
SUBJECT: City of Medford Plan Amendment
DLCD File Number 006-13

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:  Wednesday, October 16, 2013 

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

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

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

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

<paa> N

NOTICE OF ADOPTED AMENDMENT

09/30/2013

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

FROM: Plan Amendment Program Specialist



0 In pc-r~tlll 0 l..'lcdronil' 0 mailed 

DLCD 
Notice of Adoption 

This Form 2 must be mailed to DLCD within 20-Working Days after the Final 
Ordinance is signed by the public Official Designated by the jurisdiction 

and all other requirements ofORS 197.6 15 and OAR 660-0 18-000 

M 

PTO­
SEP 2 7 2013 

Jurisdiction: City of Medford 

Date of Adoption: 09/05/13 

Local file number: DCA-12-056 

Date Mailed: 

Was a Notice of Proposed Amendment (Form 1) mailed to DLCD? 1Z1 Yes D No Date: 06/06/1 3 

D Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment D Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment 

1Z1 Land Use Regulation Amendment D Zoning Map Amendment 

D New Land Use Regulation D Other: 

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

Ordinance amending Land Development Code to eliminate the requirement for dual reviews of commercial/ 
industrial/multi-family development within Historic Overlay Zones with a delayed effective date of December 
1, 2013. Affected Sections 10.031, 10.051, 10.061, 10.132, 10.136, 10.146, 10.251, 10.253, 10.254, 10.259, 
10.261, 10.285, 10.432, 10.485, 10.501, 10.712, 10.732, 10.743 , 10.747, 10.801, 10.823, 10.824, 10.833, 
10.837, 10.878, and 10.897, and creating new Sections 10.262 and 10.263. 

Does the Adoption differ from proposal? Yes, Please explain below: 

Added a revision to Section 10.146 to add Historic Review to the Referral Agency Distribution. Removed 
changes to Section 10.790. Sections 10.262 and 10.263 are new sections to be added, not amendments to 
existing Sections. 

Plan Map Changed from: 

Zone Map Changed from: 

Location: 

Specify Density: Previous: 

Applicable statewide planning goals: 

to: 

to: 

New: 

Acres Involved: 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 

~~ DD ~DDD~~ DDDDDDDDD 
Was an Exception Adopted? DYES 1Zl NO 

Did DLCD receive a Notice of Proposed Amendment... 

35-days prior to first evidentiary hearing? 

If no, do the statewide planning goals apply? 

If no, did Emergency Circumstances require immediate adoption? 

DLCD file No. _________ _ 

1Zl Yes 

DYes 
DYes 

0No 

0No 
0No 

houcka
Typewritten Text
006-13 (19885) [17623]



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

Heart of Medford, The Chamber of Medford/Jackson County, Site Plan and Architectural Commission, 
Landmarks and Historic Preservation Commission 

Local Contact: Praline McCormack, Planner II 

Address: 200 S. Ivy Street, 2"d Floor 

Phone: (541) 774-2380 Extension: 2397 

Fax Number: 541-774-2564 

City: Medford Zip: 97501 E-mail Address: praline.mccormack@cityofmedford.org 

ADOPTION SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS 
This Form 2 must be received by DLCD no later than 20 working days after the ordinance has been signed by 

the public official designated by the jurisdiction to sign the approved ordinance(s) 
per ORS 197.615 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 
pHJ)(~ r 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 this Notice of Adoption must include the fi nal signed ordinance(s), all supporting finding(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. ln addition to sending the Form 2- Notice of Adoption to DLCD, plea e 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 United States Postal Service, Common Carrier or Hand 
Carried to the DLCD Salem Office and stamped with the incoming date stamp. 

8. Please mail the adopted amendment packet to: 

ATTENTION: PLAN AMENDMENT SPECIALIST 
DEPARTMENT OF LAND CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT 

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

9. Need More Copies? Please print forms on 81/ 2 -l/2xl l 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 or e-mai l plan.umendments@state.or.us. 

http://www.oregon.gov/LCD/forms.sh tml Updated December 6, 2012 



ORDINANCE NO. 2013-131 

AN ORDINANCE amending Sections 10.03 1, 10.05 1, 10.061, 10.132, 10.136, 10.146, 
10.251, 10.253, 10.254, 10.259, 10.261, 10.285, 10.432, 10.485, 10.501, 10.712, 10.732, 10.743, 
10.747, 10.801, 10.823, 10.824, 10.833, 10.837, 10.878, and 10.897 of the Medford Code and 
adding Sections I 0.262 and I 0.263 to eliminate the requirement for dual reviews of 
commercial/industrial/multi-family development within Historic Overlay Zones with a delayed 
effective date of December 1, 2013. 

THE CITY OF MEDFORD ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS: 

SECTION 1. Section 10.031 ofthe Medford Code is amended to read as follows: 

I 0.03 1 Exemptions from the Development Permit Requirement. 

* * * 
C. The following uses or developments do not require a development permit. 

(1) Parking lots and parking lot additions, when not associated with bui lding 
construction required to be reviewed by the Site Plan and Architectural Commission, wHes-s 
located within a Historic Overlay except a ny parking lot or parking lot additions located 
within a Historic Overlay r equires Historic Review. 

(2) Construction of a new building if it does not increase motor vehicle trip generation 
by more than ten (1 0) average daily trips, unless located within a Historic Overlay, in which 
case, Historic Review is required for all new construction . 

(3) A bui lding addition similar to the existing building in architectural style and exterior 
building materials and that is no more than a 20 percent or 2,500 square-foot increase in gross 
floor area, whichever is less, unless located within a Historic Overlay, in which case, Historic 
Review is r equired fo r all building additions and exterior alterations. 

* * * 
(8) Detached single-family residential development on a tot within a final platted land 

division or on an otherwise legally created lot, unless located within a Historic Overlay, in 
which case, Historic Review is r equired for a ll single-family r esidential development. 

* * * 

SECTION 2. Section 10.051 of the Medford Code is amended to read as follows: 

10.05 1 Appeals. 
A. Any person with standing may appeal to the City Council any Type "C" or "D" decision of an 
approving authority (Planning Commission, Site Plan and Architectural Commission, 
Landma rks and Histor ic Preservation Commission, and Planning Director) which approves 
conditionally, approves, or disapproves a development permit, or plan authorization, as per 
Section 10. 102, Plan Authorizations, of this chapter, by filing a written notice together with the 
requisite fi ling fee with the city recorder within fourteen (14) days after notice of the 
development permit or plan authorization approval or disapproval by the approving authority is 
mailed. 

* * * 
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SECTION 3. Section 10.061 of the Medford Code is amended to read as follows: 

10.061 Duty to Enforce. 
The approving authority ~ission, Site Plan and /\rchitectural Commi55ion, and 
PlarJ1ing Director) or City Council, on appeal, shall refuse approval of any development permit 
application not in conformity herewith, and subject to the provisions of state law. All officials, 
departments, officers, and employees of the city vested with the authority to issue permits or 
certificates shall not issue any such permits or certificates which conflict with any provisions of 
this chapter, or which purport to authorize or permit the development of any land where 
compliance with all applicable provisions of this chapter have not been met. Any such permit or 
authorization which may be issued in conflict herewith shall be void and of no force or effect. 

* * * 

SECTION 4. Section 10.132 of the Medford Code is amended to read as follows: 

10.132 Authority of the Site Plan and Architectural Commission. 
( 1) Approval Authority of Site Plan and Architectural Commission. The Site Plan and 
Architectural Commission is hereby designated as the approving authority for the following plan 
authorizations: 

I. 
2. 

Plan Authorization 
Exceptions 
Site Plan and Architectural Review 

Class 
"C" 
"C" 

(2) Other Powers of Site Plan and Architectural Commission. The Site Plan and 
Architectural Commission shall have the power to adopt design guidelines. Such guidelines may 
be general or specific in nature and shall be in the form of suggested approaches intended to aid 
applicants in preparation, presentation and implementation of development proposals in 
compliance with the City of Medford Comprehensive Plan and implementing ordjnances. 
Guidelines shall be advisory and shall not limit applicants to a single approach. 

SECTION 5. Section 10.136 of the Medford Code is amended to read as follows: 

10.136 Authority of the Landmarks and Historic Preservation Commission. 
The Landmarks and Historic Preservation Commission is hereby designated as the approving 
authority for the following plan authorizations: 

Plan Authorization Class 
Historic Review, except Minor Historic 'C' 
Review permitted in Section 10.408 
Exceptions 'C' 

For the purposes of this section, the definitions, rules, and procedures of Sections 10.401 through 
10.408 shall apply. 
EB A. Historic Review shall include: 

WL Historic Preservation Overlay Changes. Review and investigation of any historic 
resource in the City of Medford that may have historic significance; initiation of proceedings to 
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change the extent of the Historic Preservation Overlay; decisions on applications to change to the 
extent of the Historic Preservation Overlay; and preparation of findings substantiating or refuting 
the historic significance ofthe resource. 

tb12. Exterior Alteration and/or New Construction Review. Consideration of proposed 
exterior alteration and/or new construction within an Historic Preservation Overlay. 

€€13. Demolition and/or Relocation Review. Consideration of proposed demolition or 
relocation within an Historic Preservation Overlay, and authorization of either delayed or 
immediate issuance of a demolition or relocation permit. 

W4. Consideration of Appeals of Minor Historic Review Decisions. Should an 
applicant disagree with a Minor Historic Review decision made by the Planning Director, the 
applicant may appeal such decision to the Landmarks and Historic Preservation Commission 
consistent with the requirements of this Code. 
~B. Other powers and duties of the Landmarks and Historic Preservation Commission may 
include: 

Ea11. To study proposed Comprehensive Plan and Land Development Code amendments 
relating to historic preservation, and submit recommendations regarding such proposals to the 
Planning Commission and City Council. 

tb12. To institute and support programs and proj ects that further the historic preservation 
policies of the City of Medford . 

€€13. To adopt approval criteria for Minor Historic Review of alterations of roofing 
materials, exterior colors, or sign face design for an existing sign within Historic Preservation 
Overlay Districts. Such criteria shall be consistent with the Secretary ofthe Interior 's Standards 
for the Treatment of Historic Places as applicable. 

€dj4. To adopt design guidelines for new construction and exterior alternations within an 
Historic Preservation Overlay. Such guidelines may be general or specific in nature and shall be 
in the form of approaches intended to aid applicants in preparation, presentation, and 
implementation of development proposals that comply with the Medford Comprehensive Plan 
and implementing ordinances. Guidelines shall be advisory and shall not limit applicants to a 
single approach. 

~5. To adopt approval criteria and/or design guidelines for signage within the Historic 
Preservation Overlay. Such criteria or design guidelines may authorize signs that differ fro m the 
standards of Article VI when necessary to meet historic compatibility and preservation goals. 

SECTION 6. Section 10. 146 ofthe Medford Code is amended to read as follows: 

10. 146 Referral Agencies, Distribution. 
This Chapter employs the use of referral agencies for the review of those plan authorizations 
indicated below, as shown on the Schedule which follows: 

* * * 
M. Historic Review 

* * * 
Referral agencies may be asked to review certain proposals not indicated on the Schedule if, 

in the judgment of the Planning Director, the agency may have an interest in the proposal. 

Ill 
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SCHEDULE OF REFERRAL AGENCY DISTRIBUTION 

Gl+¥ QEP+S, A B c D E F G H I 1 K L M 

CITY DEPTS. 

Building Safety X X X X X X X X X X X X 

City Anomey X X X X X X X X X X X X X 

City Manager X X X X 

Engineering Division X X X X X X 3 X X X X X 

Fire X X X X X X 3 X X X X 

Parks & Recreation X X X X X X 3 X X X X 

Parks Director 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 

Planning X X X X X X X X X X X X X 

Police X X X X X X X X X 

Public Works X X X X X X 3 X X X X 

AGENCY A B c D E F G H I J K L M 

Water Commission X X X X X X 3 X X X X X 

OTHER AGENCIES 

LHPC* I I I I I I I I I I I 

CPAC• X X X 

Cable Television Co. X X X X 3 X X X X X 

City of Central Point I I I I I I I I I I I I 

City of Phoenix I I I I I I I I I I I I 

DLCD• X X X 

DSL• 5 5 5 5 5 5 

Garbage Company X X 

Jackson Co. Health Dept X X 

Jackson Co. Planning X X X I I I 

MID• I I I I 3 I I 

Natural Gas Company X X X X 3 X X X X X 

ODFW• 5 5 5 5 5 5 

ODOT• X I I I 3 I I I I 

Power Company X X X X 3 X X X X X 
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tl+¥ QEP+S. A B c D El F G H I J K 

RRVID* I I I I 3 I I 

RV- Medford Airport• Airport• I I I 2 2 2 2 2 

Rvs • I I I I I 3 I I I 

RVTD* X I I I X 3 I I X 

Med ford 549C Schoo ls I I I I 3 I I 

Superintendent 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 

Phoenix-Talent Schools I I I I 3 I I 

Superintendent 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 

Telephone Company X X X X 3 X X X 

U. S. Post Office X X X 

Urban Renewal Agency I I I I I I I I 

Water Districts I I I I I I 

*Acronyms: 
Citizens Planning Advisory Committee CPAC 

DLCD 
DSL 
LHPC 
MID 
ODFW 
ODOT 
RRVID 

Department of Land Conservation and Development (State Oregon) 
Department of State Lands (Oregon) 

RV- Medford Airport 
RVS 
RVTD 

Landmarks and Historic Preservation Commission 
Medford Irrigation District 
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Oregon Department of Transportation 
Rogue River Valley Irrigation District 
Rogue Va lley-International Medford Airport 
Rogue Valley Sewer Serv ices 
Rogue Valley Transportation District 

L 

X 

4 

4 

X 

X 

I 

SECTION 7. Section l 0.251 of the Medford Code is amended to read as follows: 

10.25 1 Application, Exception. 

M 

1 

X 

X 

X 

1 

The purpose of Sections 10.25 1 to 10.253 is to empower the approving authori ty (Planning 
Commissionl8ite Plan and Architectural Co~ to vary or adapt the strict application of 
the public improvement and site development standards as contained in Article III, Sections 
10.349 through 10.361 , and 10.370 through 10.385, as well as Articles rv and V of this chapter. 
Exceptions may be appropriate for reasons of exceptional narrowness or shape of a parcel; for 
reasons of exceptional topographic conditions, extraordinary and exceptional building 
restrictions on a piece of property; or if strict applications of the public improvement or site 
development standards in the above-referenced Articles would result in peculiar, exceptional, 
and undue hardship on the owner. 

Ill 
Ill 
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SECTION 8. Section 10.253 of the Medford Code is amended to read as follows: 

I 0.253 Criteria for an Exception. 
No exception, in the strict application of the provisions of this chapter, shall be granted by the 
approving authority EP-faAAing Commiss~n/Site Plan and Architeotura1 Commission) having 
j urisdiction over the plan authorization unless it finds that all of the following criteria and 
standards are satisfied. The power to authorize an exception from the tenns of this code shall be 
sparingly exercised. Findings must indicate that: 
( 1) The granting of the exception shall be in harmony with the general purpose and intent of the 
regulations imposed by this code for the zoning district in which the exception request is located, 
and shall not be injurious to the general area or otherwise detrimental to the health, safety, and 
general welfare or adjacent natural resources. The approving a uthority Planning 
Commission/Site Plan and Archi-tectural Commission shall have the authority to impose 
conditions to assure that this criterion is met. 

* * * 

SECTION 9. Section 10.254 ofthe Medford Code is amended to read as follows: 

I 0.254 Expiration of an Exception. 
Within one (1) year following the final order date, substantial construction on the development 
shall be completed, or if a use, the use shall have commenced operation. If a request for an 
extension is fi led with the P13lanning Ddepartment within one (1) year from the approval date of 
the final order, the approving authority (Pianaing Commission, Site Plan and Architectural 
Cemmission) may, upon written request by the applicant, grant a single extension of the 
expiration date for a period not to exceed one (1) year from the expiration date of the final order. 
An extension shall be based on findings that the facts upon which the exception was first 
approved have not changed to an extent sufficient to warrant refiling of the exception. An 
exception directly related to another plan authorization, such as an exception which was filed 
concurrently with the other plan authorization, and/or an exception which is integrally 
intertwined with and necessary to the development or use authorized by the other plan 
authorization, shall expire when the related plan authorization expires. 

SECTION 1 0. Section 10.259 of the Medford Code is amended to read as follows: 

10.259 Historic Review, Conditions of Approval. 
In approving an Historic Review application, the Landmarks and Historic Preservation 
Commission may impose conditions necessary to ensure compliance with the standards of this 
Code and the criteria in Section 10.258, and to otherwise protect the health, safety and 
genera l welfar e of the surround ing area and community as a whole. T hese conditions may 
include, but ar e not limited to the following: 
(1) Limiting the number, height, location and size of signs; 
(2) Req uiring the installation of appropria te public facili ties and services and 
dedica tion of land to accommodate public facilities when needed; 
(3) Limiting the visibility of mechanical equipment through scr eening or other 
appropr iate measu res; 
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(4) Requiring the insta llation or modification of irrigated landscnping, wa lls, fences or 
other methods of screening and buffering; 
(5) Limiting or altering the location , height, bull<, configuration or setback of buildings, 
structures and impt·ovements; 
(6) R equiring the improvement of an existing, dedicated a lley which will be used for 
ingr ess or egress for a development; 
(7) Con trolling the number and location of parking and loading facilities, points of 
ingress and egress and providing for the internal circulation of motorized vehicles, bicycles, 
public transit and pedestrians; 
(8) Requiring the retention of exist ing natural features; 
(9) Modifying a t·chitcctural design elements including exterior construction materials 
and their colors, rooninc, fenes tration and restricting openings in the exterior walls of 
s tr uctures; 
(10) Restricting the height, directional orientation a nd intensity of exterior lighting. 

SECTION 11. Section 10.26 1 of the Medford Code is amended to read as follows: 

10.26 1 Histori c Review Approval, Expiration. 
A. Approval of a Historic Review application shall take effect o n the date the final order 
for appt·ova l is signed , unless appealed, and His toric Review approvals shall expire ~flffi.-two 
(2) years ful.cl~g--tfle-Gate-ef-the--ful.a+--.e.rer unless work on the authorized impro'w·ement or 
~~as begun or an extensioH-of time has been issued. Upon 't'>'fitte~ 

prior to expiration-ef-t-he two (2) year appro,•al , the Landmarks and Historic Preservation 
Commission may grant an extensioA-flOH&-ex-eeed one (-l-1-yea:F from the effective date. W ithin 
two (2) years following the effective d<tte, substantial construction must have occurred or 
an extension of the ~•pproval shall be necessary. If a request for an extension of a Historic 
Review application approval is filed with the Planning Department within two (2) years 
from the effective date, the Landmarks and Historic Preservation Commission may grant 
:111 extensio n not to exceed one (1) additional year if based upon findings that the facts upon 
wh ich the His toric Review application was first approved have not cha nged to an extent 
sufficient to wat·rant re-fil ing of th e application. 
n. When it is the developer's inten t to complete an approved project in phases, the 
approving authority may a u thorize a time schedule for the issuance of building permits for 
a period exceeding two (2) years, but in no case shall the total time period for the issuance 
o f building p ermits be greater than five (5) years without having to re-submit a new 
application fo•· Historic Review. Phases developed after the passage of two (2) years from 
approval of the Historic Review applica tion shall be required to modify the plans if 
necessary to avoid conflicts with changes in the Comprehensive Plan or this chapter. 

SECTION 12. Section 10.262 of the Medford Code is added to read as follows: 

10.262 Major Revisions or Amendments to Historic Review Approva l. 
Major revisions or amendments to plans appt·oved through Historic Review shall require 
re-application. 

-7-0rdinance No. 2013-131 P:VMP\ORDS\DCA- 12-056 



SECTION 13. Section I 0.263 of the Medford Code is added to read as follows: 

10.263 Issuance of Iluilding Permits, Consistent with Historic Review Approval. 
A. All applications for a building permit, wherein Historic Review has been required, shall 
be consistent with the plans as aprrovcd and all conditions of aprroval imposed thereon 
and shall be accompanied by an accurate and correct plan. 
B. Security for Completion of Public Improvements: If all required public improvements, 
as specified in the conditions of Historic Review approval, have not been satisfactorily 
completed before issuance of a building permit, the developer shall enter into a written 
agreement (rrovided by the City) to secure full and faithful performance thereof, 
according to Sections I 0.666 and I 0.667(A) respectively. 

SECTION 14. Section 10.285 ofthe Medford Code is amended to read as fo llows: 

10.285 Application, Site Plan and Architectural Review. 
A. Purpose. The Site Pl:111 and Architcctuntl Review process is established in order to 
rrovidc for review of the functiona l and aesthetic adequacy of development and to assure 
compliance with the standards and criteria set forth in this chapter for the development of 
property :ts arplied to the improvement of individual lots or parcels of land as required by 
this code. Site Plan and Aa·chitcctural Review considers consistency in the aesthetic des ign, 
site planning and general placement of relntcd facilities such as street improvements, off­
street parking, loading and unloadin g areas, points of ingress and egress as relnted to 
boa·dering traffic flow patterns, the des ign, placement and arrangem ent of buildings as well 
as a ny other subjects included in the code which arc essential to the best utilization of land 
in order to preserve the public safety and general welfare, and which will encourage 
development and usc of lands in harmony with the character of the neighborhood within 
which the development is proposed. 
13. Site Plan and Architectural Review is required for: 
ef--a.lt Pprojects which are not exempted from tfle a Development Permit tyt=eeess-as--stutee-ifl 
p u rs u an t to Section I 0. 0 3 1 , fu: em ptiens-te-tfle-f)evelep ment-Pei'ln i-f-Retiuiremeftt except that 
ex terior alterations to a building or site and new construction in a Historic Overlay shall 
require Historic Review pursuant to Section 10.256, but shall not require Site Plan and 
Architectural Review. 
C. Site Plan and Architectural Review applications shall be submitted to the Planning 
Department prior to the application for a building permit. +he Site Platt-a:Rd Architectural 
Re¥ie'>v process is established in order to provide for review of the functional and aest-hetie 
adequacy of development and te--essure compliance with the standards and criteria set fortfi in 
this chapter for the development of-property as applied to the improvement of indi'>·idual-lo-t5-er 
parcels of land as required by this code. 
Site Plan and i\rchitectural Review considers consisteHey in the aestheti c design, site pla.rmtng 
and general placement of related fac ilities such as street improYements, off street parking, 
leading and unloading areas. points of ingress and egress as rela ted to bordering traffic flow 
patterns, the design, placement and arran~Ftt of buildings as well as any other subjects 
included in the code ,,•hich are essential to the best utilication of land in order to preser,re the 
j3tlblic safety and general welfare; and \\'Ri ch v.·ill encourage developmeflt and use of lands in 
Mffneny with the character of the neighborhood within which the de,·elopmenl is pFope-seth 
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SECTION 15. Section I 0.432 of the Medford Code is amended to read as follows: 

I 0.432 Street Improvement, Deferred. 

* * * 
(2) Financial Deposit. When street improvements are deferred, the developer shall deposit with 
the City of Medford a financial deposit acceptable to the City in the amount of 125 percent of the 
City Engineer's estimate of the costs for the deferred street improvements, in lieu of the 
developer constructing the street improvements. This financial deposit shall be deposited with 
the City prior to the recordation of the Final Plat for land partitions, or prior to submittal of 
building permit applications for other approved projects. subject to re\•iew by the Site Plan and 
Architectural Commission. 

* * * 

SECTION 16. Section 10.485 of the Medford Code is amended to read as follows: 

10.485 Storm Drainage Requirements. 
* * * 
C. When a proposed development may adversely impact a storm drainage system, the City 
Engineer may recommend to the approving authority (Phmning Commission or Site Plan and 
i\rchitectural Commission) that the developer have prepared by a registered engineer, a Storm 
Drainage Plan for review and approval prior to final action on the plan authorization. 

* * * 

SECTION 17. Section 10.501 of the Medford Code is amended to read as follows: 

10.501 Sidewalk Specifications. 
* * * 
(2) Other material. Other materials such as bricks or flagstone may be used for aesthetic effects 
where approved by the Site Plan and Architectural Commission approving authority or as 
otherwise provided in Section I 0.358, Central Business District. Such material will have flat 
surfaces suitably fini shed for sidewalk use. Materials submitted shall be comparable in strength 
to concrete and shall be placed with suitable mortar to provide a permanent, maintenance-free 
sidewalk. 

* * * 
The Site Plan and Architectural Commission and Planning Commission approving authority 
may approve curvelinear or meandering sidewalks for aesthetic purposes or for other reasons 
such as topography or to avoid existing trees. Where approved, such sidewalks shall tie to 
adjacent property lines in such a manner as to allow standard sidewalk construction on that 
property. 

* * * 

SECTION 18. Section 10.712 of the Medford Code is amended to read as follows: 

10.712 Townhouse Dwellings. 

* * * 
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In addition to the site development standards specified herein, townhouse development shall be 
identified as such on both the tentative and final plats for the project. Except when the tentative 
plat is in conjunction with a PUD, the tentative plat shall be accepted for review only after the 
project has received approval from the Site Plan and Architectural Commission approving 
authority. At the time of recording of the final plat, Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions 
(CC&Rs) shall be approved by the city and recorded. The recorded CC&Rs shall provide: 

* * * 

SECTION 19. Section 10.732 ofthe Medford Code is amended to read as follows: 

10.732 Fencing ofLots. 
(1) Fencing located with in the front yard setback area of all zones, except the MFR zone, shall 
not exceed three (3) feet in height when measured from the grade of the street centerl ine. When 
within a MFR zone, a fence shall not exceed three (3) feet in height when located within ten (1 0) 
feet of a street right-of-way unless otherwise approved by the Site Plan and Architectural 
Commission approving authority. 
* * * 

SECTION 20. Section I 0.743 of the Medford Code is amended to read as follows: 

I 0. 743 Off-Street Parking Standards. 

* * * 
(3) Exceptions to Required Off-Street Parking for Non-Residential Uses. The aApproving 
a-Authority (Stte-Plan & Architectural Commission I Planaing Commission) may allow 
exceptions to the number of parking spaces in Table 10.743-1 for specific uses without 
complying with Section 10.251 if they find that the applicant's detailed description of the 
proposed use demonstrates that the number of needed parking spaces is less than the minimum 
required or more than the maximum allowable based upon one or both of the following: 
* * * 

SECTION 21. Section 10.74 7 of the Medford Code is amended to read as follows: 

l 0.747 General Provisions, Bicycle Parking. 

* * * 
Any building expansion er-eftange of occupancy, or any new construction that requires Site Plan 
and Architectuml Commission re·view, (excluding two-family and three-family dwellings), shall 
bring the property into conformance with the Bicycle Parking and Storage Regulations. For 
building expansions, the additional required bicycle parking improvements shal l be related to the 
expansion only. 

* * * 

SECTION 22. Section 10.801 of the Medford Code is amended to read as fol lows: 

I 0.801 Agricultural Buffering in Non-Urban Reserve Areas. 
* * * 
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B. Applicability. 
(4) Site Plan and Arcrutectural Commission rReview or Historic R eview where the action 
being sought will result in the construction of one or more buildings intended for human 
occupancy as dwellings or for business purposes. 

SECTION 23. Section 10.823 of the Medford Code is amended to read as follows: 

10.823 Small Food Vendors. 

* * * 
(2) Small food vendors shall be permitted in the C-S/P, C-N, C-C, C-H, C-R, I-L, and 1-G 
zoning districts and subject to the following standards: 

A. The exterior length and width dimension of the small food vendor unit ("unit"), 
when multiplied, shall enclose no more than 128 square feet. If the unit exceeds 128 square feet, 
the application must be reviewed a nd approved by either the Site Plan and Architectural 
Commission or the Landmarks and Historic Preservation Commission as a standard 
restaurant under this chapter and is not subject to these provisions. 

* * * 

SECTION 24. Section I 0.824 of the Medford Code is amended to read as follows : 

10.824 Wireless Communication Facilities. 

* * * 
D. Design Standards. 

* * * 
(2) General Requirements: 

* * * 
(h) Any proposal that has elements that deviate from the standards of (f) and/or (g) above may 
be approved by the Site Plan and Architectural Commission or Landmarks and Historic 
P reservation Commiss ion liS through a Class "C" plan authorization, based upon evidence 
showing that the standards cannot otherwise be met and that the degree of relief approved by the 
Site Plan and Arefl.ttec-tt11:al said Commission, is the minimum necessary to allow for facil ity 
operation. 

* * * 

SECTION 25. Section 10.833 of the Medford Code is amended to read as fo llows: 

10.833 Restaurants - Outdoor Eating Areas. 
Outdoor eating areas shall be allowed for restaurants in all commercial and industrial zoning 
districts subject to the following: 
* * * 
(2) Historic Review or Site Plan and Architectural Commission Rreview as applicable and 
approval when the outdoor eating area includes seating for more than 15 patrons. 

* * * 

Ill 
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SECTION 26. Section 10.83 7 of the Medford Code is amended to read as follows: 

10.837 Dwelling Units in Commercial Districts. 
Dwelling Units shall be allowed in all commercial districts except the Neighborhood 
Commercial (C-N) zone subject to the dwelling type standards established for housing within the 
MFR-30 district. In addition, single family dwelling units shall be allowed in all commercial 
districts when attached to a commercial building and approved by the Site Plan and Architectural 
Commission or Lundrnarks and Historic Preservation Commission as applicuble. In the 
Neighborhood Commercial (C-N) district single family and multiple family residential uses are 
permitted only when the total residential use is attached, accessory, and subordinate to the 
primary commercial use. 

SECTION 27. Section 10.878 of the Medford Code is amended to read as follows: 

10.878 Delegation of Authority, Mobile Home and Manufactured Dwelling l)arks . 
The Planning Commission may review and approve landscape plans and recreational area details 
as part of the conditional use pennit review, or delegate the review of these features to the Site 
Plan and Architectural Commission or Landmarl<s and Historic Preservation Commission as 
applicable. Approval of any delegated review to one of these Si-te-P-km-ood Archi teet:uro-l 
Commissions shall be subject to a Class "C" procedure as set forth in Article II . 

SECTION 28. Section 10.897 ofthe Medford Code is amended to read as follows: 

10.897 Conditions of Approval, Mo tulc Home and Manufactured Dwelling Parl<S. 
The Planning Commission may include conditions of approval as listed for conditional use 
pem1its in Section I 0.248, or for Site Plan and Architectural Commission approval as listed in 
Section 10.291, o r for Historic Review pursuant to Sec tion 10.259. The P-1-a:A:fltng 
Commission may also require more than a single access point onto public streets. The 
Commission can also require a warning statement, to be a part of the lease or rental agreement, 
notifying prospective tenants of adjacent agricultural uses pursuant to Section I 0.801, 
Agricultural Buffering, or other land uses that may have an impact on residential development. 

ASSED by the Council and signed by me in aut 
of -k.11' Yl b (,2013. 

ATTEST: kc?. l.( "YI t'~'l f (~o&J-u/±-­
kpt..(. ~ City Recorder 

APPROVED 5e /?.ft rn b? Y52013 
I 

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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90. Adjournment to the evening session 
Council adjourned to the evening session at 1:53 p.m. 

EVENING SESSION 
7:00P.M. 

The regular meeting of the Medford City Council was called to order at 7:00p.m. in the Council Chambers of 
the Medford City Hall on the above date with the following members and staff present: 

Mayor Gary Wheeler; Councilmembers Karen Blair, Daniel Bunn, Chris Corcoran, Dick Gordon, Eli Matthews, 
John Michaels, Bob Strasser 

City Manager Eric Swanson; Assistant City Manager Bill Hoke; City Attorney John Huttl; Deputy City Recorder 
Karen Spoonts 

11 0. Oral requests and communications from the audience 
110.1 Craig Stone, speaking on behalf of Dr. and Mrs. Gordon Dickerson and Dr. and Mrs. James 

Post, spoke about land they owned north of Cherry Lane along Aerial Heights Drive which they 
would like to have annexed in the City. Because efforts to extend municipal facilities 
(particularly sanitary sewers) to the area have not happened they would like an amendment to 
the code to permit septic systems within incorporated Medford subject to Department of 
Environmental Quality approval and the posting of security to ensure payment for future sewer 
line extensions/connections. 

Councilmember Michaels requested staff input; Planning Director Huber stated that both Public 
Works and Planning Department did meet with Mr. Stone but this is more of a Public Works 
issue and what Mr. Stone is saying is correct. From a policy position the details are important 
and critical; all parties must know what is requested. Councilmember Michaels requested staff 
make a recommendation on how to move forward on this . City Manager Swanson noted that 
staff will evaluate and bring this back to Council. 

Mr. Stone noted that the letter he presented brings forth suggestions on how the language can 
be written. Mayor Wheeler stated that this will come back to Council after receiving staff input. 

60. Ordinances and resolutions (con't) 
60.2 City Manager Swanson noted that he did receive the corrected amendment for 60.2 from 

Attorney Huttl. Councilmember Gordon noted that he had read it and was pleased with the 
language. 

COUNCIL BILL 2013-128 An ordinance amending Sections 8.001, 8.003, and 8.015 of the 
Medford Code pertaining to business license requirements. 

Motion: Move adoption of code modifications pertaining to denial of a business license. 
Moved by: Chris Corcoran Seconded by: Bob Strasser 
Roll call: Councilmembers Blair, Bunn, Corcoran, Gordon, Matthews, Michaels, and Strasser voting yes. 
Ordinance #2013-128 was duly adopted. 

120. Public hearings 
120.1 COUNCIL BILL 2013-131 An ordinance amending Medford Code Sections 10.031 , 10.051 , 

10.061 , 10.132, 10.136, 10.146, 10.251 , 10.253, 10.254, 10.259, 10.261, 10.285, 10.432, 
10.485, 10.501 , 10.712, 10.732, 10.743, 10.747, 10.801 , 10.823, 10.824, 10.833, 10.837, 
10.878, and 10.897 and creating new Sections 10.262 and 10.263 to eliminate the requirement 
for dual reviews of commercial/industrial/multi-family development within Historic Overlay 
Zones with a delayed effective date of December 1, 2013. (DCA-12-056) 

Planning Director Huber presented the staff report noting that this will encourage revitalization and prevents 
dual review of both Site Plan and Architectural Commission (SPAC) and Landmarks and Historic Preservation 
Commission (LHPC) for commercial, industrial and multi-family as most of the downtown area has the Historic 
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Overlay. He presented a map showing the boundary of the downtown area noting that this covers most of that 
area. If adopted, LHPC will have oversight and permitting authority. 

Councilmember Strasser questioned who did not agree with this change; Mr. Huber noted that it was Planning 
Commissioner Tim Jackie because there were no requirements on the LHPC for engineers, etc. 
Councilmember Gordon noted that we are all interested in streamlining the process; he expressed concern 
with the qualifications of people that are more specific to the professions involved with building vs. landmarks 
and was concerned with parking issues such as the Housing Authority who did not have parking requirements. 
He questioned how you would blend the expertise needed; that they still need to meet the same criteria and 
staff support will still need to be there. Mr. Huber noted the parking district may expand as we ll . 
Councilmember Corcoran noted that this is a lifetime of training and questioned fast tracking them for training ; 
Mr. Huber stated that he thought they had that training at present. Mayor Wheeler thought this was a very 
good idea and there is more flexibility outside the area in question. 

Public hearing opened. 

1. Cathy DeWolfe, Chair of the LHPC, stated that they are in support of this and that this Commission will 
serve the City well with this change. 

Public hearing closed. 

Motion: Move to adopt the ordinance eliminating the requirement for dual review of development proposed 
within the City's Historic Overlay Zones. 
Moved by: John Michaels Seconded by: Bob Strasser 

Councilmember Michaels questioned if we would have to change the responsibilities of the Comm ission; Mr. 
Huber noted that is why Mr. Huttl needed to read so many changes to the code. Council discussed the need to 
streamline and suggested moving forward with caution; Councilmember Blair, who is the liaison to this 
Commission, agreed. 

Roll call: Councilmembers Blair, Bunn, Corcoran, Gordon, Matthews, Michaels, and Strasser voting yes. 
Motion carried and so ordered. 

130. Ordinances and resolutions 
Attorney Huttl stated that council adopted Council Bill 2013-130 initiating the formation of an Economic 
Improvement District which set the public hearing for September 19, 2013. Staff requested this be 
reopened as the public hearing cannot be held September 19, 2013. 

COUNCIL BILL 2013-130 An ordinance initiating the formation of an Economic Improvement District 
and setting a public hearing for September 19, 2013. 

Motion: Move to reopen Council Bill 2013-130 
Moved by: Bob Strasser Seconded by: John Michaels 
Roll call: Councilmembers Blair, Bunn, Corcoran, Gordon, Matthews, Michaels, and Strasser voting yes. 
Motion carried and so ordered. 

Motion: Move to amend Council Bill 2013-130 by removing the date of the September 19, 2013 public 
hearing. 
Moved by: John Michaels Seconded by: Bob Strasser 
Roll call: Councilmembers Blair, Bunn, Corcoran, Gordon, Matthews, Michaels, and Strasser voting yes. 
Motion carried and so ordered. 

140. Further reports from the City Manager and staff 
a. City Manager Swanson noted that there is a handout from the Planning Department pertaining to 

the launching of a new website on Medford's history sponsored by the Landmarks and Historic 
Preservation Commission which was funded in part by a matching grant. He thanked the Planning 
Department for their work on this. 

b. Mr. Swanson stated that staff is moving forward regarding highway directional signs on 1-5 
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DEPARTMENT: Planning Departme nt 
PHONE: 541 -774-2380 

AGENDA SECTION: [City Recorder] 
MEETING DATE: September 5, 20 13 

STAFF CONTACT: James E. Huber, AICP, Planning Director 

COUNCIL BILL 2013-
0rdinance amending Medford Municipa l Code Sections 10.03 1, I 0.051 , 10.06 1, 10.132, 10.136, 
10.146, 10.251 , 10.253, 10.254, 10.259, 10.261 , 10.285, 10.432, 10.485, 10.501 , 10.712, 10.732, 
10.743, 10.747, 10.801 , 10.823, 10.824 , 10.833, 10.837, 10.878, and 10.897 and creating new 
Secti ons 10.262 and 10.263 to rev i e the Land Development Code to eliminate the require ment for 
dual reviews o f commercial/indu trial/multi-family development w ithin Hi to ric O verl ay Zones 
with a de layed effective date of December I, 201 3 (City of Med ford, Applicant). 

ISSUE STATEMENT & SUMMARY: 
Currently, bo th Site Plan and Architectural Review and Historic Review are required for certain 
commerc ial/industrial/multi- fa mily development proposed within the C ity' Histo ric O verlay. 
Because of thi s requirement, each Co mmission conducts a partial review of these proposed 
project . Finding that these dual reviews are ineffi cient and co tly to both the City and the 
applicant, and that the Landmarks and Historic Preservation Commission ("LHPC") is capable of 
conducting Site Plan and Architectural Review (with the support of staff) at the same time as the 
Histo ric Re view, the recomme ndation of staff and the Planning Commi sion is to amend the code 
to e liminate the requireme nt fo r thi dual review within the City's Historic Overlay, and to g ive the 
LHPC the same approving authority as the Site Plan and Architectural Commiss ion ("SPAC"). 

BACKGROUND: 
The Planning Commis ion di cu ed the proposal at their July 23, 201 2, and May 13, 201 3, study 
se sions . On Jul y 25, 201 3, they he ld a public hearing and voted to recommend Ci ty Council 
approval. The Site Plan and Architectural Commi sion discussed the propo al at their April 5 and 
April 19, 201 3, hearings and had no objections. The LHPC di cussed the propo a l a t their May 7, 
201 3, hearing and they voted unanimou ly to accept the new respon ibility. 

A. Council Action History 
Staff is working on code amendments to the Central Bus ines Distri ct Overlay in an effort 
to ensure that the code accurately reflects the City Coun cil 's vi ion fo r the downtown, and 
promotes and encourages the revitalization trend that the downtown is beginning to 
experience. Much of the Central Business District also has the Hi to ric O verlay. This is 
the first in a series of propo ed code amendments rela ted to the Central Business Di tric t 
Overlay that the City Council will be reviewing. The City Council briefl y d iscussed the 
proposal at their May 30, 201 3, tudy sess ion. 

B. Analysis 
The intentions o f this ordinance are to eliminate unnece sary procedures and treamline the 
development process fo r downtown proj ects by e liminating the requirement fo r dual 
reviews in the Historic O verl ay, which will result in a more efficient and thorough review 
by the LHPC. 

~I 
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C. Financial and/or Resource Considerations 
There are minimal budgetary conside rations associated w ith this amendment. If this 
ordinance is adopted, additional non-management staff may need to attend LHPC hearings, 
which occur at 5:45 p.m. , so there may be some additional overtime for these evening 
meetings. Additionally, the Planning Department wi ll be seeking to adj ust the application 
fees for Historic Reviews to be commensurate with the type of review. 

D. T iming Issues 
If adopted, staff recommends that the ordinance become effecti ve on December L, 20 L 3, to 
allow time to train the Landmarks and Historic Preservation Commiss ion, staff and the 
public on the new provis io ns. Implementation may include holding a mock historic review 
hearing that incorporates site plan issues, and preparing internal policies. 

STRATEGIC PLAN: 
Theme: Healthy Economy 
Goal 6: Mai ntain and enhance community li vability. 
Objective 6.2: Ensure that the City's codes enable developers and non-profit prov iders to meet 
the housing needs of the City of Medford. 
Action 6.2a: Remove unnecessary local regulatory impediments to housing. 
Objective 6.3: Encourage the continued rev italization of the downtown. 
Action 6.3a: Remove unnecessary local regulatory impediments to downtown development and 
redevelopment activities. 
Action 6.3b: Re move redundant design review and approval processes. 
Goalll: Prov ide efficie nt and state-of-the-art development applicati on review. 
Objective 11.1: Reduce development application cycle time. 

COUNCIL OPTIONS: 
l. Adopt the ordinance. 
2. Modify the ordinance. 
3. Re mand the proposal to the Planning Commission fo r further consideration. 
4. Deny the ordinance. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
Based on the findings and conclusions that all of the approval criteria are either met or are not 
applicable, staff recommends adoption of the ordinance elimjnating the requirement fo r dual 
review of projects in the City's Historic Overlay. 

SUGGESTED MOTION: 
I move to adopt the ordinance eliminating the requirement for dual review of development 
proposed within the C ity's Historic Overlay. 

EXHIBITS: 
Staff Report for file DCA-1 2-56 dated August 2 1, 2013, including Exhibits A through F. 
A copy of the City Council PowerPoint presentation is on file in the Planning Department. 
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STAFF REPORT- LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE AMENDMENT 

Date: August 21 , 2013 

To: City Council for September 5, 2013 Hearing 

From: Pral ine McCormack, Planner II 

Reviewer: Suzanne Myers, AICP, Principal Planner 

Subject: Elimination of dual reviews of commercial/industrial/multi-family de­
velopment within Historic Overlays (DCA-12-056) 
City of Medford, Applicant 

BACKGROUND 

Proposal: To amend the Land Development Code, Articles 1, 2, 4 and 5 to elim­
inate the requirement for dual reviews of commercial , industrial, or multi-family 
development proposed within a Historic Overlay (see Exhibit A) including: 

o Adding language to clarify development that is or is not exempt from de­
velopment permit (Section 10.031 ). 

o Giving the Landmarks and Historic Preservation Commission the same 
approving authority as the Site Plan and Architectural Commission , includ­
ing approving authority for Exceptions (Sections 10.051 , 10.136, 10.259, 
10.261 I 10.262, 10.263, 10.285, 10.747, 10.801 I 10.823, 10.824, 10.833, 
10.837, 10.878, 1 0.897). 

o Cleaning up language (Sections 10.061 , 10.132, 10.146, 10.251 , 10.253, 
10.254, 10.285, 10.432, 10.485, 10.501 1 10.712, 10.732, 10.743, 10.747, 
10.878, 1 0.897). 

History: Staff has begun work on amendments to the Central Business District 
Overlay in an effort to ensure that the Code reflects the City Council's vision for 
the downtown, and promotes and encourages the revitalization trend the down­
town is beginning to experience. This is the first of several code amendments 
related to the Central Business District Overlay that City Council will be reviewing 
over the next few years. 

Much of the downtown has a Historic Overlay (overlaying the National Historic 
District). Therefore, when a commercial , industrial, or multi-family development 
is proposed downtown the development must be reviewed by both the Site Plan 
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and Architectural Commission ("SPAC") and the Landmarks and Historic Preser­
vation Commission ("LHPC") . The additional time and expense involved in re­
quiring these two reviews may negatively impact development. This amendment 
proposes to eliminate this duplicative review and expand the LHPC's authority to 
include site review at the same time as conducting the historic review. 

For several reasons Staff believes this is the best alternative to having dual re­
views. First, both bodies typica lly review site plans. Second, for projects down­
town, development is usually property line to property line so there are fewer 
characteristics that fall under site plan review. The majority of downtown devel­
opment does not involve street improvements, connectivity, off-street parking, or 
large areas of landscaping. Third, with the expertise of the LHPC, City Staff, re­
ferral agencies and advisory committees (such as the Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Advisory Committee), Staff bel ieves the elimination of dual reviews wil l not result 
in less functional or unattractive development. In fact, a development may have 
better review because one commission will be thoroughly reviewing the entire 
project instead of two bodies each conducting a partial review of the project. 
Fourth , the approval criteria for site plan review are almost identical to the ap­
proval criteria for historic review in that they both require compatib ility, and they 
both require compliance with other provisions of the Code. However, the ap­
proval criteria for historic review are more stringent than for site plan review be­
cause the development must be consistent with The Secretary of the Interior's 
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties. In addition, the LHPC has 
adopted Design Guidelines for New Construction in The Downtown, June 2008, 
whereas the design guidelines used for site plan review, Design Guidelines and 
Review Process, July 2006, are much less specific, and need to be updated. 

Both site plan review and historic review are quasi-judicial processes. The SPAC 
mostly reviews new construction, and, in the Historic Overlay, there are fewer 
than a dozen undeveloped sites that cou ld potentially require site plan review. In 
order to have the Historic Overlay, individual sites must be developed, and listed 
on the National Register of Historic Places. Therefore, these sites are much less 
likely to ever need site plan review but wi ll require historic review for any exterior 
alterations. Lastly, there has never been a conflict between the outcome of his­
toric review and site plan review. 

If this proposed amendment is adopted, Staff will conduct training with the LHPC 
prior to implementation. A single staff report to the LHPC wi ll reflect all of the in­
formation , analysis, and conditions that are currently found in the two reports for 
both site plan review and historic review. 

Staff conducted Study Sessions with the Planning Commission on July 23, 2012 
and May 13, 2013 (Exhibit B). The proposal was presented to the Site Plan and 
Architectural Commission at meetings on April 5, 2013 and Apri l 19, 2013 and 
the Commission had no objections (Exhibit C). Staff also held a Study Session 

Page 2 



Elimination of Dual Reviews in Historic Overlay Code Amendment 
Staff Report 

August21 , 2013 

with the Landmarks and Historic Preservation Commission on May 7, 2013 
wherein the Commission unanimously voted to accept the responsibility for the 
site plan review provided prior training is provided (Exhibit 0 ). Lastly, a Study 
Session was held with the City Council on May 30, 2013 (Exhibit E). The Plan­
ning Commission conducted a public hearing on July 25, 2013 and voted to rec­
ommend City Council approval. 

Authority: A Land Development Code Amendment is a Class 'A' legislative land 
use decision. 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, 10.11 1, 
10.122, 10.180, 10.181 , and 10. 183. 

Review Criteria: Medford Land Development Code Section 1 0.184(2) 

APPROVAL CRITERIA COMPLIANCE 

10.184 Class 'A' Amendment Criteria. 

1 0.184 (2). Land Development Code Amendment. 

The Planning Commission shall base its recommendation , and the City Council 
its decision, on the following criteria: 

CRITERION 10.184 (2)(a). Explanation of the public benefit of the amendment. 

Findings: The proposed changes eliminate the need for dual reviews of devel­
opment proposed within a Historic Overlay. The purpose is to streamline the de­
velopment process and remove unnecessary barriers where possible. 

Conclusion: The proposed changes will result in faster and less costly industri­
al, commercial and multi-family development permits in the Historic Overlay. In 
turn , they wi ll also result in less staff time processing applications and the time 
Site Plan and Arch itectural Commissioners spend reviewing development pro­
posals wi ll be reduced. Criterion 10.184 (2)(a) is satisfied. 

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

CRITERION 10.184 (2)(b)(1). Conformity with applicable Statewide Planning 
Goals and Guidelines. 

Findings: The following demonstrates conformity with the appl icable Statewide 
Planning Goals: 
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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 wil l be in­
volved in the land use planning process, including participation in the revision of 
the 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 available 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 Planning Commission, and the City Counci l. Affected agencies and inter­
ested persons are also invited to review and comment on such proposals, and 
hearing notices are published in the local newspaper. Th is process has been ad­
hered to in the proposed amendment. The document was made available for re­
view on the City of Medford website and at the Planning Department. It wi ll be 
considered by the Planning Commission and the City Counci l during televised 
publ ic hearings. 

2. Land Use Planning: Goal 2 requires the City to adopt a comprehensive 
plan, which must include identification of issues and problems, inventories, and 
other factual info rmation for each applicable Statewide Planning Goal, and eval­
uation of alternative courses of action and ultimate policy choices, taking into 
consideration social, economic, energy and environmental needs. Comprehen­
sive 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, regu lations and project plans, and/or site or area­
specific strategies such as construction permits, public facility construction, or 
provision of services. Comprehensive plans and implementation ordinances 
must be reviewed and revised on a periodic cycle to take into account changing 
public policies and circumstances. The City of Medford has an established land 
use planning program consistent with Goal 2, and this process was adhered to in 
the proposed amendment. 

The Council finds that Goals 3 & 4 do not apply in this matter. 

5. Natural Resources, Scenic and Historic Areas, & Open Spaces: Goal 5 
requires the City to adopt programs that protect natural resources and conserve 
scenic, historic, and open space resources for present and future generations. 
The locations, quality and quantity of these resources are to be inventoried. His­
toric areas are defined as lands with sites, structures and objects that have local , 
regional, statewide or national historical significance. The City of Medford has an 
adopted Environmental Element within the Comprehensive Plan that includes the 
required Goal 5 inventories. In addition, the Land Development Code has specif­
ic requ irements for the designation of historic resources and the administration of 
various permits. The proposed code amendment does not adversely affect his-
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torical resources. It streamlines the development permit process within the City's 
Historic Overlay zones, and adds site plan review to the Landmarks and Historic 
Preservation Commission's authority. 

The Counci l finds that Goals 6-8 do not apply in this matter. 

9. Economic Development Goal 9 requires the City's Comprehensive Plan 
policies to contribute to a stable and healthy economy. Such plans shall be 
based upon appropriate inventories in particular non-renewable resources. Med­
ford 's Comprehensive Plan complies with Goal 9. The proposed code amend­
ment is intended to contribute to a stable and healthy economy by removing bar­
riers, and streamlining the process regarding development in the City's Historic 
Overlay zones, including downtown. 

10. Housing. Goal 10 requires the City to provide for the housing needs of the 
citizens of the State by inventorying bui ldable lands and adopting plans that en­
courage the availability of adequate numbers of needed housing units at price 
ranges and rent levels which are commensurate with the financial capabilities of 
Medford's households and allow for flexibility of housing location, type and densi­
ty. The City of Medford has an adopted Housing Element within the Comprehen­
sive Plan that includes the required Goal 10 inventories. In addition, the Land 
Development Code has specific requirements for density and types of housing. 
The proposed code amendment is intended to encourage and promote the de­
velopment of needed housing units in Medford's downtown. It streamlines the 
development permit process within the City's Historic Overlay zones , and adds 
site plan review to the Landmarks and Historic Preservation Commission's au­
thority. 

The Council finds that Goals 11-14 do not apply in this matter. 

Goals 15-19 apply only to other regions of the State and are not evaluated here. 

Conclusion: Criterion 10. 184 (2)(b)(1) is satisfied. 

CRITERION 10.184 (2)(b)(2). Conformity with goals and policies of the Com­
prehensive Plan considered relevant to the decision. 

Applicable Comprehensive Plan Goals, Policies, and Implementation Strat­
egies: 

ENVIRONMENTAL ELEMENT 

ARCHAEOLOGICAL AND HISTORIC RESOURCES 

GOAL: To preserve and protect archaeological and historic resources in 
Medford for their aesthetic, scientific, educational, and cultural value. 
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Policy 11-B: The City of Medford shall encourage and facilitate the preservation 
of Medford's significant historic resources by continuing to update and implement 
the Historic Preservation Ordinance in the Land Development Code. 

Policy 11-E: The City of Medford shall continue to recognize the downtown City 
Center as the historic core of the city, and its historic attributes shall be a factor 
when developing programs for the downtown area. 

Findings: The proposed amendment does not negatively affect the preservation 
of Medford's historic resources. 

ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITIES 

GOAL: To actively stimulate economic development and growth that will 
provide opportunities to diversify and strengthen the mix of economic ac­
tivity in the City of Medford. 

Policy 1-3: The City of Medford shall , as appropriate under the Goal above, 
support the retention and expansion of existing businesses. 

Implementation 1-3(a): Adopt code amendments that encourage 
the development of existing sites. 

Findings: The proposed amendment removes economic and time barriers asso­
ciated with development within Historic Overlay zones by eliminating the re ­
quirement for dual reviews of such development. 

HOUSING 

GOAL: To provide for the housing needs of citizens of Medford. 

Policy 2: The City of Medford shall designate areas for residential development 
that are or wi ll be conveniently located close to pedestrian, bicycle , and transit or 
high capacity transportation routes, community faci lities and services, and em­
ployment to ensure that the benefits of public investment in those facilities are 
available to as many households as possible. 

Implementation 2-B: Assess and remove unnecessary local regu­
latory impediments to downtown housing. 

Findings: The proposed amendment eliminates the requirement for dual re­
views with in Historic Overlay zones, including downtown. Applications for pro­
posed development will be less costly, and wi ll be processed in a more t imely 
fashion . 

Conclusion: The proposed amendment satisfies implementation measures of 
the Comprehensive Plan. Criterion 10.184 (2)(b)(2) is satisfied. 
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CRITERION 10.184 (2)(b)(3). Comments from applicable referral agencies re­
garding applicable statutes or regulations. 

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

Findings: No comments were received. 

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

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

The findings below respond to public comments: 

Findings: No comments were received. 

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

CRITERION 10.1 84 (2}(b)(5). Applicable governmental agreements. 

Findings: No governmental agreements apply to the proposed code amend-
ment. 

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

RECOMMENDED ACTION 

Based on the findings and conclusions that all of the approval criteria are either 
met or are not applicable, the Planning Commission on July 25, 2013 voted 7-1 
to recommend adoption per the Staff Report dated August 21 , 2013, including 
Exhibits A through F. 

EXHIBITS 

A Proposed Code Amendment - dated August 15, 2013 
B Planning Commission Study Session Minutes (July 23, 2012 and May 13, 

2013) 
C Site Plan and Architectural Commission Meeting Minutes (April 5, 2013 

and April 19, 2013) 
o Landmarks and Historic Preservation Commission Study Session Minutes 

(May 7, 2013) 
E City Council Study Session Minutes (May 30, 2013) 
F Planning Commission Minutes, July 25, 2013 

PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA: JULY 25, 2013 
CITY COUNCIL AGENDA: SEPTEMBER 5, 2013 
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Bold text indicates an insertion 
Strike lhrough text indicates a deletion 

l>oubl@ Strilu~ through text indicates language that has been moved 
Double-underlined text indicates where the language was moved. 

l. 10.03 1: Add language to indicate that development identified in this ection is 
exempt from development permit, except if located within a Historic Overlay 
Zone which will require Historic Review. 

10.031 Exemptions from the Development Permit Requirement. 
A. An exemption from the development permit requirement does not exempt the use or 
development from compliance with the applicable tandards of thi chapter, including but 
not limited to access, parking, riparian protection, and landscaping. 
B. Exemptions under this section do not apply to uses subject to a conditional use 
permit. 
C. The fo llowing uses or developments do not require a development permit. 

(1 ) Parking lots and parking lot add itions, when not associated with building 
construction required to be reviewed by the Site Plan and Architectural Commission, 
unless located ·nrithin a Historic 0Yerlay except any parking lot or parking lot 
additions located within a Historic Overlay requires Historic Review. 

(2) Construction of a new building if it does not increase motor vehicle trip 
generation by more than ten (10) average daily trips, unless located within a Hi toric 
Overlay, in which case, Historic Review is required for all new construction. 

(3) A building addition imilar to the exi ting building in architectural ·tyle and 
exterior bui lding materials and that i no more than a 20 percent or 2,500 quare-foot 
increase in gross floor area, whichever i les , unless located within a Hi toric Overlay, 
in which case, Historic Review is required for all building additions and exterior 
alterations. 

* * * 
(8) Detached single-family res idential development on a lot within a final platted 

land divis ion or on an otherwise legally created lot, unless located within a Hi toric 
Overlay, in which case, Historic Review is required for a ll single-family residential 
development. 

* * * 

2. 10.051: Add LHPC to the li t of approving authority' deci ion that are 
appealable to the City Council. 

10.051 Appeals. 
A. Any person with stand ing may appeal to the City Council any Type "C" or "D" 
decision of an approving authority (Planning Commiss ion, Site Plan and Pci'f9 i~~~tll=oRo 

EXHIBIT# f\ ----
FHe# Oc P. \2 0c:.0 

--------~~~~~~---
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Commiss ion, Landmarks and Historic Preservation Commission, and Planning 
Director) which approves conditionally, approves, or disapproves a development permit, 
or plan authorization, as per Section 10.102, Plan Authorizations, of this chapter, by 
filing a written notice together with the requisite filing fee with the c ity recorder w ithin 
fourteen ( 14) days after notice of the development permit or plan authorization approval 
or disapproval by the approving authority is mailed. 
B. A person has standing if the person: (1) appeared in the initial proceedings orall y or in 
writing; and (2) was entitled to a right of notice and hearing prior to the decision to be 
reviewed, or is aggrieved by the decision, or has interests adversely affected by the 
deci ion. 
C. Cia s "E" Ministerial Deci ion are final and , with the exception of Final PUD Plan 
application (see 10.241 (£)), are not appealable under the Medford Land Development 
Code or any other provis ion of the Medford Code. 

3. 10.061: E liminate specific approving authority names, and re fer to them as a 
group. 

10.061 Duty to Enforce. 
The approving authority (Planning Commiss ion, Site P lan and Architectural 
Commiss ion, and Planning Director) or City Council , on appeal, shall refuse approval of 
any development permit application not in conformity herewith, and subject to the 
provision of state law. All offic ials, departments, officers, and employees of the city 
ve ted with the authority to issue permits or certificates shall not is ue an y uch permits 
or certificates which conflict w ith any provi ions of this chapter, or which purport to 
authorize or permit the development of any land where compliance with all applicable 
provi ions of this chapter have not been met. Any such permit or authorization which 
may be is ued in conflict herewith shall be void and of no force or effect. 
Other than a above set forth, the Planning Director or his designee shall be the official 
respons ible for the enforcement of this chapter. 

I 4. I 0. 132: Add language to clarify subparagraph titles . 

10.132 Authority of the Site Plan and Architectural Commission. 
(1) Approval Authority of Site Plan and Architectural Commission. The S ite Plan 
and Architectural Commission i hereby designated as the approving authority for the 
following plan authorizations: 

Plan Authorization C ia 
1. Exceptions "C" 
2. Site Plan and Architectural Review "C" 

(2) Other Powers of Site Plan and Architectural Commission. The S ite Plan and 
Architectural Commiss ion shall have the power to adopt des ign guidelines. Such 
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guideline may be general or specific in nature and shall be in the form of sugge ted 
approache intended to aid applicants in preparation, presentation and implementation of 
development proposals in compliance with the City of Medford Comprehensive Plan and 
implementing ordinances. Guidelines shall be advisory and shall not limit applicant to a 
single approach. 

5. l0.136: Add language that gives LHPC the same authority a SPAC to review 
Exceptions. 

10.136 Authority of the Landmarks and Historic Preservation Commission. 
The Landmarks and Historic Preservation Commission is hereby des ignated as the 
approving authority for the fo llowing plan authorizations: 

Plan Authorization Class 
Historic Review, except Minor Historic 'C' 
Review permitted in Section 10.408 
Exceptions 'C' 

For the purposes of thi section, the definition , rules, and procedures of Sections 10.401 
through 10.408 shall apply. 
fljA. Historic Review shall include: 

fajl. Historic Pre ervation Overlay Changes. Review and investigation of any 
historic resource in the City of Medford that may have historic significance; initiation of 
proceedings to change the extent of the Historic Preservation Overlay; decis ions on 
applications to change to the extent of the Historic Preservation Overlay; and preparation 
of finding ubstantiating or refuting the historic ignificance of the resource. 

fbj2. Exterior Alteration and/or New Construction Review. Consideration o f 
proposed exterior alteration and/or new construction within an Historic Preservation 
Overla y. 

f€13. Demolition and/or Relocation Review. Consideration of proposed 
demolition or relocation with in an Historic Pre ervation Overl ay, and authorization of 
either de layed or immediate issuance of a demolition or relocation permit. 
~. Con ideration of Appeals of Minor Historic Review Deci ions. Should an 

applicant di agree with a Minor Historic Review decision made by the Planning Director, 
the applicant may appeal such decision to the Landmarks and Hi toric Pre ervation 
Commission consistent with the requirements of this Code. 
~B. Other powers and duties of the Landmarks and Historic Preservation 
Commission may include: 

fajl. To study propo ed Comprehen ive Plan and Land Development Code 
amendments relating to hi toric pre ervation, and submit recommendations regarding 
such proposals to the Plann ing Commission and City Council. 

3 



Exhibit A 
Elimination of Dual Review in Hi toric Overl ay Code Amendment 
Staff Report 

Augu t 15, 20 13 

f612. To institute and support programs and projects that fu rther the h istoric 
preservation policies of the C ity of Medfo rd. 

E€13. To adopt approva l criteria for Minor H istoric Review of alterations of 
roofing materi als, exterior colors, or s ign face des ign for an ex isting sign within Historic 
Preservation Overlay Districts. S uch criteria shal l be consistent with the Secretary of the 
Interior 's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Places as applicable. 

f614. To adopt des ign guideline for new construction and ex terior alternations 
w ithin an Historic Preservation Overlay. Such guide lines may be general or pecific in 
nature and shall be in the fo rm of approaches intended to aid applicant in preparation, 
pre entation, and implementation of development proposa ls that comply w ith the 
Medford Comprehen ive Plan and implementing ordinances. Guidelines hall be advisory 
and shall not limit applicants to a single approach. 

fe15. To adopt approval criteria and/or des ign guidelines for signage wi thin the 
Historic Preservation Overlay. Such criteria or des ign guidelines may au thorize signs 
that differ from the standard of Article VI when necessary to meet histori c compatib ility 
and preservation goals. 

6. 10.146 : Add Historic Review to the list of plan authorizations and add a new column 
to the Schedule of R eferral Agency Distribution for them. Also, add Landmarks and 
Historic Preservation Commiss ion as a refeiTal agency so that. they can rev iew 
projects within, abutting, or affecting a Historic O verlay. 

I 0. 146 Referral Agencies, Distribution . 
Thi Chapter employs the use o f refen·al agencies for the review of those plan 
authorizati ons indicated below, as hown on the Schedule which follows: 

A. Major Comprehensive Plan Amendment 
B. Land Development Code Amendment 
C. Minor Comprehensive Plan Amendment 
D. Annexation, except as provided in Section 10. 199 
E. Vacation 
F. Zone Change 
G. Conditional Use Permit 
H . Exception 
I. Planned Unit Development 
J. Land Divis ion 
K. Si te Plan and Architectural Review 
L. Transportation Facility Development 
M. Historic Review 

Numerical references in the Schedule refer to the following: 
L When the proposal i within, abutting, or affecting the refeiTal agency' j urisdiction. 
2. When the proposal i w ithin, or abutting the Airport Approach or A irport Radar 
Overl ay D istricts. 
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3. When the proposal includes new buildings or building addition that are within the 
referral agency's jurisdiction. 

4. When the proposal is within the Southeast Overlay District and in a Parks or Schools 
land u e category on the Southeast Plan Map. 
5. When the proposal is within or abutting a Greenway General Land Use Plan Map 
de ignation. 

RefeiTal agencies may be a ked to review certain proposals not indicated on the 
Schedule if, in the judgment of the Planning Director, the agency may have an interest in 
the proposal. 

SCHEDULE OF REFERRAL AGENCY DISTRIBUTION 

Gll'¥ DEP±S. A B c D E F G H I J K 

CITY DEPTS. 

Building Safety X X X X X X X X X X X 

City Attorney X X X X X X X X X X X 

City Manager X X X X 

Engineering Division X X X X X X 3 X X X 

Fire X X X X X X 3 X X X 

Parks & Recreation X X X X X X 3 X X X 

Parks Director 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 

Plann ing X X X X X X X X X X X 

Police X X X X X X X X 

Public Works X X X X X X 3 X X X 

AGENCY A B c D E F G H I J K 

Water Commiss ion X X X X X X 3 X X X 

OTHER AGENCIES 

LHPC* 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

CPAC* X X X 

Cable Televis ion Co. X X X X 3 X X X 

Citv of Central Point 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

5 

L M 

X 

X X 

X X 

X 

X 
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X X 

X 
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X X 
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Gl:f¥ DE~:fS. A B c nl E Fl G H I I J 

Citv of Phoenix 1 L 1 1 1 1 1 I J 1 

DLCD* X X X 

DSL* 5 5 5 5 

Garbaoe Company X X 

Jackson Co. Health X X 

Jackson Co. Planning X X X J 1 

MID* 1 1 1 1 3 1 1 

Natural Gas Comoany X X X X 3 X X 

ODFW* 5 5 5 5 

ODOT* X 1 I I 3 1 l 

Power Company X X X X 3 X X 

RRVID* 1 1 1 1 3 J 1 

RV- Medford Airport* 1 1 1 2 2 2 2 

RVS* I I 1 1 1 3 1 1 

RVTD* X 1 1 1 X 3 1 J 

Medford 549C Schools I l 1 1 3 1 1 

Superintendent 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 

Phoenix-Talent Schools 1 1 1 1 3 1 1 

Superintendent 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 

Telephone Company X X X X 3 X X 

U.S. Post Office X X 

Urban Renewal Agency 1 1 1 1 1 1 J 

Water Districts 1 1 1 1 1 J 
*Acronyms: 

Citizens Planning Advisory Committee CPAC 
DLCD 
DSL 
LHPC 
MID 
ODFW 
ODOT 
RRVID 

Department of Land Conservation and Developmem (&tateOregon) 
Department of State Lands (Oregon) 

RV- Medford Airpott 
RVS 

Landmarks and Historic Preservation Commission 
Medford Irrigation Di trict 
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildl ife 
Oregon Department of Transportation 
Rogue River Va lley Irrigation District 
Rogue Valley-International Medford Airport 
Rogue Valley Sewer Services 
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7. 10.25 1: E liminate specific approv ing authority names, and refer to them as a 
group . 

10.251 Application , Exception. 
The purpose of Sections 10.251 to l0 .253 is to empower the approv ing authority 
(P lanning CommissionJSite Plan and l\rchitectural Commission) to vary or adapt the 
trict application of the public improvement and site development tandards as contained 

in A rticle III, Sections 10.349 through 10.361, and 10.370 through 10.385, a well as 
Articles JV and V of this chapter. Exceptions may be appropriate for reason of 
exceptional nan owness or shape of a parcel; for reasons of exceptional topographic 
conditions, extraord inary and exceptional bui lding restrictions on a piece of property; or 
if strict applications of the public improvement or site development tandard in the 
above-referenced Articles would result in peculiar, exceptional, and undue hard h ip on 
the owner. 

8. 10.253: E liminate specific approving authority names, and refer to the m as a 
group. 

10.253 Criteria for an Exception. 
No exception, in the strict application of the provisions of thi s chapter, hall be granted 
by the approving authority (Planning Commiss iofb1Site P lan and Architectural 
Commission) having j urisdiction over the plan authorization unless it finds that all of the 
following criteria and tandards are atisfied. The power to authori ze an exception from 
the terms of this code shall be sparingly exerci ed. Findings must indicate that: 
( l ) The granting of the exception hall be in harmony with the general purpo e and intent 
of the regulations imposed by thi code for the zoning di strict in which the exception 
request is located, and shall not be inj urious to the general area or otherw ise detrimental 
to the health, safety, and general we lfare or adjacent natural resources. The approving 
authority .Planning Commiss ionJSite Plan and Architectural Commission shall have the 
authority to impose conditions to assure that thi s criterion is met. 
(2) The granting of an exception will not permit the estab lishment of a use which i not 
permitted in the zoning district within which the exception is located. 
(3) There are unique or unu ual c ircum tance which apply to thi ite which do not 
typicall y apply elsewhere in the C ity, and that the strict application of the tandard( ) for 
which an exception is being reque ted would result in peculiar , exceptional, and undue 
hardship on the owner. 
(4) The need for the exception i not the result of an illegal act nor can it bee tablished 
on thi basis by one who purcha es the land or building with or w ithout knowledge of the 
standard of this code. It must result from the application of this chapter, and it must be 
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suffered directly by the property in question. It is not sufficient proof in granting an 
exception to show that greater profit would result. 

9. 10.254: Eliminate specific approving authority names, and refer to them as a 
group. 

10.254 Expiration of an Exception. 
Within one (1) year following the final order date, substantial cons truction on the 
development shall be completed, or if a use, the use shall have commenced operation. If 
a request for an extension is filed with the P17latming Daepartment within one (1) year 
from the approval date of the final order, the approving authority (Planning Commission, 
Site Plan and Architectural Commission) may, upon written request by the applicant, 
grant a single extension of the expiration date for a period not to exceed one (1) year 
from the expiration date of the final order. An extension shall be based on findings that 
the facts upon which the exception was first approved have not changed to an extent 
suffic ient to warrant refiling of the exception. An exception directly related to another 
plan authorization, such as an exception which was filed concurrently with the other plan 
authorization, and/or an exception which is integrally intertwined with and necessary to 
the development or use authorized by the other plan authorization, shall expire when the 
related plan authorization expires. 

10. 10.259: Add language that gives LHPC the same authority as SPAC to impose 
conditions of approval. 

10.259 Historic Review, Conditions of Approval. 
In approving an Historic Review application, the Landmarks and Historic Preservation 
Commiss ion may impose conditions necessary to ensure compliance with the standards 
of this Code and the criteria in Section 10.258, and to otherwise protect the health , 
safety and general welfare of the surrounding area and community as a whole. 
These conditions may include, but are not limited to the following: 
(1) Limiting the number, height, location and size of signs; 
(2) Requiring the installation of appropriate public facilities a nd services and 

dedication of land to accommodate public facilities when needed ; 
(3) Limiting the visibility of mechanical equipment through screening or other 

appropriate measures; 
(4) Requiring the installation or modification of irrigated landscaping, walls, fences 

or other methods of screening and buffering; 
(5) Limiting or altering the location, height, bulk, configuration or setback of 

buildings, structures and improvements; 
(6) R equiring the improvement of a n existing, dedicated alley which will be used for 

ingress or egress for a development; 
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(7) Controlling the number and location of parking and loading facilities, points of 
ingress and egress and providing for the internal circulation of motorized 
vehicles, bicycles, public transit and pedestrians; 

(8) Requiring the retention of existing natural features; 
(9) Modifying architectural design elements including exterior construction 

materials and their colors, roofline, fenestration and restricting openings in the 
exterior walls of structures; 

(10) Restricting the height, directional orientation and intensity of exterior 
lighting. 

11. 10.261: Add language that gives historic review approvals that same length of 
time as site plan review approvals. 

10.261 Historic Review Approval, Expiration. 
A. Approval of a Historic Review application shall take effect on the date the final 
order for approval is signed, unless appeaJed, and Historic Review appi"O'•'ais shall 
expire within two (2) years following the date of the final order unless work on the 
authorized improvement or construction has begun or an extension of time has been 
issued. Upon vtritten request submitted prior to expiration of the tv,co (2) year approval, 
the Landmarks and Historic Preservation Commission may grant an extens ion not to 
exceed one (1) year. from the effective date. Within two (2) years following the 
effective date, substantial construction must have occurred or an extension of the 
approval shall be necessary. If a request for an extension of a Historic Review 
application approval is filed with the Planning Department within two (2) years 
from the effective date, the Landmarks and Historic Preservation Commission may 
grant an extension not to exceed one (1) additional year if based upon findings that 
the facts upon which the Historic Review application was first approved have not 
changed to an extent sufficient to warrant re-filing of the application. 
B. When it is the developer's intent to complete an approved project in phases, the 
approving authority may authorize a time schedule for the issuance of building 
permits for a period exceeding two (2) years, but in no case shall the total time 
period for the issuance of building permits be greater than five (S) years without 
having to re-submit a new application for Historic Review. Phases developed after 
the passage of two (2) years from approval of the Historic Review application shall 
be required to modify the plans if necessary to avoid conflicts with changes in the 
Comprehensive Plan or this chapter. 

9 



Exhibit A 
Elimination of Dual Review in Historic Overlay Code Amendment 
Staff Report 

August 15, 2013 

12. 10.262: Add language that gives the LHPC the same authority as SPAC to review 
and approve major revisions or amendments to previously approved plans. 

10.262 Major Revisions or Amendments to Historic Review Approval. 
Major revisions or amendments to plans approved through Historic Review shall 
require re-application. 

13 . 10.263: Add language s imilar to SPAC's that requires building permit 
applications to be consistent with historic review approvals. 

10.263 Issuance of Building Permits, Consistent with Historic Review Approval. 
A. All applications for a building permit, wherein Historic Review has been 
required, shall be consistent with the plans as approved and all conditions of 
approval imposed thereon and shall be accompanied by an accurate and correct 
plan. 
B. Security fo r Completion of Public Improvements: If all required public 
improvements, as specified in the conditions of Historic Review approval, have not 
been satisfactorily completed before issuance of a building permit, the developer 
shall enter into a written agreement (provided by the City) to secure full and faithful 
performance thereof, according to Sections 10.666 and 10.667(A) respectively. 

14. 10.285: Formatting changes - move purpose language to beginning of section and 
give each section a cite-able subparagraph designation. Also, add language to 
clarify that site plan review is required unless the project is located within a 
Historic Overlay which requires historic review. 

10.285 Application, Site Plan and Architectural Review. 
A. Purpose. The Site Plan and Architectural Review process is established in order 
to provide for review of the functional and aesthetic adequacy of development and 
to assure compliance with the standards and criteria set forth in this chapter for the 
development of property as applied to the improvement of individual lots or parcels 
of land as required by this code. Site Plan and Architectural Review considers 
consistency in the aesthetic design. site planning and general placement of related 
facilities such as street improvements. off-street parking. loading and unloading 
areas. points of ingress and egress as related to bordering traffic flow patterns. the 
design, placement and arrangement of buildings as well as any other subjects 
included in the code which are essential to the best utilization of land in order to 
preserve the public safety and general welfare. and which will encourage 
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development and use of lands in harmony with the character of the neighborhood 
within which the development is proposed. 
B. Site Plan and Architectural Review is required for: 
of all pProjects which are not exempted from ffie-a Development Permit process as stated 
ffipursuant to Section 10.03 1, Exemptions to the DeYelopment Permit 
Requirementexcept that exterior alterations to a building or site and new 
construction in a Historic Overlay shall require Historic Review pursuant to Section 
10.256, but shall not require Site Plan and Architectural Review. 
C. Site Plan and Architectural Review applications shall be submitted to the Planning 
Department prior to the application for a building permit. TRe ~its Plan aRe 
l\nkitsshual Rsvisw ~F€l8€l88 is €l8ta~lisl:u'ld iR sHh~F ts ~rsvi€ls fsr nwis·s sf tkB 
runBti€lnal ane 8B8tflBtiB a8Bt!M&By €lf 8BYBI€lpmBRt ane t€l 888MFB B€lm~liaHBB witR LRB 
stan8aJC8s an8 BFitsria sst f€lfth iR this skaptBr f@JC tks 8BvBl€lprnsfH €lf ~rspsrty 88 a~f}liB€1 
ts tks impFsvBmsRt sf iR€livi€1Mal lsts sF parssls €lf laH8 88 r€lt!Mire8 by tfl:is e€l€l €l. 
~ite Plafl 8R€i /\atek itBBtMF8l Review @€lnsi8Br8 B€ln8 i8tBR€lY iR tke 8€l8th€ltiB essigR, 8itB 
plaooiRg an@ gBFH'lral pi8BBfflBRt €lf n.~ late@ faeili ti€l8 8\:l@R as strBBt im~r€lYBFRBRt8, €lff 
8tf€lBt ~SJ:king, }€lading 8RS Mru€Ht€liRg 81'888, ~€lints €lf iRgFB88 8R€l BgFB88 88 rslalB€1 t€l 
~sr8Bring traffiB f!€lw pattBrRs, tkB €iBsigt~, plaBBmBnt S:H€i aFFaRgemBRt sf ~Mil8ings as 
wBll 88 any sthBr 8M@jBBt8 imllMS€lS iH tke €l€lS€l '#kieR 8l'€l essential t€l tke ~es t Mtilizati€lR 
€lf laFt€1 in €lr8er ts prBSBFY€l tke ~M~iie safety an8 general welfars, atul whiBli will 
sne€lMrage 8evel€lpmsRt aH€1 Mse €lf Iantis in karmsFty 'A'ilh tll:e ell:araeter €lf tke 
Reigk~srR€l€l€1 ·~;· itkiR V:'hieh the 8BvBl€lf}ment is pr€lp€lse€1. 

15. 10.432, 10.485, 10.501, 10.712, 10.732, and 10.743: Eliminate specific 
approving authority names, and refer to them as a group. 

10.432 Street Improvement, Deferred. 

* * * 
(2) Financial Deposit. When street improvements are deferred, the developer shall 
deposit with the City of Medford a financial deposit acceptable to the City in the amount 
of 125 percent of the City Engineer's estimate of the costs for the deferred street 
improvements, in lieu of the developer constructing the street improvements. This 
financial deposit shall be deposited with the City prior to the recordation of the Final Plat 
for land partitions, or prior to submittal of building permit applications for other 
approved projects subject to review by the Site Plan and Architectural Commission. 

10.485 Storm Drainage Requirements. 

* * * 
C. When a proposed development may adversely impact a storm drainage system, the 
City Engineer may recommend to the approving authority (Planning Commission or Site 
Plan and Architectural Commission) that the developer have prepared by a registered 
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engineer, a Storm Drainage Plan for review and approval prior to final action on the plan 
authorization. 

10.501 Sidewalk Specifications. 

* * * 
(2) Other material. Other materials such as bricks or flagstone may be used for 
aesthetic effects where approved by the Site Plan and Architectural Commission 
approving authority or as otherwise provided in Section 10.358, Central Business 
District. Such material wi ll have flat surfaces suitably finished for sidewalk use. 
Materials submitted shall be comparable in strength to concrete and shall be placed with 
suitable mortar to provide a permanent, maintenance-free sidewalk. 

* * * 
The Site Plan and Architectural Corr:mission and Planning Commissionapproving 
authority may approve curvelinear or meandering sidewalks for aesthetic purposes or fo r 
other reasons such as topography or to avoid existing trees. Where approved, such 
sidewalks shall tie to adjacent property lines in such a manner as to allow standard 
sidewalk construction on that property. 

10.712 Townhouse Dwellings. 

* * * 
In addi tion to the site development standards specified herein, townhouse development 
shall be identified as such on both the tentative and final plats for the project. Except 
when the tentative plat is in conjunction with a PUD, the tentative plat shall be accepted 
for review only after the project has received approval from the Site Plan and 
Architectural Commiss ionapproving authority. At the time of record ing of the final 
plat, Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions (CC&Rs) shall be approved by the city and 
recorded. The reco rded CC&Rs shall provide: * * * 

10.732 Fencing of Lots. 
(1) Fencing located within the front yard setback area of all zones, except the MFR zone, 
shall not exceed three (3) feet in height when measured from the grade of the street 
centerline. When within a MFR zone, a fence shall not exceed three (3) feet in height 
when located within ten (10) feet of a street right-of-way un less otherwise approved by 
the Site Plan and Architectural Commissionapproving authority. 

* * * 

10.743 Off-Street Parking Standards. 

* * * 
(3) Exceptions to Required Off-Street Parking for Non-Residential Uses. The 
aApproving aAuthority (Site Plan & Architectural Commission I Planning Commission) 
may allow exceptions to the number of parking spaces in Table 10.743-1 for specific uses 
without complying with Section 10.251 if they find that the applicant's detai led 
description of the proposed use demonstrates that the number of needed parking spaces is 
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less than the minimum required or more than the maximum allowable based upon one or 
both of the following: * * * 

16. 10.747: Add language to clarify section title, and add language to include historic 
review for development that requires a development permit. 

10.747 General Provisions, Bicycle Parking. 

* * * 
Any building expansion or change of occupancy, or any new construction that requires 
Site Plan and Architectural Commission re\·iew, ,(excluding two-family and three-family 
dwellings), shall bring the property into conformance with the Bicycle Parking and 
Storage Regulations. For building expans ions, the additional required bicycle parking 
improvements shall be related to the expansion only. 

17 . 10.801: Add language to require historic review of agricultural buf fers where 
proposed development abuts or shares a property line with propeny that is zoned 
Exclusive Farm Use (EFU) or Exclusive Agriculture (EA). 

10.801 Agricultural Buffering in Non-Urban Reserve Areas. 

* * * 
B. Applicability. 
(4) Site Plan and Architectural Commiss ion rReview or Historic Review where the 
action being sought will result in the construction of one or more build ings intended for 
human occupancy as dwell ings or for business purposes. 

18. 10.823: Add language to require historic review of small food vendors (not 
temporary food vendors) located within a Historic Overlay. 

10.823 Small Food Vendors. 
* * * 
(2) Small food vendors shall be permitted in the C-S/P, C-N, C-C, C-H, C-R, I-L, and 1-
G zoning districts and subject to the following standards: 

A. The exterior length and width dimension of the small food vendor unit 
("unit"), when multip lied, shall enclose no more than 128 square feet. If the unit exceeds 
128 square feet, the application must be reviewed and approved by either the Site Plan 
and Arch itectural Commiss ion or the Landmarks and Historic Preservation 
Commission as a standard restauran t under this chapter and is not subject to these 
proviSions. 
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19. 10.824: Add language to require historic review of wireless communication 
facilities located within a Historic Overlay. 

10.824 Wireless Communication Facilities. 

* * * 
D. Design Standards. 
* * * 
(2) General Requirements: 

(h) Any proposal that has elements that deviate from the standards of (f) and/or 
(g) above may be approved by the S ite Plan and Architectural Commission or 
Landmarks and Historic Preservation Commission as-through a Class "C" plan 
authorization, based upon evidence showing that the standards cannot otherwise be met 
and that the degree of relief approved by the Site Plan and Architecturalsaid 
Commiss ion, is the minimum necessary to allow for facility operation. 

20. 10.833 : Add language to require historic review of outdoor eating areas for more 
than 15 patrons if located within a Historic Overlay. 

10.833 Restaurants - Outdoor Eating Areas. 
Outdoor eating areas shall be allowed for restaurants in all commercial and industria l 
zoning districts subject to the following: 
(1) Compliance with all other provisions of this Chapter. 
(2) Historic Review or Site Plan and Architectural Commiss ion Rreview as applicable 
and approval when the outdoor eating area includes seating fo r more than 15 patrons. 
(3 ) Where adjacent or abutting a residential zone, outdoor activity shall onl y be allowed 
between the hours of 8:00 a. m. and 9:00p.m. 

21. 10.837: Add language to require historic review of single fam il y dwelling units 
attached to a commerc ial building within a Historic Overlay. 

10.837 Dwelling Units in Commercial Districts. 
Dwelling Units shall be allowed in all commercial districts except the Neighborhood 
Commercial (C-N) zone subject to the dwelling type standards established for housing 
within the MFR-30 district. In addition, s ingle family dwelling units shall be allowed in 
all commercial districts when attached to a commercial building and approved by the Site 
Plan and Architectural Commiss ion or Landmarks and Historic Preservation 
Commission as applicable. In the Neighborhood Commercial (C-N) district single 
family and multiple family residential uses are permitted only when the total res idential 
use is attached, accessory, and subordinate to the primar y commercial use. 

14 



Exhibit A 
Elimination of Dual Review in Historic Overlay Code Amendment 
Staff Report 

August 15,2013 

22. 10.878 and 10.897: Add language to clarify section title, and to require historic 
rev iew of mobile home and manufactured dwelling parks located within a 
Historic Overl ay. 

10.878 Delegation of Authority, Mobile Home and Manufactured Dwelling Parks. 
The Planning Commiss ion may review and approve landscape plans and recreational area 
details as part of the conditional use permit rev iew, or delegate the review of these 
features to the Site Plan and Architectural Commiss ion or Landmarks and Historic 
Preservation Commission as applicable. Approval of any delegated review to one of 
these Site Plan and Architectural Commiss ions shall be subject to a Class "C" procedure 
as set forth in Article II. 

10.897 Conditions of Approval, Mobile Home and Manufactured Dwelling Parks. 
The Planning Commission may include conditions of approval as listed for conditional 
use permits in Section 10.248, or for Site Plan and Architectural Commission approval as 
listed in Section 10.291, or for Historic Review pursuant to Section 10.259. The 
Planning Commiss ion may also require more than a single access point onto public 
streets. The Commiss ion can also require a warning statement, to be a part of the lease or 
rental agreement, notifying prospective tenants of adjacent agricultural uses pursuant to 
Section 10.801 Agricultural Buffering, or other land uses that may have an impact on 
res idential development. 
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MINUTES 
PLANNiNG COMMISSION STUDY SESSION 

July 23, 2012 

The study session of the Medford Planning Commission was ca lled to order at 12:00 p.m. in Room 151 
of tile Lausmann Annex on the above date with the following members and staff in attendance: 

Commissioners: David McFadden, Robert Tull , Daniel Bunn, Norm Nelson, Tim Jackie and Michael 
Zarosinski (arrived at 12:11 p.m.). 

Staff: .Jim Huber, Bianca Petrou, Suzanne Myers, Praline McCormac!<, Terri Rozzana, 
Kelly Al<in , Larry Besl<ow, and Lori Cooper. 

~ubject: 1. Legal Training - Conflicts , Bias & Othe r Legal Issues 

f?\ DCA-12-056 - Central Business Overlay Zone Functional Changes 
~Code Amendment 

1. Legal Training - Conilic1s, Bias 8, Other Legal Issues 

Lori Cooper, Deputy City Attorney, reported that it has been apprmdmately two years since the 
Planning Commission has reviewed conflicts, bias and other legal issues. The handout is the same 
from two years ago because these items do not change; laws stay the same. The main point is that 
the Planning Commission's hearings are "quasi-judicial." Impartiality is imperative based on the 
evidence, testimony, and findings to support that decision. It is important to let the people in the 
audience have their say. It is a good idea to just let them tall< even if ten people before them stated the 
same thing. Ms. Cooper stated that she wanted to spend most of her time discussing "ex parte 
contact'' and bias. The Cherry Creek decision from LUBA discussed some ex parte contact issues 
finding against the City on a couple of them. She does not want to get into specifics because that case 
may be appealed and the City does not necessarily agree with LUBA's findings. The City did agree 
with the ones that LUBA found that there were no ex parte contacts or bias. The Housing Authority's 
Cherry Creel< project was discussed at two City Council hearings. At the first one, seven Council 
members present and the Mayor disclosed ex parte contacts. They were getting barraged with emails 
and those emails were considered ex parte contacts but were not in the record that had been sent out 
to everybody before that hearing. They disclosed those contacts but did not go into detail ; mainly that 
the people were in support or opposed to the project for a variety of reasons, traffic, school impact, etc. 
The attorney for the Housing Authority reported that these ex parte contacts were not disclosed in 
enough detail for someone to rebut them. That is the entire point of ex parte, disclosure. Ex parte 
means outside of the process. How you cure an eJ:< parte contact is by disclosing it on the record. 
Then everyone at the hearing is privileged to what that information was that came to you in an ex parte 
manner. That way they have a chance to rebut. Ms. Cooper likes to think of an ex parte as a rule 
against one-sidedness. If a Commissioner gets contacted before a hearing about some project and 
comes to the hearing and discloses the substance of the conversation then the hearing can proceed 
and anyone who wants can rebut that in-formation or add to it. The way the statute is written is that you 
must disclose an ex parte contact at the first opportunity to do so. That is why at the beginning of the 
public hearings the Chair always inquires if anyone has any ex parte contacts or conflicts of interest to 
disclose. Cherry Creel< was remanded in order for City Counci l to reopen the hearing and hear what 
the e}{ parte contacts were and give the audience or anyone interested plus the other Council member 
that was absent at that one meeting a chance to consider that evidence. LUBA was specific in saying 
that an entire rehearing of the application would not be an essential part of the remedy. They do not 
have to reopen the Site Plan Architectural Commission record and diSCL(;lW<l:U= tJ!ooroReria but an 
adequate remedy is remand to the City that allows interested persons the~Jtnity to prepare and 
present evidence and arguments in response to the substance of con~rtrog~ A~i!r J'P~ m_embers. 
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alternative that the property can be used for. The Code goes on to say that the Planning Commission 
can deny an application if it does not meet all the criteria including the facilities and services. Then it 
reads " ... so long as there are other economically viab le uses of the land which are allowed by the 
Chapter and by the existing zoning ... " Commissioner Nelson asked who would do that? Mr. Huber 
gave the example that the Commission might deny a big multi-family project but they could still build a 
dupleJ< or house. Ms. Cooper replied that would be an appeal. They would have to come back in and 
apply for a lesser use. Commissioner Nelson asked whether the Commission could unconditionally 
deny an application if they cannot justify the exaction? Mr. Cooper replied yes. 

_,-
(~/DCA-12-056- Central Business Overlay Zone Functional Changes Code Amendment 

Praline McCormack, Planner II, reported that staff has had issues relating to the functionality of the C-B 
Overlay zone such as parking, street standards, residential development, outdoor/temporary uses, 
duplicate commission review, permitted/non-permitted uses, drive-throughs, design standards, how to 
apply/remove the C-B Overlay, boundary issues such as where is the C-B is versus the City Center 
designation versus the Parking District; why they are not the same. How to provide incentives to 
encourage development downtown. Staff would lil<e to amend the C-B Overlay for four reasons: 1) To 
simplify the Land Development Code; 2) To remove unnecessary provisions related to the downtown; 
3) To take into account what is happening (or not happening) downtown; and 4) To eliminate barriers to 
smart growth downtown. Staff has broken down the amendments into "bite-sized" pieces and will work 
on these different pieces over the next several years to amend the overlay. Staff would like the 
Commissions input on these pieces. Particularly the first one, parking, that work will begin on 
immediately then moving forward. The amendment proposed on parking is: a) Clarify parking 
requirements, including for residential, for non-conforming uses, and for change of use; b) Consider not 
requiring parking for retail use and requiring parking for office and residential use only. Consider 
requiring parking for large buildings such as RCC and Lithia, in the future; c) Clarify bicycle parking 
requirements; and d) Consider increasing the distance for location of parking facilities. Currently 
parl<ing must be on same lot, on abutting lot, or any lot within 250 feet. 

Commissioner Tull wanted to make sure he understood the suggestion that retail outlets would not 
have parking obligations where as offices and residences would. Ms. McCormack replied yes. 
Commissioner Tull inquired how does that stand presently? Ms. McCormack responded presently it is 
very confusing. Suzanne Myers, Principal Planner stated that currently in the parking district there is 
no parking required. The parl<ing district is a subset of the downtown that extends to the Railroad 
Tracks. At one time it was a taxing district where the City provided the parking in lots or structures. In 
1994 they stopped charging them. Now it is confusing with the subset of the downtown that is a 
parking district and you do not have to provide parking. If you are outside of that it is unclear. Bianca 
Petrou, Assistant Planning Director, reported that it states vacant parcels have to provide parking 
according to Section 1 0. 7 41 when they develop. It is silent on existing development. Staff has thought 
about do we really want to require buildings in the downtown to provide parking. Is that what we want 
in downtown? What one really wants to encourage for a downtown to be vibrant is a lot of buildings 
and people, not parking lots. 

Commissioner Nelson asked whether there would be any conflicts with our Code and Urban Renewal? 
Mr. Huber responded that part of this came from Deputy City Manager, Bill Hoke regarding economic 
development. Questions are being received like the Holly Theater, JPR Bui lding and Scan Design 
wanting to know what are the rules. He does not see it as conflicting with Urban Renewal. It is 
clarifying. Ms. Petrou commented that staff is working with Urban Renewal. There are layers of 
regulations on the downtown ·from Urban Renewal and the Code. Eventually everything should be in 
our Code, simplified and that everyone can understand it. 

Ms. Myers reported that initially staff wants to amend the parl<ing so that when development comes in 
we are ready. Straightening out the layers of designations can be done as a second project. 

Commissioner Nelson suggested in regard to Section 5, Other, should be addressed sooner than later. 
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Chair Jackie asked why would retail not need any parking requirements but other commercial would? 
Is it because of the turnover on retail parl<ing versus regu lar commercial parking that stay all day? Ms. 
McCormack replied that it would be office and residential versus retail. Offices have more employees 
that would need all day parking. Mr. Huber replied that this amendment proposal is a choice. You do 
not have to do it this way. A lot of downtown districts have it this way. 

Ms. Myers inquired if the Commission wanted to go back to Section 5, Other regarding the duplicate 
process? Staff has been discussing adding it to the code amendment coming forward or having a 
separate code amendment. Commissioner Nelson responded that it could be a fairly simple one that 
can be brought forward. Commissioner Nelson asked Kelly Akin, Senior Planner if it is a problem for 
her to have two review processes? Ms. Al<in stated that it is not a problem but it is double time. Surely 
the applicant is not happy doing the same thing twice. Mostly they are duplicate hearings. Site Plan 
Architectural Commission (SPAC) goes into more site detail than the Landmarks Historic Preservation 
Committee (LHPC). Ms. Myers commented that it is usually for new development. Generally, a 
remodel does not have to go through the SPAC review process. Ms. Akin agreed. 

Commissioner Tull reported that he would like to know what l<ind of thinking staff had done to this point 
to Section 3, Residential Development. Taking into account what is happening or not happening 
downtown. How do you codify that kind of concern? Ms. McCormack reported that currently the Code 
requires eighty percent retail on the first floor. Mr. Huber added to be designated as a mixed use 
building. Ms. McCormack added with residential above. What would happen if some one wanted to 
mix that up and put a penthouse restaurant or something of that nature above? Currently the Code 
does not allow that. Commissioner Tull stated that essentially staff wants to build flexibi lity to the Code 
that does not exist there now. Ms. McCormack replied yes. 

Mr. Huber reported that planners measure residentia l density by units. When one is downtown with 
zero lot lines and tall buildings, is unit the correct measurement? What do we care if it is a one 
bedroom, studio or two bedrooms, other than parking? We could go to a different standard of what 
they call a Floor Area Ratio. It is how much volume is there; size and shape of the building. That is 
thinking ahead. When it is a mixed use building with less than eighty percent ground floor, we do not 
know how to calculate density. So much of the square footage goes to retail then the rest at the MFR-
30 standard. It is just a weird way to calculate it because you have the other use in it, what do you do 
with it? It is just odds and ends like that needing to be cleaned up. 

Commissioner Tull stated that he appreciates staff wanting to do that kind of clean-up. His question 
really is how do you establish a Code which has your standards in it? Everyone l<nows what the rules 
are and you can come back and there is an answer rather than another question and build in the 
flexibility that is suggested by this Section 3. Essentially you are running a survey on your downtown 
on a continuing basis in trying to figure out what is happening and how you interpret the Code to 
facilitate it, accommodate it, make sure it does not happen or whatever the need may be. It sounds 
like a very different process than trying to establish the parking standards or the square footage 
standards. He believes there could be a good bit of discussion once staff comes forward with some 
ideas on how you build a Code that has that kind of flexibility. Mr. Huber replied that we could do it the 
way it is now being proposed in bite size pieces versus start from scratch. If we methodically stick with 
this approach we would get to where Commissioner Tull is tall<ing about. 

Commissioner Nelson reported that he does not th ink design standards should be in the Code. 
Standards should be clear enough to define what can and cannot happen in a certain area. Design 
Standards are so much detail that will change very rapid ly with time. You would modify the Code all 
the time. He suggested having a code that sets the policy and then design standards that talk about 
the detail. 

Ms. Petrou commented that you need something general stating what we want the area to look like. 
To her, that goes in the Comprehensive Plan. The standards go in the Code and those implement the 
Comprehensive Plan. Then there are the design guidelines that are not enforceable. You have to 
have a vision to write the standards to get there. We do not have the vision. 
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Commissioner Zarosinski asked Mr. Huber if he was familiar with the Commercial Building Standards 
in Grants Pass and how do they work? Mr. Huber replied that they do not prescribe a standard. They 
prescribe principles. The principles were pedestrian scale orientation, walk-ability, there are six or 
eight principals and then there is a prescriptive form you can follow. If you follow the checklist and turn 
in a site plan, it is administrative review. If you want to do something more creative or different but still 
comply with the principles, you go before the planning commission. It does not prescribe a specific 
architecture. 

Larry Beskow, City Engineer, stated that he appreciates the discussion of not being too specific in the 
Code but the one thing that helps Engineering id being specific on certain things. When Medford 
Urban Renewal Agency (MURA) got started installing decorative street lighting downtown, about every 
year it changed. It makes it almost impossible for Engineering to keep inventory to maintain them. 
MURA created a street materials standard list. This is not currently in the Code so there is nothing 
binding. It would be a good idea to get this in the Code so that every developer is not trying to put his 
version of what the downtown should look like. He knows it is very specific but it helps Engineering in 
maintaining a certain theme and one inventory instead of five or six. 

Chair Jackie commented that he hears a consensus of the Planning Commissioners that they would 
lil<e staff to move forward getting into more specifics and bringing those back to the Planning 
Commission. It is a consensus of the group that they want to see some cleanup to the downtown 
codes. 

Commissioner Tull stated that he appreciates the consultation beginning at this level this early in staff's 
process. It helps the Commission to understand how staff is thinking about it and where we are going. 
Hopefully it provides a level of citizen input, which the Commission is, to staff's work process. It is 
something that we need to be working at all the time. 

The meeting was adjourned at 1:18 p.m. 

~cl-~~~_._ 
Submitted by: 
TerriL. Rozzana, Recording Secretary 
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MINUTES 
PLANNING COMMISSION STUDY SESSION 

May 13, 2013 

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, Norman Fincher, Robert Tull, Bill Christie, Patrick Miranda and Michael 
Zarosinski. 

Jim Huber, Bianca Petrou, Praline McCormack, Kelly Akin, Terri Rozzana and Lori 
Cooper. 

Subject: (i)Proposed Code Amendment to eliminate duplicate reviews in the Historic Overlay 

2. Request for Electronic Sign Code Amendment 

f ~reposed Code Amendment to eliminate duplicate reviews in the Historic Overlay 
\¥;aline McCormack, Planner II, reported that the purpose of the study session is to discuss a proposed 

development code amendment to eliminate duplicate reviews in the Historic Overlays. Currently, in 
Historic Overlays an applicant has to apply for both historic review by the Landmarks and Historic 
Preservation Commission (LHPC) and the Site Plan and Architectural Commission (SPAC). Staff is 
proposing to eliminate the Site Plan and Architectural Commission review. This duplicative process 
results in additional time to go through two public hearing processes, and additional cost to the 
developer to submit two applications. The place where this duplicative review is most likely to occur is 
within the downtown. The Landmarks and Historic Preservation Commission would do both the historic 
and site plan review. The Site Plan and Architectural Commission approval criteria are very similar to 
the historic approval criteria. They both relate to the compatibility with adjacent development and 
compliance with the Code. The proposed code amendment will expand the Landmarks and Historic 
Preservation Commission's authority to include Site Plan and Architectural Review (SPAR) at the same 
time as conducting the Historic Review. The Landmarks and Historic Preservation Commission would 
also be granted authority to approve Exceptions to provisions of the Code because they may 
accompany SPAR applications, as well as authority to impose SPAR conditions of approval. LHPC 
decisions would continue to be appealable to the City Council. LHPC would be given the authority to 
extend approvals that are about to expire. Ms. McCormack reviewed the proposal with the LHPC and 
they unanimously voted in favor of it. They did indicate they would like training to implement their new 
authority. Staff will present them with a mock hearing of a development and go through the process 
with them. The proposal will go to referral agencies for comment, Planning Commission public hearing 
then to a City Council public hearing. 

Chair Jackie has concerns with not knowing the qualifications of the LHPC. SPAC members have 
certain qualifications to be on that Commission such as architects, engineers and contractors. They 
have a skillset to evaluate those kinds of applications. 

Commissioner Tull reinforced Chair Jackie's concerns. Those that have served on SPAC have been 
chosen because they bring experience, expertise or professional knowledge. He knows nothing about 
what qualifies someone to be on the Landmarks and Historic Preservation Commission. He is not sure 
the criteria that exist for that selection is going to provide the kind of skillset that has been important for 
the SPAC responsibility in the City. 

Commissioner Fincher asked what was the original reason why both commissions were chosen in the 
first place and what has changed that might justify giving it all to the LHPC. CITY OF MEDFORD 
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Kelly Akin, Principal Planner, stated that the LHPC was created in the 1980's and SPAC has been 
around a very long time. She is unsure of when they started. LHPC was an addition to the process. 
The reason for doing this code amendment is for effectiveness of staff time and applicant's time and 
resources. In the downtown LHPC is the primary reviewer. Most construction downtown is property 
line to property line. There is not a lot of site work. 

Ms. Akin stated that the Landmarks and Historic Preservation Commissioner's qualifications are that 
they are historically interested people. Two of the Commissioners are specifically trained and there are 
downtown business people on the Commission. Their criteria come from the National Parks Service. 
The Secretary of Interior standards are required to apply. The compatibility criteria are more detailed. 

Bianca Petrou, Assistant Planning Director, commented that staff still remains in creating the staff 
reports, making recommendation and apply the same conditions. It would be the same conditions 
presented to LHPC as to SPAC. 

Commissioner Miranda asked whether the LPHC mostly review aesthetics and visual or do they review 
code revisions and legalities as well currently? Ms. Akin replied that one of their criteria is that it meets 
the standards of the Code. 

Jim Huber, Planning Director, stated that in the downtown area there is greater building heights, zero 
setbacks, no parking on-site that is required, no landscaping requirements which is less to review. 
SPAC spends a lot of the time reviewing parking lot configurations, landscaping, shielding mechanical 
equipment and dumpsters. The LHPC looks at items in extraordinary detail such as historic periods, 
architectural style, color palettes, etc. SPAC and LHPC both are quasi-judicial decision making bodies. 

Commissioner Zarosinski asked if there are historical guidelines for downtown? Ms. Akin replied yes. 
There are guidelines for new construction downtown and there are sign guidelines. There is a 
separate set of guidelines for residential. 

Commissioner Tull commented that it seems to him that the assumption in a historic district is that 
there is something more at stake here than just code compliance and compatibility. It has been 
decided that some portions of the City have a value historically. The link to where we came from is 
important and that we want to make sure that those values are recognized and a review of whatever is 
proposed. His concern is new construction within the historic district. His impression is that the new 
construction that comes along has economic value from a development standpoint that is going to 
override concerns that are brought out of the historic perspective. If the historic district of the City 
represents a real value then there is work to do to maintain that perspective. It may be too easy for a 
specific retirement service business or a Lithia business to come and say history is not the real value it 
is economic development. 

Commissioner Miranda stated that he likes the idea that if it is consolidated that LHPC can refer it to 
SPAC if there are items they are not comfortable with. It should not be a requirement but an avenue 
they can pursue if they choose. 

Commissioner Tull commented that regarding our downtown there are two different perspectives. One 
is older buildings that have continuing value as far as this is Medford, here we are and have been and 
we want to preserve that even if it means that we are doing something new but trying to bring the 
character of it along. 

Mr. Huber stated that staff would draft Commissioner Miranda's idea into the amendment. 

Commissioner Christie commented that he would like to see things get simpler and easier but still 
maintain the control over what we are doing. 
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MINUTES -Site Plan and Architectural Commission Meeting April 5, 2013 

(Dan Thomas, Agent) 

Motion: Adopt consent calendar item 20.2. 

Moved by: Commissioner Bender Seconded by: Commissioner Cooper 

Roll Call Vote: Motion passed, 6-0-2, with Commissioners Dew and Neathamer abstaining. 

30. Minutes. 
30.1 The minutes for the March 15, 2013, meeting, were approved as submitted. 

40. Oral and Written Requests and Communications. None 

50. Public Hearings. 
Old Business. 
50. 1 AC-12-029 Consideration of plans for Cherry Creek, a 1 00-unit apartment complex on 5.96 

acres located on the northeast corner of Spring Street and North Berkeley Way within the 
MFR-20 (Multi-Family Residential - 20 dwelling units per acre) zoning district. Housing 
Authority of Jackson County, Applicant (Perkins Coie LLP - Michael Robinson, Agent) . 
(WITHDRAWN) 

50.2 AC-1 2-095 Consideration of plans for the construction of an assisted living facility comprised 
of two buildings containing a total of 52,688 square feet, on a parcel of 1.53 net acres, located 
on the north side of East Main Street approximately 120 feet east of Geneva Street, within the 
C-S/P(Service Commercial and Professional Office) zoning district. Alex Juaregui, Applicant, 
(Greg Hathaway, HKLC, LLC and David Evans, Ron Grimes Architects, PC, Agents) . 

60. 

70. 

80. 

90. 
90.1 

90.2 

90.3 

® 

Kelly Akin, Principal Planner, stated that the applicant had withdrawn the application. She 
stated that the proposed project is exempt from the requirement for a development permit and 
review by this Commission based on Medford Land Development Code Section 10.031 (C) 
(2). Ms. Akin said her understanding was that the applicant would be pursuing a building 
permit. City Council Member Gordon asked for more clarification. Kevin McConnell , Senior 
Assistant City Attorney, offered a more in-depth explanation. 

Written Communications. None. 
ctTY OF MEDFORD 

Unfinished Business. None. EXHIBIT # C; - \ of '2 
Flfe # 0 CA-- \2- OS(q 

New Business. None. 

Report from the Planning Department. 
Ms. Akin reported there would be business scheduled for the April 19, 2013, meeting. 

The City's Strategic Plan and Ethics study session will be held April 19, 2013, beginning at 
10:30 a.m. in the Medford Room. 

Ms. Akin announced that the City Council had appointed Jennifer Jones to this Commission. 

Ms. Akin commented that business projects in the Historic District downtown area are 
currently reviewed by both this Commission and the Landmarks and Historic Preservation 
Commission (LHPC). What is being proposed is the elimination of the secondary Site Plan 
and Architectural Commission review. She gave more explanation and asked the 
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MINUTES - Site Plan and Architectural Commission Meeting April 5, 2013 

Commissioners how they would feel about that change. Some of the Commissioners had the 
opinion that LHPC would be the better Commission to evaluate those types of applications. 

100. Messages and Papers from the Chair. None. 

110. Propositions and Remarks from the Commission. 
110.1 Commissioner Dew remarked that if the Commission wanted to make any comments on what 

they heard and learned at the Water Conservation and Site Development study session they 
should do that by a formal motion. He noted there would be time to review the draft code and 
address any issues at the next regular scheduled meeting. This Commission could then 
forward any thoughts on to the Planning Commission. 

120. City Council Comments. None. 

130. Adjournment. 
130.1 The meeting was adjourned at approximately 12:20 p.m. The proceedings of this meeting 

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

Submitted by: 

Debbie Strigle 
Record ing Secretary 

Approved: April 19, 2013 

Robert J. Seibert 
Chair, Site Plan and Architectural Commission 

- 3 -



MINUTES - Site Plan and Architect ural Commission Meet ing Apri l 19, 2013 

60. 

70. 

80. 

90. 
90.1 

90.2 

90.3 

90.5 

100. 

be removed on Ivy Street as well, and if not, why was Holly Street chosen? Mr. Wilkerson 
answered that the Fire Department required those spaces on Holly Street. 

The public hearing was closed. 

Chair Seibert asked Pete Young, Parks Department, to come and speak on the structural 
soils. Mr. Young stated he had looked at the spot the applicant was requesting and he 
thought that it would work. He said it would be complicated to increase the size of the beds 
and it is nearly adequate, so it might ultimately limit the size of the trees but feels it is a 
reasonable request. Mr. Young was specifically talking about the trees between the buildings. 

Chair Seibert asked Mr. Beskow to come and speak on the sidewalk widths. Mr. Beskow 
stated that in the Central Business District overlay, the sidewalk widths are measured from 
face of curb not back of curb. 

Motion: Adopt the Final Order for approval of AC-13-014, per the Staff Report dated April 12, 
2013, including Exhibits A through T, and removing from Discretionary Requirement #1 the 
verbiage " .. and the full ten-foot width of the sidewalks along the three street frontages'~ 
amending Code Requirement #4 to read " .. specifying that the following items will be 
completed within eighteen (18) months of the date of the agreement .. "; and allow the 
exclusion of structural soils within the planter beds between the buildings as being 
acceptable. 

Moved by: Commissioner King Seconded by: Commissioner Neathamer 

Roll Call Vote: Motion passed, 5-0. 

Commissioners Dew and Bender resumed their seats on the Commission. 

Written Communications. None. 

Unfinished Business. None. 

New Business. None. 

Report from the Planning Department. 
Ms. Akin welcomed new Commission members Jennifer Jones and Patrick Miranda. 

Ms. Akin thanked former Commission member Brita Entenmann for her service. 

Ms. Akin announced there was no business scheduled for either of the May meetings but 
there would probably be a meeting on June i h. 

Ms. Akin said that instead of having a joint study session regarding the duplication of Historic 
Review and Site Plan Review in the downtown historic districts, she would just keep the 
Commission posted on how that text amendment is progressing. She said if the Commission 
felt strongly about needing a joint study session to let her know. 

Ms. Akin told the Commissioners who were not able to attend this morning's study session, 
which she had placed the documents at their seats. 

Messages and Papers from the Chair. None. 

- 4 -
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MINUTES- Landmarl<s and Historic Preservation Commission Meeting May 7, 2013 

The public hearing was closed. 

Motion: Adopt the Final Order for Approval of HC-13-033, as per the Staff Report dated 
April 26, 2013, including Exhibits A through H, including the conditions contained therein. 

Moved by: Commissioner Marmon Seconded by: Commissioner Curler 

Roll Call Vote: Motion passed 5 - 0. 

60. Old Business. 
60.1 Washington Elementary School Update - Commissioner Marmon announced that the 

plaque had been presented on Friday, May 3, 2013, at 1:45 p.m. The whole school was 
excited about receiving this award. She suggested that this project can be taken off the 
agenda as old business since it has now been completed. Ms. Helmer announced that 
Commissioner Marmon worked very hard to get some former students there. Mrs. 
Crawford, who represented a family whose four generations had attended the school, 
stood up and gave a wonderful speech. 

Commissioner Curler gave an update on the website project. She announced that they 
had met with representatives from Project A on Friday with some printed concepts of 
website designs and they would return in a week to receive Committee approval. She 
said that they would make templates for the website, and the City Technical Services 
person would give them the training on how to use the templates. Ms. Helmer also 
announced that Commissioner Curler had worked extensively on the website. Vice Chair 
Sewell requested that this item be added to the future agendas instead of the Washington 
Elementary School Update. 

60.2 Historic Preservation Awards - Ms. Helmer announced that the list of awards would need 
to be finalized at the next meeting since Chair de Wolfe was not in attendance. At last 
month's meeting she thought they had decided on the Sparta Building and the Holly 
Theatre for bronze plaques. 

70. New Business and Announcements. None. 

70.1 Proposed Code Amendment to eliminate duplicate reviews in Historic Overlay Zones 
Praline McCormack, Planner II , announced the reason for elimination of duplicate reviews 
to save time and money for the developers. Ms. McCormack said that the Commission 
would have expanded authority for site plan review, granting exceptions, imposing 
conditions of approval, extending approvals, and Public hearings might be televised. She 
discussed a handout comparing the Historic Review of the One West Main project with the 
Site Plan and Architectural Review. She explained the procedures for an amendment to 
the Code. 

The Commissioners requested additional training. Commissioner Applen stated that as 
long as the Commission was given the same support as Ms. Helmer gives, there should 
not be a problem. Commissioner Curler asked if the hearings were to be televised every 
time. Ms. Myers, Principal Planner, stated that they should all either be televised or not 
televised. She said that the Site Plan and Architectural Review Commission meetings are 
televised as part of the public involvement process. Vice Chair Sewell asked if there 
would be any motions made tonight at the meeting regarding televised meetings. Ms. 
Myers said that the Commission could make recommendations ttlltfl~~cil. Vice 
Chair Sewell requested a motion. EXHIBIT# 'D ............. __ 
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MINUTES- Landmarl<s and Historic Preservation Commission Meeting May 7, 201 3 

Motion: The Landmarks and Historic Preservation Commission meetings will not be 
televised. 

Moved by: Commissioner White Seconded by: Commissioner Applen 

Roll Call Vote: Motion passed 5 - 0. 

Vice Chair Sewell requested a motion on the Site Plan and Architectural Review 
amendment. 

Motion: Accept the responsibility for the site plan and architectural review. 

Moved by: Commissioner Curler Seconded by: Commissioner Marmon 

Friendly Amendment: Accept the responsibility for the site plan and architectural review if 
adequate training is provided to the Commission. 

Moved by: Commissioner Curler Seconded by: Commissioner Marmon 

Roll Call Vote: Motion passed 5 - 0. 

80. Comments from Commissioners. None. 

90. Report from the Planning Department. 
Ms. Helmer stated that the Summit-Fairmount neighborhood presentation for property 
owners with George Kramer, on May 1, 2013, at the Santos Community Center, turned 
out to be a great event with Mr. Kramer's PowerPoint presentation. She announced that 
around 25 property owners and some of the Commissioners with their spouses attended. 

Commissioner Curler announced that she had been really impressed with his presentation 
and had driven through the neighborhood looking at the historic houses. Ms. Helmer 
announced that they now have several contacts in the neighborhood. 

100. City Council Comments. 
Councilperson Blai r apologized that the Council Members were not able to attend the 
Summit-Fairmount neighborhood presentation since they were attending a budget 
meeting for the Medford Urban Renewal Agency. 

She announced that some of the Council Members attended the Washington Elementary 
School plaque presentation. 

Councilperson Blair stated that she had suggested the Commission review some of the 
Site Plan and Architectural Commission Meetings before making a decision. She said she 
found the Site Plan and Architectural Commission decisions to be very technical. All the 
Commission meetings are on the website and she thought all the meetings should be 
televised, even the study sessions, for the public. 

She complimented Chair de Wolfe on the wonderful presentation at Washington School 
and announced that she had also given a great presentation at the City Council meeting. 
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Medford City Council Study Session 
May 30, 2013 

The meeting was called to order at noon in the Medford Room, City Hall,411 W . 8th Street, Medford with 
the following members present. 

Mayor Gary Wheeler; Councilmembers John Michaels, Karen Blair, Eli Matthews , Dick Gordon, Daniel Bunn, 
Bob Strasser, AI Densmore and Chris Corcoran . 

Ideas for Central Business District Amendments: Planning Director Jim Huber addressed the Council and 
provided the background for the purpose of the work being done. The Medford Code should reflect the 
vision for the community. With the work that has been done in the downtown by the Medford Urban 
Renewal Agency and individual property owners it is anticipated that this trend of re vita lization will 
continue. Therefore the Medfo rd Code shou ld promote and encourage this t rend . He described some of 
the issues that affect the planning for downtown. 

1. Overlay boundaries do not match . 
2. Multiple zoning districts 
3. Vague code provisions 
4. Reliance on discretionary commiss1on review vs. specific standards 
5. Lack of site and building design standards 
6. Parking district waives parking standards but not in lad dev code 
7. What uses are allowed or prohibited . 

He spoke to the Main Street boot camp recently held in Medford and t he five most important design 
standards of zero front setback; percentage of front lot line coverage, ground floor transparency; regula r 
rhyth m of building entrances; and primary entrance opens on primary shopping street. 

Mr. Hube r spoke to cleaning up the Comprehensive Plan and Medford Code to eliminate duplicate review 
in historic overlay; clarify vague provisions; create site and building design standards; address multiple 
boundaries, zoning districts and permitted/prohibited uses. He noted that the first of these items, the 
duplicate review in Historic Overlay, will be presented to the Planning Commiss ion in the next two 
months. 

Sally Densmore, President of the Heart of Medford Association, provided an update on the development 
of the Economic Improvement District . She noted that it is an t icipated to be brought before the Council in 
the near future. Ms. Densmore noted that the Economic Improvement District will assist with items such 
as landscaping, amenities, promotion, and specia l events 

The meeting adjourned at 12:55 p.m. 

Glenda Wilson 
City Recorder 
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IVIII\IUTES 
Planning Commission M-ae·~ i ng 

J ltly 25, 201 3 

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

Commissioners Present 
Tim Jackie, Chair 
Robert Tull, Vice Chair 
Bill Christie 
Norman Fincher 
Bill Mansfield 
Patrick Miranda 
David McFadden 
Alec Schwimmer 

Commissioners Absent 
Michael Zarosinsl<i , Excused Absence 

10. noll Call 

Staff 
Jim Huber, Planning Director 
Bianca Petrou, Assistant Planning Director 
Suzanne Myers, Principal Planner 
Kelly Akin, Principal Planner 
Lori Cooper, Deputy City Attorney 
Debbie Strigle , Recording Secretary 
Praline McCormack, Planner II 

20. Consent Calendar/Written Cornmunic;ations. 
20. 1 I .. OS-1·1-069 Consideration of a request for a one-year time extension of the tentative plat 

for Catie Ann Homes Subdivision, a four-lot residential subdivision loca ted on a 0.63 acre 
parcel at 11 24 Maple Park Drive at the intersection of Maple Park Drive and Silky Oaks 
Lane in an SFR-1 0 (Single Family Residential - 10 dwelling units per gross acre) zoning 
district. (Hoffbuhr & Associates, Inc. , Agent). 

Motion: Adopt the consent calendar. 

Moved by: Commissioner McFadden Seconded by: Commissioner Miranda 

Voice Vote: Motion passed, 8-0. 

30. 1\flimries. 
30.1 The minutes for June 27, 2013, were approved as submitted. 

40. Oral and Written Reques·ts and Communications. None. 

50. 

Chair Jackie stated that tonight's hearing was legislative and Lori Coo~er, ~~puty City 
Attorney, would not read the Quasi-Judicial Statement. Ms. cebb~~~ ~Hffilf~1 ed Chair 
Jackie's statement. ' }(HII31T #_ ~ .. 

Public Hearing. 

New Business 

IIG- t Dt \\:J?-- c:=)t,., 

DC,i\- -12 .. 056 Consideration of an ordinance amending Chapter 10 Land Development Code 
Sections 10.031 , 10.051, 10.061, '10.132, 10. 136, 10.251, 10.253, 10.254, 10.259, 10.26 1, 
10.262, 10.263, 10.285, 10.432, 10.485, 10.501, 10.712, '10.732, 10.743, 10.747, 10.790, 
10.801, 10.823, 10.824, I 0.833, 10.837, 10.878, and 10.897 to eliminate the requirement 
for dual review of commercial/industrial/multi-family development proposed within a Historic 
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IVIINUTES- Planning Commis:;ion Meeting July 25, 2013 

Overlay by incorporating the Site Plan and Architectural Review into the Historic Review 
and giving the Landmarks and Historic Preservation Commission the same approving 
authority as the Site Plan and Architectura l Commission, including approving authority for 
Exceptions (City of Medford, Applicant). 

Praline McCormack, Planner II , gave a brief summary, reviewed the findings and 
conclusions and read the approval criteria. 

Commissioner McFadden asked whether the budget forecast fo r the City of Medford 
included additional training for the Landmarks and Historic Preserva tion Commission? Ms. 
McCormack stated that there are plans to train the Landmarks and Historic Preservation 
Commission. 

Commissioner McFadden stated that the Si te Plan and Architectural Commission is 
comprised of people who are certain professionals in certain areas of expertise. Does this 
change institute the same type of conditions for memberships on the Landmarks and 
Historic Preservation Com mission by requiring certain professional training or knowledge 
outside of what the City may give them? Ms. McCormack replied no, not at this time. 

Commissioner Tull stated that he is not persuaded that this is the approach he would 
recommend to the problem the City is trying to solve. The Site Plan and Architectural 
Commission has been a very important functioning Commission within the City planning. 
He is reluctant to have any new development, whether it is in the downtown area or not, not 
receive the experi ence and expert appraisal and evaluation that the Site Plan and 
Architectural Commission offers. He also appreciates the work that the Landmarks and 
Historic Preservation Commission ras done that needs to be encouraged and supported. If 
there are but a few properti es within the designated downtown overlay area that, were they 
developed, would need Site Plan and Architectural Commission type of review then that 
needs to be stated. Let's also recognize tha t there are some properties tha t need some 
upgrading and more development that have historical value. He does not understand how 
we improve our situation by giving site plans responsibility for new development in 
downtown to the Landmarks and Historic Preservation Commission that has responsibi lity 
for the designation and preservation of older and historic properties 

Commissioner Schwimmer asked whether the Site Plan and Architectural Commission were 
asked about their position with regard to the amendments. Ms. McCormack replied yes and 
they had no problem with the amendment. 

Commissioner Schwimmer asked if there have been opportunities where the Landmarks 
and Historic Preservation Commission took a position that di ffered from the Site Plan and 
Architectural Commission with regard to review of any particular properties or have they 
been fairly consistent? Kelly Akin , Principal Planner, stated yes. In the duplicate review the 
Landmarks and Historic Preservation Commission goes first and then the Site Plan and 
Architectural Commission will follow. It has been Ms. Akin 's experience that the Site Plan 
and Architectural Commission defer the items that are important to the Landmarks and 
Historic Preservation Commission which would be architecture. She does not recall ever 
seeing the Site Plan and Archi tectural Commission change any architectural features . 
Typically in the downtown construction is property line to property line so there is very little 
site review to be done. The cri teria are very similar for both Commissions. 

Commissioner Schwimmer asked what brought this to the forefront at this time? Ms. Akin 
stated that she has the fortune to staff all three of the Commissions that the Planning 
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Department staffs and the reviews are truly duplicative. She does not know that there is a 
benefit for reviewing the same thing by different bodies with different perspectives when the 
result does not change. 

Commissioner Miranda stated that he sat on the Site Plan and Architectural Commission 
when they discussed this amendment. They did discuss several of the different topics 
regarding what was duplicative and where the expertise was. Although the experti se on the 
Site Plan and Architectural Commission may be different from the Landmarks and Historic 
Preservation Commission, it is his opinion, that the intent and integrity of the review wi ll not 
be compromised. 

Chair Jackie commented that he is not in favor of this solution to the problem. He would not 
want to avoid having a Site Plan and Archi tectural review of downtown development. If 
there is way to do a Historic Overlay with one fee for a consolidated review that happens 
between two bodies sequenced in time one would end up with a better product. 

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

a. Cathy de Wolfe, 427 Scottsdale Circle, Medford , Oregon, 97504. Ms. de Wolfe stated tllat 
she is the current Chair of the Landmarks and Historic Preservation Commission and was 
present tonight to state that the Landmarks and Historic Preservation Commission has 
discussed this topic at a recent meeting and endorsed the proposal for all the reasons staff 
has presented. With the provision of additional training, the Landmarks and Historic 
Preservation Commission would be able to undertake and provide a thorough and 
appropriate level of review that would be the same as a Site Plan and Architectural 
Commission review for any buildings within the Downtown Historic Overlay. 

Ms. Al~ in responded to the consolidated review discussion stating that is effectively what 
happens. Presently there is an application in the queue that is scheduled to be heard 
August 6, 201 3, by the Landmarks and Historic Preservation Commission and August 16, 
2013, by the Site Plan and Architectural Commission. However, they are two dis tinct 
applications on two distinct 120-day tracks. It does present and issue when you have two 
separate bodies reviewing the same thing. r=rom a practical standpoint it is awkward and 
inefficient. 

Ms. Akin responded to the expertise discussion by stating that the Site Plan and 
Architectural Commission receives reports and analysis from City staff. The Landmarks and 
Historic Preservation Commission w1ll receive that same level of analysis and input from 
staff. 

Commissioner Tull reported that he is very favorably impressed by the con·fidence that staff 
has in the way these processes work and their judgment that this would be a right step for 
the City to take. 

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 to the City Council 
per the Staff Report dated July 16, 20 13, including Exhibits A through E. 

Moved by: Commissioner Fincher Seconded by: Commissioner Miranda 

Commissioner Mansf ield stated that he thought he understood Commissioner Tull to be 
debating in opposition to this because in certain instances would eliminate being considered 
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by the Site Plan and Architectural Commission. Now he thinks he hears Commissioner Tull 
voting in favor of this. Commissioner Mansfield defers to Commissioner Tull 's expertise. 

Commissioner Tull stated that Commissioner Mansfield heard correctly the concern that 
Commissioner Tull brought with him to this meeting. Now that he has heard staff's 
perspective on it, the confidence staff has in working with the procedu re that is being 
proposed, how it is actually working and the kind of duplicative attention that some projects 
have received without there being any significant benefit by the duplication, he is ready to 
say his concerns have been responded to and he is ready to support the motion. 

Voice Vote: Motion passed, 7-1, with Commissioner Jackie voting no. 

60. neport o·t Cit izens Planning Adviso ry CommiHee. 
60. 1 Commissioner McFadden reported that this will he is last Citizens Planning Advisory 

Committee report because to his understanding the Citizen's Planning Advisory Committee 
has been disbanded by the City. 

70. Report o·f the Site Plan and .1\rch itect•ual Commis!lion. 
70. 1 Commissioner Miranda reported that the Site Plan and Architectural Commission has not 

met since his last report. If it did he was not there. 

80. lleport of ihe Joint Transportat ion Subcommittee. 
80. 1 Commissioner Christie reported that the Joint Transportation Subcommittee had no agenda 

items so the meeting was cancelled. 

90. Report o1 thP- Planning Department. 
90. ·1 Kelly Ak in, Principal Planner, s tated that she will make sure that the report of the Citizens 

Planning Advisory Committee is taken off future agendas. The Comprehensive Plan 
amendment is moving through the system to change the citizen involvement element and 
has not been accomplished yet. 

City Council had a special meeting on July 11 , 2013. They had a study session on the 
Internal Study Areas related to the Urban Growth Boundary amendment project. City 
Counci l asked to meet with staff outside a study session that is being worked out by the 
Councilors and staff. 

On July 18, 2013, City Council discussed the Larson Creek Greenway and their direction to 
staff was to continue to seek grant funding to improve the pathway along Larson Creek. 

City Council has an appeal next week of the Old East Medford Neighborhood Association. 
It is an appeal of a Planning Director's decision. An applicant wanted to construct an 
assisted living facility at Main and Geneva street. The Director's decision was that it was 
exempt from Site Plan and Architectural Commission review so that it could go straight to 
building permit. 

The Planning Commission's next study session scheduled for August 12, 2013, is 
cancelled. There is business tentatively scheduled for August 26, 2013. Staff will keep the 
Planning Commissioners posted on that meeting. 

The Planning Commission has business scheduled through September 2013. 
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