next week. He would like direct ion f rom the 
Counci l on this issue. 

Mot ion: Direct the Mayor and City Counci l of f icers to send a letter to the congress ional commi t tee 
m e m b e r s work ing on the bill regarding Metropol i tan Planning Organizat ions. 
Moved by: Al Dens more Seconded by: Chris Corcoran 

Counc i lmember Densmore spoke to his motion. He requested that a study session also be set to 
d iscuss this issue and other t ransportat ion bill issues. Mr. Hoke noted a study sess ion has been 
schedu led for May 17 th at 5:45 p.m. 

Roll Call: Counc i lmembers Al Densmore , Chris Corcoran, Karen Blair, Dick Gordon, Greg Jones, John 
Michaels and Bob Strosser. 
Mot ion carr ied and so ordered. 

70.2 Update on Hearts with a Mission by Kevin Lamson 
Mr. Lamson addressed the counci l and prov ided his quarterly report and statistics on the services 
prov ided by Hearts with a Mission. Counc i lmembers d iscussed with Mr. Lamson the statist ics 
and how the youth are referred into the shelter. Counc i lmember Gordon spoke to the f inancial 
in format ion that Mr. Lamson distr ibuted at the last meet ing and encouraged him to get assistance 
in sett ing up an account ing system. 

70.3 Mr. Hoke read a thank you to the Police Chief for his part ic ipat ion in the Southern Oregon 
Chapter of the Amer i can Red Cross Heroes Breakfast . 

70.4 Mr. Hoke read a letter f rom the Director of the FBI recognizing the Medford Pol ice Depar tment 
and Detect ives for their ass is tance in an FBI investigation. Spoke highly of the Medford Pol ice 
Detect ives and the work they do in the communi ty . 

80. Propositions and remarks from the Mayor and Councilmembers 
80.1 Proc lamat ions issued: 

Bike to W o r k W e e k , May 14-18, 2012 
Nat ional Preservat ion Month, May 2012 
ALS Awareness Month, May 2012 
Nat ional Tour i sm Month, May 2012 
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80.2 Further Counci l commi t tee reports. 
a. Counc i lmember Corcoran requested a topic be taken out of order and counci l concurred. 

Counc i lmember Corcoran quest ioned if f i f teen minutes is an adequate amount of t ime for the 
interviews for the W a r d 2 Counc i lmember vacancy. He requested counci l d iscuss on this 
topic. Counc i lmember Michaels noted he felt that at least one-half hour should be set aside. 
Counc i lmember Strosser felt that the counci l could take addit ional t ime if necessary to 
commun ica te with the individuals outs ide of the interview process. Counc i lmember Gordon 
felt this issue could be taken up after the interviews are done this evening and then if there is 
a need to do more would be taken up. 

' C o u n c i l m e m b e r Corcoran left the meet ing. 

b. Counc i lmember Strosser reported on the Wate r Commiss ion meet ing. 

c. Counc i lmember Michaels reported on the Parks & Recreat ion Commiss ion meet ing. 

d. Counc i lmember Densmore reported that a map has been distributed to the Counci l regarding 
topic that c a m e up at the last Metropol i tan Planning Organizat ion (MPO) meet ing. This map 
out l ines the urbanized areas that wou ld be eligible to create a MPO. Th is is part of the 
d iscuss ion that the Counci l needs to address at their study sess ion on May 17th. He noted 
O D O T is beginning to pursue if these new MPO's need to be started. The M P O policy 
commi t tee d iscussed this issue and opt ions to address this issue. 

e. Counc i lmember Blair reported on the Rogue Val ley Counci l of Government meet ing and 
d iscuss ion of the regional solut ions team who will have a physical of f ice in Medford to 
enhance communica t ions . 

f. Counc i lmember Blair reported on the Landmarks and Historic Preservat ion Commiss ion 
meet ing and celebrat ion of Historic Preservat ion month. She noted that revisions to the 
Middleford park ing structure were reviewed by the commi t tee . Counc i lmember Michaels 
quest ioned if the revisions were substant ial and if the counci l needed to see these revisions. 
Counc i lmember Blair noted that what the Landmarks Commiss ion saw were minimal - largely 
having to do with color, s ignage, mesh cover ings. 

80.3 Further remarks f rom Mayor and Counc i lmembers . 
a. Counc i lmember Strosser addressed the Counci l regarding Boards & Commiss ion l iaison 

posit ion vacancies. He noted he would like to move Karen Blair f rom alternate to pr imary on 
the Landmarks & Historic Preservat ion Commiss ion ; appoint Greg dones as the alternate for 
Wate r Commiss ion and the remain ing posit ions held by fo rmer Counc i lmember Kuntz would 
be left vacant until a new Counc i lmember is appointed. 

b. Counc i lmember Strosser addressed the recent Counci l appo in tment of Bruce Abe loe to the 
Park ing Commiss ion and that it has been determined that he is not eligible for that posit ion 
as he does not have a bus iness in the downtown district. Counc i lmember Strosser noted that 
there is one other appl icant, Phyllis Nelson, who has been interv iewed and one appl icant, 
Scott Hense lman, who has not been interviewed. Counc i lmember Strosser requested 
counci l direct ion on how to proceed. Counc i lmembers d iscussed the opt ions and requested 
that this topic be brought back at the evening session. 

90. Adjournment to Evening Session 
T h e meet ing ad journed to the evening sess ion at 1:45 p.m. 
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T h e evening sess ion was cal led to order at 7:00 p.m. in Counci l Chambers , City Hall, 411 W . 8 t h Street, 
Medfo rd with the fo l lowing members and staff present. 

Mayor Gary Whee le r ; Counc i lmembers Dick Gordon, Karen Blair, Greg Jones, Bob Strosser, Al Densmore , 
John Michaels and Chris Corcoran. 

City Manager Pro T e m Bill Hoke; City At torney John Huttl; City Recorder G lenda Wi l son 

110. Oral requests and communications from the audience 
None 

120. Public hearings 
120.1 A public hear ing to cons ider an Oregon Liquor Control Commiss ion (OLCC) Liquor L icense 

appl icat ion for Pub Ink, 404 East Main Street, Medford Oregon 97501. 

Pol ice Chief T im George provided a staff report and noted that per Medford Code 8.825 and 
O R S 471.313 the Police Depar tment is recommend ing that the Counci l forward an unfavorable 
recommendat ion as the appl icant, Mr. Jef fery Rahenkamp, was convic ted of Prost i tut ion and 
theft in the second degree. 

Public hear ing opened. 
1. Matt Fawcett , 243 S. Holly St, Medford, at torney represent ing Mr. R a h e n k a m p addressed the 

Counci l and noted that Mr. Rahenkamp is a resident of Medford and owns and operates Phat Kat 
Tat too Parlor. He has had no violat ions at this business. He is planning to take over the property 
that was former ly the Osprey Brew Pub. He noted that the O L C C has given him a favorable 
recommendat ion . He reserved f ive minutes for rebuttal. 

2. Jef f rey Rahenkamp, 36 S. Riverside, Medford spoke to the prosti tut ion convict ion and admi t ted he 
had m a d e a mistake. He has worked to put his life back together and his fami ly is here to support 
him. 

Counc i lmember Michaels spoke to the key issue of running a l iquor establ ishment is the abil ity of 
good judgment . He requested Mr. Rahenkamp speak to how his judgment has improved and why 
the counci l should support his request. 

Mr. R a h e n k a m p noted he made a poor decis ion but he has move forward posit ively s ince that one 
incident. He has commi t ted himself to the downtown and has purchased property. He admi t ted to 
a lack of j udgment but can speak to the work he has done since and that his shop is adher ing to 
Oregon Health Depar tment regulat ions and has not had a violat ion of any sort f rom them. 

3. G e n e Rahenkamp, 3065 Kingsgate Circle, Medford addressed the counci l and spoke in support of 
his son 's efforts to open this new business. 

4. G e n a LeMert , 815 Lake Ridge Dr., K lamath Falls addressed the counci l in support of Mr. 
R a h e n k a m p and what he has accompl ished with his business. 

5. Kath leen Rahenkamp, 3065 Kingsgate Circle, Medford spoke in support of her son and the 
accompl i shments he has made. 

Public hear ing c losed. 

Mr. Huttl spoke to the code language and suggested that the Counci l mot ion will be to sustain or not 
sustain and what type of recommendat ion to send to the OLCC. 

Mayor Whee le r acknow ledged that he c losed the public hearing and Mr. Fawcett had requested rebuttal 
t ime. Mr. Fawcet t decl ined the rebuttal t ime as there were no new issues raised. 
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Motion: Forward a favorable recommendat ion to the O L C C for Pub Ink. 
Moved by: Chr is Corcoran Seconded by: Greg Jones 

Counc i lmember Corcoran quest ioned if there was any grounds that Chief George could set with 
the appl icant that would make Chief George comfor tab le with the recommendat ion . Chief 
George noted that the City does not have any authority over the l icensing body (OLCC) and that 
any probat ionary requi rements would need to be admin is tered by OLCC. O n c e the l iquor 
l icense is issued then O L C C is in charge. The only grounds that the Pol ice Depar tment would 
be able to work under are law and city ord inance violat ions such as a nu isance issue. 

Counc i lmember Strosser quest ioned the validity of the statement that OLCC has already made 
a decis ion for recommendat ion as this has not been the historic process. Counc i lmember 
Gordon spoke to the O L C C process being dif ferent and his desire to see this i tem tabled until 
c lar i f icat ion f rom O L C C on their recommendat ion and process could be obtained. 
Counc i lmember Michaels expressed concern with the mot ion as serv ing alcohol is a very 
di f ferent env i ronment and he did not hear where the appl icant had any exper ience in the 
food/bar industry. 

Mot ion: Tab le decis ion until May 17, 2012 meet ing. 
Moved bv: Dick Gordon Seconded by: John Michaels 
Roll Call: Counc i lmembers Dick Gordon, John Michaels, Karen Blair, Al Densmore , Greg Jones, Chris 
Corcoran and Bob Strosser vot ing yes. 
Mot ion carr ied and so ordered. 

Counc i lmembers concur red that they would like to hear f rom the OLCC regarding their decision 
before the next meet ing. 

120.2 C O U N C I L BILL 2012-57 An ord inance amend ing Sect ions 10 .230,10 .270,10 .381 and 10.426 
and repeal ing Sect ions 10 .437 ,10 .446 ,10 .452 , and 10.453 of the Medford Code pertaining to 
block lengths. (DCA-11-099) (Land Use, Legislat ive) 

Planning Director J im Huber addressed the counci l and provided a staff report. He stated that 
this a m e n d m e n t is proposed to meet Goals, Policies and Strategies identif ied by the City of 
Medford Comprehens ive Plan, to cont inue City efforts to reduce motor vehicle miles t raveled 
and to sat isfy Statewide Planning Goals. This amendmen t addresses the Transpor ta t ion 
Sys tem Plan implementat ion strategy direct ing adopt ion of block length s tandards. This 
a m e n d m e n t establ ishes a f ramework that gives more predictabil i ty regarding where streets will 
be required by the City whi le assur ing a system of wel l -connected streets will be deve loped in 
the future. Mr. Huber noted that staff and the Planning Commiss ion are recommend ing 
adopt ion of this amendmen t . 

Counc i lmembers requested informat ion regarding where these s tandards would apply as the 
City is a l ready built up and Mr. Huber noted primari ly it will affect new deve lopments and future 
Urban Growth Boundary area deve lopment . 

Public hear ing opened. 
None 

Publ ic hear ing c losed. 

Mot ion: Adopt the ord inance. 
Moved bv: John Michaels Seconded by: Al Densmore 
Roll Call: Counc i lmembers John Michaels, Al Densmore , Karen Blair, Dick Gordon, Greg Jones, Bob 
Strosser and Chris Corcoran vot ing yes. 
Ord inance 2012-57 was duly adopted. 
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120.3 C O U N C I L BILL 2012-58 An ord inance amend ing Sect ions 10.012, 10.314, and 10.836 of the 
Medford Code pertaining to residential care homes and facil it ies. (DCA-11-125) (Land Use, 
Legislat ive) 

Planning Director J im Huber provided a staff report and noted that this i tem was included in a 
previous presentat ion to the counci l on March 1 ,2012 and at that t ime council requested further 
in format ion on this sect ion of the amendmen t . Based on the study sess ion held on April 12, 
2012 the counci l d i rected that this item be brought back to the counci l for fo rmal considerat ion. 
Adopt ion of this ord inance will br ing the Medford Code in compl iance with State Law and Fair 
Hous ing requi rements. Staff is recommend ing adopt ion. 

Public hear ing opened. 
None 

Public hear ing c losed. 

Motion: Adopt the ord inance. 
Moved by: Chr is Corcoran Seconded by: John Michaels 
Roll Call: Counc i lmembers Chris Corcoran, John Michaels, Karen Blair, Greg Jones, Dick Gordon and 
Bob Strosser vot ing yes. Counc i lmember Al Densmore voted no. 
Ord inance 2012-58 was duly adopted. 

120.4 C O U N C I L BILL 2012-59 An ord inance amend ing Sect ions 10.012, 10.227, 10.314, 10.360, 
and 10.361 and adding Sect ion 10.362 to the Medford Code pertaining to over lays and 
condi t ional use permits. (DCA-11-128) (Land Use, Legislat ive) 

B ianca Petrou, Deputy Planning Director addressed the counci l and reviewed the code 
modi f icat ion required. This modi f icat ion will current ly only affect one parcel within the City, the 
Dunbar Orchards property. Ms. Petrou noted there were four issues to be addressed: potential 
impacts of the proposed activit ies and deve lopment on abutt ing res idences, agricultural 
buf fer ing requi rements, site deve lopment s tandards, and whether the City should p romote 
expans ion of agr icul ture and fa rm uses in the City l imits. Staff bel ieves that the current 
proposal adequate ly addresses these issues whi le providing a means for property with the E-A 
Over lay to have expanded farm-re lated opportuni t ies. Staff and the Planning Commiss ion 
r e c o m m e n d adopt ion. 

Public hear ing opened. 
1. Judson Parsons, 490 95 th Ave. NE, Sa lem OR addressed the counci l in suppor t of this ord inance. 

2. Emily Mostue, Dunbar Orchards addressed the counci l and requested their suppor t of this 
ord inance. 

Public hear ing c losed. 

Motion: Adopt the ord inance as a m e n d e d to al low the E-A Over lay to be appl ied at anyt ime if there is 
an exist ing agricultural use. 
Moved by: Greg Jones Seconded by: Bob Strosser 

Counc i lmember Gordon quest ion appl icat ion of the E-A Over lay at any t ime versus at t ime of 
annexat ion. Ms. Petrou noted that when land is annexed it is intended to be deve loped for urban uses. 

Roll Call: Counc i lmembers Greg Jones, Bob Strosser, Dick Gordon, Karen Blair, Al Densmore , John 
Michaels and Chris Corcoran vot ing yes. 
Ord inance 2012-59 was duly adopted. 

130. Ordinances and resolutions 
None 
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140. Further reports from the City Manager and staff 
None 

Counci l took Oral C o m m e n t out of order. 

110.1 Patricia Peterson, 2425 H a m m e l Rd., Eagle Point addressed the counci l regarding her smal l 
work ing farm outs ide of Shady Cove and that she has been trying to get a loan modi f icat ion 
f rom Bank of Amer ican. It has been an ongoing process for three years and now the Bank has 
sold her fa rm without any notif ication. She is request ing any ass is tance or in format ion on 
where she can get ass is tance to deal with this issue. 

Counc i lmember Michaels suggest she contact Representat ive Sal Esquivel has he recently ment ioned 
this s a m e act ion and thought there was a law passed to address this issue. Mr. Huttl prov ided s o m e 
addit ional court sys tem opt ions. 

150. Propositions and remarks from the Mayor and Councilmembers 
150.1 Further Counci l commi t tee reports. 

None 

150.2 Further remarks f rom Mayor and Counc i lmembers . 
a. Counc i lmembers d iscussed the opening for the City Counc i lmember W a r d 2 posit ion and 

concur red on mak ing the appo in tment at this t ime. 

Roll Call: 
Corcoran: Eli Mat thews 
Blair: Eli Mat thews 
Densmore : Eli Mat thews 
Gordon: Eli Mat thews 
dones: Eli Mat thews 
Michaels: Eli Mat thews 
Strosser: Eli Mat thews 

Resul ts: Eli Mat thews received seven votes; Ben Truwe, Clay Bearnson and Matt Krunglevich received 
zero votes. 

Eli Mat thews was appointed to serve as W a r d 2 Counc i lmember for a te rm ending 12/31/2012. Mr. 
Mat thews will be sworn in at the May 17 th counci l meet ing. 

150.3 Park ing Commiss ion Vacancy 
Counc i lmembers d iscussed the vacant position on the Parking Commiss ion and requested that 
staff re-advert ise the opening and that they would then interview any appl icants. 

160. Adjournment 
There being no further business the meet ing ad journed at 9:36 p.m. 

T h e proceedings of the City Counci l meet ing were recorded and are f i led in the City Recorder 's off ice. T h e 
comple te agenda of this meet ing is f i led in the City Recorder 's off ice. 

G lenda Wi l son 
City Recorder 
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