
SUBJECT: City of Medford Plan Amendment
DLCD File Number 011-13

The Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) received the attached notice of adoption.
A Copy of the adopted plan amendment is available for review at the DLCD office in Salem and the local 
government office.  

Appeal Procedures*

DLCD ACKNOWLEDGMENT or DEADLINE TO APPEAL:  Tuesday, January 14, 2014 

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

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

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

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

<paa> N

NOTICE OF ADOPTED AMENDMENT

12/30/2013

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

FROM: Plan Amendment Program Specialist



DLCD FORM 2 NOTICE OF ADOPTED CHANGE 
TO A COMPREHENSIVE PLAN OR 

LAND USE REGULATION 

FOR DLCD USE 

File No.: 
2 6 2013 

Received : 
~--------------~~ · 

Local governments are required to send notice of an adopted change to a comprehensive plan or land use regulation 
no more than 20 days after the adoption. (See OAR 660 0 I tH>040). The rules require that the notice include a 
completed copy of this form. This notice form is not for submittal of a completed periodic review task or a plan 
amendment reviewed in the manner of periodic review. Use Form 4 for an adopted urban growth boundary 
including over 50 acres by a city with a population greater than 2,500 within the UGB or an urban growth boundary 
amendment over I 00 acres adopted by a metropolitan service district. Use Form 5 for an adopted urban reserve 
designation, or amendment to add over 50 acres, by a city with a population greater than 2,500 within the UGB. Use 
h1r111 6 with submittal of an adopted periodic review task. 

Jurisdiction: City of Medford 

Local file no.: DCA-13-054 

Date of adoption: 12/5/13 Date sent: 

Was Notice of a Proposed Change (Form I ) submitted to DLCD? 
[8'] Yes: Date (use the date of last revision if a revised Form 1 was submitted): 9/16/3 
0No 

Is the adopted change different from what was described in the Notice of Proposed Change? DYes [8'] No 
If yes, describe how the adoption differs from the proposal: 

Local contact (name and title): Praline McCormack, Planner II 

Phone: 541-774-2397 E-mail: pra line.mccormack@cityofmedford.org 

Street address: 411 W. g th Street City: Medford Zip: 97501 

For a change to comprehensive plan text: 
Identify the sections of the plan that were added or amended and which statewide planning goals those sections 
implement, if any: 

For a change to a comprehensive plan map: 
Identify the former and new map designations and the area affected: 

Change from to acres. D A goal exception was required for this change. 

Change from to acres. D A goal exception was required for this change. 

Change from to acres. D A goal exception was required for this change. 

Change from to acres. D A goal exception was required for this change. 

Location of affected property (T, R, Sec., TL and address): 

If the change is a UGB amendment including over 50 acres by a c ity with a population greater than 2,500, indicate 
the number of acres of the former rural plan designation, by type, included in the boundary. 

Exclusive Farm Use- Acres: 

Forest - Acres: 

Rural Residential -Acres: 

Rural Commercial or Industrial -Acres: 

http .//www. oregon .gov /LCD /Pages/form s.a spx 

Non-resource - Acres: 

Marginal Lands- Acres: 

Natural Resource/Coastal/Open Space- Acres: 

Other: - Acres: 

-1- Form updated November 1, 2013 

houcka
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 12/26/2013



If the change is an urban reserve establishment or amendment, indicate the number of acres, by plan 
designation, included in the boundary. 

Exclusive Farm Use- Acres: Non-resource- Acres: 

Forest - Acres: Marginal Lands - Acres: 

Rural Residential - Acres: Natural Resource/Coastal/Open Space - Acres: 

Rural Commercial or Industrial -Acres: Other: - Acres: 

For a change to the text of an ordinance or code: 
Identify the sections of the ordinance or code that were added or amended by title and number: 

10.249, Conditional Use Pe rmits, Mitigation of Impacts. Section 10.1400, Signs in Service Comme rcial and 
Professional Offices (C-S/ P); Basic Regulations. 

For a change to a zoning map: 
Identify the former and new base zone designations and the area affected: 

Change from to . Acres: 

Change from 

Change from 

Change from 

to 

to 

to 

. Acres: 

. Acres: 

. Acres: 

Identify additions to or removal from an overlay zone designation and the area affected: 

Overl ay zone designation: . Acres added: . Acres removed: 

Location of affected property (T, R, Sec., TL and address): 

List affected sta te or federal agencies, local governments and special districts: 

Identi fy supplemental information that is included because it may be useful to inform DLCD or members of the 
public of the effect of the actual change that has been submitted with this Notice of Adopted Change, if any. If the 
submitta l, including supplementary materials, exceeds I 00 pages, include a summary of the amendment briefly 
describing its purpose and requ irements. 

Signed ordinance, Minutes from City Council hearing 12/5/13, Agenda Item Commentary & Staff Report to City 
Council including all exhibits. 

http://www.oregon.gov/LCD/Pages/forms.aspx -2- Form updated November 1, 2013 



NOTICE OF ADOPTED CHANGE- SUBMITTAL INSTRUCTIONS 

1. A Notice of Adopted Change must be received by 
DLCD no later than 20 days after the ordinance(s) 
implementing the change has been signed by the 
public official designated by the jurisdiction to sign 
the approved ordinance(s) as provided in 
ORS I 97.6 I 5 and OAR 660-018-0040. 

2. A Notice of Adopted Change must be submitted 
by a local government (city, county, or metropolitan 
service district). DLCD will not accept a Notice of 
Adopted Change submitted by an individual or 
private firm or organization. 

3. Hard-copy submittal: When submitting a 
Notice of Adopted Change on paper, via the US 
Postal Service or hand-delivery, print a completed 
copy of this Form 2 on light green paper if 
available. Submit one copy of the proposed change, 
including this form and other required materials to: 

Attention: Plan Amendment Specialist 
Dept. of Land Conservation and Development 
635 Capito l Street NE, Suite 150 
Salem, OR 9730 1-2540 

This form is available here: 
http.//wwv...orel!on.gm/LCD/fonm..shtml 

4. E lectronic submittals of up to 20MB may be 
sent via e-mail. Address e-mails to 
plan.am~ndmcnts((l) state.or.us with the subject line 
"Notice of Adopted Amendment." 

Submittals may also be uploaded to DLCD's FTP 
site at 
http: '" "w.or~!!on.gov/LCD/Pagcs/papa suhmitLal.as 
M_. 

E-mails with attachments that exceed 20MB will 
not be received, and therefore FTP must be used for 
these electronic submittals. The FTP site must be 
used for all .zip files regardless of size. The 
maximum file size for uploading via FTP is 
150MB. 

Include this Form 2 as the first pages of a combined 
file or as a separate file. 

5. File format: When submitting a Notice of 
Adopted Change via e-mail or FTP, or on a digital 
disc, attach all materials in one of the following 
formats : Adobe .pdf (preferred); Microsoft Office 
(for example, Word .doc or docx or Excel .xis or 
xlsx); or ESRI .mxd, .gdb, or. mpk. For other file 
formats, please contact the plan amendment 
specialist at 503-934-0017 or 
plan.amendments@ state. or. us . 

6. Content: An administrative rule lists required 
content of a submittal of an adopted change (OAR 
660-0 18-0040( 3 )). By completing this form and 
including the materials listed in the checklist below, 
the notice will include the required contents. 

Where the amendments or new land use regu lations, 
including supplementary materials, exceed 100 
pages, include a summary of the amendment briefly 
describing its purpose and requirements . 

7. Remember to notify persons who participated in 
the local proceedings and requested notice of the 
final decision. (ORS J 97 .615) 

If you have any questions or would like assistance, please contact your DLCD regional representative or the 
DLCD Salem office at 503-934-0017 or e-mail plan.amendments@sLatc.or.us. 

Notice checklist. Include all that apply: 

D Completed Form 2 

0 A copy of the final decision (including the signed ordinance(s)). This must include city and county 
dec is ions for UGB and urban reserve adoptions 

0 The findings and the text of the change to the comprehensive plan or land use regulation 

0 If a comprehensive plan map or zoning map is created or altered by the proposed change: 
0 A map showing the area changed and applicable designations, and 
0 Electronic files containing geospatial data showing the area changed, as specified in OAR 660-018-

0040(5 ), if applicable 
0 Any supplemental information that may be useful to inform DLCD or members of the public of the effect of 

the actual change 

http.//www.oregon.gov/LCD/Pages/forms.aspx -3- Form updated November 1, 2013 



ORDINANCE NO. 2013- 180 

AN ORDINANCE amending Sections I 0.249 and 10.1400 of the Medford Code pertaining 
to electric message signs. 

THE CITY OF MEOFORD·ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS: 

SECTION I. Section 10.249 of the Medford Code is amended to read as follows: 

10.249 Conditional Use Permits, Mitigation of Impacts. 
A Daevelopment requiring the mitigation of impacts under Section 1 0.248(2), Conditional Use 
Permit Criteria, must do one (I) of the following: 
(I) Preserve unique assets of interest to the community. 
(2) Provide a public facility or public nonprofit service to the immediate area or community. 
(3) Otherwise provide fer a de,·elopmem a use or improvement that is consistent with the overall 
needs of the communi ty in a location that is reasonably suitable for tHe its pw-pose. 

SECTION 2. Section 10.1400 of the Medford Code is amended to read as follows: 

I 0.1400 Signs in Service Commercial and Professional Offices (C-S/P); Basic Regulations. 
Signs shall be permitted only as fo llows in the C-S/P district: 
(l) Grow1d Signs: Each parcel of land is permitted one ( I) ground sign per street frontage, subject 
to the following limitations: 

* * * 
(c) Minimum Setback: 5 feet from any lot in a residential zoninge district or from a street 

right-of-way. 
(d) Electronic \.1essage Signs are pem1itted as a ground sign subject to the following 

limitations: 
(i) Each parcel ofland is permitted one (1) electronic message sign if the sign is 150 

feet or farther from any residential zoning district or GLUP Map designation. An electronic 
message sign located less than ISO feet from any lot in a residential zoning district or GLUP 
Map designation shall require the approval of a Conditional Use Permit. Such sign must meet 
the other provisions of this section. 

* * * 
(2) Wall Signs: Wall signs are permitted subject to the following limitations: 

(c) Electronic Message Signs are permitted as a primary or secondary facade wall sign 
subject to the following limitations: 

* * * 
(i) The electronic message sign or electronic reader board must be 150 feet, or 

farther, from any lot in a residential zoning district or GLUP Map designation. An electronic 
message sign located less than ISO feet from any lot in a residential zoning district or GLUP 
Map designation shall require the approval of a Conditional Use Permit. Such sign must meet 
the other provisions 

-!-Ord inance No. 2013-180 P:\JM P\ORDS\DCA-1 J-054 



of this section. 

* * * 

~S~f:P::Yilie Council and signed by me in au 

---"'~o-=::.::=:...=:::!...:....=3ol.....ll'--' 2013 0 

ATTEST: ~ uJ~ 
City Recorder 

APPROVED ~ 5 . 20 13 

NOTE: Matter in bold in an amended section is new. Matter struck out is existing Jaw to be 
omitted. Three asterisks(* * *)indicate ex isting law which remains unchanged by this ordinance but 
was omitted for the sake of brevity. 

-2-0rdinancc No. 2013-180 P:\JMP\ORDS\DCA-13-054 



City Council Minutes 
December 5, 2013 
Page 5 

110. Oral requests and communications from the audience 
110.1 Tom Hall, S&B James Construction, addressed the Council regarding the study session on 

construction managemenVgeneral contractor process. He disputed the presentation and noted 
that he feels design-build process is the way to go. He supports the concept to issue separate 
requests for proposals for each project and to hire local architects and construction companies. 

120. Public hearings 
120.1 COUNCIL BILL 2013-179 An ordinance amending Sections 4.405, 4.718 and 4.761 of the 

Medford Code pertaining to Sanitary Sewer, Storm Drain and Street Utility Fees. (Legislative) 

Cory Crebbin, Public Works Director addressed the Council and provided a staff report. He 
noted that the proposed fee increases do not include sewage treatment as those rates are 
determined by the Regional Rate Committee. He provided an overview of previous increases 
to Public Works utility fees, the methodology changes and goal of removing any General Fund 
contribution to the Public Works department. 

Public hearing opened. 
None 

Public hearing closed. 

Motion: Adopt the ordinance amending the Medford Code pertaining to utility fees. 
Moved by: John Michaels Seconded by: Bob Strasser 

Councilmembers discussed concerns with increasing fees. Councilmembers Matthews, 
Corcoran and Blair noted they did not feel that this was the right time to increase these fees. 
Councilmember Gordon questioned how the fees would affect commercial and industrial users 
and Mr. Crebbin noted that the increase is percentage based and the same percentage would 
apply to all customers. Councilmember Michaels expressed concern with postponing the fee 
increases which would in effect defer maintenance needs. Councilmember Bunn noted that the 
decision was made by the Council previously to impose the fees and this decision was 
supported by the Budget Committee. Councilmember Gordon felt that more public education is 
needed before moving forward with fee increases. 

Alison Chan, Finance Director noted that the Public Works Department is currently not 
budgeted in the General Fund. That decision was made by the Budget Committee when they 
recommend these fee increases for the necessary additional revenue. If the Council decides to 
postpone the fee increase, funding will need to be identified to make the Public Works 
Department budget whole. She noted that funding could be continued to the Public Works 
Department from the General Fund for this biennium, based on the lower actual PEAS rate 
versus what was budgeted. 

Council discussion on the funding alternative presented and Council requested staff to provide 
additional details on funding options to fund Public Works from the General Fund for the 
remainder of the biennium. 

Motion : Continue Agenda Item 120.1 to the January 2, 2014 Council meeting. 
Moved by: John Michaels Seconded by: Eli Matthews 
Roll Call: Councilmembers John Michaels, Eli Matthews, Karen Blair, Daniel Bunn, Chris Corcoran, 
Dick Gordon, Tim Jackie and Bob Strasser voting yes. 
Motion carried and so ordered. 

~COUNCIL BILL 2013-180 An ordinance amending Sections 10.249 and 10.1400 of the Medford 
~Code pertaining to electronic message signs. (DCA-13-054) (Land Use, Legislative) 

Jim Huber, Planning Director provided a staff report. He outlined the request from People's 
Bank to make the amendment to allow for a message sign on their property. He reviewed the 
current code language and approval criteria. Planning Commission recommends adoption . 



City Council Minutes 
December 5, 2013 
Page 6 

Public hearing opened. 
1. Craig Stone, CSA Planning representing People's Bank addressed the Council and requested 

support of the amendment to the code as proposed. 
Public hearing closed. 

Motion: Adopt lhe ordinance amending the Medford Code pertaining to electronic message signs. 
Moved by: Bob Strasser Seconded by: Daniel Bunn 
Roll Call: Councilmembers Bob Strasser, Daniel Bunn, Tim Jackie, John Michaels, Eli Matthews, Karen 
Blair, Chris Corcoran and Dick Gordon voting yes. 
Ordinance 2013-180 was duly adopted. 

130. Ordinances and resolutions 
None 

140. Council Business 
None 

150. Further reports from the City Manager and staff 
150.1 Mr. Swanson distributed a memo regarding the proposed cooperative agreement process. He 

noted that the Board of Fire District #3 has approved moving forward. The Board of Fire 
District #2 has some questions they will be discussing and will forward to us. 

Councilmember Strasser spoke to the anxiety due to perception of lack of communication with 
our own people. He noted that Fire District #2 has expressed that they do not feel they are 
being listened to and he questioned if City staff is improving communication with our own 
people and Fire District #2? Councilmember Corcoran noted that the process is moving 
forward with open communication with all parties involved. 

160. Propositions and remarks from the Mayor and Councilmembers 
160.1 Further Council committee reports. 

160.2 Further remarks from Mayor and Councilmembers. 

170. Adjournment 
There being no further business the meeting adjourned at 8:50p.m. 

The proceedings of the City Council meeting were recorded and are filed in the City Recorder's office. The 
complete agenda of this meeting is filed in the City Recorder's office. 

~\0~ 
Glenda Wilson 
City Recorder 



CITY OF MEDFORD Item No: 

AGENDA ITEM COMMENTARY 
www .cityof mcdford.org 

DEPARTMENT: Planning 
PHONE: 541-774-2380 

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

STAFF CONTACT: James E. Huber, Department Director 

COUNCIL BILL 2013-

l City Recorder will enter Ord inance or Resolution header written by Legal] 

ISSUE STATEMENT & SUMMARY: 
Municipal Code Chapter LO (Land Development Code) amendment has the objecti ve of adding 
language to permit with in a C-S/P zone one electronic message ground sign or multip le electronic 
message wall signs that are located les than 150-feet from any lot in a resident ial zoning district or 
re idential GLUP Map des ignation with an approved CUP. It also revises the CUP provisions 
re lating to mitigation of impacts to make it possible for the CUP approvi ng authori ty to impose 
mitigation of impacts, if necessary, for electronic message signs. 

BACKGROUND: 
People's Bank (located at the northea t corner of Barnett Road and Highland A venue) would like 
to replace its existing monument sign cabinet with an electronic message sign. However, the Code 
currently prohi bits elec tronic message signs that are located less than !50-feet from any res idential 
zone or GLUP Map designation in order to lessen the impacts of glare and fl ash ing, moving lights 
onto res idential properties. The People's Bank monument sign is located less than 150-feet from 
the Bear Creek Dog Park, which is zoned MFR-30 (Multi-Family Residential, 30 units per acre). 
The Planning Department drafted the amendment and forwarded it for agency and public comment 
in September of 2013. o comments were received from referra l agencies. The Planning 
Commission conducted a noticed public hearing on November 14, 2013, and voted to recommend 
City Council approval. 

A. Council Action History 
At the Apri l 28, 20 13, Ci ty Council meeting, Craig Stone for People 's Bank requested this 
code amendment and Counci l requested that staff look into the issue. At the May 16, 2013, 
City Council meeting, the Planning Director presented Counci l with an update and 
reviewed the criteri a for Conditional Usc Permits. Council requested staff to prepare an 
amendment. At a City Council Study Session on August 29, 20 13, staff presented an 
overview of the sign code and background on electronic message signs. Council requested 
that Staff bring forward a code amendment as requested by People's Bank, while separately 
and in addition, provide options regarding po sible changes to the overall electronic 
message sign provisions. 

B. Analysis 
The proposal amends the Code in order to clear up an inconsistency regarding electronic 
message signs. Institutional uses in residential zones are conditional ly permitted to have an 
electronic message sign wi th an approved Conditional Usc Permit. However, uses in C-S/P 
zones located adjacent to residential zones/GLUP designations are prohibited ou tright from 
plac ing electronic message signs any closer than !50-feet. 

C. Financial and/or Resource Considenations 
None. 



CITY OF MEDFORD Item No: 

AGENDA ITEM COMMENTARY 
www .cityofmedford. org 

D. Timing Issues 
There are no deadlines to meet for this code amendment; it was initia ted at Council's 
request. 

STRATEGIC PLAN: 
Goal 11: Provide efficient and state-of-the-art development appl ication a·eview. 

COUNCIL OPTIONS: 
1. Approve the ordinance. 
2. Modify the o rdinance. 
3. Remand the proposal to the Plan ning Commission for further cons ideration. 
4. Deny the ord inance. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS: 
Staff recommends approval of the o rdinance as proposed, based on the find ing that the code 
amendment approval criteria are met. 

SUGGESTED MOTION: 
I move to approve the ordinance amending the Land Development Code Sections 10.249 and 
LO.l 400. 

EXHIBITS: 
Staff Report for file DCA- 13-054 dated November 20, 20 13, wi th exhibits attached. 



CITY OF MEDJ?ORD 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
STAFF REPORT- LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE AMENDMENT 

Date: November 20, 2013 

To: Mayor and City Council for December 5, 2013 Hearing 

From: Praline McCormack, Planner II 

Reviewer: 

Subject: 

Suzanne Myers, AICP, Principal Planner 

Electronic Message Signs in C-S/P Zones Code Amendment 
(DCA-13-054), City of Medford, Applicant 

BACKGROUND 

Proposal: To amend the Municipal Code, Chapter 1 0, Articles II and VI to permit elec­

tronic message signs in C-S/P (Commercial, Service/Professional} zones that are locat­
ed less than 150 feet from a residential zoning district or residential GLUP (General 
Land Use Plan) Map designation with an approved CUP (Conditional Use Permit) (Ex­
hibit A). The proposal will: 

• Revise the conditional use permit provisions relating to mitigation of impacts to 
make it possible for the CUP approving authority to impose mitigation of impacts, 
if necessary, for electronic message signs (Section 1 0.249). 

• Add language to permit an electronic message ground sign that is located less 

than 150 feet from any lot in a residential zoning district or residential GLUP Map 
designation with an approved CUP (Section 10.1400(1][d]). 

o Add language to permit electronic message wall signs that are located less than 
150 feet from any lot in a residential zoning district or residential GLUP Map des­
ignation with an approved CUP (Section 1 0.1400[2][c]). 

History: At the April 18, 2013, meeting of the City Council, Craig Stone, representing 

People's Bank (located at the northeast corner of Barnett Road and Highland Avenue -
Exhibit B), submitted a letter (Exhibit C) requesting that City Council initiate a code 

amendment to permit electronic message signs where located nearer than 150 feet to a 

residential zone subject to an approved conditional use permit. Council requested that 
staff look into the issue (Exhibit D). 

Currently, People's Bank has a monument sign on the southwest corner of their property 
(Exhibit E). People's Bank would like to replace the sign cabinet with an electronic mes-

" Working with the Comlllllllity to Shape a Vibrant and Exceptional City" 

Lau s mann Anuex 200 So uth Ivy Street Medford , Or·egon 97501 

T e l. 54 J. 77 4. 2380 Fax 54 1.6 I 8. 1708 

www .c i .mcd fo r·d. or .us 



Electronic Message Signs in C-S/P Zones Code Amendment 
Staff Report 

November 20, 2013 

sage sign. In the C-S/P zoning district, electronic message signs must be 150 feet or 

farther from any residential zoning district or residential GLUP Map designation because 
of their brightness (g lare) and movement of light. Across the street, on the northwest 
corner of Barnett Road and Highland Avenue lies the Bear Creek Dog Park, which is 
zoned MFR-30 (Multi-Family Residential, 30 units per acre) (Exhibit J). The People's 
Bank monument sign is located less than 150-feet from the Dog Park, so an electronic 
message sign is currently prohibited. In his letter, Mr. Stone states that "th is is surpris­
ing" given that institutional uses such as schools and churches located in residential zon­

ing districts are permitted to have electronic message signs with an approved Condition­
al Use Permit. These signs, however, are limited in number, area and height (only one 
sign, and if a ground sign a maximum of 20 square feet in area with a maximum height 
of 5-feet). The People's Bank sign cabinet is 32 square feet in area, and the monument 

is 9-feet in height. It can be argued that electronic message signs utilized by institutional 
uses have a public benefit in that they display announcements and events that are im­
portant to a broader audience. 

Planning staff discussed the issue with the Planning Commission at a Study Session on 
May 13, 2013, (Exhibit F). Staff proposed several options: 

1. Reduce the 150-foot required setback from residential zoning districts/GLUP Map 
designations for electronic message signs if they abut an arterial or collector 
street. These streets are 11-feet to 37-feet wider than a standard residential 
street, and tend to carry a large volume of traffic, so the street acts as a buffer, 
and a resident expects less tranquility on an arterial or collector. 

2. Move forward with the amendment as requested. As part of an approval of a 

Conditional Use Permit, the Planning Commission may impose mitigations that 
serve to reduce impacts. These approvals must meet one of three criteria (Sec­

tion 1 0.249). Planning Commissioners pointed out that none of these criteria 
were appropriate for signage so they requested that staff look into revising them. 

3. Expand the amendment to include all zoning districts , and reduce the required 
setback for electronic message signs abutting residential zoning districts/GLUP 

Map designations from the current 150-foot requirement to a 50-foot requirement. 

At the May 16, 2013, City Council meeting, the Planning Director presented an update 

on the People's Bank request and reviewed the Conditional Use Permit criteria (Exhibit 

G). Council directed staff to prepare a code amendment to allow People's Bank to apply 
for a Conditional Use Permit for thei r proposed electronic message sign. Council also 
discussed other concerns regarding electronic message signs and directed staff to 

schedule a Study Session to look at other issues with the electronic message sign code. 

On June 1 0, 2013, staff met with the Planning Commission at a Study Session and pre­

sented a draft code amendment as proposed by People's Bank (Exhibit H). Staff also 

Page 2 



Electronic Message Signs in C-S/P Zones Code Amendment 
Staff Report 

November 20, 2013 

presented other options that cou ld be considered in addition to the Conditional Use 
Permit process proposed by People's Bank. The options discussed were: 

1. Move forward with the amendment as proposed by People's Bank. 
2. Permit electronic message signs in C-S/P zones that are near residential zon­

ing/GLUP Map designations if certain conditions exist or could be met, including: 
a) If residential zoning/GLUP Map designation is across the street from the sub­

ject C-S/P zone and the street is classified as an arterial or collector, or 
b) If residential zoning/GLUP Map designation is abutting a C-S/P zone, then 

the electronic message sign must be at least 50-feet from the common prop­
erty line with the residential zoning/GLUP designation. 

c) It the use on the residential zoning/GLUP Map designation is an institutional 
use, or a community service faci lity, then permit an electronic message sign 
on an abutting C-S/P zone less than 150-feet from the residential zon­
ing/GLUP Map designation. 

d) Permit an electronic message sign in a C-S/P zone located less than 150-feet 
from a residential zoning/GLUP Map designation and limit the size of the sign 
to 20 square feet. 

Planning Commissioners indicated a preference to review the issue as part of a larger 
code amendment that addressed electronic message signs as a whole, including issues 
related to brightness, speed at which text changes, and animation. They also indicated 

that they preferred the conditional use permit process in regards to People's Bank. 

On August 29, 201 3, staff met with the City Council at a Study Session and presented 
an overview of the sign code and background on the 2009-201 0 code amendment that 

permitted electronic message signs (Exhibit 1). The Council requested that staff bring 
forward the code amendment as requested by People's Bank. They also requested a 
separate proposal to address brightness, speed of text changes and animation, and 
spacing for electronic signs city-wide. 

The Planning Commission conducted a noticed public hearing regarding this proposal on 
November 14, 2013. 

Authority: The City Council is authorized to approve amendments to the Land Devel­

opment Code, Chapter 1 0 of the Municipal Code, per Sections 10. 102, 1 0. 11 0, 10.111 , 

and 10. 122. 

Criteria: Medford Land Development Code Section 1 0.1 84(2) 

APPROVAL CRITERIA COMPLIANCE 

10.184 Class 'A' Amendment Criteria. 

1 0.184 (2). Land Development Code Amendment. 

Page 3 



Electronic Message Signs in C-S/P Zones Code Amendment 
Staff Report 

The City Council shall base its decision on the following criteria: 

November 20, 2013 

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

Findings: This code amendment is being proposed in order to fix an inconsistency in the 
Code. Currently, per the Code, institutional uses in residential zones are permitted to 
have an electronic message sign with an approved Conditional Use Permit. However, a 
use adjacent to a residential zone is prohibited from placing an electronic message sign 

less than 150-feet from residential zoning/GLUP Map designation. In other words, on 
the one hand the Code conditionally permits electronic message signs in residential 
zones, and on the other hand it prohibits them adjacent to residential zones. Fixing this 
inconsistency is a public benefit. In addition, signage provides information to the public 

and this information benefits both the business owner and the public. Utilizing the Con­
ditional Use Permit process benefits the public in several ways: 

• It allows the approving authority to consider special circumstances, such as 
those of People's Bank where the residential property that is adjacent to the ir 

sign is a park. 

• The approving authority can impose, if necessary, conditions to mitigate any ad­

verse impacts from electronic message signs on abutting residences or the sur­
rounding area. 

• It provides the opportunity for public input at a noticed public hearing. 

Conclusion: This amendment benefits the public in several ways. First, it clears up an 
inconsistency in the Code. Second, signage provides information to the public that ben­
efits both the business owner and the public. Third, the Conditional Use Permit process 
benefits the public by allowing consideration of special circumstances, giving the approv­

ing authority the ability to impose conditions to mitigate any adverse impacts, and by 
providing the opportunity for public input. Criterion 1 0.184(2)(a) is satisfied. 

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

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

Findings: The following demonstrates conformity with the applicable Statewide Planning 

Goals: 

1. Citizen Involvement: Goal 1 requires the City to have a citizen involvement pro­
gram that sets the procedures by which a cross-section of citizens will be involved in the 

land use planning process. The City of Medford has an established citizen involvement 

program consistent wi th Goal 1 that includes review of proposed Development Code 
Amendments by the Planning Commission and the City Council. Affected agencies and 

Page 4 



Electronic Message Signs in C-S/P Zones Code Amendment 

Staff Report 
November 20, 2013 

the public are also invited to review and comment on such proposals, and hearing notic­
es are published in the local newspaper. This process has been adhered to in the pro­
posed amendment. The amendment drafts were made available for review on the City of 
Medford website and at the Planning Department. It was considered by the Planning 

Commission during a televised public hearing. It will be considered by the City Council 
during a televised public hearing. 

2. Land Use Planning: Comprehensive plans and implementation ordinances must 

be reviewed and revised on a periodic cycle to take into account changing public policies 
and circumstances. 

3. Agricultural lands: Does not apply. 

4. Forest Lands: Does not apply. 

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

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

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

8. Recreation Needs: Does not apply. 

9. Economic Development Does not apply. 

10. Housing: Does not apply. The amendment will not have an impact on the supply 
of housing. 

11. Public Facilities and Services: Does not apply. There will be no impact on Cate­
gory A facilities. 

12. Transportation: Does not apply. There will be no impact on transportation. 

13. Energy Conservation: Does not apply. There is no expected effect on energy 

use. 

14. Urbanization: Does not apply. 

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

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

CRITERION 10.184 (2) (b) (2). Conformity with goals and policies of the Comprehensive 

Plan considered relevant to the decision. 
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Electronic Message Signs in C-S/P Zones Code Amendment 
Staff Report 

November 20, 2013 

Findings: Staff finds that there is nothing in this amendment that rises to a policy level. It 
is a code amendment to address special circumstances and provide a plan authorization 
process for such circumstances. 

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

CRITERION 10.184 (2) (b) (3). Comments from applicable referral agencies regarding ap­

plicable statutes or regulations. 

Findings: There were no comments from applicab le referral agencies. 

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

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

Findings: Craig Stone, CSA Planning, testified at the Planning Commission meeting 
on November 14, 2013. Mr. Stone remarked that the code is inconsistent to permit elec­

tronic message signs in residential zones for institutional uses with an approved Condi­
tional Use Permit, but not afford commercial uses abutting residential zones to have the 
same opportunity. Mr. Stone testified that the Conditional Use Permit process would 
provide an opportunity to manage any adverse impacts. He did not th ink there would be 

any adverse impacts on the Dog Park from an electronic message sign at People's 
Bank. 

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

C RITERION 10.184 (2) (b )(S). Applicable governmental agreements. 

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

Conclusion: Criterion 10.184 (2)(b)(5) is satisf ied. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION 

Based on the findings and conc lusions that all of the approval criteria are either met or 
are not applicable, on November 14, 2013, the Planning Commission voted 4 to 1 to 

recommend adoption of DCA-13-054 per the Staff Report dated November 20, 2013, 
including Exhibits A through K. 

EXHIBITS 

A Proposed Code Amendment dated 9/12/2013 
B Aerial photo of location of People's Bank on Barnett Road 
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Electronic Message Signs in C-S/P Zones Code Amendment 
Staff Report 

November 20, 2013 

C Letter from Craig Stone, CSA Planning Ltd., to the Mayor and City Counci l dated 

April 18, 201 3 
D Minutes from City Council April 18, 2013 
E Picture of People's Bank Monument Sign 
F Minutes from Planning Commission Study Session May 13, 2013 

G Minutes from City Counci l May 16, 201 3 
H Minutes from Planning Commission Study Session June 10, 2013 
I Minutes from City Counci l Study Session August 29, 2013 
J People's Bank Site- Zoning 
K Draft Minutes from Planning Commission November 14, 2013 

PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA: 

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA: 

NOVEMBER 14, 2013 

DECEMBER 5, 2013 
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Exhibit A 
Electronic Message Signs in C-S/P Zones Code Amendment 

Staff Report 

Code Amendment Proposal 

November 20, 2013 

Bold copy indicates an addition; Struck through copy indicates a deletion. 

1. 10.249: Revise language to make one requirement more specific than just "de­
velopment" in order to make it possible for the Conditional Use Permit approving 
authority to impose mitigation of impacts, if necessary, for electronic message 
signs. 

ARTICLE II 

10.249 Conditional Use Permits, Mitigation of Impacts. 
M Development requiring the mitigation of impacts under Section 1 0.248(2), Conditional 
Use Permit Criteria, must do one (1) of the following: 
(1) Preserve unique assets of interest to the community. 
(2) Provide a public facility or public nonprofit service to the immediate area or commu­
nity. 
(3) Otherwise provide for a developmenta use or improvement that is consistent with 
the overall needs of the community in a location that is reasonably suitable for tAe-its 
purpose. 

2. 10.1400: Add language to permit an electronic message ground and wall signs 
that are located less than 150-feet from any lot in a residential zoning district or 
residential GLUP Map designation with an approved Conditional Use Permit. 

ARTICLE VI 

10.1400 Signs in Service Commercial and Professional Offices (C-S/P); Basic Regula­
tions. 
Signs shall be permitted only as follows in the C-S/P district: 
(1) Ground Signs: Each parcel of land is permitted one (1) ground sign per street front­
age, subject to the following limitations: 

(a) Maximum Height: 9 feet 
(b) Maximum Square Footage: 32 square feet per sign. 
(c) Minimum Setback: 5 feet from any lot in a residential zoninge district or from 

a street right-of-way. 
(d) Electronic Message Signs are permitted as a ground sign subject to the fol­

lowing limitations: 
(i) Each parcel of land is permitted one (1) electronic message sign if the 

sign is 150 feet or farther f rom any lot in a residential zoning district or GLU P Map des­
ignation. An electronic message sign located less than 150-feet from any lot in a 
residential zoning district or GLUP Map designation shall require the approval of a 
Conditional Use Permit. Such sign must meet the other provisions of this section. 
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Exhibit A 
Electronic Message Signs in C-S/P Zones Code Amendment 

Staff Report 

November 20, 20 13 

(ii) All text displayed on an electronic message sign must be static for a min­
imum of two (2) seconds. The continuous scrolling of text is prohibited. This restriction 
shall not apply to animated images and images which move, or give the appearance of 
movement. 

(iii) All electronic message signs shall have automatic dimming capabilities 
that adjust the brightness to the ambient light at all times of day and night. 

(iv) The conversion of an existing, conforming ground sign to an electronic 
message sign is permitted. 

(v) The conversion of an existing, nonconforming ground sign to an electron­
ic message sign is prohibited. 
(2) Wall Signs: Wall signs are permitted subject to the following limitations: 

(a) Principal Facade: The aggregate area of all signs shall not exceed one 
square foot for each linear foot of business frontage. No part of any sign shall be higher 
than the building height as defined in Section 10.1010. 

(b) Secondary Facade: The aggregate area of all signs shall not exceed one­
half square foot for each linear foot of business frontage. No part of any sign shall be 
higher than the building height as defined in Section 10.101 0. 

(c) Electronic Message Signs are permitted as a primary or secondary facade 
wall sign subject to the following limitations: 

(i) The electronic message sign or electronic reader board must be 150 feet, 
or farther, from any lot in a residential zoning district or GLUP Map designation. An 
electronic message sign located less than 150-feet from any lot in a residential 
zoning district or GLUP Map designation shall require the approval of a Condi­
tional Use Permit. Such sign must meet the other provisions of this section. 

(ii) All text displayed on an electronic message sign must be static for a min­
imum of two (2) seconds. The continuous scrolling of text is prohibited. This restriction 
shall not apply to animated images and images which move, or give the appearance of 
movement. 

(iii) All electronic message signs shall have automatic dimming capabilities 
that adjust the brightness to the ambient light at all times of day and night. 

(iv) The conversion of an existing, conforming wall sign to an electronic mes­
sage sign is permitted. 

(v) The conversion of an existing, nonconforming wall sign to an electronic 
message sign is prohibited. 

* * * 
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CSA Planning, Ltd 
4497 Brownr~dge, SUite 101 

Medford, OR 97504 

April18, 2013 Telephone 541.779.0569 
Fax541.779.0114 

Medford Mayor and City Council 
200 South Ivy Street 

Cralg@CSAplanmng.net 

Room 240 
Medford, OR 97501 

Request for Initiation of Land Development Code Amendment 

Dear Mayor and Council: 

We represent Peoples Bank which has recently constructed a new bank building at the intersection of Barnett 
Road and Highland Avenue. Bank officials had intended an electronic messaging monument sign at the 
intersection corner and were surprised to learn that electronic message signs (whether wall mounted or ground 
signs) are not permitted in a C-S/P zone where the sign would be placed within 150 feet of any residential zone. 
See, MLDC 10.1400. This is surprising because electronic message signs are, in fact, conditionally permitted in 
residential zones subject to a conditional use permit. See, MLDC 1 0. 1300. The issue arises because the vacant 
park land across Highland Avenue- the Dog Park - is zoned residential. 

On behalf of Peoples Bank, we tender this request that the City Council initiate an amendment to the Medford 
Land Development Code (MLDC) sufficient to conditionally permit electronic messaging signs where located 
nearer than 150 feet to a residential zone where the same would be made subject to approval of a conditional use 
permit. 

The following language shows GSA's initial suggestion for language amendments to the MLDC that may result if 
such an amendment is initiated (with deleted text stricl<en and new text in boldface): 

10.1400 Signs in Service Commercial and Professional Offices (C-S/P): Basic Regulations 

Signs shall be permitted only as follows in the C-S/P district: 

(1) Ground Signs: Each parcel of land is permitted one (1) ground sign per street frontage, subject to the following 
limttations: 

(a) Maximum Height: 9 feet 

(b) Maximum Square Footage: 32 square feet per sign. 

(c) Minimum Setback. 5 feet from a lot in a residential zone or from a street right-of-way. 

(d) Electronic Message Signs are permitted as a ground sign subJeCt to the following limitations: 

(i) Each parcel of land is pennitted one (1) electronic message sign if the sign is 150 feet or farther from any 
residential zoning district or GLUP Map designation. An electronic message sign to be located nearer 
than 150 feet from any residential zone or GLUP Map designation shall require the approval of a 
conditional use permit. 

(ii) All text displayed on an electronic message sign must be static for a minimum of two (2) seconds. The 
continuous scrolling of text is prohibited. This restriction shall not apply to animated images and images 
which move, or give the appearance of movement. 

(iii) All electronic message signs shall have automatic dimming capabilities that adjust the brightness to the 
ambient light at all times of day and night. 

(iv) The conversion of an existing, conforming ground sign to an electronic message sign is permitted. 

(v) The conversion of an existing, nonconforming ground sign to an electronic message sign is prohibited. 

(2) Wall Signs: Wall signs are permitted subject to the following limitations: 

(a) Principal Facade: The aggregate area of all signs shall not exceed one square foot for each linear foot of 
business frontage. No part of any sign shall be higher than the building height as defined in Section 10.1010. 

(b) Secondary Facade: The aggregate area of all signs shall not exceed one-half square foot for each linear foot 
of business frontage. No part of any sign shall be higher than the building height as defined in Section 10 1 010. 

CITY Of MEDFORD 
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(c) Electronic Message Signs are permitted as a primary or secondary facade wall sign subject to the following 
limitations: 

(i) The electronic message sign or electronic reader board must be 150 feet, or farther, from any residential 
zoning district or GLUP Map designation An electronic message sign to be located nearer than 150 
feet from any residential zone or GLUP Map designation shall require the approval of a conditional 
use permit. 

(ii) All text displayed on an electroniC message sign must be static for a m1n1mum of two (2) seconds The 
continuous scrolling of text is prohibited. This restriction shall not apply to animated images and images 
which move, or give the appearance of movement. 

(iii) All electronic message s1gns shall have automatic dimming capabilities that adjust the brightness to the 
ambient light at all times of day and nigl1t. 

(iv) The conversion of an existing, conforming wall sign to an electronic message sign is permitted 

(v) The conversion of an exist1ng, nonconforming wall sign to an electroniC message sign is prohibited 

(3) Projecting Signs: Proh1b1ted 

(4) Awning/Canopy/Marquee Signs· No sign shall proJect into public right-of-way All such s1gns shall be assessed 
against the aggregate wall s1gnage for the facade 

The proposed change will allow electronic message signs in C-S/P zones nearer than 150 feet from residential 
zones subject to a conditional use permit- in this instance, across the street from Medford's Dog Park. 

If the City Council agrees that this is a beneficial change to allow the same level of land use review for an 
electronic message sign within 150 feet of a residential zone as the City does within the residential zone itself, we 
respectfully request that the Council initiate this amendment on its own motion. 

Very truly yours, 

GSA Planning, Ltd. 

cc. Ken Trautman 
Keith Casebolt 
File 
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MEDFORD CITY COUNCIL MEETING 

April 18, 2013 

The meeting was called to order at noon '" Counc11 Chambers, City Hall, 411 W. sth Street, Medford w1th the followmg 
members and staff present. 

Counc1lmembers AI Densmore, Dick Gordon, Daniel Bunn, Eli Matthews, Karen Blair, Bob Strosser, John Michaels and Chns 
Corcoran. 

Mayor Wheeler was absent. 

Deputy City Manager Bill Hoke; City Attorney John Huttl; City Recorder Glenda Wilson. 

Mcloughlin Students of the Month 
Rick Parsaglan, Assistant Principal provided an update on school activities and Introduced the students of the month. 

New Employee Introductions 
Jeff Benyo, Westin Hammer, Manuel Sharp and Bryan Studebaker, Firefigh ters and Breah Castro, Financ1ai Support 
TechniCian were mtroduced. 

Emoioyee Recognition 
Employee from Fire Department was recogmzed for his years of service. 

20. Approval or correction of the minutes of the April 4. 2013 regular meeting and April 11. 2013 special 
~ 

There being no corrections or amendments the minutes were approved as present ed. 

30. Oral reauests and communications from the a udience 
30.1 Mayor's Youth Advisory Commission Presentation 
Kalium Gagnier and Calvm Rob addressed the Council and requested fundmg to support the CommiSSion's fund ra1sing 
efforts for their scholarship program and other activities. They are requesting $4,000 per year in the upcom1ng budget to 
be used to help them address their duties as defined by the Municipal Code. They would focus on homeless teen 
awareness and support, drug/substance abuse awareness, gang awareness/prevent ion program and graff1t1 cleanup. 

Councllmembers supported forwarding this request to Budget Comm1ttee. 

30.2 Chris Smith, SmithWest addressed the Council and introduced Colble Marshall, Deputy Ch1ef of Staff for 
Cong ressman Greg Walden. Mr. Marshall provided an update on the Federal legislation for a bill to address the O&C land 
management Issues. Cou ncllmembers questioned the Congressman's position on the casmo issue and Mr. Marshall stated 
t hat Congressman Walden Is not taking a posit ion. 

30.3 Criss Garcia, Jackson County Counc !member addressed the Counc1l regard1ng a proposal to develop a b1ke path from 
Jacksonville to Medford. The City of Jacksonville Is partnenng w1th the City of Medford and Jackson County m a grant 
application that If awarded would begin the preliminary work to address this potent1al project. He IS requesting a letter of 
support from the City for this proJect. Councllmembers requested that further wntten mformat ion be forwarded for their 
review. 

30.4 Don Skundrick, Jackson County Commissioner addressed the Council and complimented the Pear Blossom Festival 
event as t he best one ever, the new Commons park block was wonderful. 

Counc1imember Corcoran questioned collaborat ion for working with the County to address Emergency Management. 
Commissioner Skundrlck noted that Oregon statues require each City In the State to be responsible for their junsd1ct1ons. 

30.5 Cra1g Stone, represent ing People's Bank, spoke to his client 's request to have an electroniC messag1ng s1gn attheJr 
locat1on on B1ddle Road. However, his client Is precluded from having th1s sign 1n a commercial zone unless located 150 
feet from a residential zone. He noted that these signs are allowed in a res1dent1al zone. He 1s request1ng the Council 
l01t1ate a code amendment to allow the signs in commercial zone subJeCt to Conditional Use Perm1t. 

Council requested staff look 1nto this issue. 

40. Consent calendar 
40. 1 COUNCIL BILL 2013-56 A resolut ion denying an exemption from compet1tlve bidding for the des1gn and construction 
of the Police Department's Property Cont rol Facility, Phase 2. 

40.2 COUNCIL BILL 2013-57 An ordinance awarding a contract in the amount of $193,242 to Brown and Caldwell, Inc., to 
prov1de engineering services for the Larson Creek Basin Plan . 

.M21!2n: Adopt the consent calendar. 
~: John Michaels Seconded bv: Chns Corcoran 
~: Councllmembers John Michaels, Chris Corcoran, Dick Gordon, AI Densmore, Eli Matt hews, Daniel Bunn, Karen 
Blair and Bob Strosser vot ing yes. 
Motion carried and the following Council Bills were duly adopted: 2013-56 and 2013-57. 

so. Items remoyed from consent calendar 

60. Ordinances and resolutions 
60.1 COUNCIL BILL 2013-58 An ordinance aut horizing execution of an Agreement between the City of Medford and 
Teamsters Local 223/Medford Municipal Mechanics Association concernmg wages, hours, fringe benefits and other workmg 
conditions retroactive from July 1, 2012 to June 30, 2014 . 

.M21!2n: Adopt the ordinance. 'IT( OF MEDF-000 
~: Chris Corcoran Seconded by: John Michaels 
~: Councllmembers Chris Corcoran, John Michaels, AI Densmore, Bob Stro~'1par/e1punThd Dlck~ordon voting 
yes. Councilmembers Ell Mat thews and Karen Blair voting no. · · ?.. -
Motion passed to a second reading. t'lle # 1)( \j._~ ~-:! C'd \..\ -

---------------~---
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MINUTES 
PLANNING COMMISSION STUDY SESSION 

May 13, 2013 

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

Commissioners: Tim Jackie, Norman Fincher, Robert Tull, Bill Christie, Patrick Miranda and Michael 
Zarosinski. 

Subject: 

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

1. Proposed Code Amendment to eliminate duplicate reviews in the Historic Overlay 

2. Request for Electronic Sign Code Amendment 

1. Proposed Code Amendment to eliminate duplicate reviews in the Historic Overlay/ 
Praline McCormack, Planner II , reported that the purpose of the study session is to dis.c6ss a proposed 
development code amendment to eliminate duplicate reviews in the Historic Overlays. Currently, in 
Historic Overlays an applicant has to apply for both historic review by the Landmarks and Historic 
Preservation Commission (LHPC) and the Site Plan and Architectural Commission (SPAC). Staff is 
proposing to eliminate the Site Plan and Architectural Commission review. This duplicative process 
results in additional time to go through two public hearing processes, and additional cost to the 
developer to submit two applications. The place where this duplicative review is most likely to occur is 
within the downtown. The Landmarks and Historic Preservation Commission would do both the historic 
and site plan review. The Site Plan and Architectural Commission approval criteria are very similar to 
the historic approval criteria. They both relate to the compatibility with adjacent development and 
compliance with the Code. The proposed code amendment will expand the Landmarks and Historic 
Preservation Commission's authority to include Site Plan and Architectural Review (SPAR) at the same 
time as conducting the Historic Review. The Landmarks and Historic Preservation Commission would 
also be granted authority to approve Exceptions to provisions of the Code because they may 
accompany SPAR applications, as well as authority to impose SPAR conditions of approval. LHPC 
decisions would continue to be appealable to the City Council. LHPC would be given the authority to 
extend approvals that are about to expire. Ms. McCormack reviewed the proposal with the LHPC and 
they unanimously voted in favor of it. They did indicate they would like training to implement their new 
authority. Staff will present them with a mock hearing of a development and go through the process 
with them. The proposal will go to referral agencies for comment, Planning Commission public hearing 
then to a City Council public hearing. 

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

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

/ 

Cpmmissioner Fincher asked what was the orig inal reason why both commiss{P& ~1ffo~Bosen in the 
first place and what has changed that might justify giving it all to the LHPC._ """ ·C 
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?.. Request for Electronic Sign Code Amendment 
Mr. Huber reported that on April 18, 2013, Craig Stone appeared in front of the City Council requesting 
City Council to initiate a text amendment on electronic reader board signs. In a C-S/P district if 
properties abut or are across the street from either a residential GLUP designation or zoning the 
electronic sign has to setback 150 feet. The text amendment would state that if you are beyond 150 
feet, it is permitted. If it is less than 150 feet it will require a conditional use permit. The argument is 
that it is true in residential zones but it is not that simple. It is for institutional uses such as schools in 
residential zones. There are two criteria for a conditional use permit: 1) no adverse harm or impact and 
2) there is some public benefit. It does not have to meet both. It is an either or situation. Staff has 
several ideas. One is to be permitted and reduce the setback if next to an arterial or collector street. 
The streets tend to be wider and carry a larger volume of traffic. Two is to concur with what they are 
asking. Three is expanding the conditional use permit in all zones with a minimum of a 50 foot setback. 

Commissioner Tull commented that criterion two on a conditional use permit is that there are impacts 
but the applicant has proposed mitigations that make it allowable. What are our standards relative to 
placing a sign and what sort of mitigations would they propose? Mr. Huber replied that there are 
eleven. The first one is to limit the manner in which it is conducted including time it can take place. 
Minimizing environmental impacts such as noise, vibration, air pollution, glare, setbacks, heights, size 
and, location. 

Commissioner Tull asked if a sign was proposed, that is less than 150 feet, is that from the right-of­
way? Mr. Huber responded wherever the zone boundary is. Often it is the centerline on the street. 
Commissioner Tull stated that it would be expected that the applicant is going to work with those 
mitigation criteria. Mr. Huber replied what triggered this is an unusual case. 

Ms. Akin reported that when mitigation is required it has to do one of three items of the development: 1) 
it has to preserve unique assets or of interest to the community; 2) provide a public facility or public 
non-profit service to the immediate area or community; or otherwise 3) provide for development that is 
consistent with the overall needs of the community in a location reasonably suitable for the purpose. 
This conditional use permit is not necessarily written for signage. 

Mr. Huber commented that what he heard from the Commissioners is that an additional criteria be 
created for this. 

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

Submitted by: 
Terri L. Rozzana, Recording Secretary 
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110. Oral requests and commun1cat1ons from the aud1ence 
None 

120 Publtc heanngs 
Ctty Attorney John Huttl read the rules governmg quasi-jUdiCial heanngs 
120 1 COUNCIL BILL 2013-73 An ord1nance vacat1ng a stnp of publ1c nght-of-way, approximately 

13 39 feet w1de and approximately 288 feet long, be1ng a port1on of an alley runn1ng the length 
of a block from Th1rd Street to Fourth Street, between Bartlett and Apple Streets, w1th a C­
C/CB/H (Commun1ty Commercial/Central Bus1ness D1stnct!Histonc PreservatiOn Overlay) 
zon1ng d1stnct (SV-13-021) (Land Use, Quasi-jUdiCial) 

Plann1ng Director J1m Huber prov1ded a staff report and rev1ewed the cntena for approval He 
noted that th1s act1on was 1n1tlaled by the C1ty Council and meets applicable cntena He 
rev1ewed the proposed locat1on of the vacat1on and noted that th1s IS 1n conjunction w1th The 
Commons project and the property was ong1nally 1dent1f1ed as a third park block He noted that 
no obJeCtions have been rece1ved on th1s apphcallon Planmng Comm iSSion and staff 
recommend approval 

Publtc heanng opened 
1 J1m Matze. representing Lllhta Real Estate. Inc supported the staff and Planmng Commtsston 

recom m endat1on 
Publtc heanng closed 

Molton Adopt the ordinance 
Moved by Bob Strasser Seconded by Dan1el Bunn 
Roll Call Counc1lmembers Bob Strasser, Dantel Bunn, Karen Bla1r, D1ck Gordon, AI Densmore, John 
Michaels, Eli Matthews and Chns Corcoran vot1ng yes 
Ordmance 2013-73 was duly adopted 

130. Ord inances and resoluttons 
None 

140. Ctty Manager and other staff reports 
140 1 Electnc Stgn Code Update - J1m Huber 

Planmng Director J1m Huber prov1ded an update on the 1ssue ra1sed by Cratg Stone, CSA 
request1ng a code amendment for the use of an electnc s1gn at h1s client's property on Barnett 
Road Mr Huber rev1ewed the Cond1t1onal Use Perm11 cntena and the reqwrements for 
ehg1b1hty Staff discussed th1s request w1th the Plann1ng Comm1ss1on and they would like to 
look at the 1ssue further 1f the Counc1l IS 1ncl1ned to pursue thts course of act1on 

Councllmembers d1scussed the ISsues and other concerns regard1ng the electroniC s1gns such 
as bnghtness, s1ze, location, number of them now 1n the commumty 

Motion D1rect the Plann1ng staff to look at a text amendment to allow People's Bank to apply for a 
condtllonal use perm1t for the1r proposed electronic s1gn 
Moved by Chns Corcoran Seconded by Bob Strasser 
Roll Call CounCIImembers Chns Corcoran, Bob Strasser. Karen Blair, El1 Matthews, AI Densmore, D1ck 
Gordon, John Michaels and Dan1el Bunn votmg yes 
Molton earned and so ordered 

Counc1lmembers requested that a study sess1on be scheduled to look at the other 1ssues w1th 
electronic s1gn code rev1s1ons 

140 2 Further reports from C1ty Manager 
None 
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MINUTES 
PLANNING COMMISSION STUDY SESSION 

June 10, 2013 

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

Commissioners: Tim Jackie, Norman Fincher, David McFadden, Robert Tull, Michael Zarosinski and 
Bill Christie (arrived at 12:05). 

Guests: 

Subject: 

Jim Huber, Bianca Petrou, Praline McCormack, Kelly Akin, Terri Rozzana, Alex 
Georgevitch, John Adam and Lori Cooper. 

Megan LaNier, Jim Maize and Bill Mansfield. 

1. Proposed Electronic Sign Code Amendment for C-S/P Zone 

2. Proposed GLUP Map Amendment for Internal Study Areas (UGB Amendment 
Project) . 

. 'f. 1. Proposed Electronic Sign Code Amendment for G-S/P Zone 
Jim Huber, Planning Director stated that there are two items on the agenda today. The first one is a 
text amendment that City Council directed to the Planning Commission to evaluate and the other one is 
updates on the Urban Growth Boundary amendment. 

Praline McCormack, Planner II, reported that Craig Stone, representing People's Bank at the corner of 
Highland and Barnett, requested that electronic message signs be allowed to be located less than 150 
feet from a residential zone with an approved conditional use permit. Currently they are permitted if 
they are 150 feet or further from a residential zone. Across the street from People's Bank is the dog 
park that is zoned MFR-30 and is owned by the City. Staff has prepared a draft amendment to make it 
permitted with a Conditional Use Permit that includes language in Mitigation of Impacts that was 
discussed at a previous study session. Ms. McCormack distributed Code Section 10.248 Conditional 
Use Permit Criteria for the Commission to also review. Staff has several options that could be 
considered other than the Conditional Use Permit. Staff feels it is an "overkill" to say that having an 
electronic message sign is a public benefit and doing the Conditional Use Permit process. The four 
options are: 1) Per Craig Stone's request, allow electronic message signs in C-S/P zones that are less 
than 150-feet from residential zoning/GLUP designation with an approved Conditional Use Permit; 2) 
Permit electronic message signs in C-S/P that are less than 150-feet from residential zoning/GLUP 
designation if one of the following conditions can be met: (a) The residential zoning/GLUP designation 
is across the street from the subject C-S/P zoning, and the street is classified as an arterial or collector, 
or; (b) The residential zoning/G LUP designation is abutting the subject C-S/P zoning, then the 
electronic message sign must be at least 50-feet from the common property line with residential 
zoning/GLUP designation; 3) Permit electronic message signs in C-S/P zones that are less than 150-
feet from residential zoning/GLUP designation if the use on the residential property is an institutional 
use, or a community service facility as defined in Chapter 10; and 4) Permit electronic message signs 
in C-S/P zones that are less than 150-feet from residential zoning/GLUP designation and limit size of 
sign to 20 square feet. 

Commissioner Tuff requested that 2(b) be explained. Ms. McCormack stated that if the residential 
zoning is next to the property with C-S/P zoning, the sign would have to be at least 50-feet from the 
residential zone. Most lots are not 150-feet wide and would be hard to meff!t ~~s~g&~c 

EXHIBIT II. t\-
File# 'OS;:~ _ _: \~ ·-CS"- 1 -Page 1 of 4 
~· .. --.. 



Ms. McCormack reviewed other areas in the City that has C-S/P zoning that abuts residential. There 
are areas by Providence Hospital along Royal Avenue that have multi-family dwellings that are around 
the C-S/P zones. Other areas include around Rogue Valley Medical Center and downtown Medford. 

Ms. McCormack reported that after completion of this amendment, staff will analyze electronic 
message signs. 

Alex Georgevitch, Public Works, Transportation Manager, reported that there are some minor 
collectors such as Peach Street that are built the size of a residential street, so you have to be careful 
of the designation because it may be no greater than a standard residential street of 36-feet wide curb 
to curb. Major arterials are not a problem but minor arterials and collectors may be problematic. If it is 
desired, the wording should state major arterial and major collector. Public Works also has concerns 
with electronic message signs near signalized intersections or future signalized intersections because it 
has the potential to conflict or cause confusion for motorists. It creates a distraction on the roadway. 
Generally speaking, Public Works would like not to see them at all but that is not realistic. 

Commissioner Fincher asked if it would make more sense to do this amendment when staff reviews 
the entire electronic message sign section? Ms. McCormack responded that since this is a citizen 
request for the initiation of the amendment, staff has to move forward with this amendment. After this 
amendment, staff will do the analysis of the electronic sign code. Commissioner Fincher asked even if 
that code could potentially effect what the citizen wants to do? Ms. McCormack responded that it 
wou ld be after the fact and they would already have their sign. 

Bianca Petrou, Assistant Planning Director, stated that if the Commission felt that it should not be 
considered now they could recommend considering it as part of a package to City Council. 

Mr. Huber reported that staff has concerns using the conditional use permit process for signs. Clearly, 
conditional use permits are used for land uses and different kinds of uses. Some of the items are 
subjective, such as, it will cause no significant adverse impact and it is in the public interest. 

Commissioner Fincher asked that when the permit was originally issued was this a known issue at that 
time and now that it is built-out they are asking to re-write the rule so tha t they can use it? Ms. 
McCormack reported that they have built-out a monument sign that has removable numbers for interest 
rates and they want to take out the box and install an electronic message sign. Commissioner Fincher 
stated that he would hate to see this being re-written without having reviewed the entire sign issue just 
for one individual that has a situation that was already present when they started their build-out and 
they knew it. He would be more inclined if it was something that just popped up t11at no one had a clue 
until they tried to cross that road. 

Mr. Huber stated that staff could report back to Council that the general direction the Commission is 
leaning towards is to not separate the two and when the Commission reviews the broader question of 
electronic message sign to include this one. 

Mr. Huber stated that the divide between the options are, should it be a conditional use or permitted 
outright. When they are permitted outright they do not come before the Planning Commission. It is an 
administrative decision that meets the standard. 

Ms. Petrou responded that another option is to not change the code at all . Let it remain the same. 

Commissioner Tull asked what is prompting the review of the Code that presently exists regarding 
electronic message signs? Mr. Huber responded that several Council members had received 
complaints regarding the Verizon sign at the corner of Highways 99 and 238. 

Commissioner Tull reported that when the Commission revised the Code to deal with electronic 
message signs, one of the items that the Commission was concerned about was how distracting is the 
message. How much movement is there, how often does the message change, is it a video kind of 
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message or words, etc. There were hefty debates in regard to school signage. What is going on now 
that requires the Commission to go back and revisit that? Mr. Huber reiterated that it is complaints to 
several Counci l members regarding the Verizon sign. It is a large sign, in a prominent location and has 
a lot of movement. 

Commissioner Tull commented that he thought the Code was setup to discourage or contain that kind 
of moving image. 

Chair Jackie stated that the 150-foot is sufficient. He is in favor of having restrictions for reducing the 
150-feet setback, It should be a conditional use so that all dimensions of the application can be 
reviewed and have the applicant prove why it is not a substantial impact to the neighboring properties. 
He is in favor of number one. 

Mr. Huber reported that the Code does not allow exceptions to provisions for the sign code. 

Commissioner Tull asked if there is anyth ing in the Code that states that if one does have a sign like 
this on commercial property that the message has to relate to the business. Lori Cooper, Deputy City 
Attorney, stated t11at violates the constitution of the state of Oregon; you cannot do that. It is content 
neutral. 

Commissioner Tull asked how does the Commission take into consideration Mr. Georgevitch's concern 
about a sign with a message that needs to be read and may be changing every two seconds? There 
are hundreds of vehicles an hour that go through that intersection at various speeds, some go directly 
through with the sign obvious to them and others will be coming from directions that the sign is not 
going to be that obvious until they turn the corner. Do we have a public responsibility in this regard? 
Mr. Huber replied that the tools are size, placement, setbacks, distance and static image. 

Mr. Georgevitch commented that controlling location and placement of the sign is key as it relates to 
each individual site. 

Mr. Huber reiterated that he heard the Commission express they would prefer to review this in its 
entirety when it goes to Council but failing that the Commission expressed the first option that is the 
conditional use permit for less than 150-feet. 

Commissioner Tull reported that he is in favor of the conditional use if it moves beyond a standard that 
has been agreed to as being appropriate. The other side of it is that he would rather not deal wit11 t11is 
specific instance, he would rather hear staff's recommendation regarding electronic message signs in 
the City and then the Commission makes certain that this is a good example of what they want. 

Commissioner McFadden stated that he is not certain that the current conditional use permit issues are 
applicable in this instance. He is concerned with reviewing every sign application that comes in with a 
conditional use permit process. 

Commissioner Tull commented that he does not see the Commission dealing with this very often. It 
seems to him that if a property owner decides that they simply cannot live with the 150-foot setback 
from a residential property zone they will come to the Commission. Otherwise, the standard is clear 
and they can make their plan accordingly. 

Chair Jackie agreed and is comfortable with the conditional use permit. 

2. Proposed GLUP Map Amendment for Internal UGB Study ~reas{uGB Amendment Project) 
John Adam, Planner IV, stated that he was present to disc-aSs the next steps in the urban growth 
boundary amendment process specifically on the topi screening c riteria of the Internal Study Areas 
(ISA). The areas are being reviewed for chang~ r intensifications of the land use designations that 
currently exist. It began with the City's ~.u~bfe Land Inventory. From that , an initial set of areas were 
identified as potential areas to chang~P map designation. The intensification would be going from 
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Mayor & Council - Minutes 

Medford City Council Study Se ssion 
August 29, 2013 

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

Mayor Gary Wheeler; Councilmembers Chris Corcoran, Dick Gordon, Eli Matthews, Bob Strasser, 
John Michaels (*left as noted) and Karen Blair. 

Councilmember Daniel Bunn was absent. 

1. Electronic Message Board Signs: Jim Huber, Planning Director provided an overview of the sign 
code which permits electronic signs in the City. He provided background on the history of how the 
code has developed over time to address the new technology. He provided information on the 
number of existing signs in Medford and their locations. 

He reviewed the benefits and issues of concern with the use of electronic signs. Some benefits of the 
electronic signs include the signs being used for public announcements such as amber alerts, traffic 
announcements and recently the smoke health hazards. He noted that as they replaced static signs 
it may result in less overall signage due to the ability to advertise more in the same space with 
rotating messages. 

Mr. Huber addressed concerns with the electronic signs. He cit ed several studies done regarding the 
distractions of electronic signs. Most of the studies concluded that dr ivers look more often at and 
spend longer t ime looking at electronic signs. 

Mr. Huber reviewed how other commun ities utilize and what regulations they have to manage 
electronic signs. He reviewed the inconsistencies that exist in the current code language. 

Mr. Huber presented potential options for Council discussion including banning of the signs, limiting 
the size and location; address the rate of image change, messages displays, and transition methods 
between messages. 

Mr. Huber noted the remaining issue is how to address the request by People's Bank for a Medford 
Code text amendment to allow consideration of their sign request as a Conditional Use Permit. 

Councilmembers discussed the options and expressed initial concern with changing the Medford 
Code as this could affect other areas of the City. Craig Stone, CSA Planning representing People's 
Bank was invited to address the Council. He noted that a zone change of the dog park property to 
allow for their sign would not be the easiest way to address this issue. The code change will simply 
allow for the submission of a Conditional Use Permit which would then be decided upon on a case by 
case basis. 

Councilmembers requested staff bring forward the code amendment to allow for a Conditional Use 
Permit process. 

Council discussed the need to still pursue a zone change on the dog park property and staff was 
directed to investigate this process further. 

Council discussed the need to amend the Medford Code regarding electronic signs to address the 
movement of the sign displays, distances between signs and brightness controls. 

2. Boards & Commission Code Amendments: Glenda Wilson, Assistant to the City Manager reviewed 
changes proposed from various boards and commissions. Council directed staff to bring forward 
code amendments. .;ITY OF MEDFORD 
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MINUTES - Planning Commission Meeting November 14, 2013 

Voice Vote: Motion passed, 5-0. 

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

40. Oral and Written Requests and Communications. None. 

50. 

;t 50.1 

Lori Cooper, Deputy City Attorney, read the Quasi-Judicial Statement. 

Public Hearing. 

New Business 

DCA-13-054 Consideration of an ordinance amending Medford Municipal Code, Chapter 10 
(Land Development Code) Sections 10.249, and 10.1400 to permit electronic message 
signs in C-S/P (Commercial, Service Professional) zoning districts to be located less than 
150 feet from any lot in a residential zoning district or GLUP Map designation with an 
approved Conditional Use Permit. City of Medford, (Applicant). 

Chair Zarosinski inquired whether any Commissioners have a conflict of interest or ex parte 
communication they would like to disclose. None were declared. 

Praline McCormack, Planner II , presented the purpose, background, process to date, 
summary, approval criteria and conclusion. 

Commissioner McFadden asked that if the Planning Commission cannot find a public 
benefit then Criteria 2 would always be in effect? That any of these signs will always 
require some type of mitigation? Ms. McCormack stated that Commissioner McFadden is 
thinking of the conditional use permit criteria. If the Planning Commission moves forward 
with this amendment and allow the conditional use permit that would be the findings that 
would be applied. Development Code amendments require a public benefit. 

Commissioner Fincher commented that in Ms. McCormack's presentation she stated that 
the City Council wants to conduct a holistic review. Would Ms. McCormack fu rther expand 
on that statement. Ms. McCormack replied that staff has proposed several options 
regarding the electronic sign code. Staff is waiting to hear back from the City Council on 
what direction they would like to go. There could be another Planning Commission study 
session once staff hears back from the City Council to inform them of where this is heading. 
City Council was very clear on wanting to move forward with this amendment separately. 

Commissioner Zarosinski asked regarding finding a public benefit. Was consideration given 
to the requirement of content? Ms. McCormack replied that content cannot be regulated. 
Electronic message signs for institutional uses provide information that is helpful to the 
public. Such as they advertise public events, amber alerts or traffic issues. She is not sure 
this could be used for commercial use. 

Commissioner McFadden stated that he sees in the audience that CSA Planning is 
represented tonight. Would they care to speak to the public benefit factor since they are the 
ones who brought it to the City's attention. 

The public hearing was opened and the following testimony was given. 
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MINUTES - Planning Commission Meeting November 14, 2013 

a. Craig Stone, CSA Planning Ltd, 4497 Brownridge Terrace, Suite 101, Medford, Oregon, 
97504-9173. Mr. Stone stated that he is appearing tonight on behalf of his client People's 
Bank. With the respect to public benefit what prompted this is the present Code which 
permits electronic message signs in residential zones. In a commercial zone they are not 
permitted if the location is closer than 150 feet to a residential zone. It is nonsensical to the 
extent that it needs to show some public benefit. It is a non-glaring inconsistency. It was 
basically the sole argument that CSA Planning Ltd used to present to the City Council and 
they agreed the Code does not make any sense the way it is presently written. He cannot 
state public benefits that this or any other Code amendment might have but having a Code 
that operates properly and in a way that makes sense is a benefit to all of us. The criterion 
simply calls for an explanation of a public benefit. Later, People's Bank will be required to 
apply for a conditional use permit and bring that to the Planning Commission for them to 
decide whether the facts can be made manageable or not. The only source of impact is the 
dog park. They cannot get there without this Code amendment. 

Commissioner Tull stated that he is remembering that Alex Georgevitch, City Traffic 
Manager, expressed concern, as they were debating this in a study session, about 
electronic signs impact upon a very busy signalized intersection and whether a part from 
this particular situation we want to take that concern into account. The other part of it is, the 
residentially zoned property across from People's Bank, he believes is owned by the City. If 
the dog park were moved to another location and the City in its wisdom decided that it did 
not need that property any longer, they could sell that property and it could be developed as 
a multi-family residential unit. Would that make a difference then in how the Planning 
Commission might view this amendment to the Code? 

The publ ic hearing was closed. 

Motion: Forward a favorable recommendation for adoption of DCA-13-054 to the City 
Counci l per the Staff Report dated November 5, 2013, including Exhibits A through J. 

Moved by: Commissioner McFadden Seconded by: Commissioner Miranda 

Commissioner Fincher questioned as to what the Planning Commission found as the public 
benefit. It does concern him whenever staff cannot give the Commission support of public 
benefit nor the gentleman that came forward and spoke could not represent a public benefit. 
That is a hurdle that the Commission needs to overcome before they can give this an 
affirmative move to the City Council. 

Commissioner Tull asked if the Commission were to deny the request to amend the Code, 
what it means is that the Commission wants the Code to continue to prohibit electronic 
signage within 150 feet of an area zoned for residential development. That is really the 
issue, do they want to do that or not? 

Chair Zarosinski stated that it seems the intent of this is that in odd circumstances to at least 
have an avenue in the Code that would permit the application to at least be made. 

Commissioner Tull reported that he has confidence in the process for considering 
applications for conditional use permits. It has worked well in the past and it is his opinion it 
will continue to do so. It offers the opportunity for public input to the Commission's decision 
about a specific situation and requires the applicant to bring some reasons why the 
Commission should consider the application favorably. He is ready to support the notion 
that the Commission amends the City Code to allow consideration of this sort of signage 
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MINUTES - Planning Commission Meeting November 14, 2013 

less than 150 feet with the understanding that any application in order to do that, would be 
an application for a conditional use permit. 

Commissioner Fincher asked does the Commission need to fi nd the public benefit now or 
does the public benefit need to be stated at the time of the application? Ms. Cooper replied 
that the Commission needs to do it now because the way the Code reads that for a land 
development code amendment one of the criteria is explanation of the public benefit of the 
amendment. 

Commissioner Tull stated that if there is an inconsistency in the Code the Commission 
needs to consider both sides of the proposition that makes it inconsistent. 

Commissioner Miranda replied that the way he understands it is that based on previous 
statements that there is code to support these types of signs in a residential district but not 
abutting or adjacent to a residential district. He would find that inconsistent. He would find 
that contradictory. 

Commissioner McFadden reported that it has to be institutional if it is in a residential area. 
The Commission is now talking about any commercial area. 

Commissioner Miranda stated that exchanging information with the public, be it commercial, 
industrial, public service, strictly informational finds that beneficial. Depending on what 
information is being displayed on the sign itself he still finds that a public benefit because it 
is still conveying information. 

Friendly Amendment by Commissioner Miranda: The public benefit is the fact that the 
signage does promote informational exchange between an entity and the public. 
Commissioner Tull added to the benefit of the commercial signer. Commissioner Miranda 
agreed but stated not exclusively to the benefit of the commercial signer. Commissioner 
Tull stated that he would not object. 

Commissioner Fincher stated that his concern is that staff was not able to come up with a 
benefit to share with the Commission. 

Chair Zarosinski reiterated the motion: The Planning Commission finds that all of the 
approval criteria are either met or are not applicable, and in particular provides informational 
exchange for the general public and forwards a favorable recommendation for adoption to 
the City Council per the Staff Report dated November 5, 2013, including Exhibits A through 
J. 

Commissioner Tull stated that he does not like the word "exchange" of information. It 
provides information to the public. 

Chair Zarosinski asked the Commission if any of the Commissioners had objections to 
striking " informational exchange for" to "information to". There were no objections. 

Roll Call Vote: Motion passed, 4-1 , with Commissioner Fincher voting no. 

50.2 CUP-13-092 Consideration of a request for a Conditional Use Permit to allow the 
establishment and operation of three automobile dealerships on approximately 11 .9 acres, 
located on the east side of Grumman Drive, approximately 1000 feet north of Coker Butte 
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