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November 24, 2008 
 
 
TO: Land Conservation and Development Commission 

FROM: Richard Whitman, Director 
Rob Hallyburton, Planning Services Division Manager 
John Renz, Southern Oregon Regional Representative 

SUBJECT: Agenda Item 10, December 3–5, 2008, LCDC Meeting 

GREATER BEAR CREEK VALLEY REGIONAL PLAN 

I. AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY 

A. TYPE OF ACTION AND COMMISSION ROLE 

This is a continuation of consideration by the Commission of the Greater Bear Creek Valley 
Regional Plan. Project participants and department staff presented the plan to the Commission at 
the previous meeting, and elements of the plan were discussed. The staff report for that meeting 
is attached. The participants and Commission also addressed the Regional Problem Solving 
Agreement at the previous meeting; this subject is now complete and is not addressed further 
here. 

No comprehensive plan amendments or other land use decisions are proposed by any of the local 
governments for implementation of the regional plan at this time. LCDC is not being asked at 
this time to acknowledge any plan or code amendments related to the regional plan. These will 
come later over, the next two years. 

B. STAFF CONTACT INFORMATION 

For further information, please contact John Renz, Southern Oregon Regional Representative. 
John can be reached at (541) 858-3189; john.renz@state.or.us; or at PO Box 3275, Central Point, 
OR 97502. 

II. SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDED ACTION 

To assist the local participants in the RPS process, the Commission should identify issues it may 
have with the plan and identify any changes to the plan the Commission would like to see.  

mailto:john.renz@state.or.us
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III. ADDENDUM TO OCTOBER 3, 2008, STAFF REPORT 

A. INCLUSION OF RLRC LANDS IN CANDIDATE URBAN RESERVES 

Among other issues, the Commission will hear from 1000 Friends that the proposed plan violates 
ORS 197.656(6) by inclusion of commercially significant agricultural lands in candidate urban 
reserves without taking an exception to Goal 3. This statute provides, 

(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. 

Jackson County appointed a panel of experts to examine and initially determine the commercial 
significance of all the agricultural land proposed to be included in urban reserves. This panel was 
named the Resource Lands Review Committee or RLRC. The RLRC reviewed acreage well in 
excess of the total agricultural land included in the candidate urban reserves, and designated over 
2,000 acres of farmland as commercially significant. The cities, in collaboration with several 
state agencies, then examined alternatives to these lands and ultimately reduced the amount of 
commercially significant agricultural land in candidate urban reserves to 1,246 acres. This is 
approximately 14 percent of the land proposed for urban reserves. 

It is important to note that the task of the RLRC was not asked to determine whether any 
particular lands should be excluded from the candidate urban reserves. This decision was 
reserved to the RPS Policy Committee.  

Early in the RPS process, DLCD was asked whether the statute quoted above required a Goal 3 
exception in order to include commercially significant agricultural land in urban reserves. The 
department’s response was that no an exception is necessary.  

The department’s interpretation was based on two factors. First, designation of an urban reserve 
does not “devote” resource land to uses not allowed by the goals. The contrary is true: inclusion 
of resource land in a urban reserve preserves its resource status until such time as it is brought 
into an urban growth boundary (UGB). When the land is devoted to urban use via a UGB 
amendment, an exception is not required. Second, the department noted that the RPS statute was 
not intended to make plan amendment completed outside of RPS. Although the department 
believes there is no legal requirement to take an exception under the urban reserve rule, the cities 
and the county must show that there are no reasonable alternatives that require less resource land. 
While, under the RPS statute, the region does not have to comply with this rule, the department 



Agenda Item 10 
December 3–5, 2008, LCDC Meeting 

Page 3 of 5 
 

believes the region does need to develop findings that demonstrate why these lands are necessary 
to the efficient future urbanization of the region. 

B. TRANSPORTATION PLANNING 

The Oregon Department of Transportation conducted modeling to test the proposed urban 
reserves for impact on transportation facilities. This modeling showed that nodal development, 
with enhanced transportation facilities such as dedicated transit lanes, had the least impact on 
traffic congestion. While the plan mentions this, there is nothing in the plan that commits the 
local jurisdictions to use nodal development, even though the local jurisdictions have 
demonstrated an acceptance of this sort of development and it is expected that much of the future 
urban development will be done in this manner.  

The plan may appear to inadequately address the Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) because 
there is no commitment in the plan to nodal development and because the modeling showed 
increased congestion and vehicle miles traveled (VMT). VMT is not the standard by which 
compliance with the TPR is measured, because the regional metropolitan planning organization 
(MPO) uses “alternative measures” for reducing reliance on the automobile rather than a simple 
reduction in VMT. Existing and draft reports to the MPO show that the region is meeting or 
exceeding the alternative measures. 

It is true the RPS Regional Plan does not discuss transportation to a great extent; however, this is 
a sequencing issue rather than intent by the region to neglect integration of transportation and 
land use planning. The regional transportation planning is the responsibility of MPO. The 
boundaries of the MPO and the Regional Plan are identical. The MPO is a signatory to the 
Participant’s Agreement and has been an active partner in this planning effort. Both the TPR and 
federal rules prevent the MPO from doing transportation planning for the urbanization of the 
urban reserves areas until there is an adopted/acknowledged plan for these areas.  

The region views adoption of the RPS Plan as a platform on which subsequent planning will be 
accomplished, including integrated transportation and land use planning. The MPO is already 
preparing for this with work on a model process for transportation/land use planning. Once this 
model is completed, the MPO will collaborate with its member jurisdictions to complete 
planning for the other urban reserves. 

The Commission may be more comfortable with the sequencing of land use and transportation 
planning if there was an explicit statement in the Regional Plan that the region’s jurisdictions are 
committed to working with the MPO to integrate transportation and land use after the urban 
reserves are established. 

C. ESTABLISHING NEED 

Initially the project did not try to establish a need for the amount of land in the proposed urban 
reserves, but focused on the best areas for urban growth. Based on the text of OAR 660-021-
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0030(1) and Goal 14, the department advised the region that an estimate of need was required.1 
The project then began to explore a 50-year planning horizon, but ultimately opted to establish a 
planning horizon based on a doubling of the base year (2007) population rather than the usual 
30-50 year planning horizon for an urban reserve. The estimated urban reserve land need was 
thereby established as that amount that would be needed to support a doubling of the 2007 
population. 

The department advised the region that this deviation from typical practice complied with 
relevant rule as long as the doubling figure did not exceed a 50-year population projection (see 
footnote 1 for rule language). A doubling of the base population would be 337,932 people, 
whereas, a 50-year projection of population growth would be a regional population of 339,744 in 
2058. 

While not explicitly required by the Urban Reserve Rule, but on the advice of project consultants 
ECONorthwest, generalized regional housing need and economic opportunities analyses were 
also completed to further refine and support the land need calculation. The project has received 
comments that there is too much industrial land versus commercial land in the conceptual land 
use mixes proposed by the cities for the urban reserves. The department has not advised the 
region that this as a problem because Goal 9, Economic Development, permits cities to be 
aspirational when showing a need for employment lands as long as there is a rational basis for 
the aspiration. Additionally, these land use mixes will be further refined in the future planning 
for these areas using the MPO modeling process. 

To test whether there was an adequate factual basis for the amount of land in the proposed urban 
reserves, ECONorthwest developed a “land needs simulator model.” This model used agreed-
upon assumptions, the city population allocations and projected future densities to calculate a 
high and low urban reserve land need for each city. At the higher land need range, the results of 
the model show that there is a deficit of land in the urban reserves for all the cities except 
Jacksonville and at the lower land need there is a deficit for Eagle Point, Medford and Talent. 
More detailed studies will be necessary for eventual UGB expansions. 

The department believes the project has made a reasonable estimate of the land needs for a 
doubling of the base population, and that this is within the time frame authorized. 

D. COMPLIANCE WITH STATEWIDE LAND USE GOALS 

The previous staff report regarding the RPS project stated in Section V: 

The statewide land use goals affected by this regional plan are Goals 1, 2, 3, 4, 9, 
10, 11, 12 and 14. The plan contains draft findings for each goal in Appendix I. 
Final findings will be submitted with the adoption of the comprehensive plan and 
code amendments that will follow from each jurisdiction. 

 
1 OAR 660-021-0030(1): Urban reserves shall include an amount of land estimated to be at least a 10-year supply 
and no more than a 30-year supply of developable land beyond the 20-year time frame used to establish the urban 
growth boundary. Local governments designating urban reserves shall adopt findings specifying the particular 
number of years over which designated urban reserves are intended to provide a supply of land. 
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The region is now preparing a request for proposals to select a consultant to prepare findings and 
conclusions for the upcoming amendments. These findings and conclusions are expected to be 
much more detailed than those currently in Appendix I. The findings process will be managed by 
Jackson County, and likely will have some funding provided by DLCD. 

IV. STATUS OF REGIONAL PLAN 

As of the date of this report, the cities of Ashland, Talent, Phoenix, Medford, Eagle Point and 
Central Point support the plan as written. The Jacksonville City council voted on November 18, 
2008 to support the plan with smaller urban reserves than previously proposed. 

V. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION 

Should the Commission identify issues that need to be further addressed or find needed changes 
to the plan, it should notify the regional participants at this time. If the Commission identifies are 
no needed changes or supplements, then staff recommends that the Commission communicate 
(verbally) to the RPS participants that the Commission expects to acknowledge local 
comprehensive plan amendments that implement the RPS Plan provided that any issues raised 
through public review of the plan amendments are resolved to the Commission’s satisfaction, 
provided that the plan amendments are supported by adequate findings, and provide that 
applicable procedural requirements are followed. 

VI. ATTACHMENTS 

A. October 2, 2008, staff report 

B. Written testimony from the October 15–17, 2008, LCDC meeting 

C. Public Comments 
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