
Note:  Anyone wishing to speak at any Planning Commission meeting is encouraged to do so.  If you wish to 
speak, please rise and, after you have been recognized by the Chair, give your name and complete address for 
the record.  You will then be allowed to speak.  Please note that the public testimony may be limited by the 
Chair and normally is not allowed after the Public Hearing is closed. 

 

  
  
 
In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, if you need special assistance to participate in this meeting, 
please contact the Community Development office at 541-488-5305 (TTY phone is 1-800-735-2900).  Notification 48 
hours prior to the meeting will enable the City to make reasonable arrangements to ensure accessibility to the 
meeting (28 CFR 35.102-35.104 ADA Title 1).   
 

 
ASHLAND PLANNING COMMISSION 

REGULAR MEETING 
JANUARY 13, 2009 

AGENDA 
 

I. CALL TO ORDER:   7:00 PM, Civic Center Council Chambers, 1175 E. Main Street 
 
 
II. ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 
 
III. CONSENT AGENDA 

A. Approval of Minutes 
1.   December 9, 2008 Planning Commission Meeting 
 

B. Approval of Findings for 232 Vista Street, PA #2008-01517 
 
 
IV. PUBLIC FORUM 
 
 
V. PUBLIC HEARINGS  

A. Greater Bear Creek Valley Regional Problem Solving Agreement 
PLANNING ACTION: 2008-01984 
DESCRIPTION: Consideration of the City of Ashland entering into an Intergovernmental 
Agreement, the “Greater Bear Creek Valley Regional Problem Solving Agreement” (the 
“Agreement”), for the Bear Creek Valley Regional Problem Solving (RPS) Program, which 
provides for the participants to implement the Bear Creek Valley Regional Plan.  
 

B. PLANNING ACTION: 2008-01986 
SUBJECT PROPERTY: 2915 Highway 66 
APPLICANT:  Myles Comstock 
DESCRIPTION: A request for a Modification of a previously approved Site Review 
(PA#2008-01315) for a Variance to exceed the maximum 20-foot height limitation in the 
Airport Overlay Zone. The proposed structure is 26.5 feet in height. 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN DESIGNATION: Employment; ZONING: E-1; ASSESSOR’S 
MAP #: 39 1E 13B; TAX LOT: 2005 

 
 
VI. OTHER BUSINESS 

A. Discussion of possible changes to the City Sign Code based on the Downtown Task 
Force Recommendations. 
 

B. 2009 Hearings Board Assignments 
 
 
VII. ADJOURNMENT 
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ASHLAND PLANNING COMMISSION 

REGULAR MEETING 
MINUTES 

DECEMBER 9, 2008 
 

 
CALL TO ORDER 
Vice Chair Michael Dawkins called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. in the Civic Center Council Chambers, 1175 East Main 
Street.  
 

Commissioners Present:  Staff Present: 
Michael Dawkins 
Mike Morris 
Debbie Miller 
Pam Marsh 
Melanie Mindlin 
Michael Church 

 Bill Molnar, Community Development Director 
Derek Severson, Associate Planner 
Angela Barry, Assistant Planner 
Richard Appicello, City Attorney 
April Lucas, Administrative Assistant 

   
Absent Members:  Council Liaison: 
John Stromberg 
Tom Dimitre 
Dave Dotterrer 

 Cate Hartzell, absent 

 
CONSENT AGENDA 
A. Approval of Minutes  

1. November 6, 2008 Planning Commission Meeting 
2. November 12, 2008 Planning Commission Meeting 

B. Adoption of Findings for 2200 Ashland Street, PA #2008-00911 
 
Mindlin requested the November 6, 2008 minutes be amended on Page 2, last paragraph, to include the statement “herbicides 
may be applied for initial eradication, but should not be used as an ongoing maintenance plan.” 
 
Commissioners Marsh/Church m/s to approve the November 6, 2008 Planning Commission minutes as amended. 
Voice Vote: all AYES. Motion passed. 
 
Commissioners Marsh/Mindlin m/s to approve the November 12, 2008 Planning Commission minutes. Voice Vote: all 
AYES. Motion passed. 
 
Associate Planner Derek Severson clarified revised findings for 2200 Ashland Street were distributed to the Commission at 
the beginning of the meeting. He noted the following changes have been made: 
1) Condition 5d was changed to read “All hardscaping, including driveways, sidewalks, walkways, and required automobile 

and bicycle parking; landscaping; and irrigation system, shall be installed according to the approved plans, inspected and 
approved by the Staff Advisor.”  

2) Condition 6 now includes the clarification that “this provision only applies to grading and surfacing of the driveway, and 
nothing in this condition requires the applicant to relocate existing utilities.”  

3) Condition 7 now reads “that the Applicant shall provide a future connectivity route to what is now the informal pathway 
connecting to the Central Ashland Bikepath through or adjacent to the subject property…” 
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Community Development Director Bill Molnar clarified the change made to Condition 7 would provide the Applicant with some 
flexibility. Marsh commented that she is not opposed to providing flexibility, but felt the proposed language was awkward. 
Mindlin suggested the minutes reflect that this connection is still the Applicant’s responsibility.  
 
Declaration of Ex Parte Contact 
Miller indicated a gentleman commented to her that he had seen the meeting on TV and that the Planning Commission had 
made a good decision. Both Dawkins and Church indicated they had passed through the site. Mindlin stated she had a 
conversation on a different subject with someone who testified at the hearing.  
 
Commissioners Church/Morris to approve the Findings for 2200 Ashland Street. Roll Call Vote: Commissioners 
Morris, Church, Mindlin, Marsh, Dawkins and Miller, YES. Motion passed. 
 
PUBLIC FORUM 
No one came forward to speak.  
 
TYPE II PUBLIC HEARINGS 
Dawkins read aloud the public hearing procedures for land use hearings.  
 
A. PLANNING ACTION: 2008-00911 

SUBJECT PROPERTY: 2300 Siskiyou Blvd.  
APPLICANT: Steve Asher 
DESCRIPTION: A request for Site Review approval to construct thirteen condominium units for the property 
located at 2300 Siskiyou Boulevard. Also included are requests for a Physical & Environmental Constraints 
Review Permit to allow tree removal and parking space installation on Flood Plain Corridor/Riparian 
Preservation Lands adjacent to a culverted section of Clay Creek; Tree Removal Permits to remove 36 of the 
site’s 78 trees; and an Exception to Street Standards to not install sidewalks and curbs along Siskiyou 
Boulevard frontage. (The approval of this application would replace the previous Performance Standards 
Options subdivision approval from PA #96-131).   
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN DESIGNATION: Low Density Multi Family Residential; ZONING: R-2; ASSESSOR’S 
MAP #: 39 1E 14 CA; TAX LOTS: 7700, 7800, 7801, 7802, 7803, 7804, 7805, 7806, 7807 and 7808.  

 
Declaration of Ex Parte Contact 
No ex parte contact was reported by any of the Commissioners. Both Dawkins and Marsh indicated they had passed by the 
site since the last meeting.  
 
Staff Report 
Associate Planner Derek Severson noted this hearing is a continuation from the November 12 meeting and reviewed some of 
the key points that were not previously discussed. He noted the site consists of nine tax lots and there is a previous 
subdivision approval in place that would allow for the build out of the property. That approval included the installation of a 
driveway off Bellview to serve the units on the northeast portion of the property, and an easement for shared driveway access 
to serve two units on the southwest portion of the site. Mr. Severson stated the current proposal modifies the existing 
configuration of the site by: 1) removing the house that sits on the property, 2) removing the paving of the existing driveway off 
Siskiyou, and 3) installing a new driveway system off Bellview that would circulate through the property. He noted there would 
be 13 condominium units constructed on the site, all of which would be accessed from Bellview, with two of the units accessed 
through the easement that was recorded as part of the 1996 subdivision approval.  
 
Mr. Severson commented on the Physical & Environmental Constraints portion of the application and clarified the components 
that trigger this are the three parking spaces in the Riparian Corridor and the removal of four trees. He clarified the Riparian 
Corridor map does not take into account that the creek channel in this area feeds into a detention pond on the Parks 
Department property, and from there it is piped underground beneath the Ashlander Apartments. He stated while this is an 
identified riparian corridor, it has no hydrology and there is very little likelihood of it being daylighted at any point. Regardless 
of this, he noted the Applicant is conforming to the 20 ft. setback requirement.  
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In reviewing the application, Staff had two primary issues with the proposal: 1) the functionality of the smaller (private) open 
space areas, and 2) the Applicant’s request for an exception to the City Street Standards. Mr. Severson clarified Staff was 
able to work with the Applicant on the open space issue and noted the proposed condition that would require a landscape plan 
to be submitted prior to building permits that would modify the landscaping to demonstrate a 10 ft. yard area for the private 
yards. He added the larger and more shared open space areas identified in the plan more than satisfy the 8% open space 
requirement. Regarding the Street Standards, Mr. Severson clarified Staff is recommending denial of this exception. He stated 
the Street Standards require the Applicant to install curbs, gutters, parkrow, and street trees, and displayed several photos of 
other projects along Siskiyou that were required to conform with these standards. He noted with no curbs, cars can turn from 
Siskiyou onto Bellview without much reduction in traveling speed, and the lack of a curb puts pedestrians on a path that has 
no distinction from the street. Mr. Severson clarified the new sidewalk could be placed in the same location as the existing 
path. 
 
Applicant’s Presentation 
Mark Knox/485 W Nevada/Applicant’s Representative, Laurie Sager/700 Mistletoe/Landscape Architect/, and Steve 
Asher/1060 Elkader/Applicant addressed the Commission. Mr. Knox noted they have been working on this project for over 
two years and stated there are a lot of constraints due to the shape of the site, the trees, and the Physical & Environmental 
Constraints issues. He commented on the request for an exception to the Street Standards and clarified they are not seeking 
to avoid the improvements. He noted the original 1996 subdivision application talked about this issue being deferred until a 
Local Improvement District could be designed that would address the uniqueness of this section of Siskiyou Boulevard. Mr. 
Knox commented on the need for “boulevard street standards” and stated the current Street Standards seem more 
appropriate for residential areas. He added if the Commission denies their request for an exception, they have included plans 
in the record that comply with the Street Standards criteria. Mr. Knox commented on the Physical & Environmental Constraints 
permit. He referenced the site plan, and clarified where the creek line, sediment pond, and underground pipe are located. He 
clarified their proposal actually reduces the riparian encroachment that is there now, and clarified there is no vegetation or 
water in this area. Mr. Knox commented on the access to the proposed units, and stated ODOT and Staff have both indicated 
the driveway off Siskiyou should be removed. He noted the 1996 approval had no restrictions on the size of the units that 
could use the private drive; however they are proposing to put the smaller units in this location out of consideration for the 
neighbors.  
 
Questions of the Applicant 
Mr. Knox stated the current path is functioning very well and clarified they would like to fix the turning radius and improve 
pedestrian movement; what they are trying to minimize is the bleach white sidewalk and delineated curb edge. He elaborated 
on the idea of doing a comprehensive design for this section of Siskiyou Blvd. He stated they have the room to do some really 
neat things, but noted the domino effect and stated once the standard Street Design pattern starts, it is hard to stop. Mr. Asher 
added that this application would set precedence for the whole south side of Siskiyou. He added that more people use the 
meandering path on the south side than the traditional sidewalk on the north side. He voiced his support for a more 
comprehensive plan to address this and questioned if applying the Street Standards for this area was the appropriate thing to 
do.  
 
Dawkins restated the four components of this application and asked the speakers to limit their testimony to the criteria.  
 
Public Testimony 
Woo Gardenswartz/917 Bellview, #1/Shared his concern that the proposed development is too dense compared to the 
previous approval for this area. He commented on the parking situation along Bellview and stated having two driveways off 
this street will be problematic. Mr. Gardenswartz displayed photos of cars parking along Bellview and stated this project would 
increase density and is worried the parking will become even worse. He commented on the walkway along Siskiyou and 
stated it is not safe and a new sidewalk would fit in with the improvements across the street. He also expressed concern that if 
the Commission decides to postpone the installation of sidewalk improvements, the homeowners will end up paying for it 
through a Local Improvement District.  
 
Mr. Dawkins clarified that the proposed development does meet the density requirements.  
 



 

Ashland Planning Commission 
December 9, 2008 

Page 4 of 7 

Anne Ainsworth/933 Bellview/Noted her house is the first one beyond the proposed development and clarified Bellview is 
used as an access to the entire Greenmeadows neighborhood. Ms. Ainsworth clarified she is not opposed to the number of 
proposed units, but feels the development should be accessed from Siskiyou. She commented on the number of parked cars 
along Bellview and noted there are already 4 apartments and 8 condominiums that use the same access road off Bellview and 
thinks adding 13 more units is not logical. 
 
Mike Tillinghast/919 Bellview, #1/Submitted a letter on behalf of the Bellview Homeowners Association. Mr. Tillinghast 
expressed concern with the impact this development will have on the neighborhood and felt the number of proposed units is 
excessive. He also expressed concern with the Applicant’s request to waive the constraints imposed by the Water Resource 
Protection Zones ordinance. He stated all the other property owners along Clay Creek have had to conform to the rules 
regarding riparian buffer zones and does not believe the Applicant’s reasons for an exception are compelling enough. Mr. 
Tillinghast also commented on the sidewalk and curb improvements and acknowledged the Applicant’s rationale for this 
waiver does make a certain amount of sense. He concluded by urging the Commission to not grant the waiver to the riparian 
zone ordinance and to consider a requirement to scale back the development.  
 
Dawkins read a letter into the record submitted by Marlyn McClaskey/915 Bellview, #2/The letter expressed Ms. 
McClaskey’s concerns regarding the removal of trees that line up along the fence of her property. It also expressed her 
concern with the plans for ingress and egress to and from the property and parking issues. It stated any plans for a new 
development should be accessed from Siskiyou, not Bellview.   
 
Dawkins read a letter into the record submitted by Larry & Rosalie Meyer/917 Bellview, #2/The letter made the following 
points: 1) They are opposed to the sidewalk variance and sidewalks should be installed by the developer to assure that this 
development blends in with the neighborhood, 2) They oppose access to the parking garages through their small driveway, 
since they already have problems with congestion and unwanted parking, and 3) They hope the trees will be retained, as they 
are very important for erosion control.  
 
Rebuttal by the Applicant 
Mark Knox/Commented on the following issues raised by the neighbors: 
1) The proposal is too dense: Mr. Knox clarified this proposal is at 80% of the density allowed. 
2) Concerns about driveway access: Mr. Knox clarified the perpetual easement could allow a lot more trips than they are 

proposing, and their design mitigates these issues. 
3) Riparian Area/P&E Encroachment Permit: Mr. Knox stated there is already an existing asphalt driveway in this area. He 

stated there is no riparian area that they are encroaching on and stated this proposal actually reduces the amount of 
asphalt in that area. 

4) Compliance with the Water Resource Protection Zones Ordinance. Mr. Knox stated the original 1996 approval had a 
setback of 20 ft. from the creek channel; at the closest point, this development has a 60 ft. setback.  

5) Sidewalks: Mr. Knox clarified they would like to see a more comprehensive design for this area, but they have submitted 
an alternate set of plans that complies with the Street Standards and they are willing to comply with whatever the 
Commission decides.  

Mr. Knox concluded by stating they feel they have met all of the required criteria.  
 
Dawkins closed the public hearing and the record at 8:20 p.m. Mr. Knox agreed to waive final written argument.  
 
Advice from Legal Counsel and Staff 
City Attorney Richard Appicello informed the Commission of a recent City planning action approval that went before the Land 
Use Board of Appeals (LUBA). The planning action included an exception to the Street Standards, and the LUBA judge ruled 
the City had to follow the Street Standards unless there was a demonstrable difficulty in meeting this requirement. He stated 
this case applies to this action, and asked the Commission to take this into consideration.  
 
Deliberations and Decision 
Commissioners Marsh/Church m/s to approve, noting that the project satisfies the criteria for Site Review Approval, 
the criteria for Tree Removal Permit, and the criteria for Physical & Environmental Constraints Review Permit, and 
noting that it does not meet the criteria for exception to Street Standards. DISCUSSION: Marsh commented on some of 
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the concerns raised by the neighbors. She clarified that not only does the project meet the density of the zone, it is required to 
have as many units as proposed. Regarding access off Bellview, she stated accessing the project off Siskiyou would be far 
more treacherous for pedestrians and bicyclists, and having the primary access off a side street is a much better option. 
Regarding the sidewalk issue, Marsh stated there is no significant difficultly in meeting the requirements of the Street 
Standards, and they let go of the idea of doing a master plan for this area a long time ago, and have been imposing these 
improvements all along Siskiyou. Mr. Severson clarified where the bikelane, curb, parkrow and sidewalk would be located and 
clarified there would still be a separation between the pedestrians and the street. Church shared his reservations about 
applying the Street Standards, and empathized with the Applicant regarding the suburban nature of the standard. Several 
Commissioners echoed Church’s reservations, but it was noted that since the Applicant cannot show demonstrable difficultly, 
the Commission cannot grant the exception. Roll Call Vote: Commissioners Marsh, Mindlin, Church, Morris, Miller, and 
Dawkins, YES. Motion passed 6-0. 
 
Commissioners Marsh/Morris m/s to approve the Findings. Roll Call Vote: Commissioners Miller, Mindlin, Church, 
Dawkins, Marsh, and Morris, YES. Motion passed 6-0. 
 
B. PLANNING ACTION: 2008-01517 

SUBJECT PROPERTY: 232 Vista Street 
APPLICANT:  Kerry KenCairn 
DESCRIPTION: A request for a Minor Land Partition, a Type II to Variance to the requirement that the new lot 
have a paved 20-foot wide access or an unpaved 20-foot wide access with less than 10 percent slope, and a 
Physical and Environmental Constraints Permit for development and tree removal on Hillside Lands.  
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN DESIGNATION: Single Family Residential; ZONING: R-1-7.5; ASSESSOR’S MAP #: 39 
1E 09BC; TAX LOT: 7500 

 
Declaration of Ex Parte Contact 
Dawkins noted he is familiar with the property. Marsh, Mindlin, Morris, Miller, and Church all reported site visits. Church noted 
he saw a real estate sign and was intrigued that the property was for sale before the Application had been approved. Staff 
clarified there is a separate adjacent lot that is for sale. All of the Commissioners agreed that they had not seen anything 
during their site visits that is not already characterized in the Staff Report.  
 
Staff Report 
Assistant Planner Angela Barry provided an overview of the Staff Report. She noted the property is located between Vista 
Street and Glenview Drive, and is zoned R-1-7.5. She displayed the Site Plan for the Commission and clarified if the lot 
partition is approved, both lots would be just over 9,000 sq. ft. Ms. Barry stated the new lot would be accessed from Glenview 
Drive, and noted there is no structure proposed for the lot at this time. She commented briefly on the Hillside Lands Overlay 
and noted the slopes on this property range from 15% to 35%. She stated the Applicant has submitted a Geotechnical Report 
addressing the hillside issues and any future home would be located in the area with the least amount of slope. Ms. Barry 
noted the application includes the removal of three trees, as well as a variance to create a lot that does not meet the 
requirements for access off an unpaved street. She elaborated that Glenview Dr. is narrower than the required 20 ft. and 
steeper than the maximum 10% grade, and noted the Project Engineer has indicated that widening the road would not be 
feasible. Ms. Barry clarified staff is recommending the Applicant improve the intersection of Glenview and Hillcrest by paving 
the first  70 ft. of Glenview, including curb and gutter along one side. She noted the Applicant has requested to install those 
improvements in the summer months, rather than during the winter, and clarified the Applicant would be required to provide a 
financial guarantee of this.    
 
Mr. Molnar provided a brief overview of the Hillside Lands Ordinance. He stated the Ordinance triggers the project’s geotech 
to evaluate the new lot and provide a recommendation on where the best location for a future home would be. In this 
application, the proposal is to locate the building envelope on the flattest portion of the lot, and they will be using an existing 
graded access for the driveway. Mr. Molnar added if a home is developed on that lot in the future, there will be additional 
Hillside standards that apply. He clarified the application currently before the Commission is just to create the lot. 
 
Mr. Molnar provided some background on the surrounding area, and stated most of these lots were platted prior to the City’s 
minimum standards for street width. He explained when applicants come in for a building permit, the City can impose the 
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Hillside Standards on the construction of the home, but cannot require them to bring the street up to current standards. He 
noted the City does require applicants to sign an agreement to participate in a Local Improvement District, should one be 
formed in the future. 
 
Applicant’s Presentation 
Kerry KenCairn/147 Central and Karen DeBoer/234 Vista addressed the Commission. Ms. KenCairn stated the proposed 
lot meets all of the ordinance requirements for lot creation and the only exception is the variance for the road. She explained 
the reason for this lot split is not to create a new house, but to release the home that is there now. She added they want to 
leave this area as open space, which is why they are proposing to create a new lot without a home. Ms. KenCairn explained in 
order to do this, they have to prove that the new lot could accommodate a home. She commented on the problems with 
Glenview, and stated there is enough right of way on the downhill side to widen the road, but due to the slope it would create 
more impacts to widen it, then to leave it the way it is. Ms. KenCairn stated there is a huge hardship involved with making the 
road wider, mostly from an environmental standpoint, and noted the report from the geotech states it is not feasible to widen 
the road.  
 
Public Testimony 
Dawkins read an email into the record submitted by Colin Swales/461 Allison. The email requested the Commission 
consider how this proposal would affect the emergency evacuation of the residential neighborhood above Lithia Park in the 
event of a wildfire, as well as how it would affect emergency vehicle access. The email also questioned whether the “pinch 
points” mentioned on Glenview were due to the considerable, un-permitted encroachment by the same property owner and 
whether this narrowing was self-imposed.  
 
Ms. Barry clarified there are encroachment permits on file for the two parking spaces, fence, and landscaping that are located 
in the right of way. She added the terms of those permits gives the City the right to have those encroachments removed at no 
cost to the City, should the road ever be widened.  
 
Rebuttal by the Applicant 
Kerry KenCairn/Stated the email read into the record implies that they are not meeting the Hillside Ordinance, and this is 
untrue. She noted the City’s Fire Marshall reviewed the plans and had no issues with this project. She also mentioned the 
“pinch points” and restated Ms. Barry’s assertion that these permitted items would be removed if a future widening of the 
street occurred. 
 
Dawkins closed the public hearing and the record at 9:35 p.m. Ms. KenCairn agreed to waive final written argument.  
 
Deliberations and Decision 
Commissioners Morris/Marsh m/s to approve PA 2008-01517 with the revised conditions.  DISCUSSION: Ms. Barry 
clarified the revised conditions are 8a, 8e, and 8f.  
 
Commissioners Miller/Marsh m/s to extend meeting to 10 p.m. Voice Vote: all AYES. Motion passed.   
 
DISCUSSION (Continued): Miller asked if the emergency vehicle access was a concern for anyone. Dawkins stated he would 
be much more concerned with widening or paving the street. Church expressed his concerns with the creation of another lot. 
He stated given the nature of this area, he is unsure about increasing the capacity for development. Mindlin agreed, and 
expressed her concerns with creating another lot. Marsh noted the criteria for the lot creation, and stated the Applicant meets 
this, the only issue is the road. She stated this parcel fits a pattern that has already been established on the street and stated 
this approval seems appropriate to her. Morris noted the lot meets the requirements of the Hillside Ordinance and there is a 
demonstrable difficultly in altering the access road. Roll Call Vote: Commissioners Marsh, Mindlin, Morris, Miller, and 
Dawkins, YES. Commissioner Church, NO. Motion passed 5-1. 
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OTHER BUSINESS 
A. Select Planning Commission Representative for the Interchange 14 Bridge Design Review Committee. 
Mr. Molnar provided a brief explanation of the Bridge Design Review Committee and asked for a representative from the 
Commission to sit on this committee. The Commission agreed Dave Dotterrer would be offered the position, and if he was 
unable, Michael Dawkins would serve as the Planning Commission representative.  
 
ADJOURNMENT 
Meeting adjourned at 9:55 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
April Lucas, Administrative Assistant  
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ASHLAND PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
STAFF REPORT 

 
December 18, 2008 

 
 
ACTION REQUESTED: Adoption of Regional Problem Solving (RPS) Agreement 
 
PLANNING APPLICATION FILE: 2008-01984  
 
BY:  Bill Molnar, Community Development Director 
 
REQUEST:   Consideration of the City of Ashland entering into an Intergovernmental Agreement, the 
“Greater Bear Creek Valley Regional Problem Solving Agreement” (the “Agreement”), for the Bear Creek 
Valley Regional Problem Solving (RPS) Program, which provides a process for the participants to 
implement the Bear Creek Valley Regional Plan. 
 

I. RELEVANT FACTS 

A. Background  
 

The City of Ashland entered into a “Collaborative Regional Problem Solving” process along 
with other cities in the valley in 2000. Termed “Bear Creek Valley Regional Problem Solving” 
(RPS), it is a “planning process directed toward resolution of land use problems in a region” 
(ORS 197.654(1)). In the case of this region, the identified problems were (1) lack of a 
mechanism for coordinated regional growth planning; (2) loss of valuable farm and forest land 
caused by urban expansion; and (3) loss of community identity due to urban sprawl. The 
solution offered in the RPS Plan is directed, rational growth areas to accommodate a doubling 
of the population. When the growth areas are adopted by Jackson County and the respective 
city, they will become “urban reserves,” into which future urban growth boundary expansion 
may occur.  
 
The Bear Creek Valley Regional Problem Solving (RPS) Plan directs future urbanization 
through the establishment of urban reserve areas (URAs), which are the priority areas for 
expansion of a city’s urban growth boundary (UGB) when expansion becomes necessary.  
In order for participating cities to proceed with the creation of URAs, the City intends to enter 
into an agreement with the other participants in the process. Such an agreement is a 
prerequisite of Plan participation established in ORS 197.656(2), the RPS statute.  

The suggested action is for the Planning Commission to recommend that the Mayor, upon 
agreement by the Council, sign the Participants’ Agreement.  
 

B. Brief History of Local Events 
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Ashland’s Initial Position in RPS – December 2003 
 

In December of 2003, after a series of five public study sessions with the Planning 
Commission, Housing Commission and City Council, the Council determined that it would not 
propose new growth areas. Instead, the City decided to address future growth through the 
promotion of more efficient land use strategies on existing lands within its Urban Growth 
Boundary (UBG). 

 
Ashland’s Comments on Draft Plan – November 15, 2007 

 
The Council had a special meeting in October 2007 devoted to a discussion on the draft 
Regional Problem Solving Plan. A letter was sent from Mayor Morrison to the Regional 
Problem Solving Policy Committee, dated November 15, 2007, that described several areas 
where Ashland would like to see the draft Plan change prior to final adoption or enactment of a 
participant’s agreement. Elements of the draft Plan that were of particular interest to Ashland 
included: Efficient Use of Existing Lands, Transportation Planning and Implementation, Loss of 
High Value Agricultural Lands.  

 
 Regional Problem Solving (RPS) Update – August 4, 2008 Council Study Session 

 
On August 4, 2008, the Council was provided with a general overview of the Participant's 
Agreement and its key components. John Renz, DLCD’s Southern Oregon Representative and 
Michael Cavallaro, Executive Director at RVCOG were in attendance to provide background 
about the project and answer questions. City Attorney Richard Appicello clarified that signing 
the Participants' Agreement is not adopting the regional plan, rather only agreeing to run it 
through the appropriate Land Use process. Additionally, the adoption of the Participants’ 
Agreement is a land use decision and would be subject to public hearings before the Planning 
Commission and Council prior to making a decision on whether to sign the agreement or not.  
Staff explained that the next step would be for the Council to approve a resolution that would 
indicate the City’s support for regional problem solving and commit to sending the Participants’ 
Agreement through the local land use process. 
 
Adoption of Resolution in Support of RPS – September 16, 2008   

 
In anticipation of the Land Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC) review of the 
draft Regional Plan and Participants’ Agreement at October 2008 meeting, the Ashland City 
Council was asked to approve a resolution supporting Regional Problem Solving (RPS) in the 
Greater Bear Creek Valley as well as the general sequencing of the RPS approval process. 
The Council adopted a resolution, which conveyed Ashland’s general support for regional 
planning, including the general sequence of steps proposed for the RPS approval process.  

 
 
 

II.  APPLICABLE CRITERIA  
 

Section 18.108.060 and 18.108.170 normally applies to Comprehensive Plan Map and Text 
amendments. However, the proposed action does not amend any Comprehensive Plan 
component; instead, it sets into motion a series of planning activities that in the future may result in 
amendments to the Comprehensive Plan. Therefore, the criteria for Type III Planning Actions, 
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Comprehensive Plan Map amendments, Legislative Amendments do not apply.  
 
The Land Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC) recently gave tentative approval to 
the Participants’ Agreement (10/28/2008), finding it contains the components required by ORS 
197.656(2)(b) (see Exhibit A). Staff determines, after considering the advice of DLCD that the City 
should make the same finding if it chooses to participate in the agreement. In addition, the City 
Council will need to find that “the agreement reached by regional problem-solving process 
participants conform, on the whole, with the purposes of the statewide planning goals” (197.656(2) 
(c)). A summary of Goals 1–14 are attached as Exhibit B; Goals 15–19 are not applicable.  

Please note that the current action is only to consider the agreement. The City of Ashland has chosen 
to not establish urban reserve areas (URA) at this time. Future Consideration of whether or not the 
urban reserve areas and corresponding plan amendments proposed by other participating Rogue 
Valley communities conform to statewide planning goals will occur at the time those plans and 
regulations are up for adoption by their respective community.   

 
 

III.  STAFF FINDINGS  
 
According to ORS 197.656(2)(b), the Land Conservation and Development Commission is 
authorized to approve future Comprehensive Plan amendments related to RPS upon a 
determination that:  
 
The regional problem-solving process has included agreement among the participants on: 

(A) Regional goals for resolution of each regional problem that is the subject of the process; 

(B) Optional techniques to achieve the goals for each regional problem that is the subject of 
the process; 

(C) Measurable indicators of performance toward achievement of the goals for each regional 
problem that is the subject of the process; 

(D) A system of incentives and disincentives to encourage successful implementation of the 
techniques chosen by the participants to achieve the goals; 

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

(F) A process for correction of the techniques if monitoring indicates that the techniques are 
not achieving the goals.  

The Participants’ Agreement is attached as Exhibit C. It contains the above components in 
Sections IV through X, which detail the methods for achieving the regional goals, encouraging and 
measuring achievement, and making corrections when necessary. Consequently, Staff finds and 
concludes the Agreement contains the required components listed in ORS 197.656(2)(b).  

The second required finding is conformance, on the whole, with the purposes of the Statewide 
Planning Goals. The Agreement does not need to meet this requirement on its own; it is when the 
Agreement is enacted in conjunction with the process of implementing the Plan that conformance 
is determined. However, staff offers findings below as to how the Agreement conforms to each 
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relevant Goal: 

1. Citizen Involvement. The public has been involved since the beginning of the RPS 
project. As per City of Ashland procedures, citizen input will take place at all subsequent planning 
stages.  

2. Land Use Planning. The development of the RPS Plan and the Participants’ Agreement 
establishes a policy and process framework to guide decision making. It is based on extensive 
studies and conclusions, and requires further studies as participants implement the Plan.  

3. Agricultural Lands. On balance with Goals 9, 10, and 14, the Plan and Agreement 
preserves agricultural lands by delimiting the extent of urbanization in the valley for the next 50 
years, more or less.  

4. Forest Lands. The same finding as for Goal 3 applies for this Goal.  

5. Natural Resources, Scenic and Historic Areas, and Open Spaces. The Agreement 
offers the option of using critical open space preservation strategies. The “future growth area” 
choices made during the process avoided sensitive resources to the extent feasible.  

6. Air, Water, and Land Resources Quality. The Participants’ Agreement does not exempt 
participants from State and Federal regulations, nor does it weaken participants’ existing 
regulations concerning environmental quality.  

7. Areas Subject to Natural Hazards. The finding for Goal 6 generally applies for this Goal.  

8. Recreational Needs. As with the above Goals, this is a matter of Plan implementation 
rather than adoption of the Agreement. The Agreement identifies three regional problems and 
points to the mechanisms that will be used to address them. Yet, implicit throughout Sections IV 
through X are the growth areas that will be reserved to satisfy land-use needs in the coming 
decades, including recreational needs.  

9. Economic Development. As with housing, the various participants may argue for 
distributions and allocations of employment lands that achieve the Goal without strictly conforming 
to the rules (197.656(2)). This means the City can structure its land supply to coincide with 
economic opportunities as described in the Comprehensive Plan and supporting policy documents.  

10. Housing. As the Plan is implemented the City of Ashland will have more flexibility to define 
its character through the types of housing it plans for.  

11. Public Facilities and Services. This is another instance where Plan implementation will 
address these needs.  

12. Transportation. Federal law requires coordinated transportation planning. The Agreement 
enhances this by requiring a more unified, systemic approach.  

13. Energy Conservation. Plan implementation will determine compliance.  

14. Urbanization. The Agreement and the Plan look further ahead than the 20-year horizon 
and utilize the “urban reserve” tools available in ORS 195.137.  
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As noted above, it is, by definition, an impossible task to find that the Agreement conforms to the 
Goals on its own (see 656(2)(c)), just as it is not possible to measure conformity to the Goals when 
measuring each Goal in isolation. Conformity is determined in the balance. Nevertheless, staff 
believes that Council is able to find that the Agreement conforms, on the whole, to the relevant 
Statewide Planning Goals. 

Even in the absence of RPS, if the City wanted to establish urban reserves, an agreement between 
the County and the City is required by ORS 195.143(2) “that identifies the land to be designated by 
the district in the district’s regional framework plan as urban reserves.”  With RPS, the City has the 
advantage of an Agreement and a Plan that has the commitment and support of the County. The 
Board of Commissioners is pleased with the current Participants’ Agreement and a public hearing 
in November agreed to sign the Agreement.  
 
 

IV. Recommendation  
 

In summary, signing of the Participants' Agreement is not adopting the regional plan, rather only 
agreeing to run it through the appropriate Land Use process. The current request only involves 
consideration of whether or not the City, as a participant, should sign the agreement based upon its 
consistency with applicable Oregon Revised Statutes for Collaborative Regional Problem Solving 
(Exhibit B). The City of Ashland has chosen to not establish urban reserve areas (URA) at this 
time. Future Consideration of whether or not the urban reserve areas and corresponding plan 
amendments proposed by other participating Rogue Valley communities conform to statewide 
planning goals will occur at the time those plans and regulations are up for adoption by their 
respective community.   
 
Based upon the findings above, staff advises that the Planning Commission recommend that the 
Mayor, upon agreement by the Council, sign the Participants’ Agreement.  
 
 

Attachments 
 
Note: In addition to the attachments below, the entire Greater Bear Creek Valley Regional Plan and 
supporting appendices can be viewed at the website of the Rogue Valley Council of Governments at: 
www.rvcog.org 

 
 Exhibit A – Collaborative Regional Problem Solving  
   (ORS 197.652-658) 
 Exhibit B – A Summary of Oregon’s Statewide Planning Goals 
 Exhibit C – Regional Problem Solving Agreement 
 Exhibit D – Executive Summary – Greater Bear Creek Valley Regional Plan 
 



 
EXHIBIT A 

 
COLLABORATIVE REGIONAL PROBLEM SOLVING 

(ORS 197.652-658) 
 
 
 197.652 Establishing regional problem-solving programs. Programs of the 
collaborative regional problem-solving process described in ORS 197.654 and 197.656 
shall be established in counties or regions geographically distributed throughout the state. 
[1996 c.6 §3; 1997 c.365 §1] 
 
 197.654 Regional problem solving; coordination. (1) Local governments and those 
special districts that provide urban services may enter into a collaborative regional 
problem-solving process. A collaborative regional problem-solving process is a planning 
process directed toward resolution of land use problems in a region. The process must 
offer an opportunity to participate with appropriate state agencies and all local 
governments within the region affected by the problems that are the subject of the 
problem-solving process. The process must include: 
 (a) An opportunity for involvement by other stakeholders with an interest in the 
problem; and 
 (b) Efforts among the collaborators to agree on goals, objectives and measures of 
success for steps undertaken to implement the process as set forth in ORS 197.656. 
 (2) As used in ORS 197.652 to 197.658, “region” means an area of one or more 
counties, together with the cities within the county, counties, or affected portion of the 
county. [1996 c.6 §4] 
 
 197.656 Commission acknowledgment of comprehensive plans not in compliance 
with goals; participation by state agencies; commission review of implementing 
regulations and plan amendments; use of resource lands. (1) Upon invitation by the 
local governments in a region, the Land Conservation and Development Commission and 
other state agencies may participate with the local governments in a collaborative 
regional problem-solving process. 
 (2) Following the procedures set forth in this subsection, the commission may 
acknowledge amendments to comprehensive plans and land use regulations, or new land 
use regulations, that do not fully comply with the rules of the commission that implement 
the statewide planning goals, without taking an exception, upon a determination that: 
 (a) The amendments or new provisions are based upon agreements reached by all 
local participants, the commission and other participating state agencies, in the 
collaborative regional problem-solving process; 
 (b) The regional problem-solving process has included agreement among the 
participants on: 
 (A) Regional goals for resolution of each regional problem that is the subject of the 
process; 
 (B) Optional techniques to achieve the goals for each regional problem that is the 
subject of the process; 



 (C) Measurable indicators of performance toward achievement of the goals for each 
regional problem that is the subject of the process; 
 (D) A system of incentives and disincentives to encourage successful implementation 
of the techniques chosen by the participants to achieve the goals; 
 (E) A system for monitoring progress toward achievement of the goals; and 
 (F) A process for correction of the techniques if monitoring indicates that the 
techniques are not achieving the goals; and 
 (c) The agreement reached by regional problem-solving process participants and the 
implementing plan amendments and land use regulations conform, on the whole, with the 
purposes of the statewide planning goals. 
 (3) A local government that amends an acknowledged comprehensive plan or land 
use regulation or adopts a new land use regulation in order to implement an agreement 
reached in a regional problem-solving process shall submit the amendment or new 
regulation to the commission in the manner set forth in ORS 197.628 to 197.650 for 
periodic review or set forth in ORS 197.251 for acknowledgment. 
 (4) The commission shall have exclusive jurisdiction for review of amendments or 
new regulations described in subsection (3) of this section. A participant or stakeholder in 
the collaborative regional problem-solving process shall not raise an issue before the 
commission on review that was not raised at the local level. 
 (5) If the commission denies an amendment or new regulation submitted pursuant to 
subsection (3) of this section, the commission shall issue a written statement describing 
the reasons for the denial and suggesting alternative methods for accomplishing the goals 
on a timely basis. 
 (6) If, in order to resolve regional land use problems, the participants in a 
collaborative regional problem-solving process decide to devote agricultural land or 
forestland, as defined in the statewide planning goals, to uses not authorized by those 
goals, the participants shall choose land that is not part of the region’s commercial 
agricultural or forestland base, or take an exception to those goals pursuant to ORS 
197.732. To identify land that is not part of the region’s commercial agricultural or 
forestland base, the participants shall consider the recommendation of a committee of 
persons appointed by the affected county, with expertise in appropriate fields, including 
but not limited to farmers, ranchers, foresters and soils scientists and representatives of 
the State Department of Agriculture, the State Department of Forestry and the 
Department of Land Conservation and Development. 
 (7) The Governor shall require all appropriate state agencies to participate in the 
collaborative regional problem-solving process. [1996 c.6 §5; 2001 c.672 §11] 
 
 197.658 Modifying local work plan. In addition to the provisions of ORS 197.644, 
the Land Conservation and Development Commission may modify an approved work 
program when a local government has agreed to participate in a collaborative regional 
problem-solving process pursuant to ORS 197.654 and 197.656. [1996 c.6 §6] 
 



A Summary of Oregon's Statewide Planning Goals

1.  CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT Goal 1
calls for "the opportunity for citizens to
be involved in all phases of the planning
process." It requires each city and county
to have a citizen involvement program
containing six components specified in
the goal. It also requires local
governments to have a committee for
citizen involvement (CCI) to monitor
and encourage public participation in
planning.

2.  LAND USE PLANNING Goal 2
outlines the basic procedures of Oregon's
statewide planning program. It says that
land use decisions are to be made in
accordance with a comprehensive plan,
and that suitable "implementation
ordinances" to put the plan's policies into
effect must be adopted. It requires that
plans be based on "factual information";
that local plans and ordinances be
coordinated with those of other
jurisdictions and agencies; and that plans
be reviewed periodically and amended
as needed. Goal 2 also contains
standards for taking exceptions to
statewide goals. An exception may be
taken when a statewide goal cannot or
should not be applied to a particular area
or situation.

3.  AGRICULTURAL LANDS Goal 3
defines "agricultural lands." It then
requires counties to inventory such lands
and to "preserve and maintain" them
through farm zoning. Details on the uses
allowed in farm zones are found in ORS
Chapter 215 and in Oregon
Administrative Rules, Chapter 660,
Division 33.

4.  FOREST LANDS This goal defines
forest lands and requires counties to
inventory them and adopt policies and
ordinances that will "conserve forest
lands for forest uses."

5.  OPEN SPACES, SCENIC AND
HISTORIC AREAS AND NATURAL
RESOURCES Goal 5 covers more than
a dozen natural and cultural resources
such as wildlife habitats and wetlands. It
establishes a process for each resource to
be inventoried and evaluated. If a
resource or site is found to be
significant, a local government has three
policy choices: preserve the resource,
allow proposed uses that conflict with it,
or strike some sort of a balance between
the resource and the uses that would
conflict with it.

6.  AIR, WATER AND LAND
RESOURCES QUALITY This goal
requires local comprehensive plans and
implementing measures to be consistent
with state and federal regulations on
matters such as groundwater pollution.

7.  AREAS SUBJECT TO NATURAL
DISASTERS AND HAZARDS Goal 7
deals with development in places subject
to natural hazards such as floods or
landslides. It requires that jurisdictions
apply "appropriate safeguards"
(floodplain zoning, for example) when
planning for development there.

8.  RECREATION NEEDS This goal calls
for each community to evaluate its areas
and facilities for recreation and develop
plans to deal with the projected demand
for them. It also sets forth detailed



standards for expedited siting of
destination resorts.

9.  ECONOMY OF THE STATE Goal 9
calls for diversification and
improvement of the economy. It asks
communities to inventory commercial
and industrial lands, project future needs
for such lands, and plan and zone
enough land to meet those needs.

10.  HOUSING This goal specifies that each
city must plan for and accommodate
needed housing types, such as
multifamily and manufactured housing.
It requires each city to inventory its
buildable residential lands, project future
needs for such lands, and plan and zone
enough buildable land to meet those
needs. It also prohibits local plans from
discriminating against needed housing
types.

11.  PUBLIC FACILITIES AND
SERVICES Goal 11 calls for efficient
planning of public services such as
sewers, water, law enforcement, and fire
protection. The goal's central concept is
that public services should to be planned
in accordance with a community's needs
and capacities rather than be forced to
respond to development as it occurs.

12.  TRANSPORTATION The goal aims to
provide "a safe, convenient and
economic transportation system." It asks
for communities to address the needs of
the "transportation disadvantaged."

13.  ENERGY Goal 13 declares that "land
and uses developed on the land shall be
managed and controlled so as to
maximize the conservation of all forms
of energy, based upon sound economic
principles."

14.  URBANIZATION This goal requires
cities to estimate future growth and
needs for land and then plan and zone
enough land to meet those needs. It calls
for each city to establish an "urban
growth boundary" (UGB) to "identify
and separate urbanizable land from rural
land." It specifies seven factors that must
be considered in drawing up a UGB. It
also lists four criteria to be applied when
undeveloped land within a UGB is to be
converted to urban uses.

15.  WILLAMETTE GREENWAY Goal 15
sets forth procedures for administering
the 300 miles of greenway that protects
the Willamette River.

16.  ESTUARINE RESOURCES This goal
requires local governments to classify
Oregon's 22 major estuaries in four
categories:, natural, conservation,
shallow-draft development, and
deep-draft development. It then
describes types of land uses and
activities that are permissible in those
"management units."

17.  COASTAL SHORELANDS The goal
defines a planning area bounded by the
ocean beaches on the west and the coast
highway (State Route 101 ) on the east.
It specifies how certain types of land and
resources there are to be managed: major
marshes, for example, are to be
protected. Sites best suited for unique
coastal land uses (port facilities, for
example) are reserved for
"water-dependent" or "water related"
uses.

18.  BEACHES AND DUNES Goal 18 sets
planning standards for development on
various types of dunes. It prohibits
residential development on beaches and
active foredunes, but allows some other



types of development if they meet key
criteria. The goal also deals with dune
grading, groundwater drawdown in dunal
aquifers, and the breaching of foredunes.

19.  OCEAN RESOURCES Goal 19 aims
"to conserve the long-term values,
benefits, and natural resources of the

nearshore ocean and the continental
shelf." It deals with matters such as
dumping of dredge spoils and
discharging of waste products into the
open sea. Goal 19's main requirements
are for state agencies rather than cities
and counties.



 

GREATER BEAR CREEK VALLEY 
REGIONAL PROBLEM SOLVING AGREEMENT

This REGIONAL PROBLEM SOLVING AGREEMENT (the “Agreement”) is entered 3 
into this ________ day of ____________________, 20_____ by and between Jackson County, the duly 
incorporated Oregon municipalities of Medford, Phoenix, Central Point, Jacksonville, Talent, 
Eagle Point, and Ashland, the Land Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC), the 6 
Department  of  Land  Conservation  and  Development  (DLCD),  the  Oregon  Department  of 
Transportation  (ODOT),  the  Oregon  Department  of  Housing  and  Community  Services 
(ODHCS),  the  Oregon  Economic  and  Community  Development  Department  (OECDD),  the 9 
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ), the Oregon Department of Agriculture 
(ODA),  the  Rogue Valley Metropolitan  Planning Organization  (RVMPO),  and Rogue  Valley 
Sewer Services (RVS). 12 

RECITALS 

WHEREAS Jackson County and the cities of Phoenix, Medford, Central Point, Ea‐
gle Point, Jacksonville, Ashland, and Talent (each a “Local Jurisdiction” and collectively, the 15 
“Region”) are part of the Greater Bear Creek Valley, described more particularly in the draft 
Plan, attached hereto as Exhibit A, and incorporated by this reference, that expects to see a 
doubling of the population over the long‐term future; and 18 

WHEREAS  the  increasing  population  in  the  Region will  create  an  ongoing  de‐
mand for additional lands available for urban levels of development; and  

WHEREAS that demand for urbanizable  land will have to be balanced with the 21 
Region’s  need  to maintain  its  high‐quality  farm  and  forest  lands,  as well  as  to  protect  its 
natural environment; and 

WHEREAS  the Local  Jurisdictions  recognize  that  long‐term planning  for which 24 
lands in the Region are most appropriate for inclusion in each municipality’s urban reserve 
areas (URAs) in light of the Region’s social, economic, and environmental needs is best de‐
termined on a regional basis; and   27 

WHEREAS the draft Plan is the RPS Policy Committee’s recommended means of 
elaborating the regional solutions to the identified regional problems; and 

WHEREAS the State’s Regional Problem Solving (RPS) statute provides a special 30 
process for addressing regional land use issues that allows the Local Jurisdictions, upon the 
satisfaction of certain conditions, to implement regional strategies through the adoption of 
post‐acknowledgement comprehensive plan amendments that do not fully comply with the 33 
otherwise applicable  regulations  (the  “Regulations”) of  the Land Conservation  and Devel‐
opment Commission (LCDC) to implement the Statewide Planning Goals (the “Goals”); and 

WHEREAS one of the conditions the Local Jurisdictions must satisfy in order to 36 
deviate  from  the Regulations  is  that  all  the  participants  in  the RPS  process  enter  into  an 
agreement that identifies: the problem faced by the Region; the goals that will address the 
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problem; the mechanisms for achieving those goals; and the system for monitoring the im‐
plementation and effectiveness of those goals; and 

WHEREAS various entities were identified as potential stakeholders within the 3 
regional planning process, and invitations were extended to every incorporated jurisdiction 
(Jackson County, Eagle Point, Medford, Jacksonville, Central Point, Phoenix, Talent, and Ash‐
land), school district (Ashland School District No. 5, Central Point School District No. 6, Jack‐6 
son County School District No. 9, Medford School District 549C, and Phoenix‐Talent School 
District No. 4), and irrigation district (Eagle Point, Medford, Rogue River, and Talent Irriga‐
tion Districts) in the Region, plus the Medford Water Commission, the Rogue Valley Metro‐9 
politan Planning Organization, Rogue Valley  Sewer  Services,  Rogue Valley  Transportation 
District, and the appropriate state agencies (DLCD, ODOT, ODA, ODHCS, OECDD, and DEQ); 
and  12 

WHEREAS the stakeholders mentioned above chose to exercise different  levels 
of  participation  and  responsibility within  the  planning  process,  the  “participants”  (as  the 
term is employed in ORS 197.656(2)(b)), are those jurisdictions and agencies that elect, by 15 
signing this Agreement, to implement the regional solutions to the regional problems identi‐
fied hereinafter; and  

WHEREAS signatory participants (Signatories) have chosen to exercise different 18 
levels of activity and responsibility within  the  implementation phase of  the adopted Plan, 
Implementing  Signatories  are  those  participants  which  will  amend  their  comprehensive 
plans per Section VI (3) of this Agreement to implement the adopted Plan, and Supporting 21 
Signatories are those participants which will otherwise support the implementation of the 
adopted Plan; and  

WHEREAS  the  Implementing  Signatories  are  Jackson  County  and  the  cities  of 24 
Eagle  Point,  Medford,  Central  Point,  Phoenix,  Talent,  Jacksonville,  and  Ashland;  and  Sup‐
porting Signatories are the Rogue Valley Sewer Services (RVS), the Rogue Valley Metropoli‐
tan Planning Organization (RVMPO), the Land Conservation and Development Commission 27 
(LCDC), and signatory state agencies; and  

WHEREAS this Agreement is intended to serve as the basis for amendments to 
the comprehensive plans and land use regulations of the Implementing Signatories in com‐30 
pliance with ORS 197.656. 

AGREEMENT 

NOW, THEREFORE, the parties to this Agreement agree to propose comprehen‐33 
sive plan and  land use regulation amendment processes based on  the attached draft Plan 
(Exhibit A). With  this  agreement, participants  acknowledge  that,  notwithstanding  the  fact 
that the draft Plan is the result of eight years of collaborative and jurisdiction‐specific plan‐36 
ning, it may become necessary to make adjustments to the draft Plan as a result of the com‐
prehensive plan amendment process.  
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I.  Recitals 
  The recitals set forth above are true and correct and are incorporated herein by 
this reference. 3 

II.  General Agreement 
  Signatories  to  this  Agreement  agree  to  abide  by  a  Plan  developed  under  Re‐
gional Problem Solving, as adopted by Implementing Signatories into their comprehensive 6 
plans, and acknowledged by the State of Oregon. Implementing Signatories agree to main‐
tain  internal  consistency with  the adopted Plan on an ongoing basis,  and when necessary 
and appropriate, either to amend their comprehensive plans and related policies, codes, and 9 
regulations to be consistent with the adopted Plan, or to pursue amendments to the adopted 
Plan.  The  Land  Conservation  and Development  Commission  (LCDC)  agrees  to  review  the 
Implementing Signatories’ comprehensive plan and land use regulation amendments under 12 
ORS  197.656(2),  and  agrees  that  this  Agreement  contains  the  elements  required  by  ORS 
197.656(2)(b).  Notwithstanding  the  generality  of  the  foregoing  provision  and  any  other 
provision  of  this Agreement,  however,  LCDC  retains  its  full  discretion  and  authority with 15 
respect to its review of the adopted Plan, or any amendments to the adopted Plan, and with 
respect to its review of the amendments to comprehensive plans and land use regulations 
that  the  Implementing  Signatory  Jurisdictions  adopt  to  implement  the  adopted  Plan.  The 18 
adopted Plan shall be what is adopted as a result of Jackson County’s comprehensive plan 
amendment process. 

The process  for  amending  the  comprehensive plans of  Jackson County  and  Implementing 21 
Signatories  is described in the attached work program (Exhibit B), which details the tasks 
and timing necessary to coordinate the initial comprehensive plan amendments necessary 
to adopt the Plan.  24 

Per ORS 197.656, all amendments to the adopted Plan will be subject to review by LCDC in 
the manner of periodic review or as set forth in ORS 197.251. 

III.  Statement of Problems to be Addressed   [ORS 197.656] 27 

  The parties to the Greater Bear Creek Valley RPS process (the “Project”) identi‐
fied three problems to be addressed by the Project: 

Problem No. 1 30 

Lack of a Mechanism for Coordinated Regional Growth Planning 

The Region will  continue  to be  subjected  in  the  future  to growth pres‐
sures  that  will  require  the  active  collaboration  of  jurisdictions  within  the 33 
Greater Bear Creek Valley. A mechanism is needed that accomplishes this with‐
out  infringing  on  individual  jurisdictional  authority  and/or  autonomy.  This 
Problem No. 1 shall be referred to hereinafter as “Coordinated Growth Manage‐36 
ment.” 
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Problem No. 2  
Loss of Valuable Farm and Forest Land Caused by Urban Expansion 

As our communities have expanded incrementally, there has been a ten‐3 
dency to convert important farm and forest lands to urban uses while bypassing 
lands with significantly less value as resource lands. This has been exacerbated 
by  the Region’s  special  characteristics  and  historic  settlement  patterns, which 6 
can  cause  some  state  regulations  governing urban growth  to have unintended 
consequences, some of them contrary to the intent of Oregon’s Statewide Plan‐
ning Goals. This Problem No. 2 shall be referred to hereinafter as the “Preserva‐9 
tion of Valuable Resource Lands.” 

Problem No. 3 
Loss of Community Identity 12 

Urban  growth  boundary  expansions  have  contributed  to  a  decreasing 
separation between some of the communities  in the Region, which jeopardizes 
important aspects of these jurisdictions’ sense of community and identity. This 15 
Problem No. 3 shall be referred to hereinafter as the “Preservation of Commu‐
nity Identity.” 

IV.  Project Goals   [ORS 197.656(2)(A)] 18 

  The parties to this Agreement have adopted the following Goals with respect to 
the Problems: 

Goal No. 1 21 

Manage future regional growth for the greater public good. 

Goal No. 2 
Conserve resource and open space lands for their important economic, cul24 

tural, and livability benefits. 

Goal No. 3 
Recognize  and  emphasize  the  individual  identity,  unique  features,  and 27 

relative  comparative  advantages  and  disadvantages  of  each  community 
within the Region.  
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V.  Optional Techniques for Implementation1 [ORS 197.656(2)(B)] 
  These optional techniques for implementation are those identified as appropri‐
ate for implementation of the draft Plan. As stated in the Recitals, it may become necessary 3 
to make adjustments to the draft Plan, and potentially these optional techniques for imple‐
mentation, as a result of the public comprehensive plan amendment process.  

A. Problem No. 1  Lack of a Mechanism for Coordinated Regional Growth Plan6 
ning 

Goal No. 1  Manage future regional growth for the greater public good. 

Optional Implementation Techniques 9 

(1)  Coordinated Periodic Review 

Implementing Signatories may engage in a coordinated schedule of regu‐
lar Periodic Reviews following the adoption of the Plan. This regionally 12 
coordinated Periodic Review will begin in 2012, will take place every 10 
years, and will coincide with the ten‐year regular review of the adopted 
Plan.  This  coordinated  Periodic Review will  provide  an  opportunity  to 15 
take advantage of an economy of scale  in generating technical  informa‐
tion,  and  to  incorporate  a  regional  perspective  in  the  Periodic  Review 
process,  but  it  does  not  mandate  a  simultaneous  or  linked  process 18 
among jurisdictions.  

(2)  Tenyear RPS Review  

Implementing Signatories will abide by the review process described in 21 
Section  VI  of  this  Agreement.  The  review  process  complies  with  the 
monitoring requirement in the RPS statute, and affords participating ju‐
risdictions  flexibility  in  responding  to  changing  regional  and  local  cir‐24 
cumstances  by  establishing  a  process  and  venue  for  amending  the 
adopted Plan.  

(3)  Coordinated Population Allocation  27 

Jackson  County’s  allocation  of  future  population  growth,  a  state‐
mandated  responsibility  of  the  County,  will  reflect  the  Implementing 
Signatories’  proportional  allocation  of  future  population  within  the 30 
adopted Plan and its future amendments consistent with statute.  

(4)  Greater Coordination with the RVMPO 

As a proven mechanism of regional collaborative planning  in  the study 33 
area, the RVMPO, as the federally designated transportation planning en‐
tity,  will  plan  and  coordinate  the  regionally  significant  transportation 
strategies critical to the success of the adopted Plan. Of special focus will 36 

                                                                 
1 Where “optional techniques for implementation” refers to strategies and mechanisms to implement regional solu‐
tions that are in compliance with the statewide goals and statutes, but which may not strictly adhere to Oregon Ad‐
ministrative Rules. 



Sec. V  Greater Bear Creek Valley Regional Problem Solving Agreement  Sec. V 

  6 

be the development of mechanisms to preserve rights‐of‐way for major 
transportation  infrastructure,  and  a  means  of  creating  supplemental 
funding for regionally significant transportation projects. 3 

B. Problem No. 2  Loss of Valuable Farm and Forest Land Caused by Urban Ex
pansion 

Goal No. 2  Conserve resource and open space lands for their important 6 
economic, cultural, and livability benefits.  

Optional Implementation Techniques 

(1)  LongRange Urban Reserves 9 

The establishment of Urban Reserves sufficient to serve a doubling of the 
Region’s urban population will allow long‐term production decisions to 
be made on agricultural land not included in urban reserves.  12 

(2)  Regional Agricultural Buffering Standards  

Implementing  Signatories  will  apply  the  adopted  Plan’s  set  of  agricul‐
tural buffering standards as a means of mitigating negative impacts aris‐15 
ing from the rural/urban interface.  

(3)  Critical Open Space Area (COSA) Preservation 

The COSA strategies outlined in Appendix IX of the draft Plan are avail‐18 
able as an option to Signatory  jurisdictions  interested  in  further accen‐
tuating  or  more  permanently  preserving  areas  of  separation  between 
communities (community buffers). These COSA strategies are not man‐21 
datory for any jurisdiction, and may be refined or expanded as individual 
jurisdictions see fit.  

C. Problem No. 3  Loss of Community Identity 24 

Goal No. 3  Recognize and emphasize the individual identity, unique fea
tures, and relative comparative advantages and disadvantages 
of each community within the Region. 27 

Optional Implementation Techniques  

(1)  Community Buffers 

The establishment of Urban Reserves outside of recommended areas of 30 
critical open space provides for a basic level of preservation for the Re‐
gion’s important areas of community separation.  

(2)  Allocating to Comparative Advantages 33 

The Region agrees to a distribution of the calculated need of residential 
and  employment  lands  among  Implementing  Signatories  necessary  to 
support  a  regional doubling of  the population. This distribution, which 36 
depends on a number of factors that relate to the comparative strengths 
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and weaknesses of Implementing Signatories, will allow each community 
to develop its own balance of viability and individuality within the larger 
regional matrix. 3 

(3)  Critical Open Space Area (COSA) Preservation 

The COSA strategies outlined in Appendix IX of the draft Plan are avail‐
able as an option to Signatory  jurisdictions  interested  in  further accen‐6 
tuating  or  more  permanently  preserving  areas  of  separation  between 
communities (community buffers). These COSA strategies are not man‐
datory for any jurisdiction, and may be refined or expanded as individual 9 
jurisdictions see fit.  

VI.  Measurable Performance Indicators   [ORS 197.656(2)(C)] 
These measurable  performance  indicators  are  those  identified  as  appropriate 12 

for monitoring  purposes  of  the  adopted  Plan.  As  stated  in  prior  sections,  it may  become 
necessary  to  make  adjustments  to  the  draft  Plan,  and  potentially  these  measurable  per‐
formance indicators, as a result of the comprehensive plan amendment process. 15 

The following are measurable performance indicators: 

1) On  a  regular  basis,  every  10  years  starting  in  2012,  the  Implementing 
Signatories may participate in a process of coordinated Periodic Review. 18 

2) On a regular basis, every 10 years starting in 2012, Implementing Signa‐
tories to this Agreement will be subject to the regular RPS review proc‐
ess.  Jackson  County  shall  initiate  the  RPS  review  process  by  providing 21 
notice of the RPS review to Signatories to this Agreement and requiring 
that  each  Implementing  Signatory  submit  a  self‐evaluation monitoring 
report addressing compliance with the performance indicators set out in 24 
this  Section  to  the  County within  60  days  after  the  date  of  the  notice. 
Jackson  County will  distribute  these monitoring  reports  to  all  Signato‐
ries. 27 

3) Implementing  Signatory  cities will  incorporate  the portions  of  the RPS 
adopted Plan that are applicable to each individual Implementing Signa‐
tory  city  into  that  city’s  comprehensive  plan  and  implementing  ordi‐30 
nances,  and will  reference  the  larger  regional  Plan  as  an  adopted  ele‐
ment of Jackson County’s comprehensive plan. To incorporate applicable 
portions  of  the  RPS  adopted  Plan  into  their  comprehensive  plans  and 33 
implementing  ordinances,  Implementing  Signatory  cities  will  adopt  at 
least the following: 

a) RPS  Plan  policies  adopted  to  comply  with  Section  X(2)  of  this 36 
Agreement; 

b) 10‐year mandated review period; 

c) urban reserve areas (if appropriate); 39 
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d) target residential densities (for the urban reserve areas); 

e) agricultural buffering standards (for the urban reserve areas); 

f) implementing ordinances (for the urban reserve areas). 3 

4) Implementing  Signatories  will  comply  with  the  general  conditions  as 
listed  in  Section  X  of  this  Agreement,  and,  as  appropriate,  the  specific 
conditions of  approval  for  selected urban  reserves,  as described  in  the 6 
adopted Plan.  

5) Implementing  Signatory  jurisdictions  serving  or  projected  to  serve  a 
designated  urban  reserve  will  adopt  an  Urban  Reserve  Management 9 
Agreement (URMA) jointly with Jackson County. 

6) Urban reserves identified in the adopted Plan are the firstpriority lands 
used for UGB expansions by Implementing Signatories. 12 

7) Implementing  Signatory  cities,  when  applying  urban  designations  and 
zones to urban reserve land included in UGB expansions, will achieve, on 
average over a 20‐year planning horizon, at least the “higher land need” 15 
residential  densities  in  the  adopted RPS  Plan  for  buildable  land  as  de‐
fined by OAR 660‐008‐0005(2).  The density  offset  strategy  outlined  in 
the draft Plan  is  an  acceptable mechanism  to  assist  in meeting density 18 
targets. 

8) Implementing  Signatory  cities,  when  applying  urban  designations  and 
zones to urban reserve land included in a UGB expansion, will be guided 21 
by  the  general  distribution  of  land  uses  proposed  in  the  adopted  RPS 
Plan, especially where a specific set of land uses were part of a compel‐
ling urban‐based rationale  for designating RLRC  land as part of a city’s 24 
set of urban reserves.  

9) Conceptual plans for urban reserves will be developed in sufficient detail 
to  allow  the  Region  to  determine  the  sizing  and  location  of  regionally 27 
significant transportation infrastructure. This information should be de‐
termined early enough  in  the planning and development  cycle  that  the 
identified  regionally  significant  transportation  corridors  can  be  pro‐30 
tected as cost‐effectively as possible by available strategies and funding. 
Conceptual plans for an urban reserve in the RPS Plan are not required 
to  be  completed  at  the  time  of  adoption  of  a  comprehensive  plan 33 
amendment incorporating urban reserves into a city or county compre‐
hensive plan. 

10) The county’s population element is updated per statute to be consistent 36 
with the gradual implementation of the adopted Plan. 
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VII.  Incentives and Disincentives to Achieving Goals    
  [ORS 197.656(2)(D)] 

These  incentives  and  disincentives  are  those  identified  as  appropriate  to  the 3 
draft Plan. As stated in prior sections, it may become necessary to make adjustments to the 
draft Plan, and potentially these incentives and disincentives, as a result of the public com‐
prehensive plan amendment process. 6 

Incentives 
1) Continued regional cooperation through the 10‐year review process and 

coordinated  Periodic  Review  may  improve  the  Region’s  ability  to  re‐9 
spond  to  challenges  and  opportunities  more  effectively  than  it  does 
presently. 

2) Adherence to the adopted Plan may provide the Region with a competi‐12 
tive advantage, increase the attractiveness of the Region to long‐term in‐
vestment, and improve southern Oregon’s profile in the state. 

3) Adherence  to  the  adopted  Plan  may  produce  significant  reductions  in 15 
transportation  infrastructure  costs  by  minimizing  future  right‐of‐way 
acquisition costs and by  improving  the overall  long‐range coordination 
of transportation and land use planning. 18 

4) Adherence to the adopted Plan will provide Signatory jurisdictions with 
population  allocations  that  are  predictable,  transparent,  and  based  on 
the relative strengths of the different participating jurisdictions.   21 

5) The adopted Plan will offer compelling regional  justifications and state 
agency  support  for Tolo  and  the South Valley Employment Center  that 
may not have been available to an individual city’s proposal.  24 

6) Adherence to the adopted Plan will permit Implementing Signatories to 
implement the flexibility provided by the concept of the “Regional Com‐
munity”, in which cities, in the role of “regional neighborhoods”, enjoy a 27 
wide latitude in their particular mix, concentration, and intensity of land 
uses, as long as the sum of the regional parts contributes to a viable bal‐
ance of  land uses  that  is  functional and attractive  to residents and em‐30 
ployers and in compliance with statewide goals.  

Disincentives 
1) Implementing Signatories that choose to expand their UGBs into land not 33 

designated as urban reserve will be required to go through the RPS Plan 
minor  or  major  amendment  process  prior  to  or  concurrent  with  any 
other process. 36 
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2) The Region’s failure to adhere to the adopted Plan may damage its com‐
petitive advantage, the attractiveness of the Region to long‐term invest‐
ment, and southern Oregon’s profile in the state. 3 

3) Adherence  to  the RPS  adopted Plan may be  a  rating  factor  for RVMPO 
Transportation Funding. Transportation projects of Implementing Signa‐
tories not adhering to the adopted Plan may be assigned a lower priority 6 
by the RVMPO when considered for funding. 

4) Jackson County may reconsider the population allocations of Implement‐
ing Signatories that do not adhere to the adopted Plan. 9 

5) Implementing Signatories not adhering to the adopted Plan may face is‐
sues  over  failing  to  observe  their  comprehensive  plans,  or may  find  it 
difficult to make modifications to their comprehensive plans that deviate 12 
from the adopted Plan. 

6) The Region’s  failure  to adhere to  the adopted Plan will compromise  its 
ability to implement the concept of the “Regional Community”, and will 15 
not provide the Implementing Signatory cities with as wide a latitude in 
their desired individual mix, concentration, and intensity of land uses.  

VIII.  Progress Monitoring System & Amendment Process    18 
  [ORS 197.656(2)(E) and (F)] 

This progress monitoring system and amendment process is that which is iden‐
tified as appropriate to the draft Plan. As stated in prior sections, it may become necessary 21 
to make adjustments to the draft Plan, and potentially this progress and monitoring system 
and amendment process, as a result of the public comprehensive plan amendment process. 

Monitoring 24 

Monitoring to ensure compliance with the adopted Plan will be a shared respon‐
sibility. Each Implementing Signatory city will be responsible for monitoring its 
adherence to the portion of the adopted Plan that is incorporated into its com‐27 
prehensive plan. Jackson County, which will have the full adopted Plan incorpo‐
rated into its comprehensive plan, will be responsible for overall monitoring.  

Adherence to the RPS Plan  30 

The  adopted  RPS  Plan  is  directly  applicable  to  comprehensive  plan  amend‐
ments, land use regulation amendments, and the adoption of new land use regu‐
lations that affect land in urban reserve areas and/or URA designation changes. 33 
The adopted RPS Plan shall not be directly applicable to other land use decisions 
by  Implementing  Signatories.  Adherence  to  relevant  RPS  Plan  provisions 
adopted  by  Implementing  Signatories  as  part  of  their  comprehensive  plan  or 36 
implementing  ordinances  will  be  addressed  by  the  existing  state  and  local 
mechanisms  for  ensuring  jurisdictional  compliance  with  acknowledged  com‐
prehensive plans and implementing ordinances. 39 
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RPS Plan Amendments 
Processing amendments to the adopted Plan will be the responsibility of Jackson 
County, and can only be proposed by the governing authority of an Implement‐3 
ing Signatory  jurisdiction.  In acknowledgement of  the collaborative process by 
which the adopted Plan was created, Jackson County will have available the as‐
sistance  of  the  signatories  to  this  Agreement  through  a  Technical  Advisory 6 
Committee and Policy Committee. Both committees serve on an as‐needed basis, 
and both serve in an advisory capacity to Jackson County.  

(a)  Technical Advisory Committee 9 

The TAC will  comprise planners  and  senior‐level  staff  from signatory  jurisdic‐
tions  and  agencies,  and  each  signatory will  have  one  vote,  irrespective  of  the 
number of participating  representatives. Recommendations  to  the Policy Com‐12 
mittee  or  directly  to  Jackson  County will  be made  by  at  least  a  supermajority 
vote (simple majority plus one) of attending signatory jurisdictions and agencies. 

(b)  Policy Committee 15 

The Policy Committee will comprise elected officials or executive staff from sig‐
natory jurisdictions and agencies. Each Implementing Signatory jurisdiction will 
designate a voting and alternate voting member, and each Implementing Signa‐18 
tory jurisdiction will have one vote. Recommendations to Jackson County will be 
made by at  least  a  supermajority vote  (simple majority plus one) of  attending 
Implementing Signatories. Attending  jurisdictions must constitute a quorum of 21 
Implementing  Signatories.  Supporting  Signatories  (State  agencies,  the RVMPO, 
LCDC,  and Rogue  Valley  Sewer  Services), while  Signatories, will  not  be  voting 
members of the Policy Committee. 24 

When an amendment to the adopted RPS Plan is proposed, Jackson County will 
make a preliminary determination regarding whether the proposed amendment 
is a Minor Amendment or Major Amendment, as defined below, and will notify 27 
signatory  jurisdictions of  the County’s preliminary determination. Based on  its 
preliminary  determination,  Jackson  County  will  review  the  proposed  amend‐
ment  according  to  the  procedures  for  Minor  Amendments  or  Major  Amend‐30 
ments set out below.  

Per ORS 197.656, all amendments to the adopted Plan will be subject to review 
by LCDC in the manner of periodic review or as set forth in ORS 197.251. 33 

Proposed amendments  to  the adopted Plan will  adhere  to  the  following provi‐
sions: 

1)  Minor Amendment 36 

A minor amendment is defined as any request for an amendment to the 
adopted Plan that: 

a)  does  not  conflict with  the  general  conditions  listed  in  Section  X  of 39 
this  Agreement  or  specific  conditions  of  approval  described  in  the 
adopted RPS Plan; and 
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b)  does not propose an addition of more than 50 acres to a city’s urban 
reserves established for a city in the adopted RPS Plan or more than 
a 50‐acre expansion of the UGB into non‐urban reserve rural land.     3 

In the case of Ashland, which did not establish urban reserves during the 
development  of  the  Plan  process,  a  proposal  to  establish  an  urban  re‐
serve or expand its UGB of not more than 50 acres will be considered a 6 
minor amendment.  

Should a city exceed its limit of 50 acres for adding to its urban reserves 
during the term of the Agreement, it may not use the minor amendment 9 
process for further alterations to its urban reserves. Should a city exceed 
its limit of 50 acres for expanding its UGB into non‐urban reserve rural 
land during the planning horizon, it may not use the minor amendment 12 
process for further expansions of its UGB into non‐urban reserve land.  

Any  Implementing  Signatory  may  initiate  a  minor  amendment  to  the 
adopted Plan. The Implementing Signatory must clearly identify the na‐15 
ture  of  the minor  amendment,  and  specify whether  the minor  amend‐
ment  would  require  any  other  Implementing  Signatory  to  amend  its 
comprehensive plan. Should any Implementing Signatory other than the 18 
proposing  jurisdiction  and  Jackson  County  be  required  to  amend  their 
comprehensive plans as a result of the proposed minor amendment, the 
affected  Implementing  Signatory  will  be  a  party  to  the  minor  amend‐21 
ment proceeding.  

Jackson  County’s  process  for  a  minor  amendment  to  the  Plan  will  be 
equivalent to the state and local required processes for a comprehensive 24 
plan amendment. 

Signatory jurisdictions and agencies shall be provided with notice of the 
County’s  final  decision  on  each minor  amendment  request  within  five 27 
working days of the adoption of the final decision.  

2)  Major Amendment 

A  major  amendment  is  defined  as  any  requested  amendment  to  the 30 
adopted Plan that does not meet the definition of a Minor Amendment.  

a) If multiple signatory jurisdictions are involved in a single request for 
a major  amendment,  a  lead  jurisdiction will  be  selected  by  the  af‐33 
fected jurisdictions;  

b) notice containing a detailed description of the proposed change will 
be  forwarded  by  Jackson  County  to  all  signatory  jurisdictions  and 36 
agencies; 

c) staff  from  signatory  jurisdictions  and  agencies will  be  noticed,  and 
will meet as a Technical Advisory Committee and generate a recom‐39 
mendation to the Policy Committee by vote of at least a supermajor‐
ity of those present (simple majority plus one); 
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d) decision‐makers  from  signatory  jurisdictions  and  agencies  will  be 
noticed, and will meet as a Policy Committee and consider the pro‐
posal  and  the  Technical  Advisory  Committee  recommendation.  At‐3 
tending jurisdictions will constitute a quorum; and 

e) the  Policy  Committee  will  generate  a  recommendation  to  Jackson 
County by vote of at  least a supermajority of  those present  (simple 6 
majority plus one). 

Jackson  County’s  process  for  a  major  amendment  to  the  Plan  will  be 
equivalent  to  the state and  local  required process  for a  comprehensive 9 
plan amendment in addition to the above provisions. Noticing will be in 
compliance with State statutes. 

All parties  to  this agreement and any additional affected agencies shall 12 
be  provided  with  notice  of  the  County’s  final  decision  on  each  major 
amendment request within five working days of the adoption of the final 
decision. 15 

IX.  Newly Incorporated City 
Should White City or some other area of Jackson County within the area of the 

adopted Plan incorporate while the adopted Plan is in effect, and should the newly incorpo‐18 
rated  city  desire  to  become  a  signatory  to  the  Agreement,  increased  population  will  be 
added to the regional target population adequate to accommodate the projected population 
growth of the newly incorporated city for the remainder of the adopted Plan’s planning ho‐21 
rizon. The addition of a newly  incorporated city  to the adopted Plan,  the establishment of 
urban  reserves,  and  other  such  actions  shall  be  accomplished  through  the major  amend‐
ment process.  24 

X.  Conditions to Agreement 

General Conditions 
The Signatories agree that the adopted Plan shall comply with the general condi‐27 
tions  listed below, which apply  to all  Implementing Signatories. These general 
conditions are those which have been identified as appropriate to the adopted 
Plan. As stated in prior sections, it may become necessary to make adjustments 30 
to the draft Plan, and potentially these general conditions, as a result of the pub‐
lic comprehensive plan amendment process. 

1) Agricultural Buffering 33 

Where  appropriate,  Implementing  Signatories  shall  apply  the  agricul‐
tural buffering guidelines developed through the Regional Problem Solv‐
ing process. 36 
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2) Transportation 

The adopted Plan shall include policies to: 

a)  Identify  a  general  network  of  locally  owned  regionally  significant 3 
north‐south  and  east‐west  arterials  and associated projects  to pro‐
vide mobility throughout the Region.  

b)  Designate and protect corridors for locally owned regionally signifi‐6 
cant  arterials  and  associated  projects within  the RVMPO  to  ensure 
adequate transportation connectivity, multimodal use, and minimize 
right of way costs.  9 

c)  Establish a means of providing supplemental transportation funding 
to mitigate impacts arising from future growth.  

These policies shall be implemented by ordinance upon the adoption of 12 
the  latest  update  of  the  Rogue  Valley Metropolitan  Planning  Organiza‐
tion’s  Regional  Transportation  Plan  and  the  local  adoption  of  the  RPS 
Plan  through  individual  city  and  county  Comprehensive  Plan  amend‐15 
ments. Implementing Signatory cities will incorporate the portions of the 
RPS Plan relative to transportation that are applicable to each individual 
city  into  that  city’s  comprehensive  plan  and  implementing  ordinances, 18 
and  will  reference  the  larger  regional  plan  as  an  adopted  element  of 
Jackson County’s comprehensive plan. 

Conditions of Approval 21 

Specific  conditions  of  approval  apply  to  selected  urban  reserve  areas,  and  are 
described in the adopted Plan. The Implementing Signatories agree to abide by 
these conditions. As stated in prior sections,  it may become necessary to make 24 
adjustments to the draft Plan, and potentially the conditions of approval, as a re‐
sult of the public comprehensive plan amendment process. 

XI.  Amendments to the Agreement 27 

For the purpose of maintaining consistency with the RPS Statue (ORS 197.656) 
amendments to the Agreement can be made at any time by consensus (all parties in agree‐
ment) of the Signatories to the Agreement. 30 

Under this section, “signatories” refers to all signatories to the Agreement except the Land 
Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC). In addition, nothing in this section, or 
this Agreement, is intended to affect the authority of LCDC to review an amendment to this 33 
Agreement as required under ORS 197.656. 
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XII.  Termination of Participation  
A signatory to the Agreement may petition Jackson County for termination of its 

participation in the Agreement. Jackson County will convene a meeting of  the Policy Com‐3 
mittee to consider such a petition. A signatory’s petition may be granted by a supermajority 
(simple majority plus one) of the Signatories to the Agreement. A signatory that has termi‐
nated its participation with the consent of a supermajority of the signatories to the Agree‐6 
ment shall not be considered to have failed to adhere to the adopted Plan.  

Should  an  Implementing  Signatory  terminate  its  participation  in  the  Agreement  without 
approval of the supermajority of signatories to the Agreement, it will be considered to have 9 
failed to adhere to the adopted Plan, and may be subject to the Disincentives in Section VII 
and applicable legal and legislative repercussions. For remaining signatories, the validity of 
this Agreement will not be adversely impacted by an Implementing Signatory’s termination 12 
of participation, by supermajority decision or otherwise. 

Under this section, “signatories” refers to all signatories to the Agreement except the Land 
Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC). 15 

XIII.   Termination of the Agreement 
This agreement may be terminated when one or more of the following occur(s): 

1) A supermajority (simple majority plus one) of Signatories agree that the 18 
Agreement is terminated; 

2) LCDC denies acknowledgment of the Plan; 

3) The doubled regional population is reached; 21 

4) 50 years have passed since the Agreement was signed. 

No signatory will be penalized under the conditions of this Agreement due to a supermajor‐
ity decision to terminate. 24 

Under this section, “signatories” refers to all signatories to the Agreement except the Land 
Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC). 

XIV.   Applicability 27 

Implementing Signatories  to  this agreement agree that necessary amendments 
to their comprehensive plans will occur as required by the Plan, and that the Plan is in effect 
for each jurisdiction at the time that its and Jackson County’s implementing comprehensive 30 
plan amendments and land use regulations are adopted and acknowledged. 

Once the RPS plan is implemented by the appropriate comprehensive plan amendments and 
land use regulations, an Implementing Signatory’s failure to adhere to the Plan as adopted 33 
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or subsequently amended will expose that jurisdiction to the usual legal and legislative re‐
percussions from non‐compliance with acknowledged comprehensive plans. 

Signatories to this agreement acknowledge that statutory authority over land use regulation 3 
ultimately  resides with  the Oregon  legislature. Additionally,  signatories  to  this agreement 
recognize that the provisions of the Plan may be determined in the future to be in conflict 
with existing or yet to be adopted statutes or administrative rules.  6 

Signatories  to  this  agreement  expressly  recognize  that  land  use  regulations  and  actions 
must otherwise comport with the statutes and other applicable regulations of  the State of 
Oregon other than those LCDC regulations for which the adopted RPS Plan authorizes less 9 
than full compliance. 

Therefore, Signatories agree that, when conflicts between statute and other applicable regu‐
lations  of  the  State  of  Oregon  (other  than  those  LCDC  regulations  for which  the  adopted 12 
Plan authorizes less than full compliance) and the Plan arise, Oregon statute shall prevail. 

XV.   Severability 
Any provision or part of the Agreement held to be void or unenforceable under 15 

any Law or Regulation shall be deemed stricken and all remaining provisions shall continue 
to be valid and binding upon the parties. The Agreement shall be reformed to replace such 
stricken provision or part thereof with a valid and enforceable provision that comes as close 18 
as possible to expressing the intention of the stricken provision. 

XVI.   Entire Agreement 
This Agreement contains  the entire agreement between the parties and super‐21 

sedes all prior negotiations, discussions, obligations, and rights of the parties regarding the 
subject matter of this agreement. There is no other written or oral understanding between 
the  parties.  No  modification,  amendment  or  alteration  of  this  Agreement  shall  be  valid 24 
unless it is in writing and signed by the parties hereto. 

XVII.   Counterparts 
This Agreement may be signed in counterpart by the parties, each of which shall 27 

be deemed original, but all of which together shall constitute one and the same instrument, 
binding on all parties hereto.  

XVIII.   Authority to Execute Agreement 30 

Each person signing of behalf of a governmental entity hereby declares that he 
or  she,  or  it  has  the  authority  to  sign  on  behalf  of  his  or  her  or  its  respective  entity  and 
agrees  to hold  the other party or parties hereto harmless  if he or  she or  it does not have 33 
such authority. 
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Implementing Signatories 

________________________________________________  ________________________________________________ 
Chairman,  Mayor, City of Ashland 
Jackson County Board of Commissioners   

________________________________________________  ________________________________________________ 
Mayor, City of Talent  Mayor, City of Phoenix 

________________________________________________  ________________________________________________ 
Mayor, City of Medford  Mayor, City of Jacksonville 

________________________________________________  ________________________________________________ 
Mayor, City of Central Point  Mayor, City of Eagle Point 

Supporting Signatories 

________________________________________________  ________________________________________________ 
Director, Oregon Department of Land  Director, Oregon Department of 
Conservation and Development  Transportation     

________________________________________________  ________________________________________________ 
Director, Oregon Department of   Director, Oregon Economic and  
Environmental Quality  Community Development Department 

________________________________________________  ________________________________________________ 
Director, Oregon Department of   Director, Oregon Housing and Community 
Agriculture  Development Department 

________________________________________________  ________________________________________________ 
Chair, Rogue Valley Metropolitan  Chair, Rogue Valley Sewer Services 
Planning Organization  

________________________________________________     
Chair, Land Conservation and 
Development Commission     



Executive Summary 

PROJECT BACKGROUND 
During the past few decades, Jackson County’s growth rates have rivaled those seen during the 
gold rush of the 1880s.  Although the most recent trends have shown some slowdown in that 
growth, the region’s population is still expected to double over the next half-century.  As has 
occurred over more than 100 years, the majority of the county’s new population will settle in the 
Greater Bear Creek Valley, which has a number of unique physical and social characteristics that 
have served to amplify the impacts of its recent growth: 

• The geography of the region compresses the majority of the county’s population into a 
narrow ribbon of land bracketing the Bear Creek Valley. Some of the Valley’s 
communities are actually contiguous (Central Point—Medford), or very nearly so (Eagle 
Point—White City—Medford—Phoenix).  As the population grows, rural and urban uses 
compete for land in an increasingly tighter box.  

• The presence of I-5 has further accentuated the concentration of population along the 
valley floor.  Along the 15-mile stretch of highway from Ashland to Central Point there 
are five incorporated cities that are bisected by or border the interstate.   

• Historic settlement patterns created population centers in the midst of the Bear Creek 
Valley’s best agricultural lands.  As these population centers expanded over the last 
century, productive resource land was steadily converted to urban uses. 

• Numerous exception lands (residential areas in rural areas) exist throughout the Valley’s 
agricultural areas, many of them close to, and sometimes contiguous with, cities.  Their 
presence has had the effect of pulling growth out onto productive farmland. 

• The region has become a destination of choice for retirees, primarily from western states, 
and especially from California.  This is a demographic group that makes economic 
choices free of the constraints experienced by working families, leading to distortions of 
the local economy, especially in the demand for large single-family homes on larger lots, 
and considerable growth in lower-paying service sector jobs.   
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• There is a dramatic difference in the value of urban land in the region as compared to the 
value of resource land.  The resulting speculation around urban areas has created 
development pressures which may or may not fit community plans for the future. 

While the county and individual cities in the Greater Bear Creek Valley have been able to meet 
the challenges of the last several decades and successfully accommodate growth within their own 
boundaries, they also acknowledge that the cumulative regional effects of that growth have 
created issues that are better dealt with through cooperation, collaboration, and a degree of 
shared process.  The mechanism of Regional Problem Solving, established by the Oregon 
Legislature to address difficult regional land use issues through creative means, provided the 
region with an opportunity to do just that.  It was an attractive mechanism to the region because 
it provided the opportunity to establish a high level of structured cooperation on regional 
planning with state agencies, it offered the potential for flexibility from certain Oregon 
Administrative Rules which were seen to be ill-fitted to the local circumstances for very region-
specific reasons, and it provided funding for the planning process.   

Early in 2000 the region was awarded a grant under Regional Problem Solving on the strength of 
three main factors: 
• The jurisdictions of the greater Bear Creek Valley had shown an ability to cooperate amongst 

themselves on issues of regional importance, especially in transportation and air and water 
quality; 

• The region had shown significant progress on its own with several early efforts at aspects of 
regional planning (OurRegion and the Multijurisdictional Committee on Urban Reserves); 
and 

• The problems identified for resolution through RPS were important and compelling:   
Lack of a Mechanism for Coordinated Regional Growth Planning – The region 
proposed that it would continue to be subjected in the future to land use issues that 
would require the active collaboration of jurisdictions, and that a process needed to be 
established that would facilitate that collaboration. 
Loss of Valuable Farm and Forest Land Caused by Urban Expansion – The region 
identified the loss of farmland as a significant issue in the recent past, and a threat to 
the quality of life and economy in the future if it could not be mitigated.  
Loss of Community Identity – The region identified the decreasing rural land 
separation between some of the communities as jeopardizing important aspects of these 
jurisdictions’ sense of community and identity. 

Once the region was awarded Regional Problem Solving status, the problem statements above 
were addressed with a set of three corresponding goals:   

Manage Future Regional Growth for the Greater Public Good – including policies 
calling for the use of intergovernmental agreements and amendments to comprehensive 
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plans to implement the Regional Plan, increased residential densities across the region, 
the identification of major infrastructure corridors, a more efficient network of public 
streets, and a balance of jobs and housing on the local and regional levels; 
Conserve Resource and Open Space Lands for their Important Economic, Cultural, and 
Livability Benefits – including policies calling for a shared vision of maintaining a 
commercially viable agricultural land base, uniform standards of agricultural buffering, 
and the long-term preservation of regionally significant open space; and 
Recognize and Emphasize the Individual Identity, Unique Features, and Relative 
Competitive Advantages and Disadvantages of each Community within the Region – 
including policies calling for mechanisms to enhance individual community identity, 
increase flexibility in the extent of future boundary expansions, permit an unequal 
distribution of certain land uses among jurisdictions, and the development of individual 
definitions of each community based on its unique identity and vision of future urban 
form.   

PROJECT PROCESS 
The RPS project was structured around the work of four committees: the Policy Committee, 
composed primarily of elected officials from the participating jurisdictions, was the final 
decision-maker; the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC), populated by high level staff from 
both jurisdictions and agencies, provided technical recommendations; the Resource Lands 
Review Committee (RLRC), made up of agricultural and forestry experts, provided 
recommendations on the value of resource lands being considered for urban use; and the Citizen 
Involvement Committee (pCIC), a geographically representative group of interested citizens, 
provided guidance on open space and growth issues. 

The process of arriving at a set of urban reserves for the region’s cities was designed to be an 
iterative process as well as a balancing act between the need to conserve the region’s agricultural 
capability, open space, and individual community identity, and the responsibility of planning to 
meet the demands for growth.  The major factors used by participants in deciding where future 
growth would be placed, and where it would be avoided, were as follows: 

The pCIC’s Recommended Community Buffers  
The major responsibility of the pCIC was the recommendation of areas between communities 
that would best serve to preserve the individuality of neighboring communities by remaining in 
rural uses.  Of the pCIC’s community buffering recommendations for rural buffers, only one has 
proven impossible to implement as was originally conceived (the area between Medford and 
Phoenix).  Every other community buffer was successfully incorporated into the cities’ long 
range growth plans by avoiding the inclusion of any significant areas of urban reserve lands 
within them.   
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The RLRC’s Commercial Agricultural Base Recommendations  
The major focus of the RLRC was on the RPS statute’s requirement of expert advice on potential 
conversions of resource land to urban uses.  This process was divided into two phases; an initial 
phase, which was used to provide early guidance to cities from a larger perspective; and a second 
phase, which provided an in-depth analysis of every proposed urban reserve that included 
agricultural land.  Ultimately, between 50% and 60% of the areas originally recommended by the 
RLRC as part of the commercial agricultural base were reconsidered and eventually eliminated 
by cities from their proposals as a result of their recommended agricultural status.  Of the 
remaining 22 urban reserves with full or partial RLRC recommendations attached at the time of 
major deliberations in 2007, state agencies ultimately disapproved of seven of them, in full or in 
part, as urban reserves, making the case that they were more important to the region remaining as 
agricultural land than converting to urban uses.  Ultimately, the final set of proposed urban 
reserves had a lower percentage of resource land than did the non-urban lands as a whole within 
the study area—74% resource and 26% non-resource land in urban reserves, versus 84% 
resource and 16% non-resource land in the larger rural portion of the study area.   

The Community’s Strategic Vision and Definition of Self  
The latitude for cities to be “different” from each other, as long as there is a regional balance 
permitting the Rogue Valley to function as well or better than traditional planning would allow, 
was a powerful draw for cities when initially considering their participation in regional problem 
solving.  It led to the concept of participating cities as “regional neighborhoods” making up the 
larger “regional community”, as well as a set of “critical elements of community identity” 
drafted by each jurisdiction.  This influenced not only the set of proposed land uses within the 
urban reserves, but also the selection of the urban reserves themselves.  Some major examples 
are the establishment of two regional centers of job creation, the variety of density targets and 
growth percentages across cities, and the decision to use future transportation funding to 
facilitate the targeted distribution of land uses across the region. 

Citizen Input on Future Growth 
Participants were in agreement from the beginning of the process that public involvement was 
critical to its long-term success.  In the first years of the process, formal public input was provided 
by the two citizen committees, the pCIC and the RLRC.  Once the foundational contributions of 
these two committees were made, jurisdictions began work on fashioning proposals for urban 
reserve areas.  At this point, jurisdictions began independently involving citizens in planning 
activities.  All of the local jurisdictions developed local citizen involvement strategies to ensure 
significant opportunities to provide feedback and contribute to the decision making process, using 
a series of public meetings, surveys, presentations, and mailers. The public meetings were 
interspersed with formal planning commission or city council meetings to consider the input. 
Outreach activities were also developed to actively solicit citizen input and include it for 
consideration.  Finally, in addition to the efforts conducted by the cities individually, the RPS 
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Policy Committee and Technical Advisory Committee members held a series of public meetings 
and hearings to provide a detailed update on the process and encourage additional citizen 
involvement.  As the culmination of these efforts of cooperative public input, the process held two 
major public hearings on the plan, one in White City, and the other in Talent.  Both hearings were 
extensively noticed as public hearings, and both written and oral testimony was taken and 
eventually responded to in written form. 

Although no two cities provided exactly the same opportunities for public involvement at exactly 
the same time and in exactly the same format, the public’s role across the region was extensive 
and influential.  In addition to the larger public’s influence in the development of cities’ strategic 
vision and in the cities’ review of proposed urban reserves, individuals were also influential in 
recommending specific parcels to cities for consideration or for rejection.    

Regional Population Allocation  
An early decision made by the process was in determining its planning horizon.  Although there 
was solid consensus within the region that its population is very likely to double within the next 
45 to 55 years, participants were uncomfortable with any projection over that long a time period 
being reliable enough to be useful for any but the most general purposes.  Because the valley’s 
leaders saw the ability to do long range planning as one of the key features of the RPS process, the 
project moved away from the earliest idea of planning for a set period of 50 years to adopt the 
concept of planning for a doubling of the existing population.  The participants reasoned that, with 
this strategy, no matter when the population eventually doubles, the region would be prepared. 

With this doubling of the population as its base, a collaborative, regional allocation of future 
population was completed several years into the RPS process.  The doubled regional population 
was distributed throughout the region based on the results of the cities’ extensive analysis of the 
lands around their boundaries, citizen input, state agency input, and each city’s progress on 
defining its future role in the valley. The resulting proportional distribution of population was 
approved by the Policy Committee for use during the remainder of the process, and was 
instrumental in Jackson County’s 2007 comprehensive plan update of its population element.   

Proposed Land Uses 
Cities estimated allocations of general land use designations to each proposed urban reserve area: 
Residential, Industrial, Commercial, Open Space/Parks, and Institutional.  These allocations 
demonstrate the cities’ current best guess of how these areas could serve a local and regional 
need - they, and their later refinements, will be important during subsequent long-range planning 
to anticipate the type of infrastructure and services that will be required to support the different 
uses.  A final determination of uses for urban reserves will be made at the time of UGB 
expansion. 
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State Agency Feedback 
State agency input, primarily on the Policy and Technical Committees, was a constant from the 
beginning of the project.  Although not voting members on the Policy Committee, regional 
representatives of the departments of Land Conservation and Development, Transportation, 
Environmental Quality, Agriculture, Economic and Community Development, and Housing and 
Community Services were all active in the process.  The extent and frequency of agency 
involvement in the process was decided by the individual agency; no restrictions were imposed 
by local participants.   

Regional Economic, Housing, and Transportation Analyses 
The RPS process was built upon an intuitive understanding of the impact that regional economic, 
housing, and transportation issues would have on determining the valley’s future, as well as an 
appreciation of the effect different future growth scenarios could have on those regional issues.  
The generation of data and information on these issues during the process is embodied in the 
Regional Economic Opportunities Analysis, the Regional Housing Needs Analysis, and the 
transportation modeling and analysis performed by the Department of Transportation.   

Housing - The information in the housing needs assessment was critical to the development of the 
residential land needs portion of the RPS Land Needs Simulator, which incorporated regionally 
agreed-upon targets for such factors as density, infill, and housing mix to determine a range of 
potential housing need.  Final output on housing needs from the simulator points to a deficit range 
of between 275 and 1,766 acres (a median deficit of 1,020 acres) in the residential land portion of 
the proposed urban reserves.  This indicates that the RPS proposal of 4,224 residential acres of 
urban reserve is a relatively conservative one as an estimate of the need over the planning horizon.  

It is also interesting to note that even if full residential buildout of the remaining capacity in the 
city limits and UGBs is assumed, the region still proposes to increase its urban population 
(212,368 at buildout) by over 37% (79,608) with less than a 14% increase in residential land 
(31,018 acres in cities and UGBs, 4,224 acres of residential land in urban reserves).  In addition, 
the 9,082 acres of proposed urban reserves represent less than 7% of the region’s non-city 
acreage of 137,053 acres. 

Employment - The economic opportunities analysis was not only the primary source of 
information for the construction of the employment portion of the RPS Land Needs Simulator, 
but it was also the driving force behind the economic justification of two regional employment 
centers: one in the area of the Seven Oaks interchange, and another east of I-5 between Medford 
and Phoenix.  

As in the housing portion of the simulator, employment need for participating jurisdictions was 
determined using consensus on a set of factors such as employment mix, percent of employment 
using no new land, employees per acre, and employment net to gross factor.  Taking employment 
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as an overall category (retail, services, and industrial), the simulator shows a range of the 
region’s future ability to meet need from a surplus of 884 acres to a deficit of 423 acres. With the 
median at a surplus of only 461 acres, the amount of land presently identified for employment is 
well within a reasonable margin of error, although there do appear to be significant imbalances 
between industrial land and land for retail and services.  Industrial land shows a surplus of 
between 1,688 and 2,476 acres, while land for retail and services employment shows deficits 
between 1,592 and 2,111 acres.  Nonetheless, the region has chosen to address the issue of the 
imbalance— specifically the surplus of industrial lands—when the urban reserves begin to be 
expanded into, as the region presently considers it important to establish a wide range of site 
characteristics suitable for light industrial and professional employment.   

Transportation – Transportation’s role in, and impact on, growth in the Rogue Valley has become 
more significant in recent years. The planning done under the RPS process has allowed the 
region to focus on several major potential benefits RPS offers to the region’s transportation 
system, including the ability to designate and protect future major transportation corridors in 
advance of their need, and forging a greater practical link between transportation and land use 
planning. 

Fortunately for this RPS process, the Oregon Department of Transportation’s LUSDR 
transportation and land use model became available at the time the process could best utilize the 
information it provided, and a total of 15 combinations of land use and transportation scenarios 
were modeled.  Not only did the modeling show that the proposed urban reserves have no fatal 
transportation flaws, but it also highlighted the impact that different land use strategies had on 
the ability of the present and future transportation infrastructure to manage the demands of future 
population.   

The results show that the more transit-friendly, mixed-use development scenario is clearly the 
most effective development pattern to mitigate transportation impacts from growth.  In fact, the 
model shows that future widespread use of nodal development, even when paired with just the 
base transportation network currently in the Regional Transportation Plan (which does not factor 
in the future development of the urban reserves) is more effective at reducing transportation 
impacts than the other two land use scenarios that were modeled, even when they are paired with 
more robust transportation networks.  The benefits of the transit-friendly, mixed-use scenario are 
further compounded when they are combined with a high capacity public transit system. 

Upon the conclusion of the last stage of RPS modeling in the fall of 2007, ODOT advised the 
region that further modeling, predicated on a process of developing conceptual plans for the 
eventual urbanization of the urban reserves, represented a significant opportunity to effectively 
blend transportation and land use planning in a way never before possible in the region.  While 
the third stage modeling results were compelling in demonstrating the mitigating effect of nodal 
development on a doubling of the current population, they also showed considerable 
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improvements could be obtained by a significant investment in infrastructure capacity 
improvements, as well as by a much more robust transit system.  The challenge to the region in 
the future will be to determine, by further planning and modeling around the acknowledged 
urban reserves, where nodal development should become a preferred land use pattern; how 
much, and where, capacity improvement will be necessary; and at what point a significantly 
improved transit system becomes a full partner in the region’s transportation network.  

The Base Case Scenario  
In early 2006, using an analysis of the lowest and highest priority lands for urbanization 
according to the existing state system, a Base Case was created with a GIS model incorporating 
the Urban Reserve Rule’s criteria to rank every unincorporated parcel in the study area.  
Although the Base Case was not used as formative input in the delineation of urban reserves, it 
was useful in formulating the findings and alternatives analyses, and in determining where RPS 
appeared to be deviating from the standard urban reserve priority criteria. 

Regional Selection Criteria 
In the final phase of the process, the Technical and Policy Committees developed a set of 
evaluative criteria to screen, modify, and make a final selection of the proposed urban reserves. 
These criteria, essentially an expanded version of Oregon’s State Land Use Goal 14’s locational 
factors, were made available to participants to assist in the process of evaluating proposed urban 
reserves, although their heaviest use was probably in assisting cities in preparing and 
communicating their rationale behind specific proposed urban reserves.   

Deliberations 
In early 2007, the RPS project moved into a series of deliberations among members of the RPS 
Policy Committee, state agencies (DEQ, OECD, ODOT, DLCD, OHCS, and ODA) and local 
entities (Medford Water Commission, Rogue Valley Sewer Services, and Rogue Valley Transit 
District). Before Policy Committee deliberations began, state agencies evaluated each proposed 
urban reserve area as “recommended,” “not recommended” or “recommended with conditions.” 
With this state agency input, along with recommendations from 1,000 Friends of Oregon and 
local entities, and findings from the cities, the Policy Committee entered into deliberations.  
After each of the five rounds, the RPS Policy Committee reviewed the cumulative acreage of 
residential, commercial and industrial lands, as well as proposed adjustments and conditions for 
approval. The Policy Committee also used this process to respond to state concerns about 
commercial agricultural land within some of the proposed urban reserve areas.   Final questions 
about several specific proposed urban reserves remained until early summer 2008, at which time 
the local members of the Policy Committee and state agencies reached consensus on the final set 
of urban reserves proposed by the region. 

PROJECT OUTCOMES  
The following outcomes will result from the successful completion of the RPS process: 
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Urban Reserves  
The Regional Plan proposes a total of 9,082 acres for eventual urbanization (not including 1,877 
acres of Medford-owned park land now situated outside of the city’s Urban Growth Boundary, 
and Phoenix’s PH-3–consisting of 266 acres of developed unincorporated community–
considered for the purposes of RPS to have no buildout potential).  Of that total, 4,438 acres is 
proposed for residential use; 1,500 acres for industrial use; 1,033 for service and retail use; 1,279 
acres for parks and open space; and 832 acres for institutional uses (see Exhibit ES-1).  The city 
summaries are as follows: 

City # of Urban
Reserves  

Total 
Acres Residential Indus. Service / 

Retail Parks  Inst. 

Eagle Point 4 1,285 536 153 212 170 214 
Central Point 8 1,839 899 578 85 219 58 
Medford 11 4,493 2,312 497 662 666 356 
Jacksonville 6 575 365 31 8 139 32 
Phoenix 5 599 137 209 57 75 121 
Talent 5 291 189 32 9 10 51 
Ashland chose not to select urban reserves during the process 
TOTALS 39 9,082 4,438 1,500 1,033 1,279 832 
 
Community Buffers 
As mapped in yellow on Exhibit ES-1, the final recommended rural buffers include a total of 
almost 8,200 acres, distributed as follows: 

• Between Eagle Point and White City – 1,414 acres 
• Between White City and Medford – 1,305 acres 
• Between Jacksonville and Medford – 3,400 acres 
• Between Phoenix and Talent – 1,376 acres 
• Between Talent and Ashland – 698 acres 

Although these community buffers are clearly delineated as such on project maps, their 
preservation as rural lands buffering communities is accomplished through no other means than a 
lack of urban reserves being located within them.  The Regional Plan does not impose any 
downzoning or increased regulation on these lands, although an optional mechanism for the 
permanent preservation of important rural open space was developed within the RPS process—
the Critical Open Space Areas (COSA) strategy—through which land owners could voluntarily 
sell conservation easements to the owners of land within the urban reserves. This COSA 
mechanism is available to cities which care to employ it.  Even without the use of the COSA 
mechanism, however, the cities’ simple avoidance of the designated community buffers when  

e 
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Exhibit ES-1 
Proposed Urban Reserves and Community Buffers
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establishing their urban reserves gives the region significant long-term assurance that these areas 
will continue to provide rural areas of separation between communities.  

Agricultural Buffering 
Stemming from the fact that trespass, vandalism, and complaints about farm operations from city 
residents on the urban fringe were identified during the RPS process as the single most important 
reason that agricultural operations in proximity to urban areas lose viability, the process 
developed improved standards for buffering farmland from urban development. These standards 
are intended to be adopted by all participating jurisdictions. 

Increased Densities 

Gross Density Scenarios 
   Higher  Lower 
 Existing  Land  Land 

 Density  Need  Need 
Eagle Point 5.50  6.40  7.74 
Medford 5.50  6.50   7.87 
Central Point 5.50  6.00  7.26 
Jacksonville 2.72  4.00     4.84 
Phoenix 6.00  6.20    7.50 
Talent  5.65  6.20   7.50 
Ashland 5.28  N/A   N/A 

Cities will apply at least the minimum (higher land need) 
densities identified in the adopted Regional Plan to their 
urban reserves upon their urbanization.  These minimum 
densities represent, across the region, an increase over 
current average densities of approximately 12%, a level 
satisfying the project’s guiding policy stating that the “… 
region’s overall housing density shall be increased to 
provide for more efficient land utilization”.  As a means 
of transitioning into these higher densities, and in 
recognition of the possibility that not every urban reserve 
will be suitable for these densities, the Plan allows cities, at their discretion, to exercise a 
balanced density strategy that permits somewhat lower densities on the urban periphery (the 
developing urban reserves) in exchange for a density increase in the city core.   

Urban Reserve Management Agreements (URMAs) 
As a means of establishing the roles and responsibilities of Jackson County and the appropriate 
city in their urban reserves, URMAs will be created at the time of adoption of urban reserves. 

Coordinated Population Allocations 
RPS Allocations of Future Population 

 Base   New    % 
 Pop.   Pop.  Inc. 
Eagle Point   8,072 20,353 234 
Medford 78,780 91,817 117 
Central Point 17,652 22,898 117 
Jacksonville   2,635   1,748   66 
Phoenix   5,339   4,950   93 
Talent    6,561   5,229   80 
Ashland 22,117   3,195   15 
Jackson Cnty 27,180 18,776   69 
TOTALS 168,966 168,966 100 

Jackson County’s future allocations of population growth 
will reflect the proportional allocation of population in the 
Regional Plan. A first step in this coordination was 
undertaken in late 2006, at which time Jackson County 
used the RPS allocation of future population to update its 
population element.   

Ten-Year Review Process 
Participating jurisdictions will participate in a review of 
progress under the Regional Plan every ten years. 

Regional Plan Amendment Process  
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 Participating jurisdictions will have the ability to amend the adopted Regional Plan through the 
process described in the Participants’ Agreement.  A “minor amendment” requires minimal 
regional consultation, whereas a “major amendment” requires consultation sufficient to generate 
a regional recommendation. 

Conceptual Plans for Urban Reserves 
Participating jurisdictions will coordinate with the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) to 
develop conceptual land use plans for urban reserve areas in sufficient detail to allow the region 
to size, locate, and protect regionally significant transportation corridors. 



 1

-Presentation to LCDC, December 5, 2008, Tillamook, Oregon  
Regarding Draft Proposed Regional Land Use Plan. 
 
Everyone, these are my notes as I remember saying them to LCDC.  If there are 
inaccuracies, they are my fault.  If there are omissions, I was speaking a shorter version of 
what I had prepared.  It would not be fair to write in what I did not mention in person.  John 
Renz and Michael Cavallaro preceded me.  John Adam made some comments following 
mine.  We had a detailed and useful discussion with LCDC after Greg Holmes of 1,000 
Friends gave his power point presentation.  I’ll be looking for the minutes that are written by 
DLCD staff for this discussion.  In all, we spent 3 hours in conversation with LCDC. 
 
Thanks for letting me represent you.  Kate Jackson 
 
LCDC members present:  Van Landingham, Derby, Pellett, Josi, Jenkins.   
 
It’s a pleasure to have this opportunity to discuss the Regional Plan with you once again.  I 
want to thank you for taking the time for the telephone conference call about the PA.  I can 
assure you that the cities are proceeding to sign the agreement as we speak:  Medford 
already has, Central Point met last night, two more next week (Jacksonville and Eagle 
Point), then Phoenix, with Ashland and Talent signing the first week of January and the 
BOC shortly after that. 
 
John Renz went over the staff report with you (this took 35 minutes and covered inclusion 
of RLRC land in urban reserves, transportation planning and establishing need from the 
perspective of DLCD staff interpretation).  In addition, you have in your materials two letters 
from the RPS Policy Committee, a letter from the Rogue Valley MPO, a new map for 
Jacksonville with reduced urban reserve acreage, and a page with tables on both sides.  
One side lists the acreage in proposed urban reserves and calls out where acreage is also 
considered part of the commercial agricultural base.  The other side of the paper shows the 
residential land need simulator results, in which the acreage deficit or surplus is calculated.  
We can review these documents in detail if you wish later. 
 
The next step is beginning a standard comprehensive plan amendment process at the 
County, with public hearings through the County Planning Commission and the Board of 
Commissioners, with expectations that cities will match the County Planning Commission 
meetings with Plan Amendment proceedings of their own.  We have advertised for a 
consultant to help us prepare the findings for the amendment process. 
 
Michael Cavallaro already set the Plan in context as a platform for future action, based on a 
successful collaborative local process, unseen ever before in our Region.  I’d like to set the 
context further by comparing our Region to other parts of the state.  Unlike the Willamette 
River Valley, we have a population of less than 200,000 people in one county with a 
federally mandated MPO.  We are definitely a rural area, with significant urbanized area.   
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Medford is a city of about 75,000 people, similar to Bend in population.  But unlike Bend, 
Medford is associated with 6 other incorporated cities within close proximity.  We have 
large open spaces, agricultural lands and vistas surrounding our cities.  Yet the furthest 
distance between one end and the other, from Ashland to Eagle Point, is just 25 miles and 
no more than a 45 minute drive.  Many people commute this route.  We are not crowded.  
We do not have congestion, or traffic delays of any significance.  Still we are sobered by 
the high cost of infrastructure and believe that we will have better results if we work 
together toward the long term future of our Region.  This is the opportunity offered by the 
RPS statute. 
 
We can identify four ways our collaboration differs from typical city/county land use 
planning.  We are planning for an extremely long term, twice the population which we 
verified fits within the state specified maximum time period of 50 years.  Second, we 
worked with Jackson County to distribute population growth among the cities based on 
each one’s typical growth rate, and the County incorporated that non-standard population 
allocation into its updated Population Element.  Third, we have identified two new job 
centers, that would not be possible without RPS, one at the north end, Tolo, would be a 
transportation hub.  The other, the South Valley Employment Center, provides a location for 
a business park; acreage which is simply not available anywhere else in the Region at this 
scale.  The south valley center would reduce commute distances for the population residing 
in the area.  And fourth, we cannot officially coordinate transportation planning with our land 
use plan unless a regional map such as ours is adopted.  Only upon adoption can the map 
be used to obtain federal and state dollars for transportation projects under the jurisdiction 
of the MPO. 
 
The Urban Reserves we have identified satisfy the goals we set for ourselves.  Agricultural 
land is preserved.  Open space and buffer lands are preserved between cities.  The cities 
will remain geographically distinct.  Sizing infrastructure for the long term will save money 
for both the public and private sectors.  One key goal has been identifying transportation 
corridors to serve the region.  Conceptual planning will master plan for the future build out 
of the entire region.  Public water, sewer, and storm systems can also be sized most 
effectively with this kind of master planning.  Even private utilities will benefit:  Pacific 
Power, and Avista Natural Gas to name the obvious providers.  
 
We have heard concerns, and you are also hearing the same concerns, that we are taking 
too much land, and that we are taking too much agricultural land.  Page 4-8 is a map 
illustrating that EFU zoned land surrounds many of our cities.  Page 4-9 however, illustrates 
that the relative proportion of resource land in the proposed urban reserves is less than the 
proportion in the region as a whole.   
 
We believe that we have made a reasonable estimate of land needs.  The same firm that is 
participating on the UGB Amendment Subcommittee of LCDC, ECO Northwest, compared 
our population estimate to the statutory time frame, prepared a Regional Economic 
Opportunities Analysis (EOA) and ran the state’s housing model for the Region.  Neither of 
these analyses is suitable for individual city UGB amendments, and we never expected 
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them to be.  We do believe however, that they are adequate to show we have made a 
reasonable selection of lands for residential and for job purposes for the very long term.  
The results are summarized in Chapter 3 of the Draft Plan. 
 
Using the analytical results to supply the data, ECO Northwest produced for us a residential 
land need simulator.  The simulator provided us with a range of acreage needs from high 
land need (and lower overall average density) to low land need (corresponding to higher 
average density at build out).  Both the high and low land need estimates show we are 
short of acreage for housing.  As such, we feel secure that we are not over-estimating the 
acreage required.  Further, we have not used a reduction factor for unbuildable areas within 
the urban reserves, another reason we think we have made a conservative estimate of land 
need. 
 
Regarding land for jobs, we combine commercial and industrial lands for the long term 
forecast.  We want to have multiple choices of large lots for new employers, per the 
Governor’s desire for industry-ready sites.  We want to have choices of location in order to 
not restrict potential employers.  And finally, in addition to the large new locations, each city 
has its own smaller acreage needs for local start-up businesses.  The simulator informs us 
that while we may have an excess of industrial land, we are short a similar amount of 
commercial land.  With the uncertainties of the long term forecasts, we feel confident that 
we have a reasonable total amount of land identified for jobs. 
 
For the places where RLRC land remains within proposed Urban Reserves, the individual 
cities, the RLRC, the Policy Committee and the state staff have reviewed the specifics at 
least three times.  The latest round occurred over the past year.  Director Richard Whitman 
has been part of the discussions throughout the year.  The most recent state DLCD letter is 
dated Dec 7, 2007.  In response to that letter, Eagle Point, Jacksonville and Medford 
removed RLRC land from their URs.  The areas in Talent, Phoenix and Hillcrest Orchards 
were accepted by DLCD staff.  For the one remaining area in south Medford, the Policy 
Committee reconsidered the reasons for urbanization and the basis for RLRC designation.  
On balance, the committee decided that the urban needs outweighed the agricultural value 
of the land.  Each of these decisions consisted of very site specific, detailed evaluations. 
 
Another set of concerns we hear is that we are not doing enough with the Regional Land 
Use Plan.  “We are not increasing housing density enough.”  “We are not doing enough 
infill.”  “There is not enough commitment to affordable housing.”  “We are not addressing 
climate change.”  This plan cannot do everything.  What it does do is create a platform for 
long term planning.   
 
We believe all these and other issues will be and can be addressed through the state land 
use program.  Just yesterday, you were discussing new density criteria for UGB 
amendments.  We know the Governor’s initiative on climate change will add new 
considerations.  In the region, we already have a land use and transportation model 
(developed for us by TPAU of ODOT) to assist us with this kind of planning.  You heard 
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Michael Cavallaro earlier refer to the model conceptual plan underway for one of Central 
Point’s urban reserves.  
 
After the comp plan amendment process, conceptual plans must be developed for the 
urban reserves, for purposes of transportation modeling and infrastructure planning.  
Before an urban reserve comes into the urban growth boundary, the city will be required, 
under existing and future land use requirements, to demonstrate need and to meet 
whatever programs are in place, whether it is density, or climate change and energy 
conservation. 
 
In conclusion, the cities and county of Jackson County have prepared a regionally unique, 
collaborative process and Regional Plan to serve as the platform for linking land use and 
transportation.  The Plan will also allow us to adapt our practices to manage population 
growth and related issues we know we must address for the short and long term livability of 
our region.  We are confident the Region has produced a reasonable estimate of land need 
for the long term.  The Plan identifies a set of urban reserves to serve as the basis for long 
term coordinated land use and transportation planning.  Ironically, this will actually help us 
address climate change as well. 
 
With that, I am eager to hear your comments and questions regarding the Draft Regional 
Land Use Plan.  Thank you. 
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December 12, 2008 
 
From: Kate Jackson, City liaison to Regional Problem Solving Project 
To:  Ashland Planning Commission 
Regarding:  Public Hearing to Consider City Agreement to Sign Participants’ Agreement 
 
I am providing this memo to supplement what staff provides in the way of official 
documents, draft ordinance, staff communication, maps, and references to materials 
posted at the RVCOG website.  I am doing so at the request of the Mayor-Elect, and 
current Chair of the Planning Commission, John Stromberg.  Normally a City Councilor 
would not have such detailed involvement in a project like this.  The City of Ashland has not 
provided technical staff to support the Project at the regional level.  As a result, I have the 
most exposure to, and familiarity with, this complex land use project.  I was on the pCIC for 
Ashland during an early phase of the Project, with Pat Acklin and Barbara Bean.  Mayors 
DeBoer and Morrison each appointed me to the RPS Policy Committee for my entire 6 
years on Council. 
 
Please contact me at kate@council.ashland.or.us or call me at 482-2612 with your 
questions about this project.  I am happy to help you understand the project in advance of 
your consideration of the Participants’ Agreement (PA) at your next meeting.  I refer you to 
staff for questions about the procedure for the decision you are asked to make. 
 
The Regional Problem Solving Project is a collaborative effort among the valley’s seven 
cities and the county to coordinate land use planning for the long term future, estimated as 
taking up to 50 years and accommodating a possible doubling of the population.  The 
proposed Draft Regional Plan has had public involvement at the Cities and at the regional 
level to get to this point.  The Draft Plan also requires state agency agreement, and we 
have presented to LCDC five times. 
 
The Plan will proceed to another public involvement phase next year, with the consideration 
of a Comprehensive Plan Amendment (CPA) to add a Regional Plan Element to the 
Jackson County Comp Plan.  The County Comp Plan Amendment process will involve both 
the County Planning Commission with public hearings and the County Board of 
Commissioners, with their public hearings.  The Cities that have identified Urban Reserves 
are expected to coordinate the timing of their own Comp Plan Amendments with the 
County’s actions.  (Otherwise, we could get disparate results and have to redo some of the 
amendments.) 
 
What is before the Ashland Planning Commission now is a Participants’ Agreement (PA) 
agreeing to participate in the County’s process of amending its (the county’s) 
comprehensive plan to incorporate a Regional Planning Element ( eg. chapter) based on 
the proposed Plan.  You are not agreeing to the Draft Plan itself.  That document is what 
will go through the CPA process at the County. 
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The Agreement has been determined to be a necessary step to comply with state land use 
program statute and rules.  The Agreement has been prepared and reviewed by the city 
attorneys, a consulting attorney to the County (Corinne Sherton), and by the state DLCD 
and LCDC.  LCDC agreed to sign it when all the participating agencies also sign it.  
Participating agencies include the seven cities, Jackson County, several regional entities 
and many state agencies.  By signing the PA, everyone is agreeing in concept to establish 
a regional land use decision making process which will be administered by the County. 
 
Fifteen reasons why Ashland supports this Project: 
 
Ability to vary somewhat from state land use rules by:  
Redistribution of population growth rates among the cities according to preferences and 
past experience and 
Setting growth boundaries for the very long term; 
Directly links land use planning to transportation planning, 
Establish regional, non-highway ‘road’ connectivity. (Quotes around ‘road’ indicate corridors 
for multiple forms of transportation, not just cars.), 
Adopting such a plan and map gives us leverage for federal and state dollars at MPO, 
Locating and Sizing future infrastructure more cost-effectively, 
Cost savings to taxpayers by preparing in advance for capital purchases, 
Preserve agricultural lands in and out of urban reserves, especially outside, 
Establish buffer areas between cities, 
Retain open space across the valley, 
Respect city individuality while coordinating jobs, housing, and tranportation needs, 
Most successful collaborative, voluntary, multi-party agreement in the Rogue Valley, 
Ashland should be at the table to have influence at the regional level 
The ability to model the regional transportation system for land use and climate change 
impacts. 
 
The Participants’ Agreement keeps Ashland’s “place at the table” despite the City choosing 
not to establish urban reserves (UR).   Urban reserves are lands set aside for future 
urbanization.  Reserves cannot be ‘urbanized’, ie, brought inside the Urban Growth 
Boundary (UGB) without specific documentation of the immediate (20-year) need for 
specific land types (commercial, industrial, or residential).  Establishing urban reserves 
requires a comprehensive plan amendment process.  Moving a UGB into a UR requires 
another, more detailed comprehensive plan amendment process.  Thus there are two big  
steps in decision-making for a city to move in to its Urban Reserves.  Under a Regional 
Plan, the region can coordinate, plan ahead and manage population growth more efficiently 
and effectively than without a Regional Plan. 
 
I have provided staff with my testimony to the most recent LCDC meeting on December 5, 
2008 for your information.  I leave it to them whether and how to include it with your 
materials. 
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Thanks very much for your interest in this project.  I welcome phone calls and emails with 
questions. 
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ASHLAND PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
STAFF REPORT 
January 13, 2009 

 
 
PLANNING ACTION: 2008-01986 
 
APPLICANT:  Myles Comstock 
 
LOCATION: 2915 Highway 66 
 
ZONE DESIGNATION: E-1 
 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN DESIGNATION: Employment 
 
APPLICATION DEEMED COMPLETE:  January 6, 2009 
 
120-DAY TIME LIMIT:  May 6, 2009 
 
ORDINANCE REFERENCE:   18.40 Employment Zone 
      18.60 Airport Overlay Zone 
      18.72 Site Review 
      18.100 Variances 
 
REQUEST: A request for a Modification of a previously approved Site Review (PA#2008-01315) 
for a Variance to exceed the maximum 20-foot height limitation in the Airport Overlay Zone. 
The proposed structure is 26.5 feet in height. 
 

I. Relevant Facts 

A. Background - History of Application 

In September 2008, an application for a Site Review to construct a 3,000 square foot light 
industrial building and a request for an Exception to Street Standards to continue the 
existing curbside sidewalk along the frontage of the subject parcel was approved (PA 
2008-01315).  

In October 1994, an application for a Site Review to construct 2,560 square foot 
commercial service building, the current location of Valley Equipment Rental was 
approved (PA 94-124).  

There are no other planning actions of record for this site. 
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B. Detailed Description of the Site and Proposal 

The parcel is approximately 23,100 square feet in size and is located at the 
intersection of Highway 66 and Applegate Way, on the south side of Applegate Way. 
Applegate Way is an improved Neighborhood Street, curbside sidewalks are in place 
across the street from the subject property, along Applegate Way and around the cul-
de-sac, the sidewalk improvements stop at the subject property.  Electric service, 
water and sanitary sewer facilities are located in the Applegate Way right-of-way.  
The site slopes gradually from southwest to northeast.  There is a 2,560 square foot, 
single story structure on the south side of the property at the corner of the lot which 
was approved in 1994.  The subject property is the current location of Valley 
Equipment Rental. There is a four space parking lot and an outdoor storage area for 
equipment and materials associated with the business located at the site on the 
remainder of the property.   

The properties to the north and east are also zoned E-1.  The property to the south is 
outside of the City limits. The properties across Highway 66 are zoned Single Family 
Residential R-1-10.  The adjacent property uses are a landscaping supply center, auto 
storage, manufacturing and residential uses across Highway 66. The site is near the 
City of Ashland airport. 

1.  Modification of Site Review Approval  

The existing approval is to construct a new 3,000 square foot single-story 
building which was proposed to be 20-feet in height.  The applicant owns Valley 
Equipment Rental and has a number of large equipment pieces associated with 
that business. The application documents indicate that repair of that equipment in 
inclement weather is dangerous and Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration (OSHA) regulations dictate the amount of clearance required 
during maintenance of that type of equipment, necessitating a taller structure than 
the maximum 20 feet allowed in the Airport Overlay Zone. The proposed 
structure will be located on an existing paved portion of the site which is currently 
used to store the equipment that will be moved to the interior of the building.  The 
Staff Report for the existing approval as well as the previously approved 
elevations are included for reference at the end of the packet.     

The proposed building entry way will have double, storefront style doors flanked 
with double wide windows which extend to the floor. The building will also have 
a red brick base which wraps around the sides of the structure.  The proposed 
building is tan metal siding with a green metal roof on the east and west sides of 
the structure there are large roll-up garage doors.  

The proposal is to modify building height resulting in an increase from the 
previous 20 feet in height to 26 ½ feet (average height) and 28 feet, 4 inches at 
the highest point of the structure.  The square footage of the building will remain 
at 3,000 square feet.  The architectural features of the building are similar to the 
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original design except for the addition of a row of clerestory windows to the 
upper portion of the roof line.    

A new 4-foot walkway connecting the sidewalk in the public right-of-way to the 
front of the building and landscape buffers are also proposed.  Five off-street 
motor vehicle parking spaces will be added to the existing parking area between 
the two buildings accessed from a single driveway.  Additionally, the applicant 
has proposed to add two bicycle parking spaces under the front awning of the 
building. An Administrative Variance to continue the existing sidewalk along the 
curb was also approved as part of the existing Site Review approval. No changes 
are proposed to the site layout, public improvements or landscaping plan as part 
of this application.  

2. Variance –  

The proposal is a request for a Variance to the maximum height allowed in the 
Airport Overlay zone. The maximum allowed height for any airspace obstruction, 
such as, structures and trees in the Airport Overlay zone is 20 feet. The proposed 
building height is 26 ½ feet (average height) and 28 feet, 4 inches at the peak.    

II. Project Impact 

A. Modification of existing approved Site Review 

The project requires a Modification of the existing Site Review approval since it involves 
the construction of a new building in the E-1 zoning district, which will have a change in 
height from the previous approval. A Variance is required to exceed the maximum height 
requirement of 20-feet in the Airport Overlay Zone the Variance request is a 20% 
variance.  As a result, Chapter 18.108 requires the application to be processed as a “Type 
II” with a public hearing.  

The proposed change to the building height will have a negligible impact to the 
previously approved Site Review.  The additional height proposed will allow for the 
addition of clerestory windows below the ridge line of the roof.  

B. Variance 

The request is to increase the height of the previously approved building from the 
maximum 20 feet allowed in the Airport Overlay Zone to, at the peak, 28 feet, 4 inches.   
The applicant identifies the unusual circumstance as the elevation change of the site in 
comparison to the conical surface map for aerial transportation as regulated by the 
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA).  

The City of Ashland Airport Overlay Zone has a general 20 foot height maximum, where 
the draft Airport Master Plan has a conical surface map which prescribes a maximum 
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building height to elevation change ratio of based on the lot and structure proximity to 
the airport approach zone (see attached map)  

The application includes a letter from Scott Fleury, the City of Ashland Staff Liaison for 
the Airport Commission indicating that based on the above mentioned conical surface 
map the proposed building height of 26 ½ feet, there is 98.5 feet of clear elevation 
between the building height and the airspace encroachment elevation. The City of 
Ashland Airport Commission has reviewed and approved the proposal, a copy of the 
minutes from their November 4, 2008 meeting are included with the applicant’s findings.  

The application identifies the positive benefit of the proposal as the benefit of cleaning up 
the site and moving equipment to the interior of the building as a positive benefit to the 
neighbors. Additionally, the applicant’s findings state that without the variance to height 
approval he would be forced to relocate his building outside of the City limits which are 
immediately adjacent. In Staff’s opinion, the change in building height results in an 
improved building design, with more interest and roof line variation,.  The variation in 
the roofline and clear story windows provides visual interest and relief, creates a more 
symmetrical building design and will add interest with the larger roof line variation 
especially to Applegate Way street frontage. 

The proximity of the site to the airport and the elevation of the site is not a self-imposed 
situation that the applicant has control over.  

III. Procedural - Required Burden of Proof 

The criteria for Site Review approval are described in 18.72.070 as follows: 

The following criteria shall be used to approve or deny an application: 

A. All applicable City ordinances have been met or will be met by the proposed development. 

B. All requirements of the Site Review Chapter have been met or will be met. 

C. The development complies with the Site Design Standards adopted by the City Council for 
implementation of this Chapter. 

D.  That adequate capacity of City facilities for water, sewer, paved access to and through the 
development, electricity, urban storm drainage, and adequate transportation can and will be 
provided to and through the subject property. All improvements in the street right-of-way shall 
comply with the Street Standards in Chapter 18.88, Performance Standards Options. (Ord. 
2655, 1991; Ord 2836 S6, 1999) 

The criteria for a Variance are described in 18.100.020 as follows: 

A. That there are unique or unusual circumstances which apply to this site which do not typically 
apply elsewhere.  
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B. That the proposal's benefits will be greater than any negative impacts on the development of 
the adjacent uses; and will further the purpose and intent of this ordinance and the 
Comprehensive Plan of the City. (Ord.2425 S1, 1987).  

C. That the circumstances or conditions have not been willfully or purposely self-imposed. 

IV. Conclusions and Recommendations 

The site provides an opportunity to enhance an existing business site along the Highway 66 and 
Applegate Way frontages.  Staff believes the project could be found to meet all of the applicable 
approval criteria for a Variance request to the maximum height allowed in the Airport Overlay 
Zone. The site location in proximity to the runway and the topographical difference between the 
airport approach zone and the site allow for a significantly taller structure when reviewed against 
the FFA regulations and the draft Airport Master Plan than permitted under the broad sweeping 
20 foot height limit set in the Land Use Ordinance.  These situations are not self imposed.  
Additionally, the applicant being able to perform maintenance on his equipment, allowing him to 
retain his business within the city limits and the removal of some of the outdoor storage of 
equipment inside of the new building will have positive visual impacts to the Highway 66 and 
Applegate Way corridors.   

 

All conditions of the previous approval are included below.  Staff recommends approval of the 
application with the following conditions attached: 

1) That all proposals of the applicant shall be conditions of approval unless otherwise modified 
here. 

2) That the new building shall be addressed off of Applegate Way. The new address shall be 
applied for and approved through the Public Works and Engineering Department.   

3)  That the plans submitted for the building permit shall be in substantial  conformance with 
 those approved as part of this application. If the plans submitted for the building permit are 
 not in substantial conformance with those approved as part of this application, an application 
 to modify the Site Review approval shall be submitted and approved prior to issuance of a 
 building permit. 

4)  That building permit submittals shall include: 

 a) All lighting shall be shown on the building permit submittals. All lighting  shall be 
appropriately shrouded so as not to permit direct illumination of any adjacent land from 
lighting to be located upon the subject property and shall meet all  requirements of the 
Ashland Airport Master Plan.  

b) That roofing material shall be non-reflective and non-glare. Roofing detail shall be 
 submitted with the building permit submittals. 

c) That the location and final engineering for all storm drainage improvements associated with 
 the project be included as part of Building Permit submission for review and approval by the 
 Planning and Public Works Departments. 
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d) That the elevations of the building heights shall be included with the building  
 permit submittals. A professional land surveyor shall verify the height of the building  
 in order to verify that the height of the building does not encroach into the Airport  
 Approach Surface Height Limitation. 

e) That the recommendations of the Tree Commission, with final approval of the  
 Staff Advisor,  shall be incorporated into the final landscaping and irrigation system  
 plans and submitted to the Planning Department prior to issuance of the building   
 permit.   

f) That at the time of building plan submittal, material, design and screening information on 
 the trash and recycling facility shall be submitted to the staff advisor for review and 
 approval. All  facilities shall comply with the standards adopted under AMC 9.22.030. 

g) That the bicycle parking u-rack shall be shown on the building permit submittals 
 including adequate clearance areas around proposed bicycle parking.  

5)  That prior to the issuance of a building permit: 

a) That the property owner shall sign an airport operations hold harmless agreement prior to 
issuance of the building permit. 

b) That the Tree Protection fencing shall be installed in accordance with the approved plans 
and in accordance with the Ashland Municipal Code 18.61.200 prior to any site work 
including grading, clearing or the storage of materials and prior to the issuance of the 
building permit. The Tree Protection fencing shall be inspected prior to issuance of a 
building permit.  

6) That prior to the issuance of a certificate of occupancy: 

a) Landscaping and the irrigation system shall be installed in accordance with the approved 
plans prior to issuance of certificate of occupancy. 

b) That the refuse area shall include an opportunity-to-recycle site in accordance with 
18.72.115.A. 

c) That all required parking areas shall be paved and striped prior to the issuance of a certificate 
of occupancy. 

d) That a sign permit shall be obtained prior to installation of new signage. 
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DOWNTOWN TASK FORCE 

MEETING MINUTES 
AUGUST 11, 2008 

 
 
CALL TO ORDER 
Task Force Chair Pam Hammond called the meeting to order at 2:00 p.m. in the Siskiyou Room,  
51 Winburn Way. She announced this is the sixth and final meeting of the Downtown Task Force.  
 

Members Present:  City Staff Present: 
Pam Hammond, Paddington Station, Chair 
John Morrison, Mayor 
Renee Compton, Rocky Mountain Chocolate Factory 
Daniel Greenblatt, Greenleaf Restaurant 
Sandra Slattery, Chamber of Commerce 
John Stromberg, Planning Commission 
Dana Bussell, Public Arts Commission 
George Kramer, Citizen at Large 
Don Laws, Citizen at Large 
Dale Shostrom, Citizen at Large 

 Bill Molnar, Community Development Director 
Adam Hanks, Permit Center Manager  
Richard Appicello, City Attorney 
 
 
 
 
 

   
Absent Members:   
Dave Dotterrer, Planning Commission   

 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
Art Bullock/Submitted written comments to the group and draft sign code language he prepared. He 
commented on the public interests which he feels are not represented in the sign code and explained the two 
primary interests are: 1) overwhelming visual clutter, and 2) business window transparency.  
 
Melissa Markell/Public Arts Commission/Questioned if the Task Force would be addressing public art on 
private property.  
 
Hammond noted the staff memo distributed on July 17 by City Administrator Martha Bennett and stated the 
memo outlined the process for how this issue would be handled. City Attorney Richard Appicello noted they 
were going to recognize that art accepted by the City is not subject to the code, and the sign code would be 
amended to make this clear. Bussell expressed concern with the lack of discussion on this issue and felt this 
recommendation should be further debated by the Task Force.  
 
Kevin Christman/Expressed concern with the prohibitions against displaying art and stated the current sign 
code does not permit the display of art to any capacity. 
 
Mr. Appicello explained this issue would be included with the public art policies and procedures that will go 
before the City Council in September. Stromberg stated this issue would be debated by the Planning 
Commission and the Council, but not this Task Force.   
 
Lloyd Haines/Commented on public art and recommended any language that comes from this group include 
an expansive statement so that it does not get construed when it gets to the Planning Commission and City 
Council.  
 
J. Ellen Austin/Asked if she was in violation for having art displayed outside her gallery, which is located in 
a residential neighborhood.  
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Mr. Appicello stated residential zones need to be addressed in the sign code; however he does not feel it is 
appropriate for the Task Force to handle this issue.  
 
Bussell/Stromberg m/s for the recommendations to the City Council to include a recommendation to 
exempt public art from the sign code and to have its own process developed at a future date. 
DISCUSSION: It was noted these two actions will need to be concurrently. Voice Vote: all AYES. Motion 
passed.  
 
RIGHT-OF-WAY DISCUSSION 
Mr. Appicello addressed the proposed ordinance amending regulations concerning use of City sidewalks. He 
explained the ordinance does not distinguish between residential and commercial use and would allow 
individuals to pay the designated rate for use of the sidewalk. He clarified he did not include a list of what 
items would be acceptable and stated he only addressed “who” can lease the space, not “what” can be placed 
there.  
 
Stromberg summarized the Task Force’s previous discussions on this issue and stated there were three main 
points:  

1) The City would have to broaden the sidewalk café restrictions in order to allow for other uses, and 
the City would apply a market rate charge for use of the sidewalk. 

2) Some of the objects placed by merchants in front of their stores were in the public interest (planter 
boxes, etc.), and these objects would have to be donated to the City. The City would establish criteria 
for this, and there would be no charge. 

3) They would allow certain 3D objects that fit within certain size parameters that had some functional 
use.  

 
Mr. Appicello stated the public arts ordinance would address the process on how to accept art and stated he 
did not see the need to write a regulation on how the City would regulate the placement of items. He stated 
there is no obligation on the part of the City to have to accept an item and stated the City can accept 
donations and place items where ever they feel is appropriate.  
 
Kramer commented that the intent of this was to allow merchants to beautify their areas. He expressed 
concern with the proposed ordinance and stated he does not know why they are creating more rigmarole. 
Hammond agreed and stated the ordinance does not accurately reflect the Task Force’s desires. Mr. 
Appicello shared his concerns with designating “what” in the ordinance and noted a case that will be argued 
in front of the Supreme Court on this issue. Stromberg questioned if there was a way to apply market rates 
for part of the sidewalk, by low rates for the “shy zone.” Mr. Appicello stated he understands the group 
wants free use of the shy zone for amenities and will try to incorporate this, however he is not certain this is 
permissible. Stromberg suggested they make a formal motion in include this piece as part of their 
recommendation and ask the Council to direct staff to keep working on this.  
 
Laws/Stromberg m/s to recommend that the City Council direct staff to explore an exemption to have 
free use of the shy zone for amenities (such as flower boxes, door stops, spittoons, etc.) Voice Vote: all 
AYES. Motion passed. 
 
ISSUES RECAP 
Permit Center Manager Adam Hanks asked the group to clarify their preferences on a few of their previous 
recommendations. The group issued the following clarifications: 

1) The additional exempt sign would be applicable to the Downtown area or within one of the four 
Historic Districts.  

2) The larger 3D sign would be in addition to the existing sign numbers for wall or ground signs. 
3) The additional 3D sign would be allowed only in commercial zones outside Historic Districts.  
4) The 3D sign will have a specific separate size in addition to the current total square footage.  
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Kramer summarized within the “historic core,” merchants are allowed 3 exempts signs, one of which can be 
a small 3D sign. Outside the historic core, merchants are allowed 3 exempt signs, plus one larger 3D sign 
that meets criteria yet to be developed.  
 
Mr. Hanks commented on a possible provision regulating the amount of flat surface permitted on 3D objects 
before it starts to count against the permitted signage amount. Kramer suggested a possible limit of 2 sq. ft. 
Stromberg recommended they forward this provision back to staff for refining.   
 
Hammond noted the proposed ordinance still includes the booting provision and stated this is not what the 
Task Force wanted. Mr. Appicello clarified no changes were made to the ordinance since the group’s last 
meeting and affirmed that he understands what their recommendations were.  
 
Kramer/Stromberg m/s that despite the language of the proposed ordinance, the Downtown Task 
Force recommends eliminating booting in favor of towing with adequate notice before hand. 
DISCUSSION: Laws suggested including language that notifies the vehicle owner that additional costs will 
be incurred by towing and storage. Municipal Judge Pam Turner expressed concern with the provision that 
requires vehicles to be moved to a different block in order to avoid a citation. Mr. Hanks agreed that the City 
needs better signage on this. Mr. Appicello clarified his staff has met with the Judge and are working to flush 
out some of these practical problems. Slattery noted the importance of placing a large orange sign on the 
vehicles 24 hours in advance of the towing. Mr. Appicello clarified this was included in the ordinance. Voice 
Vote: all AYES. Motion passed.  
 
Mayor Morrison left the meeting at 3:15 p.m. 
 
Kramer asked if they could discuss Issue 7, Encroachment Permit Process, and stated sandwich boards on 
public right of ways have not been addressed. Hammond stated sandwich boards should not be permitted on 
public right of way, only in alcoves which are private property. Mr. Hanks clarified sandwich boards are not 
addressed in the sign code and therefore are not currently permitted.  
 
Community Development Director Bill Molnar asked if the group had concerns about opening up the 
sidewalks for other uses besides sidewalk cafes. Mr. Appicello added he and Mr. Molnar have been working 
on trying to make a distinction to see if limiting the use of sidewalks to sidewalk dining was possible. 
Stromberg stated staff previously informed them they could not limit the use of sidewalks to just cafes and 
this is the premise they have been working under. He expressed concern that this option was not presented to 
the committee sooner. Kramer agreed and stated he did not know this was a possibility. He added he does not 
have concerns about rampant selling of merchandise on the sidewalk and stated the City could deal with that 
problem when and if it ever arises. Stromberg agreed and felt they should go with what they have for now. 
Laws disagreed and stated if they have a choice, they should only allow restaurant tables. He stated he does 
not think Ashland would have a desirable appearance if they start allowing these other uses. Mr. Appicello 
clarified the Council would likely ask about this option, and staff was merely doing their best to be prepared 
for the Council discussion.  
 
Laws noted the email submitted by Brent Thompson and asked why a building can’t have signs on more than 
two sides. Mr. Molnar stated there are very few businesses in town that have four public streets bounding it 
and noted the elements that need to be considered when establishing a business frontage. He commented on 
the concerns behind this provision and gave the example of someone calling a loading doc a public entrance.  
 
Compton expressed her concerns with whether this group has really solved the problems. Bussell noted they 
cannot solve every merchant’s problems and stated these businesses are out of compliance for different 
reasons. She added this group has been successful in providing additional options to these businesses. Laws 
stated the purpose of this committee was not to bring everyone into compliance. Slattery suggested the Task 
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Force include a detailed statement to the Council that describes the “whys” behind their recommendations. 
Hammond proposed forming a small subgroup of the Task Force to form this narrative. Greenblatt stated this 
statement needs to be understandable to lay people and stated the community has a misunderstanding about 
what these meeting are about.  
 
Stromberg noted they have not found a solution to the Rocky Mountain Chocolate Factory bear, and stated 
the bear is symbolic of this whole process. Compton acknowledged that there is no way to allow the bear and 
not allow worse things elsewhere. She noted the bench and the bear are located in the shy zone and the only 
way to keep it would be to purchase an encroachment permit, which would cost $50-$100 a month. Mr. 
Appicello noted staff is attempting to create an exemption in the shy zone for public elements, which would 
include the bench, but not the bear. Laws stated he hopes staff will continue to look at a way to grandfather 
in objects that were placed after the law went into effect.  
 
Comment was made from the audience suggesting the Task Force remove the minimum square footage 
provision and allow merchants free use of the shy space.  
 
Greenblatt questioned if the sign code could be revisited at a later date. Stromberg noted this would 
eventually come to the Planning Commission and perhaps they could build in some kind of review process. 
Stromberg voiced his support reducing the minimum square footage and stated they should include this as 
part of the package that goes to the Council. He noted if the Council has misgivings, they can request 
additional information from staff and make a final determination.  
 
Kramer/Laws m/s to revise the Sidewalk Café Ordinance to have no minimum rental provision, but 
rather a processing fee and a per square foot charge. Voice Vote: all AYES. Motion passed.  
 
Bussell/Stromberg m/s for the alterations in the sign code to be reviewed after it has been in effect for 2 
years. Voice Vote: Hammond, Compton, Greenblatt, Slattery, Bussell, Stromberg, Kramer, and 
Shostrom, YES. Laws, NO. Motion passed.  
 
WRAP UP DISCUSSION 
Slattery commented that there is a huge education element that goes along with this and they need to find a 
way to let people know their options. Hammond suggested a statement in the City Source newsletter that 
identifies someone in the City that could assist businesses with their signage questions.  
 
Greenblatt questioned if the Task Force would be given the opportunity to tweak the final report before it 
goes to Council. Mr. Appicello clarified staff would send out the report to the Task Force members and they 
will be given the opportunity to submit comments to staff. He cited Oregon’s Public Meeting Law and stated 
the members must avoid back and forth dialogue through email and should not be submitting their comments 
to each other. Stromberg asked about forming a small subcommittee to prepare a statement to the Council 
that captures the reasoning behind their recommendations. It was agreed that Hammond would be able to 
form a subcommittee if she feels it is necessary and staff would ensure this was properly noticed.  
 
ADJOURNMENT 
Meeting adjourned at 4:30 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted 
April Lucas, Administrative Assistant 
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