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Fax: (503) 378-3518
www.oregon.gov/LCD

NOTICE OF ADOPTED CHANGE TO A
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN OR LAND USE REGULATION

Date: 01/12/2015
Jurisdiction: City of Medford
Local fileno.: DCA-13-090
DLCD fileno.: 006-14

The Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) received the attached notice of
adopted amendment to a comprehensive plan or land use regulation on 12/22/2014. A copy of the
adopted amendment is available for review at the DLCD office in Salem and the local government
office.

Notice of the proposed amendment was submitted to DLCD 56 days prior to the first evidentiary
hearing.

Appeal Procedures

Eligibility to appeal this amendment is governed by ORS 197.612, ORS 197.620, and

ORS 197.830. Under ORS 197.830(9), a notice of intent to appeal aland use decision to LUBA
must be filed no later than 21 days after the date the decision sought to be reviewed became final.
If you have questions about the date the decision became final, please contact the jurisdiction that
adopted the amendment.

A 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).

If the amendment is not appealed, it will be deemed acknowledged as set forth in

ORS 197.625(1)(a). Please call LUBA at 503-373-1265, if you have questions about appeal
procedures.

DLCD Contact

If you have questions about this notice, please contact DLCD’ s Plan Amendment Specialist at 503-
934-0017 or plan.amendments@state.or.us
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DLCD FORM 2 NOTICE OF ADOPTED CHANGE ron v oF 122361}
~ TO A COMPREHENSIVE PLAN OR  iitlgitewvod: ' 12/22/2014
EA"—H LAND USE REGULATION

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 (AR 660-01 ¥-((:4(). 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

designation, or amendment to add over 50 acres, by a city with a population greater than 2,500 within the UGB. Use
Form 6 with submittal of an adopted peniodic review task.

Junisdiction: City of Medford
Local file no.: DCA-13-090
Date of adoption: 12/4/14 Date sent; 12/17/14

Was Notice of a Proposed Change (Form 1) submitted to DLCD?
X Yes: Date (use the date of last revision if a revised Form 1was submitted): 7/3/14

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

Scope of amendment was greatly diminished by City Council. The only part of the ¢riginal amendment that they
adopted was the decreased rate of message change from two seconds to five seconds.

Local contact (name and title): Praline McCormack, Planner If
Phone: 541-774-2397 E-mail: praline. mccormack@cityofmedford.org
Street address: 411 W. 8" 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:

EI'"' ~chemoafpa CDl‘llEl'EhE‘"“':E‘ e

Idenury me rormer and new map d the area aftected:

Change from to . acres. ] A goal exception was required for this change.
Change from to . acres. [ ] A goal exception was required for this change.
Change from to . acres. [_] A poal exception was required for this change.
Change from to : acres. [_] A goal exception was required for this change.

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

Py awwctogon gow/ 0D e formsa s -1- Form updated November 1, 2013
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If the change is a UGB amendment including over 50 acres by a city 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: Non-rcsource — Acres:

Forest - Acres: Marginal Lands — Acres:

Rural Residential — Acres: Natural Resource/Coastal/Open Space — Acres:
Rural Commercial or Industrial — Acres: Other: - Acres:

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 titte and number:

Amended Sections 10.1200, 10.1300, 10.1400, 10.1500, 10.1600, 10.1700, and 10.800 of the Medford Code
pertaining to electronic message signs.

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 o . Acres:
Change from o . Acres:
Change from to . Acres:

Identify additions to or removal from an overlay zone designation and the area affected:
Overlay zone designation: . Acres added: . Acres removed:

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

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

I[dentily supplemental information that is included because it may be usctul 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
submittal, including supplementary materials, exceeds 100 pages, include a summary of the amendment briefly
describing its purpose and requirements.

Signed ordinance, Minutes from City Council hearings on 11/6, 11/20 and 12/4, Agenda ltem Commentary & Staff
Report to City Council including all exhibits.

firms oy -2- Form updated November 1, 2013




MEDFORD CITY COUNCIL MEETING

December 4, 2014

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

Mayor Gary Wheeler; City Councilimembers Danie! Bunn, Bob Strosser, Eli Matthews, Tim Jackle, John
Michaels.

Councilmembers Dick Gordon and Chris Corcoran were absent.

Deputy City Manager Bill Hoke; Deputy City Attorney Lori Cooper; City Recorder Glenda Wilson.

Introduction of McLoughlin Students of the Month

Rick Parsakian, Assistant Principal updated the Council on school activities and introduced the students of the

month.
20. Approval or correction of the minutes of the November 20, 2014 reqular meeting

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

30. Oral requests and communications from the audience
40. Consent calendar
J 40.1 REMOVED By Councilmember Jackle.

40.2 COUNCIL BILL 2014-146 A resolution canvassing the returns of the General City Election on
November 4, 2014 and declaring the election of Councilmembers for terms beginning January 8,
2015.

40.3 COUNCIL BILL 2014-147 An ordinance amending Sections 9.100, 9.101, 9.110, 9.150, 9.200,
9.250 and 9.511 of the Medford Code pertaining to adoption of Oregon Specialty Codes for
compliance with state law.

40.4 COUNCIL BILL 2014-148 An ordinance amending Sections 7.010, 7.015, 7,018, 7.019, 7.020,
7.022, and 7.023 of the Medford Code pertaining to Medford Fire Code.

Motion: Adopt the consent calendar.

Moved by: Daniel Bunn Seconded by: John Michaels

Roll Call: Councilmembers Daniel Bunn, John Michaels, Tim Jackle, Bob Strosser and Eli Matthews

voting yes.

Mation carried and the following Council Bills were duly adopted: 2014-146, 2014-147 and 2014-148.

50. Items removed from consent calendar

40.1 SECOND READING
COUNCIL BILL 2014-141 An ordinance amending Sections 10.1200, 10.1300, 10.1400, 10.1500,
10.1600, 10.1700, and 10.1800 of the Medford Code pertaining to electronic message signs.
(DCA-13-090)

Councilmember Jackle noted he would be voting no on this item as he feels this should be taken
up as part of the study session on the remaining recommendations on this issue. Council
discussed Councilmember Jackle's suggestion to include this in the study session.

Motion: Adopt the ordinance amending Sections 10.1200, 10.1300, 10.1400, 10.1500, 10.1600,
10.1700, and 10.1800 of the Medford Code pertaining to electronic message signs.

Moved by: Tim Jackle Seconded by: Bob Strosser

Roll Call: Councilmembers Bob Strosser, Daniel Bunn, Eli Matthews and John Michaels voting yes.
Councilmember Tim Jackle voted no.

Ordinance 2014-141 was duly adopted.
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DEPARTMENT:  Planning AGENDA SECTION: [City Recorder]
PHONE: 541-774-2380 MEETING DATE: December 4, 2014

STAFF CONTACT: James E. Huber, Department Director

COUNCIL BILL 2014~
[City Recorder will enter Ordinance or Resolution header written by Legal]

ISSUE STATEMENT & SUMMARY:
This Commentary is a follow-up to the Council action on 11-20-2014 on an ordinance to amend Chapter
10 of the Muncipal Code concerning electronic message signs. The Council approved one of the
proposed amendments—amending the rate of message change from two seconds to five seconds—by a
4-2 vote.

BACKGROUND:

In response to citizen complaints about electronic message signs being too bright and text and animation
changing too quickly, the City Council directed staff to prepare a code amendment to address three main
concerns: the rate of message and animation changes, the spacing of electronic message signs, and
brightness controls. The Planning Department drafted the amendment and forwarded it for agency and
public comment in July. Comments from referral agencies and the public were received, and responses
are included in the staff report findings. The Planning Commission conducted noticed public hearings on
August 28, 2014 and September 25, 2014, after which it voted to recommend City Council approval.
Following a hearing on November 20, 2014, the Council voted on a single change from the set of
amendments presented.

A. Council Action History
At the May 16, 2013, City Council meeting, Council requested a study session to review the
regulations regarding electronic message signs. Staff presented an analysis of existing
regulations at a study session on August 29, 2013. Staff wrote a memorandum to City Council on
October 31, 2013 providing its recommendations on how to proceed. Council directed staft to
prepare a code amendment to address their three main concerns: the rate of message and
animation changes, the spacing of electronic message signs, and brightness controls.

B. Analysis
The proposal amends the Code in order to address Council’s concerns. The rate of message has
been addressed slowing down the rate of message change from every two seconds to every five

seconds.

C. Financial and/or Resource Considerations
None.

D. Timing Issues

There are no deadlines to meet for this code amendment; it was initiated at Council’s request.

STRATEGIC PLAN:
Goal 6: Maintain and enhance community livability.
Objective 6.1: Promote the aesthetic quality of the urban environment.
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Action 6.1e Present options for revising provisions of Chapter 10 of the Municipal Code
that regulate electronic message signs.

COUNCIL OPTIONS:
1. Approve the ordinance.
2. Modify the ordinance.
3. Remand the proposal to the Planning Commission for further consideration.
4. Deny the ordinance.

STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS:
Staff recommends approval of the ordinance as proposed, based on the finding that the code amendment
approval criteria are met.

SUGGESTED MOTION:
I move to approve the ordinance amending the Municipal Code, Sections 10.1200, 10.1300, 10.1400.
10.1500, 10.1600, 10.1700, and 10.1800, and adding Section 10.1150.

EXHIBITS:
None.



ORDINANCE NO. 2014-141

AN ORDINANCE amending Sections 10.1200, 10.1300, {0.1400, 10.1500, 10.1600, 10.1700
and 10.1800 of the Medford Code pertaining to electronic message signs.

THE CITY OF MEDFORD ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS:
SECTION 1. Section 10.1200 of the Medford Code is amended to read as follows:

10.1200 Signs in Single-Family Residential Zoning Districts (SFR-00, -2, -4, -6, -10).

Signs shall be permitted only as follows in the single-family residential zoning districts:

# ok ok

(2) Institutional uses * * *

{c) Electronic Message Signs: Electronic message signs are a conditional use. A Conditional

Use Permit may authorize institutional uses to have one electronic message sign as a
permitted ground or wall sign. Regardless of the number of street frontages, one of the
permitted ground or wall signs may be an electronic message sign, provided it complies
with the following provisions:

* % ok
(iv) All text displayed on an electronic message sign must be static for a minimum of
#wo-£2) five seconds. The continuous scrotling of text is prohibited. This restriction
shall not apply to animated images and images which move, or give the appearance
of movement.
* Ok Xk

SECTION 2. Section 10,1300 of the Medford Code is amended to read as follows:

10.1300 Signs in Multiple-Family Residential Districts (MFR-15), (MFR-20) and (MFR-30).

Signs shall be permitted only as follows in the MFR-15, MFR-20 and MFR-30 zones:

* k ok

(3) Institutional uses * * *

(c) Electronic Message Signs: Electronic message signs are a conditional use. A Conditional

Use Permit may authorize institutional uses to have one electronic message sign as a
permitted ground or wall sign. Regardless of the number of street frontages, one of the
permitted ground or wall signs may be an electronic message sign, provided it complies
with the following provisions:

* %k %

(iv)  Alltext displayed on an electronic message sign must be static for a minimum of
two—2) five 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.

* ¥ X

SECTION 3. Section 10.1400 of the Medford Code is amended to read as follows:
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) Groundsigns: * * *

-1-Ordinance No. 2014-141 PAIMPORDSIDCA-13-050



* % ¥

% % K

(2)

(d) Electronic Message Signs are permitted as a ground sign subject to the following
{imitations:

(i)  All text displayed on an electronic message sign must be static for a minimum of
pwo—{2) five 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.

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

(ii) All text displaved on an electronic message sign must be static for a minimum of
pwe—{2) five 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 moveinent.

SECTION 4. Section 10.1500 of the Medford Code is amended to read as follows:

10.1500 Signs In Neighborhood Commercial District (C-N}: Basic Regulations,
Signs shall be permitted as follows in the C-N district:

H

Ground Signs: * * *
(d) Electronic Message Signs are permitted subject to Sections 10.248 through 10.250, and
the following criteria:

(i) All text displayed on an electronic message sign must be static for a minimum of
two—2) five 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.

Wall Signs: * * *
(c) Electronic Message Signs are permitted as a primary or secondary facade wall sign
subject to Sections 10.248 through 10.250, and the following criteria:

(i1) All text displayed on an electronic message sign must be static for a minimum of
two—{2) five 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.

SECTION 5. Section 10.1600 of the Medford Code 15 added to read as follows:

10.1600 Central Business Overlay (CB): Basic Regulations.
Signs shall be permitted as [oliows in the CB district:

()

* & ok

Ground Signs: * * *
(d) Electronic Message Signs are permitted, except where within the Historic Overlay
District, as a ground sign subject to the following limitations:

-2-Ordinance No. 2014-]41 PAIMPORDS'DCA-13-090



(i) All text displayed on an electronic message sign must be static for a minimum of
swve—2) five 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.

* ¥ ¥
(2) Wall Signs: = * *
(d) Electronic Message Signs are permitted, except where within the Historic Overlay
District, as a primary or secondary fagade wall sign subject to the following timitations:
® ok k
(i) All text displayed on an electronic message sign must be static for a minimum of
two—) five 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.
* ok R

SECTION 6. Section 10.1700 of the Medford Code is added to read as follows:

10.1700 Signs in Community Commercial District (C-C) and Heavy Commercial District (C-H, and
Regional Commercial District (C-R): Basic Regulations.
Signs shall be permitted as follows in the C-C, C-R, and C-H districts:

(1 Ground Signs: * **
(d) Electronic Message Signs are permitted as a ground sign subject to the following
limitations:
* % ¥
(it All text displayed on an electronic message sign must be static for a minimum of
two-{23 five 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.
¥ % *

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

* ¥ X
(i) All text displayed on an electronic message sign must be static for a minimum of
two—{2) five 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.
[

SECTION 7. Section 10.1800 of the Medf{ord Code is amended to read as follows:

10.1800 Signs in Light Industrial (I-L), General Industrial (I-G), and Heavy Industrial (I-H): Basic
Regulations.
Signs shall be permitted as follows in the I-L, I-G, and I-H districts:
¢))] Ground Signs * * *
{e) Electronic Message Signs are permitted as a ground sign subject to the following
limitations:

(ii) All text displayed on an electronic message sign must be static for a minimum of
fwvo—(2) five seconds. The continuous scrolling of text is prohibited. This

-3-Ordinance No. 2014-141 PAIMPORDSWCA-13-090
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NOTE:

restriction shall not apply to animated images and images which move, or give
the appearance of movement.

Wall Signs:

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

(iD) All text displayed on an electronic message sign must be static for a minimum of
two—{ five 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.
5 + day of

PASSED by the Council and signed by me in autheglication of its passage

City Recorder YA 4 A
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y Pv vor
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Matter in bold in an amended section is new, Matter struck-eut is existing law to be omitted

Three asterisks (* * *) indicate existing law which remains unchanged by this ordinance but was om[tted
for the sake of brevity.
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“‘Thursday, November 20, 2014

MINUTES OF THE MEDFORD CITY COUNCIL MEETING

November 20, 2014
The meeting was called to order at noon in Council Chambers, City Hall, 411 W. 8" Street, Medford with
the following members and staff present.

Mayor Gary Wheeler; Councilmembers Daniel Bunn, Eli Matthews, Chris Corcoran (*arrived and left as
noted), Bob Strosser (*left as noted), Tim Jackle, John Michaels and Dick Gordon.

City Manager Eric Swanson; Deputy City Manager Bill Hoke; Deputy City Attorney Lori Cooper; City
Recorder Glenda Wiison.

mpl R niti Promotion
Employees from the Fire, Police and Public Works Departments were recognized for their years of service.

*Councilmember Corcoran arrived.

Retirement
. Karl Giepel, Fire Department; Ernie Whiteman, Police Department; and Larry Beskow, Publlc Works
Department were recognized for their employment at the City of Medford.

g
A val or ion of mi he Nov r 4 lar meeti
‘here being no corrections or amendments the minutes were approved as/,presented.

il Qed n mmunications f h ien
30.3:Quarterly Travel Medford Update by Annie Jenkins
Ms. Jenkins provided an overview of the activities of the organization in promotmg travel and tourism in
Medford. She spoke to future conventions and events for 2015 including the Color Run, Oregon
Quarterhorse Show and the International Food and Wine Travel Writers Association. She spoke to the

and rates. Councilmember Corcoran questioned when the current con!ract with Travel Medford wouid
. expire and Ms. Jenkins noted the current contract is through June 30, 2015.

30.2 Estelle Voeller representing Mayors for Peace addressed the Council regarding the goals of the
organization. They are requesting that the Mayor join this group' She noted that the U.S. Conference of
Mayors has been endorsing this organization along with over 6 000 mayors internationally. She provided
information to the Mayor on how to join the group. .

30.3 Hideko Tamura-Snider addressed the Council regardin’é the Hiroshima and Nagasaki nuciear
attacks. Ms. Tamura-Snider was a child in Hiroshima durlng the attack. She encouraged the Council to
support the Mayors for Peace efforts. ¢

Mayor Wheeler noted the Council would review the infd?mation and consider the request.

30.4 Richard Nuckols, 1006 S. Oakdale Ave., Medford addressed the Council regarding the City’s ban on
medical marijuana dispensaries in Medford. v
30.5 Jeanette Sayre, 740 Hilldale Ave., Medford,"representing the Hillsdale Estates Homeowners
Association, addressed the Council regarding th'e Larson Creek path project. She expressed the concerns
of the residents of this neighborhood with the safety impacts that the developed path would bring to this
area.

30.6 Diane Archer, 813 Mason Way, Medférd addressed the Council regarding the maintenance of
Orchard Home Court. She noted she is a-bus driver and that the condition of this street with large
potholes is dangerous. Cory Crebbin, Rdblic Works Director was asked to speak with her.

30.7 Victor Met, 736 Hillsdale Ave,,. F:Iedford addressed the Council regarding the Larson Creek bike path
and noted that a six foot path would be adequate for the pathway by Hillsdale Estates.
40. Consent calendar Vi

/
50. Items removed from congent calendar
/

60. Ordinances and resolufions

60.1 SECOND READING /

COUNCIL BILL 2014-139 &n ordinance authorizing execution of Intergovernmental Agreement No. 30143
with Oregon Departmen;a/)f Transportation for Larson Creek Trail Segment II Improvements.

Cory Crebbin, Public Wérks Director addressed the Council and provided an overview of the meeting held
with representatives ¢f the Rogue Vailey Manor. He noted a letter from the Rogue valley Manor was
distributed to the CQ(mcul The Rogue Valley Manor is agreeable to provide 7 V2 feet to accommodate this
path. E

Councilmember C’orcoran confirmed that the Rogue Valley Manor was not donating the additional land and
Mr. Crebbin responded that it would be a purchase being funded from the project budget. He noted that
the City canno} agree to any terms at this time as that would need to be done per the grant process and
real estate ac;AliJisition. He noted that this agenda item would be acceptance of the grant and that any
dollars speny by the City before this grant acceptance is finalized would not be eligible for reimbursement
from the g}Ant funds.

Councilntémber Bunn questioned if the path cross section could be reduced to ten feet and Mr. Crebbin
noted tpat the grant was based on building the path to City standards but that an exception could be
sought,for the reduction.

Councilmember Gordon questioned the change of the proposed path to the north side of St. Mary's High
School when it was originally on the south side. Mr. Crebbin addressed the design change.

http://www.ct.medford.or.us/Agendas.asp?Display=Minutes& AMID=6350 12/11/2014
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Councilmembers Daniel Bunn, Eli Matthews and John Michaels voting no.
Motion carried to a second reading.

60.5 COUNCIL BILL 2014-145 A resolution revising information on prevnously presented delinquent
assessments. ya

*Item moved to the evening session. s
*Councilmembers Strosser and Corcoran left the meeting.
70. il in

80. i n r h ff

80.1 FEMA Plaque Presentation by Ken Murphy, FEMA Regional b,dmlmstrator & Karen Wood-McGuiness,
FEMA Floodplain Management Specialist Region 10

Mr. Murphy addressed the Council and noted that the National Floodplam Improvement Program has
improved with meaningful and substantial work such as work,done by individuals like Christy Taylor. Ms,
Taylor was presented with a plaque of recognition for her eff()rts Ms. Taylor addressed the Council and
recognized additional staff in Planning, Public Works, and others for all the effort that the team put into
this project. E

Mayor Wheeler deferred the remainder of the agenda to ':‘the evening meeting.
80.2 Capital Improvement Project Update by Greg MéKOWn
80.3 Quarterly Financial Report (1™ Qtr. Fiscal Yeérr) by Alison Chan
80.4 Further reports from City Manager 7/
90. itions and r from the Mayg ilm r
90.1 Proclamations issued:
Small Business Saturday, November 29, 2014
Giving Tuesday, December 2, 2Q14
90.2 Further Council committee repo:;,té.

90.3 Further remarks from Mayor ar{d Councilmembers.

100. Adjournment to the gygr_ling’:gr ession

Meeting adjourned to the evening meeting at 2:01 p.m.
11111111ttt“tt‘ttt“l‘lvﬂltttt‘!ttttt!tttt!tt!tt!tt!tltltlttltlt‘tttt!
;/ EVENING SESSION
r/
The meeting was called to order at 7:00 p.m. in Council Chambers, City Hall, 411 W, 8" Street, Medford
with the following membegrs and staff present,
/

Mayor Gary Wheeler; Councnlmembers Daniel Bunn, Bob Strosser, Eli Matthews, Tim Jackle, John Michaels
Chris Corcoran (‘arr/ved as noted) and Dick Gordon (*arrived as noted).

City Manager Er|cv7‘Nanson; Deputy City Manager Bill Hoke; Deputy City Attorney Lori Cooper; City
|

Recorder Glenda Wilson.
110. Oral requésts and communications fro dien
None

/

120. Publi¢’hearings

Mayor Whegtler noted there was one item from noon meeting that needs to be addressed prior to the
public he ings.

60.5 CE)UNCIL BILL 2014-145 A resolution revising information on previously presented delinquent
assessr{-lents

le_gn: Adopt the resolution revising information on previously presented delinquent assessments.
M : Bob Strosser Seconded by: Daniel Bunn
ll: Councilmembers Bob Strosser, Daniel Bunn, Chris Corcoran, Eli Matthews, John Michaels, Dick
(;ordon and Tim 3ackle voting yes.
esolution 2014-145 was duly adopted.

120.1 CONTINUED FROM November 6, 2014

COUNCIL BILL 2014-141 An ordinance amending Sections 10.764, 10,1010, 10,1022, 10.1046, 10.1100,
10.1200, 10.1300, 10.1400, 10.1500, 10.1510, 10.1600, 10.1610, 10.1700, 10.1710, 10.1800, 10.1810 of
the Medford Code and adding Sections 10,1140 and 10.1150 pertaining to electronic message signs.

John Adam, Senior Planner provided a staff report and noted that a supplemental staff report and
additional letters from citizens that have been included in the Council packets. He noted that there are
four areas of concern raised previously by Council; rate of message change, rate of animation change,
spacing and brightness.

Councilmember Corcoran raised the question of the size of the signs and Mr. Adam clarified that size is for
a static message that changes every 5 seconds and there could be the same size. However, if the
message was animated, the size of the sign would be half of the normal allowed size.

Councilmember Jackle questions the use of the signs in a residential zone for institution uses under a
conditional use permit. Mr. Adams noted that institutional uses would be allowed with a previously
approved conditional use permit.

Public hearing opened.

1.Rob LaGrone, Outdoor Media formerly CBS Advertising addressed the Council regarding the LED
regulation. He noted that the issue for them is their existing signs are too large to be allowed as

Page 4 of 7
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electronic signs under code. His company would like to retrofit the existing biliboards with the newer
electronic sign technology. They are requesting that the Council allow them to upgrade their existing
signs to the new technology.

Councilmember Michaels noted his concern is not size as much as the animation. Councilmembers
discussed Mr. LaGrone's request, Mr, LaGrone noted the signs will be static at up to eight seconds with no
animation.

2.Linda Borum, 795 Ridgeway Ave., Central Point addressed the Council regarding the issue. She spoke in
opposition to the electronic signs.

3.Phil Colvard, 520 Palm, Medford addressed the Council regarding electronic signs in Medford, He
expressed concern regarding the motion but also the colors being used. It can be confusing if the colors
are like emergency vehicles.

4.Brad Hicks, Executive Director of the Chamber of Commerce addressed the Council and provided
information regarding concerns that local business have with the proposed amendment. The issues they
are still concerned about are the ambiguous definitions such as “glare”; section 5 inconsistency issue;
how to define animation and what that is; compliance measurements being taken from the prescribed
distance in the ordinance but needs to be assured that the measurement is accurate; regarding height of
signs in relation to traffic signals; regarding size in relation to Medford being a regional hub, feels size
reduction is arbitrary. He suggested that the size and height amendments should be stricken from the
amendment. He spoke to the definitions such as scintillating, disturbing, etc. as being techniques of
animation and are subjective.

Mr. Hicks noted he also has brought a letter from Phones Plus to be submitted to the record.

5.]Jared Pulver, 3908 Crystal Springs Drive, Medford addressed the Council regarding the code amendment
and electronic signs. He spoke about concern that this is coming forward but wondered if it is still an
issue, this came forward with complaints for the Verizon sign eighteen months ago. He felt this will
impact the smaller business and signs currently existing and feels that this should be looked into further.

Councilmember Corcoran questioned what the Council should be addressing and Mr, Pulver responded
that brightness is the biggest issue and possibly the refresh rate. Councilmember Corcoran questioned
how this is affecting real estate and Mr. Pulver noted that the ability for this signage is one of the top five
issues.

6.Jayme Sparks, 26 Maple Street, Central Point addressed the Council regarding the Biddle and
McAndrews sign which he manages; he spoke to how this sign is managed by software to control
brightness.

Councilmember Gordon questioned the rotation and refresh rate and Mr. Sparks noted is six seconds.

7.Kevin Stine, 1487 Poplar Dr., Medford spoke to the issue being the size of the signs. He noted that the
Biddle Road sign is large but is not very distracting. He suggested that the Council take out the size
requirements and pass that portion back to the Planning Commission. He addressed the definitions issue
raised and agreed that these need to be refined.

8.Jim DeBoer, representing Rogue Credit Union, addressed the Council and questioned how this will affect
the signage that they have already purchase and had in place. This has been taken down as they
construct a new facility and wondered how this will affect them when they go to reinstall the sign. He
noted that he does not have issue with brightness or animation, but size is an area that needs to be
addressed.

Staff confirmed that given the proposed code fanguage, this sign would likely not be able to be utilized if
there was animation. Mr. DeBoer noted that they do want to use the full animation elements on their sign.

Councilmembers and staff had discussion to determine what “animation” was versus the “refreshment
rate”. Mr. Adam noted that the intent was not to cut out animation but to allow movement but not
explosions such as fireworks. Councilmember Michaels asked if video movement behind the text would
stilt be allowed and Mr, Adam stated yes; such as a flag waving.

9.Ward Farrell, 29345 Airport Road, Eugene addressed the Council and expressed support for the position
brought forward by the Chamber ad hoc group.

10.Steve Erb, representing People’s Bank, addressed the Council and noted that Peoples Bank has a digital
sign that operates under a conditional use permit as they are located in a residential zone. They are
concerned that if things change that they would not be able to put their sign back up. He stated that he
feels that the Council does not have enough information to make a decision on this issue.

Public hearing closed.

Mr. Adam provided additional staff input and addressed questioned raised tonight; he noted that as these
items could be addressed individually at a future meeting. He addressed the ambiguous terms issue the
staff has reviewed the terms and have struck out the word “animation”. He noted that is appears that
everyone is on board regarding the issue is of brightness and the rapid effects such as explosions. He
stated that the height and size appears to be an issue that needs to be further explored.

Mayor Wheeler questioned the issue raised by Mr, LaGrone regarding the retrofitting of their existing
billboards. Mr. Adam noted that if the existing signs are already a non-conforming use, the additional of
animation might exacerbate the non-conforming issues.

Councilmember Bunn requested further clarification regarding the height restriction for property adjacent
to a signal. Mr. Adam noted that the entire property line is considered when looking at adjacent,
However, he noted that depending on the location of buildings and structures the standard height is
available by moving the sign further into the property (away from the property line).

Councilmember Gordon questioned if this would affect any highway signage from the freeway and Mr.
Adam noted that there is the freeway overlay district that would manage these signs.

Councilmember Jacklie noted he would like the conflicts within the code readdressed by the Planning
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Commission; he feels this needs to be further reviewed prior to Council consideration.

Mayor Wheeler noted that this is a policy decision for Council to determine and will be used to define how
our community looks. Councilmember Bunn noted he feels this is a policy determination that Council
needs to undertake and that this should not be sent back to the Planning Commission; they have provided
their recommendations. Councilmember Michaels noted that the main issue for him is the distraction of
the animation.

Motion: Move to change the rate of message from 2 second to 5 seconds.
Moved by: Chris Corcoran Seconded by: Dick Gordon

Ms. Cooper noted that this action will only approve the amendment for the rate of message change.
Councilmember Corcoran noted that his intention is that this would only apply to the text.

Roll €all: Councilmembers Chris Corcoran, Dick Gordon, Tim Jackle, Eli Matthews and Bob Strosser voted
yes. Councilmembers Daniei Bunn and John Michaels voted no.
Motion carried and so ordered.

Councilmembers discussed the remaining modification proposed and determined they would like the
issues to go back to the Planning Department for staff to incorporate information and address the
concerns raised by the Council this evening., Councilmember Gordon noted he would like to have this
brought forward to the Council in a study session prior to coming to a regular Council meeting.

Motion: Refer the balance of the proposed ordinance amendments to a future Council study session.
Moved by: Daniel Bunn Seconded by: Bob Strosser

Roll Call: Councilmembers Daniel Bunn, Bob Strosser, John Michaels, Tim Jackle, Dick Gordon, Eli
Matthews and Chris Corcoran voting yes.

Motion carried and so ordered.

Councilmember Strosser requested that all of the participants of the public hearing be informed of the
future study session meeting.

Mayor Wheeler declared a 10 minute recess,
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\

eeting reconvened with same persons present.

120.2 COUNCIL BILL 2014-144 An ordinance amending Sections 4.405, 4,718, 4.735, 4.761, 4.807,
D and 4.1206 of the Medford Code pertaining to Sanitary Sewer, Storm Drain and Street Utility fees

item is a part of the financial program that Council approved in 2009 to move the Public Works funding
completely-out of the General Fund, He noted that the timing for this to be approved now is to give
customers an opportunity to adjust their budgets. The changes, if approved, would go into effect in July
2015. This would also allow the department to include these projected revenues in the upcoming budget
cycle. .
\_\
Councilmember Gardon questioned if there was additional revenue from the utility billing changeover
included in this financial impact and Mr. Crebbin confirmed that revenue was already included.

\
Councilmember Gordon question if any consideration was given to charging customers outside of the City
a higher fee and Mr. Crehbin clarified that no services are provided outside the City limits.
\,

Ay
Councilmember Matthews questioned if the previous fees included a construction cost index adjustment
and Mr. Crebbin noted sometimes; he also noted the construction cost index is stable at this time,
N\
Public hearing opened. AN
None Ay
Public hearing closed. '\,\
\,
Motion: Adopt the ordinance amending the Medford Code pertaining to sanitary sewer, storm drain and
street utility fees effective July 15, 2015.
Moved by: Daniel Bunn iggg_n_dg:l\_b_x: John Michaels

Councilmember Bunn spoke to his motion and noted that it is likely the Council will get pushback but feels
that this is a basic service that the City should provide. Councilmember Michaels agreed and stated that
the Council tabied this item last year and it is time to fund Public Works so that the City’s infrastructure is
maintained at the lowest cost cycle possible. .

5
Councilmember Gordon stated he did not feel this has been fully vetted and feeis this should be spread out
differently; he wanted to know how this would affect the commercial businesses.

Councilmember Jackle noted he would be abstaining frbm this item as he did not have the historical
information to make an informed decision. N,

Roll Call: Counciimember Daniel Bunn, John Michaels, Chris-Corcoran, Eli Matthews and Bob Strosser
voting yes. Councilmember Dick Gordon voted no. Counc:lmember Tim Jackle abstained.

Ordinance 2014-144 was duly adopted.

130. Ordinances and resolutions

None
140. Councijl Business
150. Further reports from the City Manager and staff

150.1 Mr. Swanson noted that the Council had received the Capital Improvement Update and any
questions could be referred to Greg McKown.

150.2 Freshwater Trust Request - Cory Crebbin, Public Works Director )

Mr. Swanson noted that a copy of a memo from Mr. Crebbin regarding the request ‘from the Freshwater
Trust group had been distributed to the Council. Mr. Crebbin noted that the request’is to allow them to list
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DEPARTMENT:  Planning AGENDA SECTION: Public Hearings
PHONE:  541-774-2380 MEETING DATE: November 20, 2014
STAFF CONTACT: James E. Huber, Director

CONTINUED FROM November 2, 2016

COUNCIL BILL 2014-141
An ordinance amending Sections 10.764, 10.1010, 10.1022, 10.1046, 10.1100, 10.1200, 10.1300,
10,1400, 10.1500, 10.1510, 10.1600, 10.1610, 10.1700, 10.1710, 10.1800, 10.1810 of the Medford Code
and adding Sections 10.1140 and 10.1150 pertaining to electronic message signs.

ISSUE STATEMENT & SUMMARY:

This amendment of the Municipal Code Chapter 10 (Land Development) has the objective of providing
regulations for electronic message signs. It includes a maximum night-time illumination standard, a
method for measuring illumination, a requirement for a certification of compliance and adds and revises
terms. The amendment also clarifies that nonconforming signs are not permitted to convert, revises the
sign effects that are prohibited and slows the rate that messages change from two seconds to five
seconds. Additionally, it prohibits flashing, exploding, fireworks, etc. and requires photocell technology.
Lastly, it requires a greater setback and reduced height at signalized intersections, requires existing signs
to cornply with all new regulations except size and location within 180 days and reduces repetitive
language by compiling regulations into two new sections.

BACKGROUND:

In response to citizen complaints about electronic message signs being too bright and text and animation
changing too quickly, the City Council directed staff to prepare a code amendment to address three main
concerns: the rate of message and animation changes, the spacing of electronic message signs, and
brightness controls. The Planning Department drafted the amendment and forwarded it for agency and
public comment in July. Comments from referral agencies and the public were received, and responses
are included in the staff report findings. The Planning Commission conducted a noticed public hearing
on August 28, 2014 and September 25, 2014. The Planning Commission voted to recommend City
Council approval including their suggested changes.

A. Council Action History
At the May 16, 2013, City Council meeting, Council requested a study session to review the
regulations regarding electronic message signs. Staff presented an analysis of existing
regulations at a study session on August 29, 2013, Staff wrote 2 memorandum to City Council
on October 31, 2013 providing its recommendations on how to proceed. Counci! directed staff
to prepare a code amendment to address their three main concerns: the rate of message and
animation changes; the spacing of electronic message signs; brightness controls.

B. Analysis
The proposal amends the Code in order to address Council's concerns. The rate of message and
animation changes has been addressed by prohibiting fast effects, and slowing down the rate of
message change from every two seconds to every five seconds. Further, Planning Commission
recommends that animated signs be reduced in size by half in order to minimize the negative
aesthetics of such signs. The spacing of electronic message signs is not addressed, but this
concern should be alleviated by the regulation of brightness, a requirement to reduce the height
or increase the setback at signalized intersections so that such signs do not interfere with traffic
signals and signs, a slower rate of message change and the prohibition on fast cffects, The
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Council’s concerns regarding brightness have been addressed by providing a night-time
maxinum permitted illumination standard of 0.3 footcandles, by requiring a 150-foot setback
from residentially zoned property, by requiring photocell technology that will automatically dim
the brightness of a sign based on changes in lighting conditions and by requiring certification of
comipliance from either the sign owner or the sign installer.

C. Financial and/or Resource Considerations
Minimal expense to purchase one luxmeter for Code Enforcement.

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

STRATEGIC PLAN:
Goal 6: Maintain and enhance community livability.
Objective 6.1: Promote the aesthetic quality of the urban environment.
Action 6.1e Present options for revising provisions of Chapter 10 of the Municipal Code
that regulate electronic message signs.

COUNCIL OPTIONS:
{. Approve the ordinance.
2. Modity the ordinance.
3. Remand the proposal to the Planning Commission for further consideration.
4. Deny the ordinance.

STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS:
Staff recommends approval of the ordinance as proposed, based on the finding that the code amendment
approval criteria are met.

SUGGESTED MOTION:
I move to approve the ordinance amending Sections 10.764, 10.1010, 10.1022, 10.1046, 10.1100,
16.1200, 10.1300, 10.1400, 10.1500. 10,1510, 10.1600, 10.1610, 10.1700, 10.1710, 10.1800, 10.1810 of
the Medford Code and adding Sections 10.1140 and 10.1150 pertaining to electronic message signs.

EXHIBITS:
Ordinance
Staff Report for file DCA-13-090 dated October 22, 2014, with exhibits attached.
Supplemental Staff Report
Chamber of Commerce Letter
Citizen Letter Received 11/7/14
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ORDINANCENO.

AN ORDINANCE amending Sections 10,764, 10,1010, 10.1022, 10.1046, 10.1100, 10.1200,
10,1300, 10.1400, 10,1410, 10. 130) 10151 O }L 1680, 10,1610, 0.17002 10,1/10, 18,1800,
10.1810 of the Medford Code and adding Sections 10,1140 and 10.1130 pertaining to clectronic

message szgns.

14

THE CITY OF MEDFORD ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS
SECTION 1. Section 10.764 of the Medlord Code is amended to read as follows:

10764 Glare,

fn-athdistrielsoame U‘éer:&nmﬁ*%%&h*ﬁ%&&&fﬁw%&%ﬁﬁdeé&&r&%ﬁ%m“{

H%W%W}M}Hﬁwﬁwm PR O 5-foateandles

of-ERY-Properit-in-a-restdentinh-distret—other-than-the-lot-or-vwhie 3%%%&%&-&5&6&&%6& —his
sten-t-netmteadedto-naph-to-public-street-behtne:

‘H~)A, Definitions.

Candtepewers—The-amount-oi-tehthai-mi-Hominate-asurface-ore- D feot-distant-fronra-Hpght

seuree-to-an-tniensity ofena- L feeteandle~ Mesmun{pealareandiepaweristhe larpest-nmount-of

candlepoweremitted-by-an-lama-hahtsource-orhuninaire:

Footcandie: A foof candle is a unit of ilumination produced on-a-surfacerati-pointsofwhich-are

gne-Li-Hoatiroma-unitormpotntsovree-ofone (I eandle by a source of one candle at a distance

of one foot and equal to one lumen incident per square foot. A foot candle is measured with o

foot candie mefer (also known as a lux meter).

Glare: The brightness of a Light source whieh that causes eve-disecombort momentary blindness,

disability or discomfort to person(s) on adjacent properties or driving by, The maximum

permitted Hlumination standards are intended to prevent glare.

Lumenr: A lumen is a measure of the amount of visible light emitted per second by an object.

More lumens mean itis a hnahter light, Fewer lumens mean it is a dimmer light,

Maximum Permitted [Humination: The maximum tHusminetien amount of light permitted as

measured m fbot candles "i—----?l’*(:‘““;‘i~§~ei”»@{hmbﬁﬁfé%——yﬁfé—ﬁﬂé—&%@?ﬂiﬂ}dfl-é\f‘&l-~--’ir¥:§-~ﬁG{iﬂ'f{iﬂﬁ‘&ﬁwwﬂﬁ—{#&

standards-ef-Subsection 4 below

"‘{iahhtmxe* Atleast 30 minutes past sunset shall be considered night-time

PostHeieht—The distance-measured frem Mtﬂw—t%&%%e«eﬁ-h@kghﬁ—ﬁesﬁ thetop-efthe tight

Fomtire.

B. Maximum Permiited lilumination Standards,

1. AllZoning Districts. In all zoning districts, any operation or activity producing glare shall

be so conducted that direct or indirect light from the source shall not have 2 maximum night-

time illumination in excess of 0.5 foot candles on any property in a residential distriet, other

than the property on which the glare is generated.

2. Electronic Message Signs. In zoning districis where electronic message signs are permitted

per Sections 10,1200-10.1800 such signs shall not exceed u maximum night-time ilumination

of 0.3 foot candles above ambient light conditions when measured at an appropriate distance

as specified in 10.764(F)(4) below.

PUMPORDS DUA-T3-0U0

SOedinanee
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C. Exceptions to Hlumination Standards. The standards contained in this seetion shall not

appiy to:

i. Publie street lighting or traffic signals.

2. bxemptionfer Specificed Qutdoor Recreational Uses, Because of thelr unique requirements for
nighi-time visibility and their limited hours of operation, lighting for ball diamonds, plaving fields-

and tennis courts is exempted from the exterior lighting standards of Q&%&i@ﬁ%«%——b&«:@w this

section.  Dxterior hghting for other outdoor recreational uses must meet all etherapplicable

requirements of this section and of this code.

3. Airport Lighting. Required navigational lighting af airports is exempt from the standards

in this section. All other cutdoor lighting at airport facilities shall comply with this scetion.

4. Construction and Renovation. All temporary cutdoor lighting used for vonstruction or

major renevativn of buildings, structures, and facilities is cxempt from the standards in this

section.

V&f%teﬁ‘ LutdoarRecreationat-tises-INg dwfh-ﬁmémﬁ—lrwg}r@

b - i Fona fhenaitaaa s asan ts SFTTACE R e IR I O
Y LKUL .XOX¥L! {‘.,, EAWE NS94 \/\TVXLR. Es LS T ‘.x\.'l (-‘L u.lk 1!!\. \ilL\_l All (—E/-

%we&i—mm}e--x?m: -e-ﬁ»-eﬁé&e«;sr—»fcema%;{-.-;f}a-r-u:es--,-«nfmmu-m-af«xv:ei-gﬂ«i--i-imf{afd@ﬁyxe-}aﬁm{ﬁ@hﬁ;s\%en
Herin:
rmd] Glare Regulations. Notwithstanding an or provision ol this section to the

[

HI Ag
contey:
tay 1. Na flickering or Hashing Hghts shall be pennitted.

¢b) 2. Dight sources or luminaires shall not be located within bufferyards (Sections 10.790 and
10.801-10.802) arens cxcept on pedestrian walkways (Sections 10.772-10.776).

GIE. Measuning [luminationement,

1. Lighting Certification. Whenreenired-the-measurementofhabtinsdovelsshallbe-conducted
Br—the-developer-and-eertifted-by-a-Heensed-eaginser-that-the-After installation is complete,
illuminatien shall be measured as deseribed below and the sign owner or installer shall provide
asigned agreement (provided by the Planning Department) confirming that the lighting is in
compliunce. Such agreement shall be submitted to the Planning Department.measinaments
boce-beer-conducied-as-per-the—tokowing:

(32, Metering Equipment. Lighting levels shall be measured in foot candles with a direetreading;
pvrmé%e%ei}t-wefeﬁ»mmeweﬁﬂuaﬁ—ﬁe.a-ea-cem—aqé—c-emnew:cwea—tﬁ—se%er—w%m&i@leaeales
fire Qxariwadwdwy%m&a—mwaﬁ«&{-ﬁlﬁ&—a' s five-S-percent—-shat-have-been—tested;
ealibratedrandeortifind byani }deﬁf}ﬂJeﬂ%ﬁﬁﬁﬁié&kﬁ-ﬁﬁ@%@fﬁé&‘h—ﬁbﬁﬂ&@{*—ef—q}e -rRaathrenrer
weithrene -ty year-efthe date of is-use: Toot candle/lus/illiiminance meter. The meter must have
the ability to measure foot candles down to zero and provide a reading up to two dectuinal
places. Place the meter on a fixed mount or tripod.

3. Determine Square Footage. Multiply the height and width of the light source fo be

ol

srsemeni—The-meler sonm 4
REY TYIWNT TS L gLyt W A AwILT R AT % K L S

EEOVE- A ”‘»%eir elirahorzontat wﬂ%%aé%w%%e%w—bwe&#ﬁ%—ﬁhw a by
ghres-the-cert-hasbeep-sxpasedlons-enough & ¢ ek

srrdeatierdarce-with-the Behbspuresstar ’}*d&‘s%%(‘%ﬁ44‘@+W%%HOWM&~J—-L}8 titference
bapwesn-tha-twa-readings-shall-be compared-o-the-maximum-pennited-Hhunination and-property

5] l') BIERI A Lt B S T RS 3 r*:\‘
BERHH BB O - HIOTE-HGR-5%
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o : i ebpinates-the-eflosis-atmoentight
Dietermine the ‘»h.murumm Distance. Multiply the arca of the lwht source from sch (3}
above by 160 snd then tuke the square root of that number to determine your measurement
distance in feet. For example, if the total area of the light souyee is 12 square feet, vou would
multiply 12 x 160 = 1200 and then take the square voof of 1200 v '1200- which is 34.6. Your
measuring distance would be 35 fect. The distance should be measured perpendicular to the
tightsource. The useof s measuring wheel is the mest convenient way to measure the distance
on the ground.

5, Method of IHuminstion Messurement,

{i) For electronic message signs, measure st night-tinie as deflined iu this scetion,

{iiy Ensure that the light source to he measured can alternate between lighted and not
lighted (or in the case of ap clectronic message sign can alfernate berween a sehd white
message and an “off” message).

(iinFrom the distance determined in Step 4 above, orient your meter so that itis aimed
at the center of the light source to be measured.

{iv} As the lght source alternates between lighted and not lighted {ov solid white and
“off”y note the range of values on the meter.

{v} For electronic message signs if the difference between the readings is less than 0.3
foot candles, then the brightness of the light source is in cumplinnce. [fnot, the sign will need
to be adjusted to g lower brightness level using the m‘mumum er’s recommended procedures.

s Ligh the time any exterior Highting 18 instalied or subsiantially modified
tin order o determine whether the reguivements o this
shall identifyn

o e Ao
4 fjé' Fa

{ be submitied

The lighting plan

‘,i 3 1’\’(,:?\ S

Cut-c
4. Hooding/shiclding device(s).

e N A et b A e [
e Medf ended o read os follows:
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Scintillating, To sparkie or shine brightly. To emit flashes of light,

Sign, animated. Any sign or part of a sign which changes physical position by any movement
or which gives the illusion of msvement via vides, text or images that appear (o move or
chanee in size or are revealed sequentislly vather than wll ut once. This definition does not
inchude siatic displavs or rofating panels which ave integrated within the sign.

W ow 4
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Sign. flashing. A sign incorperating that incorporates an inlermitient, slestrieabimpiisesto—4
source-otitummatonorrevobang-tn ananner blmkmg or ﬂmlung hght sou ree Hhiv%‘rbfea&eh

Hhuston-of-fasking —or wtﬁéhx : colors-e Wy s efHHOR-IShetis
mehude-electrontc-message-signs where the same dxsplm ed message is const’mtly repeated at

extremely fast intervals.
LI

Sign, illuminated. A sign illuminated by an internal or external light source, Theillumination
s “external” when the light source is separate from the sign surface and is directed to shing
upon the sign and “internal” when the light source is contained within the sign, but does not
include signs where the message or image is composed of dot matrix or LEDs, External
illumination is “direct” when the source of light is directly seen by the public, such as a
floodlight, and “indirect” when the source of light is not directly seen by the public, such as
eove lighting,

% ok o

Statie displuy. Any sign or part of a sign where the text or image has no movement.
Traunsition. A visual effect used on an electronic message sign to change from one message to
another.

Transitions, types of. The following are different types of transitions used between message
changes on electronic message signs:

Dissoive. Dissolve is a non-animated mode of message transition accomplished by
varying the light intensity or pattern, where the first message gradually and uniformly
appears to dissipate and lose legibility simultaneously with the gradual, uniform and
legible appearance of the second message.

Fade. Fadeis a non-animated mode of message transition accomplished by varying the
light intensity, where the first message gradually and uniformly reduces intensity to the
point of not being legible and the subsequent message gradually and uniformly
increases to the point of legibility.

Scroll. Scerofling is a form of animated message transition where the message appears
to move vertically across the display surface.

Travel. Travel is an animated mode of message transition where the message appears
to move horizontally aeross the display surface,
SECTION 3. Section 10,1022 of the Medford Code is amendad to read as follows:

10,1022 Excentions to Sign Permit Requirements.
The provisions of Article VI shall not apply to:

$-Ordinance No, PAUMPORDS DCA-13-080
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Gt A
{8) Change of face. Where an existing sign is modified by change ol message or design on the
sign face, without any change to size or shape of the sign framework or structure,  ka-ddistorie
Preservation-Dverim-Lonine-Disiretsonbcthe-meassag rened-vrithont-Fastasie-Reviews

EE

SECTION 4. Section 10,1046 of the Medtord Code is amended 1o read as foliows:
10,1046 Definition of Nonconforming Signs.
Al signs that do not conform 1o the specific standards of this Code may be considered legal

noncontarmi ng pursuant to Section 10.032, if the sign was erected in conformance with a valid
permit and complied with all applicable laws at the time of he sign’s installation. Except for the
conversion fp an clecrmmc message sign, aAll nonconformities shall be subject o the
requirements of Sections 16.033 through 10.037

SECTION 3. Section 10,1100 of the Medford Code is amended to read as follows:

10,1100 Prohibited Signs For All Districts,
The following signs are prohibited for all zoning districts:
7t

i

{1 Signs on a truck, bus, car. boat, trailer. or other motorized vehicle and equipment are
ibited, except as provided in Section 10.1022{23),

{3 Asntmeteds Sscintillating, Rashing, blinking, strobing. undulating, pulsing, scrolling and
raveling Hights; and explosion and fireworks effects oreny-destprereatedto-givethe ;s‘:.::i'c,n o

&
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SECTION 6. Section 10,1140 of the Medford Code is added to read as follows:

10.1140 Sign Standards for All Districts.
The following standards shall apply to all signs in all zoning districts.

A Signs shall comply with the clear view of intersecting street standards in Section 10,735,
B. A sign proposed to be located aleng a state roadway (Highway 99, Crater Lake

Highway 62, and Interstate 8) shall first receive an Gutdoor Advertising Sign permit {or in the
case of an electronic message sign a Digital Display permit) from the Ovegon Department of
Transportation (ODOT). Evidence of such permit shall be submitted with a sign permit

application. In situations where Medford’s sign standards conflict with ODOT’¢ standards,
thc stricter standards shall prevail,

SECTION 7. Section 10,1130 of the Medford Code is added to read as foilows:

@)

16.1150 Electronic Message Sign Standards for Al Districts.
The following standards shall apply to Elecironic Message Signs in all zoning districts:
A, Comply with the glare standards in Section 10.764 including the lighting certification.

PAIMPMORDSIT A 3-000

-E3-Oirdanne
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B. The displayed message shall not change more freguently than once every five seconds
before fransitioning to another message.
C. For animated electronic message signs, the message and transitions shall not appear to
flash, hlink, strobe, undalate, pulse, or portray explosions, fireworks, flashes of light, blinking,
or have scintillating or travelling lights,

D, Such signs shall contain photocell technelogy that will automatically dim the brightness
of the sign according to changiag light conditions.
L. In order to ensure that clectronic message signs do not impede the visibility of traffic

stgns and signals, nor distract drivers from such signs and signals, the height of a sign located
adjacent to a sienalized intersection shall be limited to eight feet. The height may increascone
foot for each addifional foot in setback from the property line up to the waximum height
permitied in the zoning distriet,

F. The conversion of an existing conforming ground or wall sign to an electronic message
sign is permitted.

G. The conversion of an existing nonconforming sround or wall sign te an electronic
messagce sign is prohibited.

H. Any electronic message signs in existence on the date that these standards become
effective shall be required o comply with Section 10.1150{A--D) within 180 davs from the
effective date, This requirement does not apply te the size or the lacation of existing signs.

SECTION & Section 10,1200 of the Medford Code 1s amended to read as follows:
Lestdential Zoping Districis (SFR-00.SFR-2, SFR-4 SFI-6. and

s follows in the single-family residential zoning districis:

i ; 3di\fisi0r. Planned Unit Deve!o;)mcm Signs: Two nen-tliuminated greund

signs, not ex&,cdnm 50 square feet in area, and 14 feet in heipht ’nd setback a minimum of 20 feet

from any property Hine are permitted within an undeveloped subdivision/ planned unit development.

Suchsigns may be installed on the undeveloped subdivision/planned umtdew-_lopmmt property afiey
,mmxai of the tentative plat by the Planning Conumission. However, the sign must be removed no
fater than 2 two vears after installation, unless the Planning Commission, upon due application prior

-

to expiration of the 2- two-vear periad, determines that the continued maintenance of the sign is

consistent wzm z“c }’,‘.LZ pose of this code, in which case an extension for an additional year may be
essage sipns are prohibited.

(2} Ins{mnmzzaz uses, as defined in Scction 10,012, arce permitted 40 square feet of sipgnage per

: 20 square foet per sign.

5-Five feet.
i Setback: 18 feet from any prop
(v} bBxempt Signs: Ground si 2

1

are placed and located 5o as not o be viewed
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Csign.
ay wall sign shali be higher than the building

1 as de
in-publieparks-sehosis-orstadnms which are

niaced and [ as not 10 be viewed from the streel are exempt from these provisions

e Messane Sipns:

MU ﬂr-feSqu&m Footage: 20 square fec
1) Maximum He zght Fives feet ifa ground sign, Iz wall sign, shall not be higher
uilding height as defined iz Section 16,705,

{iv) Comply with the standards in Section 16,1138,
fivgy Aditex Le—m,fr awc.%h»&&eleehewt Fressapes-mustbe state-fora mimnum-ef
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. U adang (o-massave-sins—shatl-hayve i 4 sapabilitia .
v} Adb-elecronie-messave-stensshat-haveantomatie— aﬂmwwwﬁ sibres—that
st 1 N R [ 5 [T ; A PR el CY L s
e M, PR Pag o g 4% A s xind Fon il b e apn 1 a5 sl osaiaxing mesiaeled ado it
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10764 Gl

¥ The conversion-of ap-existing-condfonmingeround prwalbsipatear-electionie

teit Ihe-poapversion ef-pneedsine-nencentormipg-areand-eral-sien-

S e A A S AT b L 5 T 2 e Iyibyirged

3_ CATUYTTIW !7!\—»1\.‘!-.10\- .7‘,:‘4 ( RS h 1 Ny wp
(3 Pi;z;med Unit D-«;\'a,;o;,um;t?xégm‘ Residential Planned Unit Developments are permitted two
- non ] & 13, subject o the following Hmitetions:

\ .3 Five feet ﬁ'{;} my pub
(dy Such signs may be | sialied a&er approval i the Planned Unit

Development by 1 fanning Con Sion.

b':ﬁ“ﬁ‘* are prohibited
(43 s 1ele-family residential zoning districts shall comply with Sectian
16.1140.

SECTION 9. Section 10,1300 of the Medford Cade {s amendad 1o read as follows;

V1300 Stgas in Mulupt y Resi Districts £MIFR-153, eMFE-203 and OMFR-30).
e permilied ooly ug olows in the MERISSAER-26-4pd-MER-38 multi-family
P )

ru.idmha! zoning districts

;\ [ol more i.mn lt* sguare feet in arcy, either affixed to the bu !
standing is pez’miztcd\ If free~standing, the sign shall not be located in any required vard area and
shall not exceed 4-four feet in height and shall be mounted within 2 land Lach areq or f"ier:{}f:—z?ivc

e . .

¢, the sign may not project into a required vard area

v dwellings conteining four or more
nld

planter,

MPORDBDUA-TI-D00
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(a) Ground Signs:

(1} Muaximum Stze Square Footage: 20 square feer par stun,

(o Maximum Heights 3 Five feel,

Gy Minimum Setback: 13 leet from any property fine.

i Fxempt Signs: Ground signs wathirpublic parkscsehoots-orstadiums that are

from the street are exempt trony these provisions.

l i’?i !
{ :Ji.\'imuzre Size Square Footage: 20 square feet per sign.
{ii} Maxinum Height No part of any wall sign shall be higher than the building
in Bection x{‘ 7(35,

| signs withinpubleparks rorstadiams which ar

1iii\ Exempt S §rb
from the street are exempt fron these provisions,

vl
T
§

saHe-ferarRininLT
. l 5 pﬁ’.’)n‘(‘ﬁcu ~~I ia: Fesiriet eﬁ*»smlx-}-ﬁerﬁﬁﬁh-%e
s »mmc»—w»mw afid-apes- Mmh TR B gw&t%ma)mew%m > HFRGVeRteRs:
{Aa«} -r’-"é-"--E‘}&?Ci-i’-i@'}'x-}«*---}- ressaie-siens-shath-have-automatio-dingmi w—ei&%%we»m
ept-eht-atat-tines-af-dav-and-piy stih-Secton

swrforpinspround o wat-Siento-an-eleetrome

e

(4} ] r sions: Residential Planned Unit Developments are permitted nwo
&4 non- um;mne i ground siung, subject to the (oliowing mitations

|
) I\/i,ax.nmzm
) Maximwm

{3} ‘iwm permitted in muit; t'mnh tcx;dentml zoniag districts shall comply with Sectioy
10,1144,
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Grround rstrect frontage,

. 1
be foliov

s a ground sign subject to the ollowing

(1) fach parcel ofland is pem‘;irtr:& one {—%»_41 eleg
ential zoning district oy
Ban 130 feet from any lotin 2 resi den%‘ia? zozzing:
e the anproval of a Conditional Use Permit. Such sign

B1AnY e
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{11} Comply with the standards In Section 10,1150,
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P zoning districts shali comply with Section 16,1144,

ndad 1o read as olows:

E’r):cssm‘ﬂ Olfice (C-8/P: Ad
niifed as follows o the C-5/

Section 10,1500 of the Medrord Code s amended 10 read as [eliows:

hborhood Commercial District (C-Ny: Basie Regulations.

h’\”ow: in the C~N district:

Cnemrt o e b oy alay ~F b
placed onesch lot or parcel subject o
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Pofifand s perii ited one (e
lential zoning distriet or GLUP Map desiun

PS80 fect or farther from any ros

{i1} Comply with the standards in Section 10,1150,
i siployed-en-an-clechomemessagastigpmustbestatieforaminimng

. i1, £ g d g duilaid LI B P H

e 135x % PR SEIoN A OR NG FLY ch rxrn troay.abhnll oot sl

PRS- RO L3 635 v an 4 P ot TSt AesUa s e Au.‘}f - ixa; 14
[ o

- <
e R TR P L S b S AR C TR RITY  m FaY ot
(R TACR RN R EA TR v S RV pui 2 Ra S ALt R SLAVR S 4 S E L A S A=t 1
l_zn;”\“ e i T s
7T (g

edasa m.‘nd y or secondary fagadk

\'n—zﬁd;’i(\*‘\

{11} ( amply with the standards in Section 10,1130,
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Hopenad:

Sai 'E"i; copversien-al-ar-existing - nepconteraina el stur-toen-electiont
messase-sign-is-prohibied
¥ ok %
(63 Shopping Center Sign: in the case of shopping areas which are developaed as a unit with
common parking areas. ong ground sign per vehicular aceess ublic street is penmitted on the
premises of a shoppir r. One (Hground sign may Ee et |

.

shail notexc eed 30 v area and 4 four
sipns aliowed by this subsection ‘m are | in i
disiricy, as listed unde:
%aze;h signs shall not into public right-of-way
‘wmv permitied in ( - zoning districts shall comply wi !i Section 14,1140,

SECTION 13, Seciion 10,1310 ol the Medford Code is amended o read as follows:

conunercian District {C-Ny: Additional Special Sipgns.
be permitted as {follows in the C-N districs

One additional ground sign per street frontage, not exceeding 30

rand & pine feerin heightis permitted on each parcel of land occupied by a fueling
SERTI v ot project into public right-o /
* ko

(5} Temporary Sig 10n LuLh street frontage 18 allowed for each

business. Display pcr’od i5 limited w .30 LH,"&Q ind s renewable upon a pl"‘m*or but s h it not

L -
exceed fmzrwpcrm 15 i1 one (—H ledL \ear, Mc area o i =l h ter z; orary sign shall not exceed

.
&
T3
&
5
=
o

(63 Additional speeial sigus permitted in C-
16.1140.

S0
J

Dbl

£~
-
s

10,1660 ch tral Ptsuc:” :)
S%igm\ <E1:1 e pern :

) Groun d S';M hac'ﬁ paz'é;ei of % ind is penmitt d one ground sign per street frontage, subiect
to the following bimitations:

Yok
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ic Message Signs are permitied. except where within the Historie Overlay
subject to the following limitations:
o1 of land is permitted one & electro
sidential zoning district or (;H PN Im U ]

{ii) hi{fctmmm viessage ground signs that are mmmied shall have a maximum
square footage of 75 square fect.

(i)  Electronic message ground signs with static displays shall have »
maximum square foofage of 150 square feet,

(iv)  Comply with the standards in Section 10.1158.

¢y Abbescdispleved snanelectroniemessnze SIEFMVSHE8L
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‘all Signs: Wall siuns are permitied, subject to the [ollowing imitations:

oy Electronic Message Signs are permitied, except where within the Mistoric Overlay
District, as a primary or sccendary facade wall sign subject to the following limitations:

{1} The electronic message sign or electronic reader board must be 130 feet. or
idental zoning district or GLUP Map designation.

z
(i) Comply with the standards in Scctmn 10. 1 l'~0
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{(2) Signs permitted in the CB district shall comply with Seetion 16.1140.

CCTION 15) Section 101610 of the Medford Code is amended 1o read as tollows:

Additional Speciai Signs.

10,1610 Central Business Overlay (CB Y
i ted as follows in the CB disuict
di

Additional special 8

shall be ;.,.ema
i Fueling Suation Smn:‘ Ose additional ground sign per street frontage, not exceeding 30

i
aightis permitted on cach parcel of ,pnd oceupied by a fucling
10 public right-of-way.

and & pine feeo!

{2-Ordinance No PrIMPORDS DOA-13.090
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{2} Drive-up Window Signs: Oune additional ground sign not wo excesd 32 square feet in area and
&six fealn hm 1 is permitied on each parcel of land occupied by a drive-up window. Such signs

ect into public right-of-way,

(3} Temporary Sign: One temporary sign on cach street frontage is permitted for each separate
1 { not

wod is limited 1o 30 davs and is renewable upon application, but shal
one (1) calendar year. The aree of each sign shall not exceed 32 square
I

fe i be higher than the building height as defined in Section 10,7035,
(4} Wzlm S igns Ome additional PGItaI vie sign not o exceed 12 square {eat in area tor each
business entrance is permitied. Such signs shall not be located within public right-cf-way. The

portable signs shall only be displayed when the business is oper

P

5 Additional special signs permitied in the OB district shdli comply with Section 10,1144,
SECTION 16, Section 10,1700 of the Medford Code is amended 1o read as follows:

lDzsmoi(C -Cyand Heavy Commeercial District{C-H, and
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{e) Electronic Message Signs are permitted as a ground sign subject 1o the following
limitations:
() Fach parcel of land is permitted one £ electronic message sign i the sign s

s farther from any restdenual zoning distriet or GLUP Map designation.

(i1} Electronic message ground signs that are animated shallhave a mavimom
square footage of 78 square feel

{ili}  Fleetronic message ground signs with static displavs shall have a

maximum sguare foetage of 150 square feet.

(ivi  Comply with the standards in Section 14,1150,

[€33) Adtextaisplared-onanelectronicmessage slionmust-be statiedoraminimus
yseconds-The continueus-seroling oltextisprehibited —Fhissestrietion shatbnotapphete
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sitted. subject to the following lmiations

are permitted as a primary or secendary facads wall

e signmust be 150 feet
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{it) (,omp!\ with the standards in Section 10,1134,
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C-C, C-R, and C-H districts shall comply with Secrion {0, 1144,

son 101710 of the Medlbord Code 1s amended to read as follows:
{C-Cy Heavy Commercial Distriet (C-HY and Reglonal

foitows:

(b} One £+ sign not exceeding 250 square leet én area and 50 feet in height, shall be
. oy in the Free ;zsyO‘.’czé‘n District. LaLhrdeu is also permitted one

1

a 'd zetin h ‘gm Such signs are permitted in lig
C di QHC as listed U‘:dcz‘ﬂ?i" Basic Regulations.
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cither be removed or enclosed so that they
sermitted in subsection (8) are in leu of si

underlving zoning district, as sted under the hasic regulations.

{8} Addittonal speeial signs permitted in the C-C, C-R, and C-H districts shall comply with
Section 10,1140,

SECTION 18, Scction 10,1800 of the Medford Code s amended (0 read as foliows:

H? and I-H districts:
imitations

sign sabject to the following

¢ message sign i the sinn s
esi g nafon,

gegr ound signs t}m! are animated shall have a maximum

sssn

(iiiy  Electroniv moessage ground signs with static displays shall have a

msximam sguare footage of 200 square feet,
{iv)  Comply with the standards in Section 10,1150,
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CITY F MEDFORD
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Working with the community to shape a vibrant and exceptional city

SUPPLEMENT TO STAFF REPORT
DATED SEPTEMBER 16, 2014

SUBJECT: Electronic Message Signs Code Amendment (DCA-13-090)
City of Medford, Applicant
To: City Council for November 20, 2014 Hearing
FroM: Praline McCormadk, Planner Il, via James E. Huber, Planning Director J
DATE: November 11, 2014
This document serves as a supplement to the Staff Report dated September 16, 2014,

and is intended to clarify and address issues that were raised at the City Council hearing
on November 6, 2014.

In late

October 2013, based on complaints from citizens regarding electronic message

signs being too bright and text and animation changing too quickly, City Council directed

staff to

prepare a code amendment to address their concerns. These concerns included:

the rate of message and animation changes, the spacing of electronic message signs,
and brightness controls.

Briefly,
1)

2)

3)

the amendment addresses these concerns as follows:

Rate of message change. The amendment proposes to slow the rate of message
change from 2 seconds to 5 seconds.

Rate of animation change. There is no proposal to slow the rate of animation.
However, the amendment does include a prohibition on the more distracting,
fast effects such as flickering, flashing, blinking, scintillating, etc., as well as
explosions and fireworks.

Spacing of electronic message signs. If the City were to impose additional
regulations regarding the spacing of electronic message signs and, for instance,
only allow them every 25 feet, this would result in the elimination of sign rights
for property owners who have small lots. Therefore, in lieu of spacing
regulations the amendment proposes to mitigate the effects associated with
electronic message signs by reducing their size. Originally, the amendment
reduced the size of all electronic message signs in commercial and industrial
zones by half. Based on testimony, the Planning Commission recommended that
only the size of animated electronic signs in commercial and industrial zones be
reduced by half. Static display signs will remain at the sizes currently permitted.

Lausmann Annex . 200 South lvy Street . Medford, Oregon 97501

Tel. 541.774.2380 - Fax 541.618.1708
www.ci.medford.or.us
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4)

Brightness controls. The amendment addresses brightness by establishing a
night-time maximum permitted illumination standard for electronic message
signs of 0.3 foot candles. In addition, these signs will be required to have
photocell technology that will automatically dim the brightness of the sign based
upon changing light conditions. Lastly, the amendment requires sign owners to
measure and certify that their sign complies with the new illumination standard.

At the November 6, 2014 City Council hearing the Chamber of Commerce submitted a
letter outlining their concerns. These concerns included: ambiguous definitional terms,
compliance measurements, electronic sign height, and sign sizes. These concerns are
addressed below.

1)

2)

3)

4)

Ambiguous definitional terms. Glare — an objective sentence was added to the
end of the definition of glare, “The maximum permitted illumination standards
are intended to prevent glare.” The maximum permitted illumination standards
for electronic message signs are specified in Section 10.764(B)(2). Further, the
amendment adds definitions for terms that were otherwise not defined. Some
definitions can be found in Section 10.012. Lastly, for any undefined terms the
Land Development Code refers to a specific edition of Merriam-Webster’s
Dictionary {10.010[10]).

Compliance measurements. When measuring brightness as proposed, one
should exercise common sense concerning their safety. If the required distance
from which to take the measurement occurs within an intersection, the
measurement can be taken from the nearest corner instead. One may need to
climb a ladder in order to take the measurement from the center of the sign.
Since sign installers routinely have ladders, this would not be a burden.
Electronic sign height. The City has received complaints that these signs are
distracting, especially at signalized intersections. At a Planning Commission
Study Session the Public Works Traffic Engineer expressed concern regarding the
placement of these signs at signalized intersections where signs can be 20-to 24-
feet tall and traffic signals are typically 15-to 20-feet above an intersection.
Therefore, for properties located adjacent to an intersection the amendment
proposes to decrease height of electronic message signs to eight feet.
Alternatively, the property owner may increase the sign’s setback from the
property line so that these signs are farther away from traffic signals. For every
foot in increased setback the sign height may be increased by one foot (1:1
ratio).

Sign sizes. As previously stated, the Planning Commission recommended that
animated electronic message signs be reduced in size by half in lieu of spacing
standards.

It is staff’'s conclusion that the proposed amendment addresses Council’s concerns
without being overly restrictive. Staff recommends that Council approve it as
recommended by the Planning Commission.






Terms such as neither discomforting nor any of the other ambiguous terms used to define prohibited
signs should be used in neither sign permitting nor enforcement. The ordinance should make this
clear. Otherwise, permits to place a sign or actions to enforce the sign standards will be wholly
dependent upon the a Planning Department employee’s opinion as to whether a sign is, for example,
“discomforting” or “scintillating.” Some would argue that any non-static electronic sign is
“discomforting,” “scintillating,” “flashing,” *blinking,” “strobeing,” “undulating,” “pulsing” or any
of the other ambiguous terms used to describe impermissible electronic signs.

22 6

In Oregon, land use laws are required to be clear and objective. The above cited terms used in the
ordinance are neither clear nor objective. We urge the City Council remove these ambiguous terms
from the ordinance in favor of standards that are more objectively enforceable. No sign owner
should be placed in a position where an expensive sign is regulated out of existence based upon a
Planning Department employee’s interpretation of what is or is not, for example, producing
“discomfort.”

Compliance Certifications: Provisions of the earlier draft ordinance required a licensed engineer’s
certification of compliance when sign permits are applied for, and after installation to verify
compliance. We objected to this before the Planning Commission and we appreciate that it has been
changed to require only an agreement to verify compliance — more of a self-certification
proposition. This was is a significant improvement to the ordinance based upon our earlier
comments.

Compliance Measurements: The ordinance continues to require brightness measurements based
upon a formula and requirement that measurements be taken perpendicular to the sign. As we
earlier pointed out, these standards are likely to produce incidents where the measurements must be
taken within a busy street or intersection and at an elevation equal to that of the sign. To measure,
for example, the oft cited Verizon sign in Medford or the sign at the Biddle/McAndrews
intersection, one would need to take up position within the street intersection atop a ladder (or other
means) to enable compliance measurements at the same elevation as the sign. Doing so would be
dangerous both for sign owners adjusting their signs and public employees conducting the
measurements as a matter of enforcement. We recommend that you continue to urge a different
method to measure brightness that is safe and reasonable before this ordinance is adopted. One
option would be to eliminate standards for brightness altogether. A second option would be a means
of brightness measurement that can be taken nearer to the sign.

Electronic Sign Height: The new ordinance draft continues to require electronic signs adjacent to
an intersection to observe a maximum height of 8 feet so as not to distract drivers from traffic signs
and signals. However, the city staff has conceded that there is no evidence, even from the city’s
police department, that electronic signs have produced a greater incidence of traffic accidents at
intersections where the signs presently exist. If adopted, the 8-foot height standard would make
some or most electronic signs at intersections nonconforming as to height, necessitating compliance
when a sign is sought to be physically changed or relocated. This standard represents a solution in
search of a problem and the Council should remove it from further consideration.




Sign Sizes: Earlier ordinance drafts reduced sign size (for electronic signs) by 50 percent for most
commercial and industrial zones. That was changed by the Planning Commission to say that static
electronic signs would not be reduced in size from the present standards, but animated electronic
signs would be reduced by 50 percent. The same will have the effect of making existing lawful
animated electronic signs nonconforming (although conformance is not now required within 180
days as had been earlier proposed). A Chamber member in the electronic sign business offered the
following insights with respect to reducing sign size:

= This company now converts existing signs (which conform to size) to electronic messaging
signs. Most existing sign structures conform to Medford’s existing size standards which have
not changed for many years. If the ordinance passed in its present form, electronic sign
conversions would be limited to static (but not animated) sign conversions. This would
necessitate the removal and replacement of entire sign structures in order to convert an existing
sign to an animated electronic one.

= A 10 by 20 (200 square foot) sign is an industry-standard size and the smallest size this company
builds nationwide. Smaller sizes would require expensive customization. Presently in Medford,
the largest permissible signs are in industrial zones where the standard is 200 square feet.

= Medford already has the smallest permissible size for billboards and any reduction in size will
cause difficulty in utilizing technology to display messages.

We appreciate the Council’s consideration of these points and ask that this letter be made a part of
the formal record.

Sincerely,

2 ) M
i S Sy A
7, L,,/} = /{?é/ﬁ':a

¥

Brad S. Hicks, CCE
President & CEO
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“"Thursday, November 06, 2014

MINUTES OF THE MEDFORD CITY COUNCIL MEETING

November 6, 2014
Noon

p
s

The meeting was called to order at noon in Council Chambers, City Hall, 411 W. 8'" Street, Medford thh
the following members and staff present.

Mayor Gary Wheeler; Councilmembers Dick Gordon, Daniel Bunn, Bob Strosser, Eli Matthews, Tlm Jackle,
John Michaels and Chris Corcoran (*left and returned as noted).

City Manager Eric Swanson; Deputy City Attorney Lori Cooper; City Recorder Glenda Wilsgn.

ntr. f th hlin n f Month
Rick Parsakian, Assistant Principal updated the Council on school activities and |ntroduced the students.
- < 20. roval i f min f r 4 r meetj r
. 2014 special mgg& ng ‘

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

Qratrequests and communications from the audience

:Mayoar:Wheeler read a proclamation regarding Partner of the Rogue Va||ey Food System Network,
olmes, Chair of the Rogue Valley Food System Network addressed the Council and thanked them for
theilrsuppoert.: He invited the Council to the November 19th presentatlon on the Future of Food and
sFarmingin the Rogue Valley.

. 30.2 Quarterly Governmental Relations update by Smithwest Co.

Chris Smith addressed the Councit and provided an update on activities including FEMA consultation and
eedback to the National Fisheries Service and FEMA; work with ODOT on the viaduct issues; work with
RVCOG on carbon monoxide modeling. He spoke to his desire to coordinate a meeting with Council and

. Irrigation District members to discuss the implications of the Klamath Basin water issues as this will
affect our area. He noted Four Mile reservoir is specifically |dent|f|ed and this could impact 6,000 acres of
. Rogue Valley irrigated land.

7

30.3 Economic Improvement District update by Metro Medford

Diane Raymond, Executive Director address the Council and provided an update on Metro Medford efforts
in establishing an Economic Improvement District in the ‘downtown core. She noted the next steps are for
the City to send an official letter announcing the publid hearings before the Council.

Motion: Direct staff to bring forward a resolution at the next Council meeting to initiate the establishment

of an EID.

Moved by: Dick Gordon Seconded by: Bob Strosser

Councilmember Gordon requested that staff logk at not charging the 5% for administration of the
collection of the fee. Councilmember Bunn questioned the inclusion of the city property in the assessment
as a means to support the downtown EID.

Roll Call: Councilmembers Dick Gordon, 56b Strosser, Daniel Bunn, Chris Corcoran, John Michaels, Tim
Jackie and Eli Matthews voting yes.
Motion carried and so ordered,

30.4 Dennis Reich, representing the Fresh Water Trust, addressed the Council regarding the Oregon
Watershed Enhancement Board's effort to prioritize basins in the State. The Fresh Water Trust is
submitting comments in support of the Rogue Valley Basin be identified as a prioritized basin. He
requested the inclusion the City of Medford as a partner in submitting their comments. City Manager
Swanson noted that city staff has been in discussion with DEQ on this issue and staff would be in contact
with them regarding this request.

30.5 Mike Whitefield representing the Rogue Valley Vet Outreach program addressed the Council
regarding a request for a Special Events permit. Lynette O'Neal, Assistant to the Deputy City Manager
addressed the Council and noted that staff is reviewing the permit and this should not be an issue to
authorize.

30.6 Kevin Stine, Ward-3 City Council Elect, addressed the Council and expressed appreciation to the
voters who supported his campaign. He expressed his commitment to work with all citizens, whether they
voted for him or not. He congratulated Council Elect Clay Bearnson and Mike Zarosinski on their elections.

40. nsen lendar
None
50. removed from consen lendar
60. Ordinances and resolutions
60.1 COUNCIL BILL 2014-136 A resolution updating information on previously presented delinquent
assessments.

Alison Chan, Finance Director provided a staff report and noted that this action corrects issues with tax
account numbers that were not correct on the previous action and includes some additional charges for
the same properties that were not included.

Counicilmember Jackle questioned why the City was not pursuing small claims action on these rather than
foreclosure action. Ms. Chan noted that the City has only gone to small ctaims on one Municipal Court
action. She noted that the foreclosure process takes up to a year to get to the actual foreclosure sale and
during that time multiple notifications are given to the property owner. Glenda Wilson, City Recorder
snoted that these are largely vacant, foreclosures that are bank owned with no residents in the property.

http://www.ci.medford.or.us/Agendas.asp?Display=Minutes& AMID=6329 12/11/2014
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Manor representatives is scheduled for next week. Councilmember Gordon suggested postponing this
item until the next meeting. Counciimembers discussed the issue of postponement of the agreement and
the time that has aiready been spent in negotiations to try to resolve this issue. K

Motign: Adopt the ordinance authorizing execution of an Intergovernmental Agreement wnth Oregon
Department of Transportation for Larson Creek Trail Segment II Improvements.

Moved by: Daniel Bunn Seconded by: John Michaels

Councilmember Bunn spoke to his motion and noted that this will signal our |ntent to move forward with
this project.

Roll Call: Councilmembers Daniel Bunn, Tim Jackle, Eli Matthews, John Mlchaels and Bob Strosser voting
yes. Councilmembers Chris Corcoran and Dick Gordon voting no.
Ordinance passed to a second reading.

70. Council Business

70.1 Councilmember Bunn addressed the Council regarding an oral request that the electronic sign code
amendment, Agenda Item 120.2 be continued. Staff is requesting that the public hearing be opened so
that any member of the audience who is here to speak to the item may speak. He is requesting Council
discussion on the issue of continuing the item to the next meeting. Hé noted that the issues for the
continuance request were not stated. Council discussed the request and suggested that staff contact the
requestor and obtain a written request including grounds for the request.

80. City Manager and other staff reports ;"
80.1 Police Facility - Site Plan & Architectural Commission Hearing

Greg McKown, Parks & Facilities Superintendent addressed the Council and provided an update on the
exterior design presentation to be given at the Site Plan & Architectural Commission tomorrow.
Counciimember Gordon questioned the landscaping plan and Mr. McKown provided on overview of the
bioswale area. David Wilkerson spoke to the landscaping along the streetscapes and noted that the
proposed landscaping design meets all City requirements/And standards.

Mr. McKown noted that the process for the project is on; schedule and anticipates that the request for bids

will be released in January. /

F
*Councilmember Corcoran left the meeting. ;if
I
90. Propositions and remarks from the Mayor ;ra Councilmember:
90.1 Proclamations issued: /
Partner of the Rogue Valley Food System Network.
Pancreatic Cancer Awareness Month, November 2014

/

90.2 Further Council committee reports.
90.3 Further remarks from Mayor and Cp/uncilmembers.
!

100. Adjournmen h nin (
Meeting adjourned to the evening session at 1:53 p.m.

XEEXEEKE tt!t’l)ltt!ttl’ltllllllllllllt!!}‘i!!t!!!tl!!!t!!tt!
/
EVENIN ION
The meeting was called to order at 7:05 p.m. in Council Chambers, City Hall, 411 W, gth Street, Medford
with the following members and staff present.

Mayor Gary Wheeler; Counculmembers Dick Gordon, Daniel Bunn, Bob Strosser, Eli Matthews, Tim Jackle,
John Michaels and Chris Co;Coran.

City Manager Eric Swansqri; Deputy City Attorney Lori Cooper; City Recorder Glenda Wilson.

110. Oral requests and communications from the audien

120. Public hearings’ /
120.1 COUNCIL BILL 2014-140 An ordinance amending Sections 5.600 and 5.990 and adding Sections
5.601 through 5. 604 of the Medford Code pertaining to control of dangerous dogs.

Kevin McConnell, Deputy City Attorney provided a staff report. He reviewed the ordinance and changes
to the code that ghis wili create. He noted that he would ask for an amendment to the ordinance be
included to add 5.603(1)(c) to be added in the penalty list section.

Councilmembers discussed the proposed ordinance.

Public heari,r';g opened.
None'
Public hearing closed.

Motion:. 4Adopt the ordinance as amended to include 5.603(1)(c) in 5.990(4).

Moved by: Bob Strosser Seconded by: John Michaels

_/ Councilmember Strosser spoke in support of his motion.

Roll Call: Councilmembers Bob Strosser, John Michaels, Tim Jackle, Chris Corcoran, Dick Gordon, Eli

Matthews and Daniel Bunn voting yes.
Ordinance 2014-140 was duly adopted.

120.2 COUNCIL BILL 2014-141 An ordinance amending Sections 10.764, 10.1010, 10.1022, 10.1046,
10.1100, 10.1200, 10.1300, 10.1400, 10.1500, 10.1510, 10.1600, 10.1610, 10.1700, 10.1710, 10.1800,
10.1810 of the Medford Code and adding Sections 10.1140 and 10.1150 pertaining to electronic message
signs.

Page 4 of 6
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Mayor Wheeler noted that Council has received a request for a continuance of this item. He requested a
staff report and then a motion for continuance would be considered.

John Adam, Senior Planner addressed the Council and provided a staff report. He noted that this
ordinance has the objective of providing regulations for electronic message signs. It includes a maximum
night-time illumination standard, a method for measuring illumination, a requirement for a certification of
compliance, adds and revises terms. The amendment also clarifies that nonconforming signs are not
permitted to convert, revises the sign effects that are prohibited, and slows the rate that messages
change from two seconds to five seconds. Additionally, it prohibits flashing, exploding, fireworks, etc.,
and requires photocell technology. Lastly it requires a greater setback and reduced height at signalized
intersections, requires existing signs to comply with all new regulations except size and location within
180 days, and reduces repetitive language by compiling regulations into two new sections.

Mr. Adam noted that the Planning Commission held two study sessions and two public hearings on this
code amendment and is recommending approval.

Counciilmember Michaels questioned if staff had time to review and address the issues presented by the
Chamber of Commerce in their letter requesting the continuance. Mr. Adam noted that staff has not had
time to review but based on a quick read of their issues, these were addressed during the public hearings
before the Planning Commission.

Councilmember Jackle questioned the use of these types of signs in residential zones and noted he would
not be in favor of allowing them.

Councilmember Corcoran questioned existing signs and Mr. Adam noted that they would need to adhere to
the new code language with the exception of size and location.

Public hearing opened.

1.Rob LaGrone, CBS Outdoor 135 Silver Land #230, Eugene, addressed the Council regarding the proposed
changes. He spoke to the difficulty with these regulations as they retrofit their existing billboards. He
requested Council consider modification of the code to allow retrofitting to the size of their existing
billboards. He noted that they follow national guidelines and state law which is comparable to what is
being proposed.

2.Brad Hicks, Executive Director of the Chamber of Commerce addressed the Council. He noted he is not
prepared to testify tonight, but clarified that the letter he sent did request the continuance.

Councilmember Michaels questioned if the testimony to be presented by the Chamber in two weeks would
be different than what they testified at the Planning Commission hearings. Mr. Hicks noted the request
for a continuance was to allow local sign business representatives to attend the meeting to provide
testimony.

Motion: Continue Agenda Item 120.2 to the November 20, 2014 Council meeting.

Moved by: Dick Gordon Seconded by: Chris Corcoran

Counciimember Gordon spoke to his motion to support the continuance. Councilmembers discussed the
motion.

Roll Call: Councilmembers Dick Gordon, Chris Corcoran, Bob Strosser, Daniel Bunn, Eli Matthews, Tim

Jackle and John Michaels voting yes.
Motion carried and so ordered.

1‘3(\). Ordinances and resolutions

None

140. Council Bysiness

140.1 Councilmember Bunn addressed the Council regarding the upcoming Boards & Commission
interview p‘rqcess. He noted there are two sets of interviews to be done; those individuals to be
interviewed by the entire Council and those who are interviewed by the Council liaisons and Board or
Commission chairperson. The Council Officers discussed this topic and are recommending that the newly
elected Councilm Y bers be invited to sit in on the full Council interviews and that these vacant positions
be voted on in January with the new Councilmembers. The remaining interviews would be with the
existing Councilmembers and the voting on the recommendations to be done in December. Council
concurred. "

140.2 Councilmember Bunn noted that staff is suggesting interview dates for the full Council of
November 13, December 4 and December 11. Councilmembers are to let staff know if any of these dates
will not work.

140.3 Councilmember Bunn noted that as Michael Zarosinski will no longer be on the Planning
Commission that will be five vacancies on that commission. He requested Council consideration of
extending the application period for two weeks. Council concurred.

140.4 Counciimember Gordon noted that the Site Plan & Architectural Commission will also have a
vacancy for the landscape architect position and requested that Council support additional two weeks for
applications for that commission. Council concurred.

150. Further reports from the City Manager and §taf1""\.,__r
150.1 Mr. Swanson reported that a request for proposal for the Communication Specialist has been
issued and anticipate response evaluation and recommendatian will be forthcoming in December.
~
150.2 Mr. Swanson noted that the next radio spot is November 16‘-’~'\yvith Bill Meyer. Councilmember
Michaels noted he would attend and would invite newly elected Councitmiembers to join him on the show.
.

150.3 Mr. Swanson provided an update on the November and December Médford Forum shows as the
regular dates were holidays.

150.4 Mr. Swanson reported on the Bear Creek Greenway Restoration project led by JiniHutchins.

150.5 Mr. Swanson reported that a meeting for the public was held on October 30*" regarding the Urban

http://www.ci.medford.or.us/Agendas.asp?Display=Minutes& AMID=6329 12/11/2014
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Reserves. There were approximately 150 attendees.

150.6 Mr. Swanson noted that Council had received a memo from John Adam with information on the
Urban Growth Boundary expansion.

150.7 Mr. Swanson reported that he has met with staff to discuss problem properties and need for
renovation or demolition. A staff committee has been formed and this will be coming back to Council in a
study session with recommendations on how to address the varied issues and financing needs. Sam
Barnum is the lead on this issue. Councilmember Michaels noted he would like to also have drug houses
addressed.

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

a. Councilmember Strosser reported on the Water Commission meeting; topics included a study session
on Urban Growth Boundary process; discussion on Resolution 1058 and that modification of this
resolution is not needed; software update issues impacting finalization of the audit but it is anticipated to
be presented in December.

b. Councilmember Bunn reported on the Rogue Valley Area Commission on Transportation meeting and a
presentation by ODOT on how transportation funding occurs at State and Federal levels. He noted the
presentation was not very optimistic for future State or Federal funding for local transportation needs and
the Council may want to consider fully funding streets maintenance out of the General Fund.

160.2 Further remarks from Mayor and Councilmembers.

a.Councitlmember Corcoran attended a tour by the Bear Creek Watershed Council. He noted this was
attended by several State agencies and that Bear Creek has been upgraded from poor to fair in regards to
the water quality. The biggest issue with the water quality is the emptying of storm drains into the creek.
He spoke to the amount of dirt and erosion occurring and how the Council could look at funding upgrades
to the system in the upcoming budget.

b.Mayor Wheeler spoke to the work being completed by Jim Hutchins and his students in planting trees
along Bear Creek.

c.Mayor Wheeler reminded the audience regarding the vVeteran’s Day Parade to occur at 11:00 a.m, on
November 11"

170. Adjournment
There being no further business the meeting adjourned at 8:40 p.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.

Glenda Wilson
City Recorder

(13038.2KB)
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.2 CITY OF MEDFORD Item No:  120.2
/' AGENDA ITEM COMMENTARY

PR www.ci.medford.or.us
DEPARTMENT:  Pianning AGENDA SECTION: Public Hearings
PHONE: 541-774-2380 MEETING DATE: November 6. 2014

STAFF CONTACT: James E. Huber, Director

COUNCIL BILL 2614-141
An ordinance amending Sections 10.764, 10.1010, 10.1022, 10.1046, 10.1100, 10.1200, 10.1300,
10.1400, 10.1500, 10.1510, 10.1600, 10.1610, 16.1700, 10.1710, 10.1800, 10.1810 of the Medford Code
and adding Sections 10.1140 and 10.1150 pertaining to electronic message signs.

ISSUE STATEMENT & SUMMARY:

This amendment of the Municipal Code Chapter 10 (Land Development) has the objective of providing
regulations for electronic message signs. It includes a maximum night-time illumination standard, a
method for measuring illumination, a requirement for a certification of compliance, adds and revises
terms. The amendment also clarifies that nonconforming signs are not permitted to convert, revises the
sign effects that are prohibited, and slows the rate that messages change from two seconds to five
seconds. Additionally, it prohibits flashing, exploding, fireworks, etc., and requires photocell
technology. Lastly it requires a greater setback and reduced height at signalized intersections, requires
existing signs to comply with all new regulations except size and location within 180 days, and reduces
repetitive language by compiling regulations into two new sections.

BACKGROUND:

In response to citizen complaints about electronic message signs being too bright and text and animation
changing too quickly, the City Council directed staff to prepare a code amendment to address three main
concerns: the rate of message and animation changes, the spacing of electronic message signs, and
brightness controls. The Planning Department drafted the amendment and forwarded it for agency and
public comment n July. Comments from referral agencies and the public were received, and responses
are included in the staff report findings. The Planning Commission conducted a noticed public hearing
on August 28, 2014 and September 25, 2014. The Planning Commission voted to recommend City
Council approvat including their suggested changes.

A. Council Action History
At the May 16, 2013, City Council meeting, Council requested a study session to review the
regulations regarding electronic message signs. Staff presented an analysis of existing
regulations at a study session on August 29, 2013, Staff wrote a memorandum to City Council
on October 31, 2013 providing its recommendations on how to proceed. Council directed staff
to prepare a code amendment to address their three main concerns: the rate of message and
animation changes, the spacing of electronic message signs and brightness controls.

B. Analysis
The proposal amends the Code in order to address Council’s concerns. The rate of message and
animation changes has been addressed by prohibiting fast effects, and slowing down the rate of
message change from every two seconds to every five seconds. Further, Planning Commission
recommends that animated signs be reduced in size by half in order to minimize the negative
aesthetics of such signs. The spacing of electronic message signs is not addressed, but this
concern should be alleviated by the regulation of brightness. a requirement to reduce the height
or increase the sethback at signalized intersections so that such signs do net interfere with traffic
signals and signs, a slower rate of message change, and the prohibition on fast effects. The
Council’s concerns regarding brightness have been addressed by providing a night-time

Page 19

ie\



CITY OF MEDFORD Item No:  120.2
AGENDA ITEM COMMENTARY

www.cl.medford.or.us

maximum permitted illumination standard of 0.3 feootcandles, by requiring a 150-foot setback
from residentially zoned property, by requiring photocell technology that will automatically dim
the brightness of a sign based on changes in lighting conditions, and by requiring certification of
compliance from either the sign owner or the sign installer.

C. Financial and/or Resource Considerations
Minimal expense to purchase one luxmeter for Code Enforcement.

D. Timing Issues
There are no deadlines to meet for this code amendment; it was initiated at Council’s request,

STRATEGIC PLAN:
Goal 6: Maintain and enhance community livability.
Objective 6.1: Promote the aesthetic quality of the urban environment.
Action 6.1e Present options for revising provisions of Chapter 10 of the Municipal Code
that regulate electronic message signs.

COUNCIL OPTIONS:
1. Approve the ordinance.
2. Modify the ordinance.
3. Remand the proposal to the Planning Commission for further consideration.
4. Deny the ordinance.

STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS:
Staff recommends approval of the ordinance as proposed, based on the finding that the code amendment
approval criteria are met.

SUGGESTED MOTION:
I move to approve the ordinance amending Sections 10.764, 10.1010, 10.1022, 10.1046, 10.1100,
10.1200, 10.1300, 10.1400, 10.1500, 10.1510, 10.1600, 10.1610, 10.1700, 10.1710, 10.1800, 10.1810 of
the Medford Code and adding Sections 10.1140 and 10.1150 pertaining to electronic message signs.

EXHIBITS:

Ordinance
Staff Report for file DCA-13-090 dated October 22, 2014, with exhibits attached.
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ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE amending Sections 10.764, 10.1010, 10.1022, 10.1046, 10.1100, 10.1200,
10“70 10.1400, 10.1410. 10.1500. 10.1510, 10.1600, 101610 10.1700, 10.1710, 10.1800.
11810 of the Medford Code and adding Sections 10.1140 and 10.11350 pertaining to electronic

message si zc 5
THE CITY OF MEDFORD ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS:
SECTION 1. Section 10.764 of the Medlord Code 15 amended to read as Iollows;

10.764 Glare.
fnaibdistrietsany operation oractivivy producingelare shall beracondvetedthat directorindizeet
Lehtfronthesouree st MMK%%MWWWMW+M&W&%M&4 ﬁr*{u aﬂd%

Ga-aRY-PEOPRFY-th-p-residential-disteiet ' ! bieh-the-g i i

SReHOR-5- not mtem‘xed to-apphys-te ﬁab%—s%ee{«iﬁ}h%m%

SO &ﬂ%ﬂ%@zww

Foot candl : L\ foot umd!e is a unit of llumination pmduced errasurfaeeahl-points-ef-which-are
we-HH-toottrom-a-unttermrpotrtseuree-of-one{y-candle by a source of one candle at a distance

()f:;nc foot and equal to one lumen incident per square foot. A foot eandle is measured with a

foot candle meter (also known as a lux meter).

Glare: The brightness of a light source whieh that causes eye-diseentfort momentary blindness,

disability or discomfort to person(s) on adjacent properties or driving by. The maximum

permitted illumination standards are intended to prevent glare.

Lumen: A lumen is 2 measure of the amount of visible light emitted per second by an object.

More lumens mean it is a brighter light, Fewer lumens mean it is a dimmer light.

Maximum Permitted Humination: The maximum H—l&*ﬁ%ﬁﬁiﬁ%} amount of llght permxitcd as

measured m foot candles at-the-intestor-butfervardtinet

FSubsection-tbelow,
Night-time: At least 30 minutes past sunsct shall be considered night-time.
PostHersbt—The-distence measured-brom-the grade-atthe-base ot the hehtpostiethe top-efthe baht
Foibres

B. Maximum Permitted Hlumination Standards.

1. All Zoning Districts. In all zoning districts, any operation or activity producing glare shall
be so conducted that direct or indirect light from the source shall not have a maximum night-
time illumination in excess of 0.5 foot candles on any property in a residential district, other
than the property on which the glare is generated.

2. Electronic Message Signs. In zoning districts where electronic message signs are permitted
per Sections 10.1200-10.1800 such signs shall not exceed a maximum night-time illumination
of 0.3 foot candlies above ambient light conditions when measured at an appropriate distance
as specified in 10.764(E)(d) below.

SOrdinance No. PAUMPIORDS DCA-13-090
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C. Exceptions to IlHumination Standards. The standards contained in this section shall not
apply to:
1. Public street lighting or traffic signals.

Exemphiondor Specificed Outdoor Recreational Uses. Because of their unique requirements for
night-time visibility and their limited hours of operation, lighting for ball dlamond . playing ficlds:
and ennis courts 1s exempted from the exterior lighting standards of Subsee etawe this
section. Exterior lighting for other outdoor recreational uses must meet all M@Pappixcabl
requirements of this section and of this code.

3. Airport Lighting. Required navigational lighting at airports is exempt from the standards
in this seetion. All other outdoor hghimg at airport facilities shall comply with this section.
4. Construction and Renovation. All temporary outdoor lighting used for construction or
major renovation of buildings, structures, and facilities is exempt from the standards in this
section.

--Dlasme bishtne-Heloht for-S %aearhe&@a%&&@%e%& ¥
hapations-elsewhere-ip-this-coderexterior

HRpased
te-reet-appreval-criteria:
#hD. Additional Glare Regulations. Notwithstanding any other provision ot this section to the
contrary:
tay 1. No flickering or flashing lights shall be permitted.
by 2. Light sources or luminaires shall not be located within buffervards (Sectiens 10.790 and
10.801-10.802) areas except on pedestrian walkways (Sections 10.772-10.776).
9K, Measuring luminationerment.
1. Lighting Certification. ¥henrequiredrthemeasurerentoblishtinglev
by—the-developer-and-eerithed-bra-licensed-engineesthat-the-After installation is CDHI[)]C(C,
illumination shall be measured as described below and the sign owner or installer shall provide
asigned agreement (provided by the Planning Department) confirming that the lighting is in
compliance. Such agreement shall be submitted to the Planning Department.measurements
have-been-condueted-nsperthe-fotlowing:

(a2, Metering Equipment, Lighting levels shall be measured in foot candles with a direct-reading,
pertable-light-meter—Themetershal-have-a-colorandcosine-corrected sensor-withr-multiple seales
ﬁﬂd~«--f4h 1Hed&—%&&%ﬁteﬁ&%ﬁ%ﬁ%%%%}eﬁaﬁm—k—sha!lwhd\»e been-tested:

evtitied-br-trine ‘ i ometrie-taboratory-of-the marufactorer

WMM@H%%&H%%@- foot candle/lm/xllummance meter. The meter must have
the ability to measure foot candles down to zero and provide a reading up to two decimal
places. Place the meter on a fixed mount or tripod.

3. Determine Square Footage. Multiply the height and width of the light source to be
measured.

rited-Ret-more-than-shi-{énehes
: 9%9%-&9&& S-S ha# hewh&ke& ﬂ»«}{h#me&—ﬁef sonnelenty

Measurements-shall-be
%%M%%&lmﬁ«&m&wmw»eﬂ -------- 4 hcﬂ}ﬁe%eace
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Determine the Measurement Distance. Multiply the arca of the light seurce from step (3)
above by 100 and then take the square root of that number to determine your measurement
distance in feet. For example, if the total area of the light source is 12 square feet, vou would
multiply 12 x 100 = 1206 and then take the square root of 1200 V1200- which is 34.6. Your
measuring distance would be 35 feet. The distance should be measured perpendicular to the
light source. The use of a measuring wheel is the most convenient way to measure the distance
on the ground.

5. Method of lHumination Measurement.

(i) For clectronic message signs, measure at night-time as defined in this section.

(i1} Ensure that the ight source to be measured can alternate between lighted and not
lighted (or in the case of an clectronic message sign can alfernate between a solid white
message and an “off” message).

(iiyFrom the distance determined in Step 4 above, orient yvour meter so that it is aimed
at the conter of the light source to be measured,

(iv) As the light source alternates between lighted and not lighted (or solid white and
*“off”) note the range of values on the meter,

(v) For electronic message signs if the difference between the readings is less than 0.3
foot candles, then the brightness of the light souree is in compliance. If not, the sign will need
to be adjusted to a lower brightness level using the manufacturer’s recommended procedures.
t53F.  Exterior Lishting Plan. At the time any exterior Highting is instalicd or substantially modified
an exterior lighting -plan shail be submitted in order to determine whether the requirements of this
section have been met, The lighting plan shall identify:
ta3l. Location of light fixtures.

32, Type of luminaire.

te33. Height of Tuminaire.

tard. Maximum Hlumination,

te35. Cut-off angle.

6. Hooding/shielding device(s).

SECTION 2. Section 10,1010 of the Medford Code is a

yended to read as follows:

1

10,1010 Sign Definitions.

upen-the-exteriorsirfaee-of-the-sian:

Scintillating. To sparkle or shine brightly. To emit flashes of light,

Sign, animated. Any sign or part of a sisn which changes physical position by any movement
or which gives the illusion of movement via video, fext or images that appear to move or
change in size or are vevealed sequentially rather than all af once. This definition does not
include static displays or rotating panels which are integrated within the sign.

Bk ok

-3-Ordinance No, ‘ PrIMPLORDSIDOA-T5-090
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Sign. tlashing. A sign inecerparating that incorporates an mntermittent, eleetriest—i
souree-of }Hﬂ }%HWWW blmkmﬂ or ﬂashmf7 hoht source ﬁ-h‘w:—ha&%%e%e
Huston-ot-Hashinoror she-ehanees : sy fHrton-ts-nette
metude-electronic-message-signs where the same dxsplm ed message is comtfmth repeated at

extremely fast thI‘VlL\.
ok %

Sign, illuminated. A sign illuminated by an internal or external light source. The illumination
is “external” when the light source is separate from the sign surface and is directed to shine
upon the sign and “internal” when the light source is contained within the sign, but does not
include signs where the message or image is composed of dot matrix or LEDs. External
illumination is “direct” when the source of light is directly seen by the public, such as a
floodlight, and ““indirect” when the source of light is net directly seen by the public, such as
cove lighting.

& % oE

Static display. Any sign or part of a sign where the text or image has no movement.

Transition. A visual effect used on an electronic message sign to change from one message to
another.

Transitions, types of. The following are different types of transitions used between message
changes on electronic message signs:

Dissolve. Dissolve is a non-animated mode of message transition accomplished by
arying the light intensity or pattern, where the first message gradually and uniformly
appears to dissipate and lose legibility simultaneously with the gradual, uniform and
legible appearance of the second message.

Fade. Fade is a non-animated mode of message transition accomplished by varying the
light intensity, where the first message gradually and uniformly reduces intensity to the

point of not being legible and the subsequent message gradually and uniformly
increases to the point of legibility.

Scroil. Scrolling is a form of animated message transition where the message appears
to move vertically across the display surface.

Travel. Travel is an animated mode of message transition where the message appears
to move horizonially across the display surface,
SECTION 3. Section 10.1022 of the Medford Code is amended to read as follows

10.1022 Exceptions to Sign Permit Requirements.
The provisions of Article VI shall not apply to:

-4-Ordinance No. PAIMPYORDS DUA-13-000
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(8) Change ol face. Where an existing sign 1s modified by change ol message or design on the
sign face, without any change to size or :;h.lpg of the sign framework or structure.  ta-bhisterie
Preservatiop-OverkavLorng-bhistriets : 8¢ X ¢ 2 el sterie SERLE

s koA

SECTION 4. Section 10,1046 of the Medford Code 1s amended to read as follows:

10.1046 Definition of Nonconforming Signs

All signs that do not conform the s spec I"p standards of this Code may be considered legal
nonconforming pursuant to Section 10.032. if the sign was erected in conformance with a valid
permit and complied with all applicable iawq at the time of the sign’s installation. Except for the
conversion te an electronic message sign, aAll nonconformities shall be subject to the

requirements of Sections 10,033 through 10.037.
SECTION 3. Section 1101100 of the Medford Code is amended to read as follows:

10,1100 Prohibited Signs For All Districts.
The following signs are prolubited for all zoning distri
(i) Signs on a truck, bus, car, boat, trailer. or thc; motorized vehicle and equipment are

J

prohibited, except as provided in Section 10.1022(23

{3) Agrmsated; Sscintillating, flashing. blinking, strobing, wndulating, pulsing, scrolling and
traveling lights; and explosion aud fireworks effects erasy-design-ereatec By s
wreter are prohibited. Hhis-prehibition-dees norinclude eleetronie-

L O

=

SECTION 6. Section 10.1140 of the Medford Code 1s added to read as follows:

10.1140 Sign Standards for All Districts,
The following standards shall apply to all signs in all zoning districts.

A, Signs shall comply with the clear view of intersecting street standards in Section 10,735,
B. A sign proposed to be located along a state roadway (Highway 99, Crater Lake

Highway 62, and Interstate 3) shall first receive an Outdoor Advertising Sign permit (or in the
case of an electronic message sign a Digital Display permit) from the Oregon Department of
Transportation (ODOT). Evidence of such permit shall be submitted with a sign permit
application. In situations where Medford’s sign standards conflict with ODOT’s standards,
the stricter standards shall prevail.

SECTION 7. Section 101150 of the Medford Code is added to read as follows:
10.1150 Electronic Message Sign Standards for All Districts.
The following standards shall apply to Electronic Message Signs in all zoning districts:
Al Comply with the glare standards in Section 10.764 including the lighting certification.

-$-Ordinunce No. - PAUMPORDSIIC A-13-090
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B. The displayed message shall not change more frequently than once every five seconds
before transitioning to another message.
C. For animated electronic message signs, the message and transitions shall not appear to
flash, blink, strobe, undulate, pulse, or portray explosions, fireworks, flashes of light, blinking,
or have scintillating or travelling lights.

D. Such signs shall contain photocell technology that will automatically dini the brightness
of the sign aceording to changing light conditions.
I In order to ensure that electronic message signs do not impede the visibility of traffic

signs and signals, nor distract drivers from such signs and signals, the height of a sign located
adjacent to a signalized intersection shall be limited to cight feet. The height may increase one
foot for each additienal foot in setback from the property line up to the maximum height
permitted in the zoning district.

F. The conversion of an existing eonforming ground or wall sign to an electronic message
sign is permitfed.

G. The conversion of an existing nonconforming ground or wall sign to an electronic
message sign is prohibited,

H. Any eleetronic message signs in exisfence on the date that these standards become
effective shall be required to comply with Section 10.1150(A-D) within 180 days from the
effective date. This requirement does not apply to the size or the location of existing signs.

SECTION &, Section 10.1200 of the Medford Code is amended to read as follows:

10,1200 Signs in Single-Family Residential Zoning Districts (SFR-00. SFR-2, SER-4,.SFR-6. and
SFR-10).
Signs shall be permitted only as follows in the single-family residential zoning districts:
() Undeveloped Subdivision/Planned Unit Development Signs: Two non-illuminated ground
signs, not exceeding 30 square feet in area, and 14 feet in height and setback a minimuwm of 20 feet
from any property line are permitted within an undeveloped subdivision/ planned unitdevelopment.
Such signs may be installed on the undeveloped subdivision/planned unit development property after
approval of the tentative plat by the Planning Commission. However, the gign must be removed no
fater than 2 two years after installation, unless the Planning Commission. upon due application prior
to expiration of the 2- twe-vear period, determines that the continued maintenance of the sign is
consistent with the purpose of this code, in which case an extension {for an additional vear may be
granted. Electronic message signs are prohibited.

(2) Institutional uses. as delined in Section 10.012, are permitted 40 square feet of sighage per
street frontage.
ERE I
{a) Ground Signs:
(0 Maximum Size: 20 square feet per sign.

(iiy  Maximum Height: 5-Five feet.

(1) Minimum Setback: 13 feet from any property line.

(1iv)  Exempt Signs: Ground signs He-parks sror-stadhims that
ind located so as not to be viewed trom the street are exempt from these provisions.

o

are placed

o NO PRIMPUORDS DUA-13-096
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{b) Wall Signs:
(i) Maximum Size: 20 square feet per sivn.
i) Maximum Height: No part of any wall sign shall be higher than the building
height as defined in Section 10.705.
(ili)  Exempt Signs: Wall signs o : :
d 50 as not 1o be viewed from the streef are exempt from these provisions.

placed and locate
{c) Electronic Message Signs:
R
(i) Maximum SizeSquare Footage: 20 square feet.
{(itl) Maximum Height: Five3 feet1fa ground sign. If'a wall sign, shall not be higher
than the building height as defined v Section 10.705.
{n) ( (}mph with the standards in Section 16.1154.

“
}
/
Ve
1<

aved-oian-elecironicmessase sigp-mustbestatic-foratmintnmirof
'We%M&WwMHMMMMM%h4G

&H%M%Gé—}ﬂ%}ﬂe‘r&w;—iﬁz M&—Mw_ l}ﬁwz fx 3% ewthe—appeai AFEE- M OV en\cm

cithebysohrses iha.a
O 7 . ' kS

Aotz eyiat PR E VAL Uat e oY
¥
=
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5 OO =

o The-conversion-ob-any-existins-poncoptormine-sround-or-wat-sten-to-an
electronie-messase-sien-s-prohibited:

3) Planned Unit Dudopme nt Signs: Residential P hmxcdl fnit Developments are permitted two
& non-illuminated ground signs, subject to the following limitations:

{a) Maximum Height: -Four feet.

() Maximum Square Footage: 20 square feet per sign.

{¢) Minimum Setback: 3 Five feet from any public right-of-way.

(d) Such signs may be installed after approval of the signs, and the Planned Unit
Development by the Planning Commission

(e} Electronic Message Signs are prohibited.
(4 Signs permitted in single-family residential zoning districts shall comply with Section
10,1140,

SECTION 9. Section 10,1300 of the Medlord Code is amended o read as follows:

101300 Signs in Multiple- Iaml} Residential Districts £MFR-153, ¢MFR-203 and fMFR-303.
HR-20-and-MER-38 multi-family

Signs shall be permitted only as [o H ws in the MER-ES-

=] I ”
residential zoning districtse&:
PR
(2) Muluple-family Dwelling Sign: For multiple-family dwellings containing four or more
dwelling units, one sign hot more than 10 square feet in area, either affixed to the building or tree-
standing is permitted. If free-standing, the sign shall not be located in any required vard area and

shall not exceed 4-four feet in height and shall be mounted within a landscaped area or decorative
planter. It affixed 1o the building, the sign may not project into a required vard area more than 18§

7-Cirdinance Na, PAIMPORDS\DUC AL 3.005
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hart of any such sign shall be higher than the building height as defined in Section
onic Message Sign‘ re prehibited.

. as defined in Section 10.012, are permitted 40 square feet of signage per

(ay Ground Signs

(1) Maximum Size Square Footage: 20 square teet per sign.
{%i} Maximum Height: 5 F‘ive feet,

(111y - Minimum Sethack: eet from anv property line.
(ivy  Exempt Signs: bround siuns within-pubhe-parkssehosis—orstadiums that are
placed and lecated so as not to be viewed from the strect are exempt from these provisions.

(h) Wall Sigas:
(1) Maximum Size Square l’ootaoe 20 square feet per sign.
4'%5) Mz-mmum Height: No part of any wall sizn shall be higher than the building

height as defined in Section 10.705.
(m) i rnnt%wns Wall signs vy hools-orstadiums which a
placed and located so as not to be viewed from the street are C\me[ trom these provisions,
() Electronic Message Signs:

oo

(i) Maximum Size Square Footage: 20 square feet,

(iiy  Maximum Height: Five 3 feet if a ground sign. If a wall sign. shall not be
higher than the building height as detined in Section [0.705.

(ivy  Comply with the standards in Section 10.1156.

m-a A %e%% & wpl d’ver}fm ﬁﬁeleumﬁ f@—t%}-&%d%}—ﬂ%%vb@%ﬂ%&—#ﬁhﬁﬁfﬁimﬁfn

) Fheconversionolarestsing eonforming eround-orwall-sign-to-an-electrorie
exsape-SER-s-perttitied
eleetronie-messase-sieit-is-prohibited:

(4) Planned Unit Development Signs: Residential Planned Unit Developments are permitted two
2} non-ilfuminated ground signs, subject to the following limitations.

{(a) Maximum Height: 4 Four feet.

{b) Maximum Square Footage: 20 square fee me sign.

() Minimum Setback: 3 Five feet from any public right-of-way.

() Such signs may be installed after approval of the signs, and the Planved Unit
Development by the Planning Commission.

{€) Electrenic Message Signs are prohibited.
(5) Signs permitted in multi-family residential zoning distriets shall comply with Section
10.1140.

-R-rds

PAIMPORDSIDU A1 3-090
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SECTION 10, Section 10,1400 of the Medford Code 15 amended to read as tollows:

10.1400 Signs in Service Commercial and Professional Offices (C-5/P): Basic Regulations.
Signs shall be permitted only as lollows in the C-S/P district
(1) Ground Signs: Each parcel of land 1s permitted one ¢-ground sign per street fronfage,

subject to the following limitations:

(&) Maximum Height: Nine 9 feet.

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

{c) Minimum Setback: Five 3 feet from any lot in a residential zoning district or from a
street right-of-way.

(d Electronic Message Signs are permitted as a ground sign subject to the following

limitations:

land is permitted one ¢ electronic message sign if the sign is
tor | tal zoning district or GLUP Map designation. An clectronic
message sign located less than ISO fc front any lot in a residential zoning district or GLUP Map
desimation shall require the approval of a Conditional Use Permit. Such sign must meet the other

T
—
-
T
oo
(“
o=
o]
E,“
(.r
M ’—h

provistons of this section,

(i) Comply with the standards in Section 10.1150.

£ wﬁrll—éekwlx ‘vﬁb«ree%ﬁﬁﬁe%eﬁrewﬁﬁe%muﬂ S e-statte-tora-ninhnium
ok i‘&\ o seeonds—ihe-e %ﬁLLﬁg}{_&iﬁxiﬁﬁ.f‘x

dﬁé‘r&ﬁtHﬁxd‘*%~ M*% b e S Etve: tbe—wpemaﬂee@%ﬂm*—emeﬁ{-
i Adbelectronte-fressage-signs-shat-have-aut :

eﬂbﬂthme weto-the-ambreat-hght-at-alh tn'»es ﬂ{—a

Hessase-Sen-is-parited:

e 4hc‘-\:ﬂ%kéﬁﬂw%ﬁ—eﬁﬁt%w%ﬁﬁtﬁﬁtw}-&rg%%{%we&W’ﬁb

FRESSHEE- SR 1S pEOR TR Hed

¥ »I,:; CII { lill’!\\.«\.i
(2) Wall Signs: Wall signs are permitied subject to the following hmitations:
E S 3
(<) Electronic Message Signs are permitted as a primary or secondary facade wall sign
subject to the folimxm limitations:

5
(1) The electronic message stgn 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 tess than 150 feet from any lot in a residential zoning district or GLUP Map
designation shall require the approval of 2 Conditional Use Permit. Such sign must meet the other
provisions of this section.

(i1} Comply with the standards in Section 10.1150,

G Adkextdisplaved-or-an-electroniemessagesigs
“he-eontinuous-seroting obtext4s, pmb&bﬂeé—-l '

Ay cag-pk eV e R E-ERve-te
Crirhe A PO EEAv a1 T e

(e A&Mﬁ%ﬂ%&%“e—ﬁ}“ﬂf shath-
Felrtaess Ww%%ﬁm&mﬁm
ﬁs‘a Fheconversionote Hs-conformme-vathsientoar-electronie nessass

T weerad o)
Pl a2 4 }/\.All[k K e
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4 The—comwemsion-of-gn-oxistins—noncontormingwar-siga-to-an-electronie
message-sion-is-prohibited:

* % ¥
&) Signs permitted in C-S/P zoning districts shall comply with Section 10.1140.
SECTION 11. Section 10.1410 of the Mediord Code 1s amended 0 read as follows:
10,1410 Service Commereial and meuxzomi Office (C-5/P: Additional Special Siuns.

Addmomi special signs shall be permitted as follows in the C-S/P district:

(3 Additional special signs permitied in C-5/P zoning districts shall comply with Section
10.1140.

SECTION 12, Section 10.1500 of the Medtord Code is amended 1o read s follows:

10.1500 Signs In Neighborhood Commercial District {C NY: Basic Regulations.
Signs shaH be permitted as follows in the C-N distric

(H Ground Signs: Notmore than one ground sign may be placed on each lot or parcel subject to
the lollowing lmitaunns:

{a) Maimum Height: Nine § feet.

(b Maximum Square Footage: 30 square feet per sign.

{c) Minimun Setback: 10 feet from a lot in a residential zone or from a street right-of-
way,

(d) Electron 1%0 e\{essage Signs are permitted subject 1o Sections 10.248 through 10.250,
and the following criten

(1) Lmh parcel of land is permitted one H-electronic message sign if the sign is

130 feet or farther from any residential zoning district or GLUP Map designan(m.

(ii) (‘ompiv with the standards in Section 10.1150.
&) {ex ?Wm&emwxwwmewtwe ﬁigmmwt—ke%?aﬂe«iew—fm
ot-twe-rseconds—he-ec & —Fhis-restrietton-shatbnotapph-te
B Gle - Rise Sye—gi-give- %P}c-ap@ea&%&mﬁwwmeﬁ%

EHi Aﬂ—e%e%e—me«aaw&wm shet-have-automatic-dimming capabilies-that
adiust-the-brighinessto-the-ambient-heht ate th- Jiﬁe%—@?ﬁﬁlrﬂw

HH 'I"E’ht-‘veﬁ%‘ei-tr. ) sretnd-siep-te-an-elecone
vy Fhecomversion-efan-eustinenencentormmesroundsisnto-anclectronic message
sref-isprohibited:

(2) Wall Signs: Wall signs are permitted subject to the [ollowing imitations:
<) Electronic Message S’szm are permitted as a primary or secondary facade wall sign

subject to Sections 10.248 through 10.230, and the following criteria

(i) The electronic message sign must be 150 feet. or farther, from any residential
zoning district or GLUP Map designation.

(i) Comply with the standards in Section 10.1150.
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) Shopping Center Sign: In the case of shopping areas which are developed as 2 unit with
common parking areas. one ground sign per vehicular access on a public street 1s permitted on the
premises of a shopping center. One Hg-ground sign may be up to 100 square feet inareaand 20 feet
in height, Each additional ground sign shall not exceed 30 square feet in area and 4 four feet in
height. The shopping center ground signs allowed by this s Exu:tfon (6) are n lieu of all other
qound signs permitted in the zomng district, as listed under the Basic Regulations in Subsection (1)
of this section. Such signs shall not project into public right-of-way.

(7y Signs permitted in C-N zoning districts shall comply with Section 10.1140.

SECTION 13, Section 10,1510 of the Medford Code is amended to read as follows:

10.1510 Neighborhood Commercial District (C-N): Additional Special Signs
Additional Special Signs shall be permitted as follows in the C-N district

R

(23 Fueling Station Signs: One additional ground sign per street frontage, not exceeding 30
square feet inarca and 9- nine feet in height is pernt titted on each parcel of land occupied by & fucling
«w% on. Such signs may not project into public right-ofway.

Temporary Signe One temporary sign on each street frontage is allowed for each separate
business. Display period is limited to 30 davs and is rencwable upon application, but shall not
exceed four ¢4 permits in one QH calendar year. The area ol each temmporary sign shall not exceed
32 square feet. No part of any sign shall be higher than the building height as defined in Section
10.705.

{(6) Additional special signs permitted in C-N zoning districts shall comply with Section
10.1140.

SECTION 14, Section 141600 of the Mediord Code s amended fo read as follows:

101600 Central Business Overlay (CB): Basic Re g Hations,
Signs shall be permitted as follows in the CB district

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

PAIMPORDS DCA-13-004
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(d) Electronic Messa _S:; Signs are permitted. except where within the [istoric Overlay
District, as a ground sign subject to the f-oi?ow ing Hmitations:

(1; ach parc I of land is permitted one €8 electronic message sign it the sign is
150 feet or farther from any residential zoning district or GLUP Map designation.

(n) hiutx onic message ground signs that are animated shall have a maximum
square footage of 75 square feet.

(i)  Electronic message ground signs with static displays shall have a
maximum square fostage of 150 square feet.

(iv)  Comply w 1th the standards in Section 19.1150.

i Adbtextdisplavedonran-electionicmessage signprustbe-statie-forarinbnnn
oftwa-t2rseconds—he-contin »Mwﬁw%}ﬁﬁ%w*pmmbﬁe@mﬁ%e&easm%%ﬁw
shtmrted-imasesand-irages-which-meve,oreivethe-appearance ot movement:

Git Aleleetroniemessagesigns-shatb-have-avtomatie dimming-capabilites
thatadpust-the-brishtpess-to-the-ambient-huht-at-el-tHimes-of dov-and-night

tivg  The-conversion-of-an-exSHAE-Contorm e srothe
FRESEREE-SH-is-Pormtied:

£ The-conversion efan-exishing-honcontforning-pround-sianto-an-electronis
message-sien-s-prohibited
(2) Wall Signs: Wall signs are permitted, subject to the following limitations:

() Electronic Message Signs ave permitted. except where within the Historie Overlay
District, as a primary or secondary fa pdc all sign subject to the following himitations:
(1) The ”Muonn message sign or electronic reader board must be {30 feet. or
farther, from any residential zoning district or GLUP Map designation.
(i) Comply with the standards in Section I() ihO
MH %%e%ewhawd or-an-eleetront SREe-t st-be-statefora-miimuntot
—F srtdens-sereting-oltextspee ¢ ‘Hhm%ﬁ%\r}&haﬁ not-appheio
ﬁ«%&&#ﬁmﬁwf andrmesesawhichmey e—ﬂkwe—dﬁﬁe&di%%rﬁ-)ﬁﬁﬁvéﬁw
(i Helestromenessage- @W@Mﬁ}ﬁk&é&mym recapabilities-thatadiust
the-brightness to-the-ambient ﬁ«#ﬁ»m—a%i%rme: ek
v} The-eonversion-olairexish
slopes-pepmitted:
f The-conversion-ofan-existing
sioHis-prohbibied:

B

=t

(5} Signs permitted in the CB district shall comply with Section 10,1140,
SECTION 15, Section 10.1610 of the Medford Code is amended to read as follows:

10,1610 Central Business Overlay (CB): Additional Speciat Signs.
Additional special signs shall be permitted as follows in the CB district:

h Fueling Station Signs: One additional ground sign per street frontage, not exceec imo 30

<o

square feet in area and 9 nine fect tn height is permitted on each parcel of land occupied by atueling
station. Such signs may not project into public right-of-way.
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() Drive-up ‘V'zﬁ.dﬁwSigns: One additional ground sign not to exceed 32 square feet in area and

& six feet in height is permitted on cach parcel of land occupied by a drive-up window. Such signs
may not project into public right-of-way.
&) Temporary Sign: One temporary sign on cach street frontage is permitted for each separate

business. Display pericd is limited to 30 days and is renewable upon apphication, but shall not
exceed four &9 permits in one ¢ calendar vear. The area of each sign shall not exceed 32 square
feet. No part of any sign shall be higher than the building hieight as defined in Section 10.703.
() Portable Signs: One additional portable sign not to exceed 12 square feet in area for each
business entrance is permitted. Such signs shall not be located within public right-of-way. The
portable signs shall only be displaved when the business is open.

(% Additional special signs permitted in the CB district shall comply with Section 10.1140.

SECTION 16. Section 10.1700 of the Med{ord Code is amended to read as follows:

10.1700 Signs in Community Commereial District (C-C) and Heavy Commercial District (C-H, and
Regional Commercial District {C-R): Basic Regulations.

Signs shall be pernmitted as follows in the C-C, C-R, and C-H districts:

(hH Ground Signs: Lach parcel of land is permitied one ground sign per street frontage, subject
1o the following limitations:

I

(d) Electronic Message Signs are permitted as a ground sign subject to the following
imitations
Each parcel of land is permitted one €3 electronic message sign if the sign is

r Irom any residental zoning district or GLUP Map designation.

(i) Flectronic message ground signs that are animated shall have a maximum
square footage of 75 square feet.

(iii)  Eleetronic message ground signs with static displays shall have a
maximum square footage of 150 square feet,

(iv)  Comply with the standards in Section 10.1150.

Gty Adhbextdispleved-onar ele&%me%ﬁ%% SRFRUSEDE Statie-FO R AR TR

(1)
e

150 feet or fart]

ettwve-(rsecands—he-contintensserothng 3 : &e&—%h&«—%e%mtmwk&ﬂ—ﬁ%aﬁp#m
aﬁﬁﬁ*&e&ﬂ}&gmmages—%w#—me Y APPERTanes

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

(¢} Electronic Message Signs are permitied as a primary or secondary tacade wall
sign subject to the following limitation
(i) The electronic message sign must be 150 teet, or farthey, from any residential

zoning district or GLUP Map designation.

v
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(i) Comply with the standards in Section 16, ]1:3(

H Adbtestdisplaved-oran e,eurt}me s Fe-FOF Q-

S do—he-continuens-seroling-oftextis shatbnotapphite
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() Adelectronie-message-siens-sl -capabilities-that
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(6) Signs permitted in the C-C, C-R, and C-H districts shall comply with Section 10.1140.
SECTION 17, Section 10.1710 of the Medford Code 1s amended to read as tollows:

10.1710 Comnmunity Commercial District (C-C) Heavy Commercial District (C-H) and Regional
Commercial (C-R): Additional Special Signs:
Additional special signs shall be pc*nwm,d as follows:
(H Freeway Signs;
%k ok

(b) One &5 sign not exceeding 250 square feet in area and 50 feet in height, shall be
permitted on a parcel located within the Freeway Overlay District, Each parcel is also permitted one
4 sign not exceeding 150 square feet in area and 20 feet in height. Such signs are permitted in lie
of all ground signs permitted in the underlying zoning district. as listed under the Basic R:;gu!(‘tu_ms,
(2) Fueling Station Signs: One additional ground sign per street [rontage, not exceeding 30
square leet i area and 2 nine feet in height for any single parcel of land occupied by a fueling
station.  Such signs may not project into public right-of-way.
’"4) Drive-up Window Business Sign: One ground sign not to exceed 32 square feet in area and

$iX €69 feet in height for any single parcel of land occupied by a drive-up window business. Such
signs may not project into public right-of-way.
EE
(5) Temporary Sign: One tempora sign on each street frontage is allowed for each separate
business. Display period is limited to 30 days and is renewable upon application, but shall not

exceed four &1 permits in one 3 ca
square feet. No part ofany sign shall

: ‘.Cﬂd ar year. The area of each temporary sign shall not excead 32
[ be higher than the building height as defined in Section 10.705.

(7) Miles Field/Professional Baseball Park Signs: One ¢ additional freestanding scoreboard
sign. not to exceed 630 square feet in area and 30 feet in height; one ¢ time of day/display sigs
located above the right ﬁdd fence. notto be visible from outside the stadium atter June 1. 1997 and
ot to exceed 30 square feet in area and 23 feetin h sgn one # ground sign not exceeding 150
ight: one ¢4 wall sign identifving the facility. not to exceed 30

feet in area; and other additional ground signs locate ed ab o\cth& outfield fence, not to exceed a total
of 3000 square feetand 20 feet in height. These outheld billboard signs shall be permitted unti June

square i‘eci i area and 20 feet in hei
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1, 1997, ar which time they must either be removed or enclosed so that they cannot be viewed from
outside the ball park. Signs permitted in subsection (8) are in lieu ol signs permitted in the
underlyving zoning district, as listed under the basic regulations,

&) Additional special signs permitted in the C-C, C-R, and C-H distriets shall comply with
Section 10,1140,

SECTION 18, Section 10,1800 of the Medford Code is amended to read as follows:

1800 “Ei”ns m Light Industrial (I-L). General Industrial (1-G), and Heavy Industrial (I-H): Basic
Hations

igns shall be permitted as follows in the I-L, [-G. and [-H districts:

) Ground Signs are subject to the following 1 limitations:

ES

Re
Sip
(

(el Flectronic Message Signs are permitted as a ground sign subject (0 the following

limitations:

(1) Each parcel of tand is permitted one ¢85 electronic message sign if the sign is
150 feet or farther from any restdential zoning district or GLUP Map designation,

(i) Electronic message ground signs that are animated shall have a2 maximum
square footage of 100 square feet.

(iii)  Electronic message ground signs with static displays shall have a
maximum square footage of 200 square feet.

(ivy  Comply with the standards in Section 10.1150.

¢y Adbextdisplaved-opanelectronie message sign-must-be-statie-for a-vainimum
Ww%ﬁh&w&mde-h seretling oftestis-prohibited-Thisrestrichion-shall-netappb-te
antnate s-whilel-meve-or-give-the-appearance-of- ovement:

.«3‘«;.

=

HH% Adhelestronie-message-signs-shath-have-automatie-dimming-capabilities
that-adjust-the-brishiness to-the-amblent-tHohtatall-times-ot-dayand-night.
vy The-conversion-ol-anexiSHagrcoiormine-srouie-sier-to-an-electrone

ResHase-Sief-s-permitied:
&4 Mtwwwm&rﬁﬂﬂv@ﬁwﬁﬂﬂ}“%% sii-to-preelectranie

(c) Electronic Message Signs are permitted as a primary or secondary facade wall sign
subject o the following limitations:
(1 The electronic message sign must be 130 feet, or farther. from any residential

zoning district or GLUP Map designation.
{i1) Comply with the standards in Section 10.1150.
it —%Je*%%«we&mwe}eeﬁeweﬂ@%%m&mmw
u&%%emr&emmdrH}eﬁ}%mﬁHw+elLMf—{e*w@}Meé—H B v
anbmated-inages-and-maseswhich-move—orer : t ‘
ps Adbelectomicmessagseshens-shatthave E‘E*’Pf%He—@ﬂ%‘i}P-}ﬁ—t&ﬁ&fﬂhpwgﬁ%
tust-the-brishtpesste-the-ambient-lisht-atal-times-eb dav-and-nisht:
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G Fhecenversionofanexisting-eontfonih lectioniemassage

Gen-oba-existing-popcontorminevall-siento-an-elecvonie

(3 Signs permitted in I-L, I-G, and I-H districts shall comply with Section 10.1140.
SECTION 19. Section 10,1810 of the Mediord Code Is amended to read as follows:

10,1810 Light Indusirial (I-Ly. General Industrial (I-G) and Heavy Industnal (I-H):  Additional
b ecial Signs.

Additional special signs shall be permitted as follows in the [-L. -G, and I-H districts:

{(h Fueling Station Signs: One ground sign per street frontage, not exceeding 32 square feetin
arca and 6 six feet in height for any single parcel of land occupied by a fueling station. Such signs
shall not project into public rig ht of-way.

(2) Drive-up Window bwns One ground sign not to exceed 32 square feet in area and 6 six feet
in height for any single parcel of Jand occupied by a drive-up window business. Such signs shall not

preject into public right-of-way.

(3} Temporary Sign: One sign on each street frontage for each separate business. Disph\f period
15 limited to 30 days and is renewable upon application, but shall not exceed four 3 permits inone
¢ calendar year. T hx; area of each sign shall not exceed 32 square feet. No part of any sign shall be
higher than the building height as defined in Section 10.703.

%

s

1t
B

5 Additional special signs permitted in I-L, -G, and I-H districts shall comply with
Seetion 10,1140,

PASSED by the Councif and signed by me in authentication ot its passage this  day ot
, 2014

ATTEST:

City Recorder Mayor

APPROVED L2014,

NOTE: Matter in bold m an amended section s new. Matter stenek-eut 1s existing law o be
omitted. Three asterisks (F * #) indicate existing law which remains unchanged by this ordinance but
was omitted for the sake of brevity,
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CITY OJF MEDFORD

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

OREGON I
STAFF REPORT — LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE AMENDMENT
Date: October 22,2014
To: Mayor and City Council for November 6, 2014 Hearing
From: Praline McCormack, Planner il
Reviewer: John Adam, AICP, Senior Planner
Subject: Electronic Message Signs Code Amendment (DCA-13-090)
City of Medford, Applicant
BACKGROUND

Propasal: Consideration of an ordinance amending Lond Development Code, Sections 10.764,
10.1010, 10.1022, 10.1100, 10.1200, 10.1300, 10.1400-10.1810, and creating new Sections
10.1140 pertaining to standards and regulation of all signs, and Section 10.1150 pertaining to
standards and regulation of all electronic message signs in the City of Medford (see Exhibit A),

including:

A.

Correcting errors, providing a formerly missing standard for maximum night-time
permitted illumination for electronic message signs to regulate brightness, and
providing a method for measuring illumination. Requiring certification of lighting
after installation to ensure compliance {Section 10.764, Glare);

Adding definitions for new terms, and revising existing definitions (Section 10.1010,
Definitions);

Housekeeping revision to clarify that change of face in Historic Districts requires
Minor Historic Review (Section 10.1022, Exceptions to Permit Requirements);
Clarifying that conversion of a nonconforming sign to an electronic message sign is
prohibited (Section 10.1046, Definition of Nonconforming Signs).

Revising the list of sign effects that are prohibited (Section 10.1100, Prohibited Signs
for All Districts);

Adding a new section to include sign standards that are applicable to all signs in all
zoning districts, including complying with the clear view standards, and requiring
that signs located along state roadways receive an ODOT sign permit prior to
applying for a Medford sign permit (Section 10.1140).

Adding a new section to include standards that are applicable to all electronic
message signs in all zoning districts, including:

SR T @ N e KA € T e e v a3 R s T o At hY b s WA e e T S o ISR UEL A3 B B i, 2T P i bl 26 4 A e

“Working with the Community to Shape a Vibrant and Exceptional City”

Lausmann Annex ¢ 200 South Ivy Street o Medford OR 97501

Phone (3411)774-2380 ¢ Fax (541)618-1708
www.cl.med{ord.or.us
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Electronic Message Signs Code Amendment (DCA-13-090) October 22,2014
Staff Report

i Requiring compliance with the glare standards and certification in Section
10.764.

ii. Slowing the rate that messages change.

iih. Prohibiting flashing, blinking, strobing, undulating, pulsing, exploding,
scintillating, or travelling lights; as well as fireworks effects.

iv. Requiring photocell technology so that the brightness dims according to
changing light conditions.

V. Requiring a greater set back and reduced height at signalized intersections
so that the sign does not impede the visibility of traffic signals and signs.

vi. Requiring existing electronic message signs to be retrofitted in order to
comply with 1-4 above within 180 days. This requirement does not include
having to change the size of an existing sign, nor the location.

H. Revising Sections 10.1200-10.1810 to remove repetitive language that has been
consolidated into new Section 10.1150, reducing by half the maximum square
footage of animated electronic message signs in commercial and industrial zones,
and housekeeping revisions.

History: [n response to citizen complaints about electronic message signs being too bright and
text and animation changing too quickly {Exhibit B), on May 16, 2013 the City Council requested
a study session to review the regulations regarding such signs {Exhibit D). Shortly thereafter,
during a Planning Commission Study Session on June 10, 2013 commissioners expressed concern
about how distracting these signs are due to the flashing and blinking lights, the exploding
transition effects, and the rate of message and animation changes (Exhihit E). The City’s
Transportation Manager voiced his concern regarding signs near signalized intersections and the
need for the City to better regulate their location and placement.

As requested, staff held a study session with City Council on August 29, 2013 (Exhibit F) and
presented an analysis of the existing Code regulations as well as the history, benefits, issues and
concerns regarding electronic message signs. Staff also reviewed how other communities are
regulating these signs.

On October 31, 2013 staff wrote @ memorandum to City Council outlining the issues, options
and consequences (Exhibit G). In this memo staff provided its recommendations on how to
proceed. Council directed staff to prepare a code amendment to address their three main
concerns: the rate of message and animation changes, the spacing of electronic message signs,
and brightness controls.

On June 23, 2014, staff discussed a preliminary draft with the Pianning Commission {Exhibit H).
Commissioners noted that they would like to reduce the size of electronic message signs by half
in lieu of spacing standards, which are harder to regulate. Additiona!l concerns related to
whether the new regulations would apply only to new signs or include existing signs, brightness,
the speed of message and animation changes, the transition effects used between message and
animation changes, and the distraction of blinking, flashing lights.

IJ



Electronic Message Signs Code Amendment (DCA-13-090) October 22,2014
Staff Report

Staff worked with representatives of the International Sign Association, a regional billboard
company, and a local sign company to develop this proposal. Foliowing is a section-by-section
description of the proposed changes, and how they address the above concerns.

The Planning Commission conducted a noticed public hearing regarding this proposal on August
28, 2014 (Exhibit U). At that hearing, a letter was submitted from The Chamber of
Medford/jackson County requesting a continuance for at least thirty days (Exhibit Q). The
hearing was continued until September 25, 2014.

Staff met with members of The Chamber of Medford/lackson County on September 23, 2014.
Based on concerns raised at that meeting, staff agreed to make three small revisions to the
proposed amendment, including:

1. Added language to the definition of glare in Section 10.764 to state that the maximum
permitted illumination standards are intended to prevent glare.

2. The list of exceptions to illumination standards in Section 10.764(C)(4), previously
excluded municipal construction and renovation, revised to include any temporary
outdoor lighting associated with construction and renovation.

3. Previously required two lighting certifications (before and after installation) by a
licensed engineer. Revised to require only one certification (after installation) by the
sign owner or installer via a signed agreement.

The Pianning Commission conducted a noticed public hearing on September 25, 2014 {Exhibit
W),

Summary of Amendments

A. Revisions to the Glare regulations (Section 10.764)

One of the concerns regarding electronic message signs is that they are too bright. Currently,
the Code regulates the brightness of electronic message signs in three ways. These regulations
are mainly aimed at protecting residential properties from glare. First, brightness is regulated
by requiring compliance with the glare section of the Code, but this section has a few issues that
need to be resolved. The glare section currently provides a night-time maximum illumination
onto residential properties of 0.5 foot candies. There are no maximum standards for electronic
message signs or for illumination onto commercial and industria! properties. Second, brightness
is regulated by requiring that electronic message signs be located at least 150 feet from any
residential property. Third, brightness is regulated by requiring that electronic message signs
have automatic dimming capabilities to adjust the brightness according to the ambient light at
all times of the day and night, however the method of dimming needs to be more specific. This
issue is addressed further in subsection (F), Photocell Requirement, below.

Revisions address Council’s concerns regarding the brightness of electronic message signs by
providing a night-time maximum illumination standard for electronic message signs applicable in
all zoning districts where these signs are permitted. The proposed standard is 0.3 foot candles.
The pictures below illustrate the difference between an electronic message sign with no
brightness controls to one that has a 0.3 foot candle maximum.
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Electronic Message Signs Code Amendment (DCA-13-090) October 22,2014
Staff Report

received at the meeting with The Chamber, the current amendment has been changed to
exempt any temporary outdoor lighting for construction and renovation. Lastly, in order to
ensure compliance, the proposed amendment includes a certification requirement. Originally,
the amendment included a requirement for two separate certifications, one before installation,
and one after, and also required certification via a licensed engineer. Again, based on
comments received at the meeting with The Chamber the amendment has been changed and
now requires that after sign installation illumination is measured per the method provided in
this section and either the sign owner or installer signs an agreement (provided by the Planning
Department) stating that the lighting is in compliance. The certification will be submitted to the
Planning Department and attached to the sign permit.

B. Adding new definitions to the Sign regulations (Section 10.1010)

Based upon the Planning Commission’s distinction between static display signs and animated
signs, which is discussed further in subsection (G) below, new definitions are being added for
animated sign, static display, transition, and types of transitions including dissolve, fade, scroll
and travel. The Glare regulations prohibit flickering and flashing lights, but this section currently
contradicts that by exempting electronic message signs from this prohibition. This amendment
proposes to prohibit flickering and flashing lights on electronic message signs. This revision
serves two purposes. First, it removes the contradiction with the glare regulations. Secondly, it
addresses the Planning Commission’s concern about the distraction of blinking, scintillating,
flashing lights that mimic traffic and emergency vehicle lights by prohibiting them. Similarly, the
transition methods called scroll and travel are animated methods of transition versus dissolve,
fade and instant which are static methods of transition. Therefore, scroll and travel methods
will be only be permitted on animated signs.

C. Housekeeping revision to Exceptions to Sign Permit Requirements (Section 10.1022)

In Historic Districts change of face requires Minor Historic Review per Section 10.258(3)(D). This
revision clarifies that within Historic Districts change of face is not exempt from permit
requirements.

D. Revisions to Prohibited Signs in All Districts (Section 10.1100)

Section 10.1100 lists the signs and sign effects that are prohibited. Animation is permitted but is
discussed further in subsection (G) below. Based on the Planning Commission’s concern that
scintillating, flashing, blinking, strobing, and traveling lights mimic traffic and emergency vehicle
lights the amendment proposes to prohibit them.

E. Creating New Section for Sign Standards for All Districts (Section 10.1140)

In order to prevent repetitive language in each of the zoning districts’ sign standards, the
proposed amendment consolidates the standards into this new section which requires signs to
comply with the clear view standards in Section 10.735 and to obtain an ODOT sign permit
before applying for a City sign permit.

n



Electronic Message Signs Code Amendment {DCA-13-090) October 22, 2014
Staff Report

F. Creating New Section for Electronic Message Sign Standards for All Districts (Section
10.1150)

Similar to Section 10.1140, in order to avoid repetitive language in the sign standards (Sections
10.1200-10.1810), the proposed amendment consolidates them into this new section which
applies to electronic message signs in all zoning districts. The new standards include:

e Compliance with the glare standards.

e Rate of message change.

e Rate of animation change.

e Transitions.

e Prohibition of flashing, blinking, strobing, etc.

e Photocell requirement.

e Limitation on sign height at signalized intersections.

e Existing electronic message signs.

G. Sign Standards By Zoning District-Sections 10.1200-10.1810

Currently, in the Central Business Overlay, Community Commercial, Heavy Commercial, and
Regional Commercial zoning districts electronic message signs are permitted to be as large as
150 square feet. In the Light Industrial, General Industrial, and Heavy Industrial zoning districts
electronic message signs are permitted to be as large as 200 square feet. In response to their
concerns that existing animated signs are too large, the Planning Commission recommends that
the size of animated electronic message signs be reduced by half in these zones. The size of
electronic message signs with static displays will remain at 150 to 200 square feet as currently
permitted.

Other proposed changes include housekeeping revisions, the transfer of language from each
section to one consolidated section (Section 10.1150), and the requirement to comply with the
new consolidated section, Sections 10.1140 and/or 10.1150.

In summary, the concerns regarding electronic message signs being too bright are being
addressed by:

e Providing a night-time maximum permitted illumination standard of 0.3 foot candles;

e Requiring 150-foot setback from residentially zoned property;

e Requiring photocell technology;

e Requiring compliance with the glare standards including certification.

Concerns related to the rate of message change and lighting effects being too fast are being
addressed by:

e Prohibiting fast effects such as flickering, flashing, blinking, scintillating, scrolling,
strobing, undulating, pulsing and traveling lights; and effects such as explosions and
fireworks.

¢ Slowing down the rate of message change to every five seconds.
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Concerns regarding the location and placement of electronic message signs in relation to traffic
signs and signals are being addressed by:
e Limiting the height of signs at signalized intersections to eight feet, with an option to go
taller if set back further.
¢ Reducing the size of signs by half in commercial and industrial zones.

While this amendment does not address concerns about the spacing of electronic message
signs, those concerns should be alleviated by the regulation of brightness, the reduction in
height, the reduction in size for animated signs, and the increased set back of signs at signalized
intersections. Similarly, the slower rate at which messages change, and the prohibition on fast,
effects should alleviate concerns regarding the rate of animation change without regulating the
technology out of electronic message signs.

Authority: A Land Development Code Amendment is a Class ‘A’ legisiative land use decision.
The City Council is authorized to approve amendments to Chapter 10 of the Municipal Code,
under Sections 10.102, 10.110, 10.111, 10.122, 10.180, 10.181, and 10.183.

Criteria: Medford Land Development Code Section 10.184(2)
APPROVAL CRITERIA COMPLIANCE

10.184 Class ‘A" Amendment Criteria.
10.184(2) Land Development Code Amendment.

The City Council shall base its decision, on the following criteria:
CRITERION 10.184 (2)(a). An explanation of the public benefit of the amendment.

Findings: Currently, in commercial and industrial zones electronic message signs can be as large
as 150—-200 square feet, and as tall as 20 feet, thus competing for attention with traffic signals,
which are 15-20 feet above an intersection. in addition, the current rate at which messages can
change on these signs is two seconds, which is fast, and there are no prohibitions on the types
of effects used. Thus, we see signs that use fireworks and explosions, and other types of
distracting effects. The only regulations regarding placement are the clear view regulations, and
a prohibition on not projecting into the public right-of-way. There are no regulations regarding
brightness. Citizen complaints have concerned the brightness and how distracting these signs
are due to their constant movement.

Conclusion: The public will benefit from the additional regulations being proposed for electronic
message signs. Static display signs will be less bright. Animated signs will be smaller, slower,
and less bright. At signalized intersections these signs will shorter and set back further from the
property line, thus reducing the possibility that they can be canfused for or look like traffic
signals or signs. Overall, the new regulations will help to reduce the negative aesthetic impacts
that these signs have on our community. Owners who currently have or desire to have an
electronic message sign will have some additional regulations to comply with. However, this
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type of sign will continue to be effective without making our community one that is filled with
large, glitzy, flashing signs like Las Vegas. Criterion 10.184 (2)(a) is satisfied.

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

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

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

1. Citizen Involvement: Goal 1 requires the City to have a citizen involvement program that
sets the procedures by which a cross-section of citizens will be involved in the land use planning
process, including participation in the revision of the Land Development Code. Goal 1 requires
providing an opportunity to review proposed amendments prior to the public hearing, and any
recommendations must be retained and receive a response from policy-makers. The rationale
used to reach land use policy decisions must be available in the written record. The City of
Medford has an established citizen involvement program consistent with Goal 1 that includes
review of proposed Land Development Code amendments by the Planning Commission, and the
City Council. Affected agencies and interested persons are also invited to review and comment
on such proposals, and hearing notices are published in the local newspaper. This process has
been adhered to in the proposed amendment. The proposed amendments and Staff Reports
were made available for review on the City of Medford website and at the Planning Department.
A request for comment was sent out to all companies that have applied for a sign permit since
2012 as well as persons who have indicated an interest in this matter. Public hearing notices
were sent to persons with standing. Staff worked with three persons representing national,
regional and local sign industries to develop the proposed amendment. It was considered by
the Planning Commission and the City Council during televised public hearings.

2. Land Use Planning: Goal 2 requires the City to adopt a comprehensive plan, which must
include identification of issues and problems, inventories, and other factual information for each
applicable Statewide Planning Goal, and evaluation of alternative courses of action and ultimate
policy choices, taking into consideration social, economic, energy and environmental needs.
Comprehensive plans must state how the Statewide Planning Goals are to be achieved. The
plan must contain specific implementation strategies that are consistent with and adequate to
carry out the plan, and which are coordinated with the plans of other affected governmental
units. Implementation strategies can be management strategies such as ordinances, regulations
and project plans, and/or site or area-specific strategies such as construction permits, public
facility construction, or provision of services. Comprehensive plans and implementation
ordinances must be reviewed and revised on a periodic cycle to take into account changing
public policies and circumstances. The City of Medford has an established land use planning
program consistent with Goal 2.

Staff finds that Goals 3-8 do not apply in this matter.
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9. Economic Development: Goal 9 requires the City to provide adequate opportunities for
a variety of economic activities vital to the health, welfare, and prosperity of Oregon’s citizens.
The means by which the City addresses these include the Comprehensive Plan, which contains
an Economic Element. The Economic Element contains an analysis of the City’s economic
patterns, policies concerning economic opportunities, and provision of adequate supplies of
industrial and commercial lands. According to James Carpentier, Manager of State and Local
Government Affairs for the International Sign Association, there have been studies that indicate
electronic message signs are effective at attracting customers. While the proposed amendment
does provide additional regulation of these signs, they will continue to be effective.

Staff finds that Goals 10 and 11 do not apply in this matter.

12. Transportation: Goal 12 requires the City to provide and encourage a safe, convenient
and economic transportation system. Existing electronic signs have spurred citizen complaints
regarding how distracting they are. Currently, there is no prohibition on the transition effects
used between messages. For safety reasons, both Lamar Advertising, the nation’s largest
outdoor advertiser, and ODOT utilize instant transitions between messages. This proposal
requires static display signs to use dissolve, fade or instant transitions. Animated signs will be
permitted to use dissolve, fade, instant, scroll or travel transitions, as long as the transition does
not include effects that are prohibited. The two-second rate of message change is much faster
than those required by the State of Oregon (eight seconds), and the State of California (five
seconds). The rates in these states were established for safety reasons. This amendment
proposes to address roadway safety in several ways. First, the rate of message change will be
slowed to every five seconds. Second, animated signs will be smaller and at signalized
intersections they will be shorter so that they do not impede or compete with the visibility of
traffic signals and signs. Static signs will be larger but they will not have any animation or
movement. Lastly, this proposal addresses roadway safety by prohibiting distracting, fast
effects on animated signs.

Staff finds that Goals 13 and 14 do not apply in this matter.
Goals 15-19 apply only to other regions of the State and are not evaluated here.
Conclusion: Criterion 10.184 (2}{b}{1) is satisfied.

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

Findings: This amendment is a refinement of existing procedures and regulations; it does not
rise to a Comprehensive Plan policy level.

Conclusion: Staff finds that there is nothing in this amendment that rises to a Comprehensive
Plan policy level. Criterion 10.184 (2)(b}{(2) is satisfied.
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CRITERION 10.184 (2)}(b)(3). Comments from applicable referral agencies regarding applicable
statutes or regulations.

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

Comment: City of Medford Traffic Engineering submitted comments regarding this
amendment (Exhibit N). Based on their comments, the definition of night-time in Section
10.764(A) has been more specifically defined as at least 30 minutes past sunset. Also, traffic
signals have been added to 10.764(C)(1). A change was made to the Certification process
described in 10.764(E)(1}) and must be done by a licensed engineer instead of the property
owner as originally proposed. Staff confirmed that prices for lux meters range from $18 to
$131. A reference to measuring the center of the light source has been added to Section
10.764(E)(5)(iii). A definition of sign height can be found in Section 10.1010. The additional set
back required and the reduced height should ensure that electronic message signs do not
impede visibility of traffic signs and signals.

Comment: Medford Police Department submitted comments regarding the number of
citizen complaints (Exhibit B). Complaints have centered on signs being too bright, distracting,
and the constant movement. The Police Department also submitted comments regarding
accident rates at three intersections in the City that have electronic message signs (Exhibit C-1).
Accident rates are provided in Exhibit C-2. Accident statistics do not reflect any noticeable
increase due to the presence of electronic message signs.

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

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

The findings below respond to public comments:

comments: Mr. Robert Maclellan of M2M Development, Inc. provided written comments
(Exhibit 1} regarding the benefits of electronic message signs, particularly regarding public
service messages such as: Amber alerts, Most Wanted lists, Now Hiring advertisements, and
advertisements for local businesses.

Response: The City of Medford recognizes the benefits regarding electronic message signs.

The proposed amendment does place more regulations upon them, but they will continue to be
effective at attracting customers without distracting drivers.

Comments: Mr. Rob LaGrone of CBS Outdoor provided written comments (Exhibit K). He
would like to see all signs regulated for brightness, not just electronic message signs. He agrees
with the brightness, flashing and animation regulations as proposed, but disagrees with the
proposed reduction in size. CBS Outdoor’s standard panels are 240-300 square feet. He states
that restricting the size will make them ineffective for billboard use and prevent the industry
from continuing to modernize billboards in Medford.

10
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Response: The City has never received a complaint about a regular, illuminated sign being too
bright. CBS Outdoor will continue to be able to put up signs that are 150-200 square feet that
are not electronic message signs.

Comments: Mr. Jason Ripp of Lamar Advertising provided written comments {L-1). He offered
information about ODOT's advertising sign standards. He suggested that we include instant
transitions as a permitted form of transitions between messages. Instant changes are required
by ODOT and Lamar uses them nationwide. He also recommended that we change our
proposed rate of message change from five seconds to eight seconds, which is Oregon’s
standard. He included a safety report regarding electronic message signs that was conducted in
Salem (Exhibit L-2). The report concludes that there is no significant relationship between these
types of signs and an increase in crashes. In Salem, where the study was conducted, messages
are allowed to change every eight seconds. He agrees with the light measurement language
proposed. In Section 10.1010, sign definitions he was concerned about the lack of a definition
for LED signs. He disagrees with the proposed reduction in size and height. He states that it will
be difficult to sell smaller signs to clients because they are more difficult to view. Also, Lamar
Advertising wants to retain the ability to convert existing structures into electronic message
signs at the currently permitted sizes and height.

Response: Staff has revised the amendment to include language requiring a sign permit from
ODOT. That permit must accompany the sign permit submitted to the City. Also, if ODOT’s
standards are stricter, as they seem to be, then ODOT’s standards shall prevail over the City’s.
Instant transitions have been added to this amendment as a permitted form of transition
between messages. The sign code currently contains a definition for Electronic Message Signs
that includes LED signs. The rate of message change and the reduction in size and height are
policy decisions to be made by City Council.

Comments: Mr. James Carpentier of the International Sign Association provided written
comments (Exhibit M). His comments mostly concerned formatting and grammatical
corrections. He did point out that the 0.3 foot candle illumination standard is solely for
electronic message signs, not for all other types of lighting. He recommended that certification
be accomplished via a signed affidavit from the applicant agreeing to comply with the
operational and illumination requirements prior to issuance of a sign permit. He pointed out
that the language regarding existing signs being made to conform to the proposed amendment
was unreasonable and vague.

Response: Staff had originally deleted the language at the beginning of the glare standards
Section 10.764. As a result of Mr. Carpentier’'s comments, the language has been re-inserted in
10.764(B)(1) and establishes a city-wide maximum permitted illumination standard of 0.5 foot
candles of glare onto residentially-zoned property. The glare standards will need further work
to establish a city-wide maximum permitted illumination standard applicable to other forms of
lighting besides electronic message signs. Language has been revised regarding certification to
require a licensed engineer do the certification. Language has been revised regarding existing

11
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signs conforming to the proposed amendment to clarify that existing signs will not need to be
moved or reduced in size. Existing signs will need to conform to the glare standards including
certification, rate of message change, permitted transitions between messages, prohibition on
flashing, blinking, etc., photocell requirement, and brightness. These changes are not
unreasonable and 180 days should be a sufficient amount of time to achieve such changes.

Comments: Mr, Stephen Morgan of Designer Signs LLC provided written comments (Exhibit Q).
His comments are regarding four issues. First, the requirement for existing signs to conform
within 180 days. He states it is unreasonable to require existing signs to be moved or re-sized.
Second, he does not feel it is necessary to require a photocell as most are programmed
according to the time zone. He would rather see a general requirement that the signs must dim
after dusk, and leave the method to achieve this up to the owner. Third, he does not feel it is
necessary to reduce the height of electronic message signs in commercial and industrial zones as
it has no bearing on rate of message change, things moving too fast, or excessive brightness.
Lastly, he thinks self-certification would be meaningless. He suggests the City inspect each sign.
He states that electronic message signs are fine, that the current language regulating them is
sufficient, and that the problem lies with a lack of enforcement.

Response: As stated above, language has been revised to clarify that the City will not require
sign owners to move or re-size their existing electronic message signs. The current dimming
language is already general as it states that signs shall have automatic dimming capabilities. This
has not been sufficient, and a more specific requirement for a photocell is necessary. Photocells
are capable of sensing changes in lighting conditions. For example, if a storm darkened the
skies, then the sign would dim accordingly. If a sign were programmed based on time zone
there would be no such change. The reduction in height is only applicable to signs located at
signalized intersections. The current height limit of 20 feet results in electronic message signs
impeding the visibility of traffic signs and signals, and distracting drivers from such traffic signs
and signals. Also as stated above, language has been revised to require that a licensed engineer
certify compliance with the glare ordinance. Code Enforcement will be trained on how to
measure illumination and foot candle meters will be purchased.

Comments: L. Borum submitted written comments {Exhibit P} opposing electronic message
signs in general.

Response: The decision to permit electronic message signs is a policy decision made by City
Council

Comments: Brad Hicks of The Chamber of Medford/Jackson County submitted written
comments (Exhibit Q) indicating that members of The Chamber are expressing concerns about
the proposed amendment, and he requested that the Planning Commission extend the public
hearing a minimum of 30 days in order to given them additional time to review the proposal.
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Response: The Planning Commission continued the public hearing, and Staff met with members
of The Chamber to discuss their concerns.

Comments: LeRoy and Betty Hana submitted written comments (Exhibit S). They lease their
property to CBS Outdoor Sign and would like their investment to be considered, and there be no
restrictions on sign companies’ ability to upgrade their signs.

Response: Currently, the Code permits existing, conforming signs to convert to electronic
message signs and prohibits existing, nonconforming signs to convert. There are no proposed
changes to the existing language. To clarify, many of the billboard type signs in Medford are
existing, conforming signs, so they will be permitted to convert. The display technology used by
the billboard companies makes these signs static displays, so they will be permitted to remain at
the larger sizes, and continue to be existing, conforming signs.

Comments: Brad Hicks of The Chamber of Medford/Jackson County submitted written
comments (Exhibit T} that were prepared after Staff met with members of The Chamber. The
fetter raises concerns regarding five areas of the proposed amendment: 1) Ambiguous
definitional terms, 2} Exception for Construction/Renovation of Municipal Facilities, 3)
Compliance Certifications, and 4) Compliance Measurements, and 5) Sign Sizes.

Response: The first four areas of concern are addressed in the latest version of the proposed
amendment. Planning Commission’s recommendation to allow static display signs at currently
permitted sizes addresses The Chamber’s fifth and final area of concern.

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

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

Findings: No governmental agreements apply to the proposed code amendment.
Conclusion: Criterion 10.184 (2)(b}(5) is satisfied.

RECOMMENDED ACTION

Based on the findings and conclusions that all of the approval criteria are either met or are not
applicable, on September 25, 2014, the Planning Commission voted 7-1 to recommend that the
size of electranic message ground signs remain the same for static displays, and that that the
size of electronic message ground signs be reduced by half for animated displays and with these

suggested changes, recommends adoption of DCA-13-090 per the Staff Report dated October
22,2014, including Exhibits A through W.

13
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EXHIBIT A
DRAFT CODE AMENDMENT
DCA-13-090 - ELECTRONIC MESSAGE SIGNS

Article V

1. Changes to Section 10.764 to provide a night-time maximum permitted illumination of
0.3 foot candles for electronic message signs in order to regulate brightness, and to
provide a clear method for measuring illumination. Both the night-time maximum and
the method for measuring are recommended by the International Sign Association®.
Measuring illumination during day-time hours is fraught with challenges and the
equipment to do so is expensive. For electronic message signs with automatic
dimming as required by this Code, there is not a need for day-time brightness
limitations since the sign will automatically adjust to changing conditions. Therefore,
we propose to only regulate night- tlme brlghtness Ievels on electronic message signs.
If the City Council is concernéi ucte ther work will need to be
done to this section to IMhination standards for
commercial and industrial phge Btandard already exists).
Such work exceeds the scope of 8 pnges include additional
exceptions to ilfumination standards and a certlﬁcatxon requirement to ensure
compliance.

10.764 Glare.

; Pe byasource of
one candle at a distance of one foot and equal to one lumen incident per square
foot. A foot candle is measured with a foot candle meter (also known as a fux
meter).

Glare: The brightness of a light source which-that causes eye-discomfertmomentary
blindness, disability or discomfort to person(s) on adjacent properties or driving

1 International Sign Association, Recommended Night-time Brightness Levels for On-Premise Electronic Message
Centers (EMC's), -t Compilation Summary with Extracts fron Industry Reports, April 2011,
1 10/29/14
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by. The maximum permitted illumination standards are intended to prevent
glare.

Lumen: A lumen is a measure of the amount of visible light emitted per second by
an object. More lumens mean it is a brighter light. Fewer lumens mean it is a
dimmer light.

Maximum Permitted llfumination: The maximum #umisatien—amount of light
permitted as measured in foot candles-at-the-interiorbutfer-yard-lineat-ground

Night-time: At least 30 minutes past sunset shall be considered night-time.

Post-HeiahtThad Ace-ma ad from-the orade hahaca-of theliah

B. Maximum Permitted IHlumination Standards.
1. All Zoning Districts. In all zoning districts, any operation or activity producing

glare shall be so conducted that direct or indirect light from the source shall
not have a maximum night-time illumination in excess of 0.5 foot candles on
any property in a residential district, other than the property on which the
glare is generated.

2. Electronic Message Signs. In zoning districts where electronic message signs
are permitted per Sections 10.1200-10.1800 such signs shall not exceed a
maximum night-time illumination of 0.3 foot candles above ambient light
conditions when measured at an appropriate distance as specified in
10.764(E){4) below.

C. Exceptions to [llumination Standards. The standards contained in this section shall
not apply to:
1. Public street lighting or traffic signals.

2. —Exemption—ter-Specificed Outdoor Recreational Uses. Because of their
unique requirements for night-time visibility and their limited hours of
operation, lighting for ball diamonds, playing fields; and tennis courts is
exempted from the exterior lighting standards of Subsection-{4}-belowthis
section. Exterior lighting for other outdoor recreational uses must meet all
etherapplicable requirements of this section and of this code.

3. Airport Lighting. Required navigational lighting at airports is exempt from
the standards in this section. All other outdoor lighting at airport facilities
shall comply with this section.

4. Construction and Renovation. All temporary outdoor lighting used for
construction or major renovation of buildings, structures, and facilities is
exempt from the standards in this section.

s alabdia¥e Sl EVailed o ) aVa) ad () 'n Ya¥a
= SaSAS

{41D. Additional Glare Regulations. Notwithstanding any other provision of this section to
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the contrary:

No flickering or flashing lights shall be permitted.

Light sources or fuminaires shall not be located within bufferyards {Sections
10.790 and 10.801-10.802) areas-except on pedestrian walkways (Sections
10.772-10.776).

Measuring llluminationement.

1.
2.

1.

nghtmg Certification. Wheweeﬁweé—the—measwemem—e##ght—mg«@ve#s—sha#

After mstallatlon is complete, lilummatlon sha!l be measured as described
below and the sign owner or installer shall provide a signed agreement
{provided by the Planning Department) confirming that the lighting is in
compliance. Such agreement shall be submitted to the Planning

Department.measuremenishave beenconducted-as-perthefollowing:

Metermg Equupment Lighting levels shali be measured in foot candles with a

w&%—e&e%&)*e&eef—the—éa%e—eﬁ%s—e&e— foot candie/luxllllummance meter,

The meter must have the ability to measure foot candles down to zero and
provide a reading up to two decimal places. Place the meter on a fixed
mount or tripod.
Determine Square Footage. Multiply the height and width of the light source
to be measured.

Measurement Distance. Multiply the area of the light source from step (3)
above by 100 and then take the square root of that number to determine
your measurement distance in feet. For example, if the total area of the light
source is 12 square feet, you would multiply 12 x 100 = 1200 and then take
the square root of 1200 V1200~ which is 34.6. Your measuring distance
would be 35 feet. The distance should be measured perpendicular to the
light source. The use of a measuring wheel is the most convenient way to
measure the distance on the ground.

Method of illumination Measurement.

AP
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(i) For electronic message signs, measure at night-time as defined in this
section.

(ii) Ensure that the light source to be measured can alternate between
lighted and not lighted (or in the case of an electronic message sign
can alternate between a solid white message and an “off” message).

(i) From the distance determined in Step 4 above, orient your meter so
that it is aimed at the center of the light source to be measured.

(iv) As the light source alternates between lighted and not lighted (or
solid white and “off”) note the range of values on the meter.

(v) For electronic message signs if the difference between the readings is
less than 0.3 foot candles, then the brightness of the light source is in
compliance. If not, the sign will need to be adjusted to a lower
brightness level using the manufacturer’s recommended procedures.

{6)F.  Exterior Lighting Plan. At the time any exterior lighting is installed or substantially
modified an exterior lighting -plan shall be submitted in order to determine whether
the requirements of this section have been met. The lighting plan shall identify:

{431, Location of light fixtures.
{632,  Type of luminaire.

{33, Height of luminaire.

{44,  Maximum illumination.
{e)5. Cut-off angle.

6. Hooding/shielding device(s)

ARTICLE Vi

1 2. Changes to Section 10.1010 to add definitions for new terms and to revise definitions. 1

10.1010 Sign Definitions.

Scintillating. To sparkle or shine brightly. To emit flashes of light.

* * *

Sign, animated. Any sign or part of a sign which changes physical position by any
movement or which gives the illusion of movement via video, text or images that appear to
move or change in size or are revealed sequentially rather than all at once. This definition

does not include static displays or rotating panels which are integrated within the sign.
* % *
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Sign, flashing. A sign incerperating-that incorporates an intermittent, electrical-impulsestoa
mewwmblmkmg or ﬂashmg hght sourcewhirebr{—rea%es

He%—«te%tude—éee%mme—message—ag% where the same dlsplayed message is constantly

repeated at extremely fast intervals.
* * *

Sign, illuminated. A sign illuminated by an internal or external light source. The
illumination is “external” when the light source is separate from the sign surface and is
directed to shine upon the sign and “internal” when the light source is contained within the
sign, but does not include signs where the message or image is composed of dot matrix or
LEDs. External illumination is “direct” when the source of light is directly seen by the
public, such as a floodlight, and “indirect” when the source of light is not directly seen by

the public, such as cove lighting.
* * *

Static display. Any sign or part of a sign where the text or image has ho movement.

Transition. A visual effect used on an electronic message sign to change from one message
to another.

Transitions, types of. The following are different types of transitions used between
message changes on electronic message signs:

Dissolve. Dissolve is a non-animated mode of message transition accomplished by
varying the light intensity or pattern, where the first message gradually and
uniformly appears to dissipate and lose legibility simuitaneously with the graduai,
uniform and legible appearance of the second message.

Fade. Fade is a non-animated mode of message transition accomplished by varying
the light intensity, where the first message gradually and uniformly reduces
intensity to the point of not being legible and the subsequent message gradually and
uniformly increases to the point of legibility.

Scroll. Scrolling is a form of animated message transition where the message
appears to move vertically across the display surface.

Travel. Travel is an animated mode of message transition where the message
appears to move horizontally across the display surface.
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3. Change to Section 10.1022(7) is a housekeeping revision. Change of face in Historic
Districts requires Minor Historic Review (done administratively, over-the-counter) so it
is not exempt from permit requirements.

10.1022 Exceptions to Sign Permit Requirements.
The provisions of Article VI shall not apply to:

* * *

(8) Change of face. Where an existing sign is modified by change of message or design on
the s&gn face W|thout any change to size or shape of the sign framework or structure.

4. Section 10.1046 to clarify that conversion of a nonconforming sign to an electronic
message sign is prohibited.

10.1046 Definition of Nonconforming Signs.

All signs that do not conform to the specific standards of this Code may be considered legal
nonconforming pursuant to Section 10.032, if the sign was erected in conformance with a
valid permit and complied with all applicable laws at the time of the sign’s installation. Except
for the conversion to an electronic message sign, aAll nonconformities shall be subject to the
requirements of Sections 10.033 through 10.037.

5. Section 10.1100(3) lists sign effects that are prohibited. Animation is permitted. Other
types of blinking and flashing tights are prohibited because they are distracting to
drivers.

10.1100 Prohibited Signs For All Districts.

The following signs are prohibited for all zoning districts:

(1) Signs on a truck, bus, car, boat, trailer, or other motorized vehicle and equipment are
prohibited, except as provided in Section 10.1022(23).

* * *

(3) Animated-Sscintillating, flashing, blinking, strobing, undulating, pulsing, scrolling and
traveling lights; and explosion and fireworks effects erany-desighcrested-to-givethe
iusion-ofmetion are prohibited. Fhis-prohibition-does-rot-include-electronie-message
sighs.

* * *
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6. New section added to include sign standards applicable to all signs in all zoning
districts. Such standards to include: 1) compliance with the clear view of intersecting
streets standards, 2) signs on state roadways must obtain a sign permit from ODOT
before applying for a sign permit with the City of Medford.

10.1140 Sign Standards for Ali Districts.
The following standards shall apply to all signs in all zoning districts.

A. Signs shall comply with the clear view of intersecting street standards in Section
10.735.
B. A sign proposed to be located along a state roadway (Highway 99, Crater Lake

Highway 62, and Interstate 5) shall first receive an Outdoor Advertising Sign permit
{or in the case of an electronic message sign a Digital Display permit) from the
Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT). Evidence of such permit shall be
submitted with a sign permit application. In situations where Medford’s sign
standards conflict with ODOT’s standards, the stricter standards shall prevail.

7. New section added to include the electronic message sign standards that apply to such
signs in all zoning districts, including: 1) requiring compliance with the glare
standards, 2) slowing down the rate that messages change, 3) prohibiting flashing,
blinking and other distracting effects on animated signs, 4) requiring photocell
technology so signs auto-dim, and 5) requiring existing electronic message signs to
comply with standards 1-4 within 180 days after the effective date of this ordinance.
This requirement does not apply to the size of the existing signs, nor the location of
existing signs.

10.1150 Electronic Message Sign Standards for All Districts.
The following standards shall apply to Electronic Message Signs in all zoning districts:

A. Comply with the glare standards in Section 10.764 including the lighting certification.

B. The displayed message shall not change more frequently than once every five
seconds before transitioning to another message.

C. For animated electronic message signs, the message and transitions shall not appear

to flash, blink, strobe, undulate, pulse, or portray explosions, fireworks, flashes of
light, blinking, or have scintillating or travelling lights.

D. Such signs shall contain photocell technology that will automatically dim the
brightness of the sign according to changing light conditions.
E. In order to ensure that electronic message signs do not impede the visibility of

traffic signs and signals, nor distract drivers from such signs and signals, the height of
a sign located adjacent to a signalized intersection shall be limited to eight feet. The
height may increase one foot for each additional foot in setback from the property
line up to the maximum height permitted in the zoning district.

F. The conversion of an existing conforming ground or wall sign to an electronic
message sign is permitted.
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G. The conversion of an existing nonconforming ground or wall sign to an electronic
message sign is prohibited.

H. Any electronic message signs in existence on the date that these standards become
effective shall be required to comply with Section 10.1150(A-D) within 180 days
from the effective date. This requirement does not apply to the size or the location
of existing signs.

8. Changes to Sections 10.1200-10.1810: 1) removing repetitive language and
consolidating it into new Section 10.1150, 2) reducing the maximum square footage of
animated electronic message signs in commercial and industrial zones in response to
concerns that existing animated signs are too large, and 3) housekeeping revisions.

10.1200 Signs in Single-Family Residential Zoning Districts (SFR-00, SFR-2, SFR-4,SFR-6, and

SFR-10).

Signs shall be permitted only as follows in the single-family residential zoning districts:

(1) Undeveloped Subdivision/Planned Unit Development Signs: Two non-illuminated
ground signs, not exceeding 50 square feet in area, and 14 feet in height and sethack a
minimum of 20 feet from any property line are permitted within an undeveloped
subdivision/ planned unit development. Such signs may be installed on the
undeveloped subdivision/planned unit development property after approval of the
tentative plat by the Planning Commission. However, the sign must be removed no
later than 2-two years after installation, unless the Planning Commission, upon due
application prior to expiration of the 2—two-year period, determines that the
continued maintenance of the sign is consistent with the purpose of this code, in
which case an extension for an additional year may be granted. Electronic message
signs are prohibited.

(2) Institutional uses, as defined in Section 10.012, are permitted 40 square feet of
signage per street frontage....* * *

(a) Ground Signs:

(i) Maximum Size: 20 square feet per sign.

ii) Maximum Height: 5-Five feet.

i) Minimum Setback: 15 feet from any property line.

iv) Exempt Signs: Ground signs within-public-parks,—schools—orstadiums
that are placed and located so as not to be viewed from the street are
exempt from these provisions.

(b) Wall Signs:

(i) Maximum Size: 20 square feet per sign.

(i) Maximum Height: No part of any wall sign shall be higher than the
building height as defined in Section 10.705.

(iii) Exempt Signs: Wall signs within—public—parks—sehoois—or—stadivms
which are placed and located so as not to be viewed from the street are
exempt from these provisions.
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(c) Electronic Message Signs: Electronic message signs are a conditional use. A
Conditional Use Permit may authorize institutional uses to have one electronic
message sign as a permitted ground or wall sign. Regardless of the number of
street frontages, one of the permitted ground or wall signs may be an
electronic message sign, provided it compiies with the following provisions:

{iy  Electronic message signs shall apply for and receive approval for a

Conditional Use Permit pursuant to Section 10.250.

a. The electronic message sign shall be considered as an element of the
CUP for the use.

b. Existing conditional uses shall apply for an amendment to their
existing approved CUP to request an electronic message sign,
pursuant to Section 10.250.

c. The expiration of a CUP shall require the removal of the electronic
message sign.

(i)  Maximum SizeSquare Footage: 20 square feet.
(i)  Maximum Height: Fives feet if a ground sign. If a wall sign, shall not be

higher than the building height as defined in Section 10.705.

(iv) Comply with the standards in Section 10.1150.

M P - 'O . . .

{3) Planned Unit Development Signs: Residential Planned Unit Developments are
permitted two {2+non-illuminated ground signs, subject to the following limitations:
(a) Maximum Height: 4-Four feet.
(b) Maximum Square Footage: 20 square feet per sign.
{c) Minimum Setback: 5-Five feet from any public right-of-way.
(d) Such signs may be instatled after approval of the signs, and the Planned Unit

Development by the Planning Commission.

(e) Electronic Message Signs are prohibited.

(4) Signs permitted in single-family residential zoning districts shall comply with Section
10.1140.

10.1300 Signs in Multiple-Family Residential Districts {MFR-15}, {MFR-20} and {MFR-30).
Signs shall be permitted only as follows in the MFR-15-MER-20-anrd-MER-30multi-family

residential zoning districtses:
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* *

Multiple-family Dwelling Sign: For multiple-family dwellings containing four or more
dwelling units, one sign not more than 10 square feet in area, either affixed to the
building or free-standing is permitted. If free-standing, the sign shall not be located in
any required yard area and shall not exceed 4four feet in height and shall be mounted
within a landscaped area or decorative planter. If affixed to the building, the sign may
not project into a required yard area more than 18 inches. No part of any such sign
shall be higher than the building height as defined in Section 10.705. Electronic
Message Signs are prohibited.

Institutional uses, as defined in Section 10.012.... * * *

(a) Ground Signs:

(i) Maximum SizeSquare Footage: 20 square feet per sign.

(i) Maximum Height: 5-Five feet.

(iii) Minimum Setback: 15 feet from any property line.

(iv) Exempt Signs: Ground signs within—public-parks—schools—or-stadiums
that are placed and located so as not to be viewed from the street are
exempt from these provisions.

(b) Wall Signs:

(i) Maximum SizeSquare Footage: 20 square feet per sign.

(i) Maximum Height: No part of any wall sign shall be higher than the
building height as defined in Section 10.705.

(iii) Exempt Signs: Wall signs within—public—parks—schools—ae—stadivms
which are placed and located so as not to be viewed from the street are
exempt from these provisions.

{c) Electronic Message Signs: Electronic message signs are a conditional use. A
Conditional Use Permit may authorize institutional uses to have one electronic
message sign as a permitted ground or wall sign. Regardless of the number of
street frontages, one of the permitted ground or wall signs may be an
electronic message sign, provided it complies with the following provisions:

(i) Electronic message signs shall apply for and receive approval for a
Conditional Use Permit pursuant to Section 10.250.

a. The electronic message sign shall be considered as an element of
the CUP for the use.

b. Existing conditional uses shall apply for an amendment to their
existing approved CUP to request an electronic message sign,
pursuant to Section 10.250.

c. The expiration of a CUP shall require the removal of the electronic
message sign.

(ii) Maximum SizeSquare Footage: 20 square feet.

(iii) Maximum Height: Five5 feet if a ground sign. If a wall sign, shall not be
higher than the building height as defined in Section 10.705.

{iv) Comply with the standards in Section 10.1150.

vy Alltext-displayed-on-an—electronie-message-signmust-bestatic-fora
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(5)

Planned Unit Development Signs: Residential Planned Unit Developments are
permitted two {2+non-illuminated ground signs, subject to the following limitations.

(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)

(e)

Maximum Height: 4-Four feet.

Maximum Square Footage: 20 square feet per sign.

Minimum Setback: &-Five feet from any public right-of-way.

Such signs may be installed after approval of the signs, and the Planned Unit
Development by the Planning Commission.

Electronic Message Signs are prohibited.

Signs permitted in multi-family residential zoning districts shall comply with Section
10.1140.

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:

Ground Signs: Each parcel of land is permitted one {3—ground sign per street
frontage, subject to the following limitations:

| (1)
|
|

(a)
(c)

(d)

Maximum Height: Nine 8 feet.

Maximum Square Footage: 32 square feet per sign.

Minimum Setback: Five 5-feet from any lot in a residential zoning district or

from a street right-of-way.

Electronic Message Signs are permitted as a ground sign subject to the

following limitations:

(i) Each parcel of land is permitted one {&-efectronic 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 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.

(i) Comply with the standards in Section 10.1150.

M P . . . . .
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(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 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.

(ii) Comply with the standards in Section 10.1150.

éH-} e . . ' .

* * *

(5) Signs permitted in C-S/P zoning districts shall comply with Section 10.1140.

* * *

10.1410 Service Commercial and Professional Office (C-S/P: Additional Special Signs.

Additional special signs shall be permitted as follows in the C-S/P district:

* % *

(3) Additional special signs permitted in C-S/P zoning districts shall comply with Section
10.1140.

10.1500 Signs In Neighborhood Commercial District (C-N): Basic Regulations.

Signs shall be permitted as follows in the C-N district:

(1) Ground Signs: Not more than one ground sign may be placed on each lot or parcel
12 10/29/14



(2)

(3)

*

subject to the following limitations:

(a)
(b}
(c)

(d)

Maximum Height: Nine9 feet.

Maximum Square Footage: 36 square feet per sign.

Minimum Setback: 10 feet from a lot in a residential zone or from a street

right-of-way.

Electronic Message Signs are permitted subject to Sections 10.248 through

10.250, and the following criteria:

(i) Each parcel of land is permitted one {}-electronic message sign if the
sign is 150 feet or farther from any residential zoning district or GLUP
Map designation.

(ii) Comply with the standards in Section 10.1150.

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 Sections 10.248 through 10.250, and the following criteria:

{1 The electronic message sign must be 150 feet, or farther, from any
residential zoning district or GLUP Map designation.

(if) Comply with the standards in Section 10.1150.

éﬁ-} .. . . . ' .

Projecting Signs: Prohibited.

*

*
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(7)

Shopping Center Sign: In the case of shopping areas which are developed as a unit
with common parking areas, one ground sign per vehicular access on a public street is
permitted on the premises of a shopping center. One {4}ground sign may be up to
100 square feet in area and 20 feet in height. Each additional ground sign shall not
exceed 30 square feet in area and 4-four feet in height. The shopping center ground
signs allowed by this subsection (6) are in lieu of all other ground signs permitted in
the zoning district, as listed under the Basic Regulations in Subsection (1) of this
section. Such signs shall not project into public right-of-way.

Signs permitted in C-N zoning districts shali comply with Section 10.1140.

10.1510 Neighborhood Commercial District (C-N}: Additional Special Signs.
Additional Special Signs shall be permitted as follows in the C-N district:

(1)
(2)

(6)

Freeway Signs: Prohibited.

Fueling Station Signs: One additional ground sign per street frontage, not exceeding
30 square feet in area and 8-nine feet in height is permitted on each parcel of land
occupied by a fueling station. Such signs may not project into public right-of-way.

* *

Temporary Sign: One temporary sign on each street frontage is allowed for each
separate business. Display period is limited to 30 days and is renewable upon
application, but shall not exceed four {44-permits in one {&-calendar year. The area of
each temporary sign shall not exceed 32 square feet. No part of any sign shall be
higher than the building height as defined in Section 10.705.

Additional special signs permitted in C-N zoning districts shall comply with Section
10.1140.

10.1600 Central Business Overlay (CB): Basic Regulations.
Signs shall be permitted as follows in the CB district:

(1)

Ground Signs: Each parce! of land is permitted one ground sign per street frontage,
subject to the following limitations:
(a) Maximum Height: 20 feet.
b) Maximum Square Footage: 150 square feet per sign.
) Minimum Setback: May not project into public right-of-way.
) Electronic Message Signs are permitted, except where within the Historic
Overlay District, as a ground sign subject to the following limitations:
(i) Each parcel of land is permitted one -electronic message sign if the
sign is 150 feet or farther from any residential zoning district or GLUP
Map designation.
(ii) Electronic message ground signs that are animated shall have a
maximum square footage of 75 square feet.
(iii) Electronic message ground signs with static displays shall have a
maximum square footage of 150 square feet.
{iv) Comply with the standards in Section 10.1150.
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3%
{2) Wall Signs: Wall signs are permitted, subject to the following limitations:
* * *

(d) Electronic Message Signs are permitted, except where within the Historic
Overlay District, 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.

(ii) Comply with the standards in Section 10.1150.

éH‘} P . . . .

* * *

(5) Signs permitted in the CB district shall comply with Section 10.1140.

10.1610 Central Business Overlay (CB): Additional Special Signs.

Additional special signs shall be permitted as follows in the CB district:

1) Fueling Station Signs: One additional ground sign per street frontage, not exceeding
30 square feet in area and S-nine feet in height is permitted on each parcel of land
occupied by a fueling station. Such signs may not project into public right-of-way.

(2) Drive-up Window Signs: One additional ground sign not to exceed 32 square feet in
area and &-six feet in height is permitted on each parcel of land occupied by a drive-up
window. Such signs may not project into public right-of-way.
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Temporary Sign: One temporary sign on each street frontage is permitted for each
separate business. Display period is limited to 30 days and is renewable upon
application, but shall not exceed four {4-permits in one {-calendar year. The area of
each sign shall not exceed 32 square feet. No part of any sign shall be higher than the
building height as defined in Section 10.705.

Portable Signs: One additional portable sign not to exceed 12 square feet in area for
each business entrance is permitted. Such signs shall not be located within public
right-of-way. The portable signs shall only be displayed when the business is open.
Additional special signs permitted in the CB district shall comply with Section
10.1140.

* *

10.1700 Signs in Community Commercial District (C-C) and Heavy Commercial District (C-H,
and Regional Commercial District (C-R): Basic Regulations.
Signs shall be permitted as follows in the C-C, C-R, and C-H districts:

(1)

(2)

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

(a) Maximum Height: 20 feet.

(b) Maximum Square Footage: 150 square feet per sign.

(c) Minimum Setback: Shall not project into public right-of-way.

{d) Electronic Message Signs are permitted as a ground sign subject to the

following limitations:

(1) Each parcel of land is permitted one {H-electronic message sign if the
sign is 150 feet or farther from any residential zoning district or GLUP
Map designation.

{if) Electronic message ground signs that are animated shall have a
maximum square footage of 75 square feet.

(i) Electronic message ground signs with static displays shall have a
maximum square footage of 150 square feet.

(iv) Comply with the standards in Section 10.1150.

’(-‘+-)‘ . . . . ' .

Wall Signs: Wall signs are permitted, subject to the following limitations:
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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 must be 150 feet, or farther, from any
residential zoning district or GLUP Map designation.
(i) Comply with the standards in Section 10.1150.

é‘H-) ] . . . ' .

* * *

(6) Signs permitted in the C-C, C-R, and C-H districts shall comply with Section 10.1140.

10.1710 Community Commercial District (C-C) Heavy Commercial District (C-H) and Regional
Commercial (C-R): Additional Special Signs:

Additional special signs shall be permitted as follows:

(1) Freeway Signs:

(a) Freeway signs shall he permitted only on parcels or portions thereof that are
located within the Freeway Overlay District per Section 10.365, and as shown
on the official zoning map of the City of Medford.

[ (b) One }-sign not exceeding 250 square feet in area and 50 feet in height, shall

be permitted on a parcel located within the Freeway Overlay District. Each

] parcel is also permitted one £3-sign not exceeding 150 square feet in area and

20 feet in height., Such signs are permitted in lieu of all ground signs permitted
in the underlying zoning district, as listed under the Basic Regulations.
(2) Fueling Station Signs: One additional ground sign per street frontage, not exceeding

) 30 square feet in area and S-nine feet in height for any single parcel of land occupied
by a fueling station. Such signs may not project into public right-of-way.

(3) Drive-up Window Business Sign: One ground sign not to exceed 32 square feet in area

) and six {6)-feet in height for any single parcel of land occupied by a drive-up window
business. Such signs may not project into public right-of-way.

l (4) Construction Sign: Up to two additional non-illuminated signs may be instalfed after a
building permit has been obtained for a construction project and must be removed
not later than two years after issuance of the building permit for the project or upon
completion of the project, whichever is sooner. Each sign shall have an area not
exceeding 100 square feet, and the top of the sign shall not be more than 20 feet
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(8)

above the general surface of the ground. Not more than two such signs shall be
erected for each construction project and such signs shall be subject to the same
setback requirements as are imposed for structures in this zone.

Temporary Sign: One temporary sign on each street frontage is allowed for each
separate business. Display period is limited to 30 days and is renewable upon
application, but shall not exceed four {-permits in one {calendar year. The area of
each temporary sign shall not exceed 32 square feet. No part of any sign shall be
higher than the building height as defined in Section 10.705.

Portable Sign: One additional portable sign not to exceed 12 square feet in area for
each business entrance is permitted. Such signs shall not be located within public
right-of-way. The portable signs shall only be displayed when the business is open.
Miles Field/Professional Baseball Park Signs: One {3—additional freestanding
scoreboard sign, not to exceed 630 square feet in area and 30 feet in height; one &}
time of day/display sign located above the right field fence, not to be visible from
outside the stadium after June 1, 1997, and not to exceed 30 square feet in area and
25 feet in height; one {4-ground sign not exceeding 150 square feet in area and 20
feet in height; one {&-wall sign identifying the facility, not to exceed 50 feet in area;
and other additional ground signs located above the outfield fence, not to exceed a
total of 3000 square feet and 20 feet in height. These outfield billboard signs shall be
permitted until June 1, 1997, at which time they must either be removed or enclosed
so that they cannot be viewed from outside the ball park. Signs permitted in
subsection (8} are in lieu of signs permitted in the underlying zoning district, as listed
under the basic regulations.

Additional special signs permitted in the C-C, C-R, and C-H districts shall comply with
Section 10.1140.

10.1800 Signs in Light Industrial (I-L), General Industrial (I-G), and Heavy Industrial ({-H):
Basic Reguiations.
Signs shall be permitted as follows in the I-L, -G, and {-H districts:

(1)

Ground Signs are subject to the following limitations:

(a) Maximum Height: 24 feet.

) Maximum Square Footage: 200 square feet per sign.

) Minimum Setback: Sign shall not project into public right-of-way.

) Maximum Number: No more than one free-standing sign shall be permitted
on any single lot, except under the following conditions:
(i) The lot has more than one street frontage, then a lot may be allowed

one ground sign for each frontage over 120 linear feet, and

(i1) No sign shall project into the public right-of-way.

(e) Electronic Message Signs are permitted as a ground sign subject to the

following limitations:
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(2)

*

| (5)

Wall Signs:

E3

{c)

*

*

Each parcel of land is permitted one {#3electronic message sign if the
sign is 150 feet or farther from any residential zoning district or GLUP
Map designation.

Electronic message ground signs that are animated shall have a
maximum square footage of 100 square feet.

Electronic message ground signs with static displays shall have a
maximum square footage of 200 square feet.

Comply with the standards in Section 10.1150.

Altext-displaved-on—an-electranicmessage-sigh—ustbe-staticeforo

*

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

(i)

(ii)
h

The electronic message sign must be 150 feet, or farther, from any
residential zoning district or GLUP Map designation.
Comply with the standards in Section 10.1150.

Al ! : . s

Signs permitted in I-[, |-G, and I-H districts shall comply with Section 10.1140.
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10.1810 Light Industrial (I-L), General Industrial {I-G) and Heavy Industrial {I-H): Additional
Special Signs.
Additional special signs shall be permitted as follows in the {-L, i-G, and I-H districts:

(1)

(2)

(5)

Fueling Station Signs: One ground sign per street frontage, not exceeding 32 square
feet in area and &-six feet in height for any single parcel of land occupied by a fueling
station. Such signs shall not project into public right-of-way.

Drive-up Window Signs: One ground sign not to exceed 32 square feet in area and 6
six feet in height for any single parcel of land occupied by a drive-up window business.
Such signs shall not project into public right-of-way.

Temporary Sign: One sign on each street frontage for each separate business. Display
period is limited to 30 days and is renewable upon application, but shall not exceed
four 4-permits in one {3-calendar year. The area of each sign shall not exceed 32
square feet. No part of any sign shall be higher than the building height as defined in
Section 10.705.

Construction Signs: Such a sign may be installed after a building permit has been
obtained for a construction project and must be removed not later than two years
after issuance of the building permit for the project or completion of the project,
whichever is sooner. The non-illuminated sign shall have an area not exceeding 100
square feet, and the top of the sign shall not be more than 20 feet above the general
surface of the ground. Not more than two such signs shall be erected for each
construction project and such sign shall be subjected to the same setback
requirements as are imposed for structures in this zone.

Additional special signs permitted in I-L, I-G, and I-H districts shall comply with
Section 10.1140.
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Praline M McCormack

From: Tim N Doney <tim.doney@cityofmedford.org> RECEIVED

Sent: Monday, August 12, 2013 5:18 PM .

To: Tim J George AUG la 2073
ject: W: laint Numb

Subject FW: Complaint Numbers PLANNING DEPT

Regarding complaints on the electronic signs. Apparently, we only have complaints documented for the new Verizon
sign. (See below)

From: Suzi N Gish [mailto:suzi.gish@cityofmedford.org]
Sent: Monday, August 12, 2013 4:46 PM

To: 'Tim N Doney'

Subject: RE: Complaint Numbers

| think we miscommunicated, I'm sorry. We only have complaints for the Verizon sign, we have not received complaints
from the other two.

Regarding the Verizon sign however, beginning in May this year we received several complaints first about the extreme
brightness and how distracting it was. | logged actually 5 but | know that | did not log onto the case each and every time
one of us took a complaint about it because we were all aware that Scott had a case open on it and it was being dealt

with.

After the brightness was fixed, then they quieted down a little, but then started up again with the constant movement

so that is the issue now.
Some of the complaints that came in regarding this sign were very passionate with their concern for lack of a better

word.

As soon as | hear from Marilyn in Planning t will forward it to you.

CITY OF MEDFGRD
From: Tim N Doney [mailto:tim.doney@cityofmedford.org] E)SH!BIT # I
Sent: Monday, August 12, 2013 4:38 PM Fie #___ DCA- 13- 990

To: Suzi N Gish i
Subject: Complaint Numbers

Were you able to gather the total sign complaint numbers for those 3 intersections?

1



Praline M McCormack

From: Tim J George <tim.george@cityofmedford.org>

Sent: Monday, August 12, 2013 6:07 PM RECEIVED
To: Praline M McCormack AUG 12 2013
Cc: Tim N Doney; 'Suzi N Gish' B
Subject: Electronic Signs PLANN;?NG DEPT
Attachments: Electronic Signs.1l.docx; FW: Complaint Numbers (2.29 KB) o

Ms. McCormack,
The dog did not eat my homework.....here it is on Monday night.

The attachments that concern accident statistics do not reflect any noticeable increase due to electronic signs. We only
looked at three of the larger ones (Verizon, Sleep Country, and Lithia Auto Mall) but the data does not indicate an

increase in accidents.

-The Verizon location shows approx. the same number of accidents in the first six months (8) for an annual number of
approx.. 16. This is consistent with 14 accidents there in all of 2012.

-The Sleep Country location actually shows a slight decrease in 2012 (17) and projected the approx. same for 2013 (16)
as compared to 2011 when it was 20 accidents. This location does have Photo Red Light which has decrease red light
violations/accidents...but has increased the number of rear-end collisions some as folks approach that intersection. The
commercial and traffic activity has increased in this area as well.

The Lithia Auto Mall location has had a sign in existence since 2007, and the accident numbers have been up and down
since then by a few accidents. No difference here.

Our accident rate has more to do with other factors such as weather (severe ice or snow can jump rates quickly) as well
as the price of fuel. The more expensive it is to drive, the fewer miles are driven...hence less accidents. Education,
Engineering, and Enforcement each have a role as well.....and we have been fortunate to be approx. 2% down in total
traffic accidents thru May 2013 YTD, and 5% down in injury accidents YTD. That is good news since the number of
licensed drivers continues to increase, as does the number of registered vehicles.

On the complaints received by Code Enforcement on the Verizon sign...as you can see by the attached info from Suzi
Gish......the issue now is with movement...it was earlier with brightness.....5 total complaints, although there could have
been more that were not individually logged in as we already had a case on this.

Hope this helps.

Thanks.

CiTY OF MEDFORD

ExiBT #_C - |

Fle#__DCcA-13-0%0

Tim George #219

Chief of Police

Medford Police Department
541-774-2201



Selected Electronic Sign Intersections

Court St/Crater Lake Hwy
Crater Lake Hwy/N Pacific Hwy
N Pacific Hwy/Hwy 238 Verizon, Big Y (sign permit approved 3/1/13)

2013 (first 6 months)—8
2012 -14
2011-13
2010-12

2009 -8

Biddle Rd/E McAndrews Rd Sleep Country, Biddle & McAndrews (sign structure approved
10/28/10, added electrical Sept. 2012)

2013 (first 6 months)~ 8
2012 -17
2011-20
2010- 16

2009 - 32

Coker Butte/Crater Lake HW Lithia Auto Mall, Hwy. 62 (sign permit approved 6/22/07)

2013 (first 6 months)—5
2012 -2
2011-5
2010-1

2009 - 1 CITY OF MEDFORD
EXHIBIT #_C -2
Fle#__DCA -1D-09¢
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Back “t1  Mayor & Council - Minutes :
‘Thursday, May 16, 2013
MINUTES OF THE MEDFORD CITY COUNCIL MEETING
STUDENT GOVERNMENT DAY
May 16, 2013
The meeting was called to order at noon in Council Chambers, City Hall, 411 W. 8" Street, Medford with
the following members and staff present.
‘ Mayor Gary Wheeler; Councilmembers Dick Gordon, Karen Blair, Daniel Bunn, Bob Strosser, Al Densmore,
Eli Matthews, Chris Corcoran and John Michaels (*arrived as noted).
City Manager Eric Swanson; Deputy City Manager Bill Hoke; City Attorney John Huttl; Cxty Recorder Glenda
Wilson
Mayor’s Youth Advisory Commission members Calvin Roberts, Amber Moore, Dan Leavens, Emily
Eccleston, Sammy Elsdon, Grace Jovanovic, Jilian Emard, Paige Forster, and Lina Allen
. Employee Recognition

Employees from Finance, Fire, Police, Public Works and Technology Services were recognlzed for their
ears of service.

Michaels arrived.

u'il'lia"rﬁs, Police Officer and John Falkenhagen, Police Officer were introduced.

20.  Approval or correction of the min he April ecial ing and the May 2

: regular meeting

Gat

. There being no corrections the minutes were approved as presented

30. ir n nications from th ien : . -
30.1 Mayor Wheeler presented Carson Bennett a certificate of accompllshment as he is the youngest
member graduating from the Jackson County Master Recyclers course.

PMaps

40. Consent calendar

40.1 COUNCIL BILL 2013-69 An ordinance authorizing acceptance and expenditure of a grant from the
Medford Water Commission in the amount of $10,000 for park strip landscaping adjacent to Phase 1 of
Oregon Hills Park.

40.2 REMOVED By Councilmember Gordon

Motion: Adopt the consent catendar.

Moved by: Chris Corcoran Seconded by: Daniel Bunn
Roll Cali: Councilmembers Chris Corcoran, Daniel Bunn, Karen Blair, Eli Matthews, Al Densmore, John

Michaels, Dick Gordon and Bob Strosser votmg yes.
Ordinance 2013-69 was duly adopted.

50. Itemsremoved from consent calendar

40,2 COUNCIL BILL 2013-70 An ordinance authorizing payment of excess Street System Development
Charge (SDC) credits to Jackson County Airport Authority in an amount not to exceed $150,000 for right-
of-way dedication on Lawnsdale Road.

Councilmember Gordon requested staff report. Cory Crebbin Public Works Director provided a staff report
and noted that the Airport Authority dedicated additional right-of-way in anticipation of the City requiring
this in the future. This additional right-of-way brought Lawnsdale Road into comptiance with the City’s
standard for a Major Collector street. The City Council can authorize payment of street system
development charge credits for the additional dedication. In addition, the County is requesting that the
length of the credit period be extended from 10 years to 20 years and that the credits be indexed to the
value of SDC’s. Staff is recommending approval of the ordinance but requests denial of the request for
the additional credit period and indexing of the credits.

Motign: Adopt the ordinance.

Moved by: Dick Gordon . Seconded by: Daniel Bunn

Roll Call: Counciimembers Dick Gordon, Daniel Bunn, Bob Strosser, Karen Blair, John Michaels, Al
Densmore, Eli Matthews'and Chris Corcoran voting yes.

Ordinance 2013-70 was duly adopted.

60. rdinan ¢ lution

60.1 SECOND READ!NG

COUNCIL BILL 2013-66 An ordinance authorizing execution of an Agreement between the City of Medford
and Teamsters Lp'cal 223/Construction and Maintenance employees concerning wages, hours, fringe
benefits and other working conditions retroactive from July 1, 2012 through June 30, 2014.

Motign: Adopt the ordinance.
: Chris Corcoran Seconded by: John Michaels
Roll Call: Councilmembers Chris Corcoran, John Michaels, Daniel Bunn, Dick Gordon, Al Densmore and Bob
Strosser vbting yes. Councilmembers Eli Matthews and Karen Blair voting no.
Ordmancé 2013-66 was duly adopted.

60.2 COUNCIL BILL 2013-71 An ordinance authorizing execution of an Inmwnmmment
wnth Medford Urban Renewal Agency to fund certain elements of Park Bloc roject.
M_Qtlg_r_l. Adopt the ordinance. EXH’B!T #—L
Moved by

: Al Densmore Seconded by: Chris Corcoran F}b # *‘D CA p ’5,6 O\O

http://www.ci.medford.or.us/Agendas.asp?Display=Minutes& AMID=5719 3% 8/11/2014
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Planning Director Jim Huber provided a staff report and reviewed the criteria for approval. He noted that
this action was initiated by the City Council apd meets applicable criteria. He reviewed the proposed
location of the vacation and noted that this-is in conjunction with The Commons project and the property
was originally identified as a third park bfock. He noted that no objections have been received on this
application. Planning Commlssmn/a/l)d staff recommend approval.

e

Public hearing opened.

1. Jim Maize, represen}kﬁhia Real Estate, Inc. supported the staff and Planning Commission
recommendation/./

Pubtlic hearing cloged,

ob Strosser Seconded by: Daniel Bunn
Councilmembers Bob Strosser, Daniel Bunn, Karen Blair, Dick Gordon, Al Densmore, John
Msch/a€ls Eli Matthews and Chris Corcoran voting yes.
Ordinance 2013-73 was duly adopted.

130. Ordinances and resolutions

None

140. City Manager and other staff reports

140.1 Electric Sign Code Update - Jim Huber

Planning Director Jim Huber provided an update on the issue raised by Craig Stone, CSA requesting a code
amendment for the use of an electric sign at his client’s property on Barnett Road. Mr. Huber reviewed
the Conditional Use Permit criteria and the requirements for eligibility. Staff discussed this request with
the Planning Commission and they would like to look at the issue further if the Council is inclined to
pursue this course of action.

Councilmembers discussed the issues and other concerns regarding the electronic signs such as
brightness, size, location, number of them now in the community.

Motion: Direct the Planning staff to look at a text amendment to allow People’s Bank to apply for a
conditional use permit for their proposed electronic sign.

Moved by: Chris Corcoran Seconded by: Bob Strosser
Roll Call: Councilmembers Chris Corcoran, Bob Strosser, Karen Blair, Eli Matthews, Al Densmore, Dick

Gordon, John Michaels and Daniel Bunn voting yes.
Motion carried and so ordered.

Councilmembers requested that a study session be scheduled to look at the other issues with electronic
sign code revisions.

140.2 Further reports from City Manager

None
150. Propositions and remarks from the Mayor and Councilmembers

150.1 Further Council committee reports.

a. Parking Commission Appointment )

Mark Milner, Chair of the Parking Commission, addressed the Council and presented the recommendation
of the interview committee to appoint William Keith to fill a vacancy on the Parking Commission.

Motion: Appoint William Keith to the Parking Commission for a term énding 1/31/2016.

Moved by: John Michaels Seconded by: Eli Matthews
Roll Caill: Councilmembers John Michaels, Eli Matthews, Karen Blair, Daniel Bunn, Dick Gordon, Bob

Strosser, Al Densmore and Chris Corcoran voting yes.
Motion carried and so ordered.

Mr. Milner then addressed the Council and requested caution in the expenditure of the $2 million in the
Medford Urban Renewal Agency budget designated for parking. He noted he feels the parking issues are a
perception issue and he would like the Council to work with the Parking Commission to address future
parking needs.

b. Councilmember Densmore requested information regarding the request made by Annie Jenkins for the
Taste of Alba event. Ms. Wilson provided information regarding the previous presentations by the Taste of
Alba representatives and that there has been no Council action regarding the request.

¢. Councilmember Michaels addressed the Council and requested discussion regarding street vacations.
He noted that when the City needs land we always have to purchase but if the land is vacated, the City
does not sell the land. City Attorney-John Huttl noted that there are State laws that govern vacations and
ownership.

d. Councilmember Gordon reported that the League of Oregon Cities has “pulse pad” devices that can be
used to garner input from groups of individuals at events such as neighborhood meetings. He noted that
there are also online apps for phones that provide a similar function.

e. Mayor Wheeler noted that a memorial fund for former Mayor Lou Hannum s wife has been established
and is looking for donations. Information may be obtained at

f. Councilmember Blair noted that a copy of the letter from the Southern Oregon legislative
representatives regarding the Coquille Tribe issue was forwarded to the Councilmembers via email.

g. Councilmember Blair requested Council discussion on consistency of when Board and Commissions
members are placed on the Council agendas. Ms. Wilson noted that requests to address the Council are
usually under Oral Comments at the beginning of the meeting but that presentations regarding
recommendations of appointments have been done under Council Comments,

150.2 Further remarks from Mayor and Councilmembers.
None

160. Adjournment

Page 4 of 5
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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 Jackle, Norman Fincher, David McFadden, Robert Tull, Michael Zarosinski and
Bill Christie (arrived at 12:05).

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

Guests: Megan LaNier, Jim Maize and Bill Mansfield.
Subject: 1. Proposed Electronic Sign Code Amendment for C-S/P Zone

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

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 Il, 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/GLUP 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 Tull 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 meet that setback.
CITY OF MEDFORD

EXHIBIT # E

Fle#_DLA-12-0F 0
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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
coliectors 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 coilector. 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
would 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 that 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 that 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 89 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

Page 2 of 4




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 Council members regarding the Verizon sign. ltis 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 Jackle 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 anything 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 that 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 with this
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 Jackle agreed and is comfortable with the conditional use permit.

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

John Adam, Planner IV, stated that he was present to discuss the next steps in the urban growth
boundary amendment process specifically on the topic of screening criteria of the Internal Study Areas
(ISA). The areas are being reviewed for changes or intensifications of the land use designations that
currently exist. It began with the City’s Buildable Land Inventory. From that, an initial set of areas were
identified as potential areas to change GLUP map designation. The intensification would be going from

Page 3 of 4




Mayor & Council - Minutes

Medford City Council Study Session
August 29, 2013

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

Mayor Gary Wheeler; Councilmembers Chris Corcoran, Dick Gordon, Eli Matthews, Bob Strosser,
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 cited several studies done regarding the
distractions of electronic signs. Most of the studies concluded that drivers look more often at and
spend longer time looking at electronic signs.

Mr. Huber reviewed how other communities 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 & Comprission Code Amendments: Glenda Wilson, Assistant to the City Manager reviewed
changes propgesed from various boards and commissions. Council directed staff to bring forward
code amendments. CITY OF MEDFORD

EXHIBIT #
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CITY OF MEDFORD

MEMORANDUM
To: Medford City Council via Eric Swanson, City Manager P 4
. 4 )
From: Suzanne Myeg,mincipal Planner via James E. Huber, Planning Director

Prepared By: Praline McCormack, Planner II Q\'T\
Date: October 31, 2013

Subject: Electronic Message Signs — Issues, Options, Consequences

The purpose of this memo is to report to the City Council the recommendations of the
Planning Department regarding a possible sign code amendment for electronic message
signs and to seek further direction. If the Council is comfortable with the recommended
approaches to developing a proposal to amend the electronic message sign standards,
Staff will proceed with preparing a proposal and reviewing it with the Planning
Commission. If further Council discussion is desired to provide direction, another
Council Study Session can be arranged.

Background

On August 29, 2013, the Planning Director provided the City Council with an overview
of the sign code regarding electronic message signs, including the benefits of such signs
and issues of concern. He also presented the regulation of such signs in some other
communities and current inconsistencies in the Code. Council discussion focused on
three areas of concern: the speed at which messages and animation change, the spacing
of electronic message signs and brightness controls. They indicated the possible need for
a code amendment to address these concerns.

Summary of Staff’s Recommendations
o Decrease the speed text messages change to no faster than every five (5) seconds.

e Require a pause between every message.
e Require scrolling, serial messages to be completed in a maximum of ten (10)

seconds. CITY OF MEDFORD
o Prohibit blinking and flashing lights. ExHBT A G-
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e Continue exploring the possibility of regulating the spacing of electronic message
signs.

e Consider prohibiting or limiting the number of electronic message signs within a
specified distance of intersections of higher order streets.

e Amend the glare section of the Code to include day and night brightness standards
for electronic message signs that impact residential zones.

e Consider applying day and night brightness standards city-wide.

Speed of Message and/or Animation Changes

History

The sign code was amended in 2010 to permit electronic message signs. In the original
amendment Staff proposed message (i.e., words or text) changes no faster than every ten
(10) seconds, and prohibited animation. After comments were received from sign
companies, City Council, Planning Commission and Site Plan and Architectural
Commission who opposed the original amendment because they felt it was too slow and
too restrictive, the original amendment was revised to no faster than every five (5)
seconds, with animation prohibited. At that time, in 2009-2010, the only electronic
message sign in the City was the Lithia Motors sign on Crater Lake Highway. According
to Staff observations, the messages on that sign changed every two (2) seconds and the
sign included animation. In order for the Code to be consistent with the existing
electronic message sign, the amendment was revised for a final time to limit the message
rate of change to no faster than every two (2) seconds, with no prohibition on animation.
The end result is electronic message signs that have full motion animation, including
flashing and blinking.

Options

1. Allow Static Messages Only and Prohibit Animation. The City of Burbank,
California prohibits animation and restricts message changes to no more than
once every 24 hours, making them more static in nature and similar to an old-
fashioned message board. The Cities of Loveland, Colorado and Los Alamos,
New Mexico both prohibit animation and restrict electronic message signs to
static messages that may change at a specified rate — once every five (5) seconds
in Loveland and once every eight (8) seconds in Los Alamos. Both cities require
the use of “Dissolve” or “Fade” transitions (slower types of transitions) and no
sign may have the appearance of movement. The end result is signs that are static
in nature similar to a slide show as opposed to a television screen.

2. Allow Messages and Animation, But Prohibit Blinking and Flashing Lights. As
discussed at the August 29, 2013 City Council Study Session, there are safety
concerns associated with electronic message signs and driver distraction.
Blinking and flashing lights on electronic message signs serve to get attention.
One way to address safety concerns is to prohibit blinking and flashing lights. The
City of Anaheim, California restricts signs from “blinking, flashing, or varying in
color or luminescent intensity resulting in glare, momentary blindness, disability,
or discomfort to persons on adjacent properties or driving by.” The City of
Tigard, Oregon prohibits traveling light patterns. The City of St. Helens, Oregon




prohibits flashing, chasing lights. These types of provisions are more subjective
and may be difficult to enforce.

Allow Messages and Animation, But Regulate the Speed at Which Messages
and/or Animation Change. Due to safety concerns related to distracted drivers as
mentioned above, many cities regulate the speed at which messages and/or
animation may change. In the City of Tigard, Oregon messages, as in Medford,
must be displayed for more than two (2) seconds before changing. However,
Tigard also restricts animation changes to no faster than every two (2) seconds
whereas Medford has no restriction on the speed animation changes. In the City
of Stayton, Oregon messages and animation may not change faster than once
every minute.

Allow Messages and Animation, But Require a Pause Between Messages.
Sometimes an electronic message sign has a message that carries on for two or
more frames. These serial messages are particularly distracting because a driver
will focus on them until the message is completed. A consultant hired by the City
of Seattle to examine the relationship between electronic message signs and driver
distraction recommended that serial messages be completed in a maximum of ten
(10) seconds so as to reduce long glances by drivers.

Studies have shown that electronic message signs with dynamic displays elicit
more and longer glances from drivers than static signs. One way to address this
issue is to slow them by requiring a pause between messages and/or animation.
The City of Seattle, Washington requires a twenty (20) second pause using a still
image or blank screen following every message. The City of Everett, Washington
requires a transition time of one (1) second in between each message displayed,
and scrolling messages must hold for at least two (2) seconds.

Staff Recommendation

Decrease the speed text messages change to no faster than every five (5) seconds.
The result would be signs that have full motion animation, but the speed messages
change would be slowed from the current speed of every two (2) seconds.

Require a pause between every message.

Require scrolling, serial messages to be completed in a maximum of ten (10)
seconds for safety reasons.

Prohibit blinking and flashing lights. This would make electronic message signs
consistent with the glare section of the code that specifically prohibits flickering
or flashing lights (Section 10.764[4][a]).

No changes to animation.

Spacing of Electronic Message Signs

Currently, the only spacing requirements for electronic message signs are the
requirements to place signs 150 feet or farther from any residential zoning district or
residential General Land Use Plan (GLUP) Map designation and that each parcel is
permitted one electronic message as a ground sign. In addition to the ground sign, in



commercial and industrial zones each parcel may have an electronic message sign on a
street-facing wall or a non-street-facing wall as long as it is 150 feet or farther from any
residential zoning district or residential GLUP Map designation. Lastly, ground signs
may not project into the public right-of-way.

It is important to note that it will require additional work for the City to administer a
spacing requirement for these signs. The exact locations of all existing and new
electronic message signs would have to be mapped and tracked as a layer in the City’s
Land Information System. We would also have to track the removal of such signs.

In deciding on a spacing requirement, one must be careful to not choose a distance that
takes away the sign rights of a small lot owner. In the Land Development Code’s Site
Development Standards lots in commercial and industrial zones must have a minimum of
either 30 or 70 feet of lot frontage depending upon the zone. Because there are quite a
few electronic message signs along Riverside Avenue, staff looked at the lot sizes there,
which range from 31.5 feet to 210 feet of frontage. If the required distance were 35 feet,
a property owner with a lot width of 31.5 feet may not be able to have an electronic
message sign as a ground sign along the street frontage.

Engineering staff have indicated that they would prefer to prohibit electronic message
signs at intersections. Intersections are busy places with traffic signals, crosswalks,
pedestrians, bicyclists, and traffic. Many of the complaints about the Verizon sign were
that the sign is distracting drivers at a busy six-way intersection. Crash data does not
indicate that electronic message signs are causing additional crashes.

Options
1. Require electronic message signs to be located a certain distance apart. The City
of Seattle requires that electronic message signs be located at least 35 feet in any

direction from any other electronic message sign.

2. Prohibit electronic message signs within a certain distance of an intersection with
higher order streets. The City of Los Alamos prohibits electronic message signs
within 100 feet of a road intersection.

3. No spacing requirement.

4. Regulate the spacing on-site between a ground electronic message sign and any
wall-mounted electronic message sign(s). For example, the City could require
that a parcel with a ground electronic message sign locate any wall-mounted
electronic message signs only on building walls other than the wall facing the
ground electronic message sign. Or the City could require wall electronic
message signs to be located at least 35 feet from any ground electronic message
signs.




Staff Recommendation
o Continue exploring the possibility of regulating the spacing of electronic message
signs.
o Consider prohibiting or limiting the number of electronic message signs within a
specified distance of intersections of higher order streets in the interest of public
safety.

Brightness Controls

Currently, brightness is regulated in three ways. All activities, including electronic
message signs, impacting residential zones must comply with the glare standards in
Section 10.764. This impact is addressed by requiring that electronic message signs be
located at least 150 feet away from any property that is zoned residential or has a
residential GLUP Map designation. In addition, brightness is regulated by requiring that
electronic signs have automatic dimming capabilities to adjust the brightness to the
ambient light at all times of the day and night.

The glare section of the Code has issues that need to be resolved. The section states that
direct or indirect light shall not illuminate onto any residential property in excess of 0.5
footcandles. In addition, this section prohibits flickering or flashing lights, which
contradicts the sign code that exempts electronic signs from the prohibition on being
animated, scintillating, or having flashing, blinking, strobing, or traveling lights or any
design created to give the illusion of motion. The maximum permitted illumination in
this section refers to a subsection that does not exist. There are no maximum permitted
illumination standards listed.

Brightness standards for electronic message signs do exist. The International Sign
Association recommends 0.8 footcandles above the ambient level in commercial zones,
and 0.3 footcandles above the ambient level in residential/agricultural zones. The City of
Spokane, Washington requires brightness levels to be no more than 0.3 footcandles over
ambient levels at a pre-set distance and provides measurement distance criteria, and
measurement instructions. In addition, sign owners are required to complete and sign a
form certifying that their sign complies with Spokane’s standards.

Because daytime brightness levels are inappropriate at night, [lluminating Engineer Dr.
Ian Lewin, highly respected in the field of lighting, recommends a night-time brightness
level for electronic message signs of 0.3 footcandles above ambient light conditions when
measured at an appropriate distance. His recommendations are based on the Illuminating
Engineering Society’s well-established standards regarding light trespass.

Options
1. Adopt day- and night-time brightness standards.

2. Adopt only night-time brightness standards.




Staff Recommendation
e Amend the glare section of the Code to include day and night brightness
standards for electronic message signs that impact residential zones.
e Consider applying day and night brightness standards city-wide to address
night sky protection, energy conservation, traffic and pedestrian safety, light
pollution, and promoting an attractive environment.

Conclusion

If we do not receive input from City Council by November 30, 2013, we will proceed
with these Staff’s recommendations as proposed amendments to the Planning
Commission.



_______

MINUTES
PLANNING COMMISSION STUDY SESSION
June 23, 2014

"TOREGON

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: Michael Zarosinski, Robert Tull, Paul Shoemaker, David McFadden, Bill Mansfield,
Norman Fincher and Alec Schwimmer.

Staff: Bianca Petrou, Kelly Akin, Alex Georgevitch, Praline McCormack, Carla Paladino,
John Adam, and Kevin McConnell.
Subiects; 1. CP-13-047 Citizen Involvement Element Update.

2. DCA-13-090 Electronic Sign Code Revisions.

1. CP-13-047 Citizen Involvement Element Update.

Carla Paladino, Planner I}, reported that the City Council passed Resolution No. 20+3-74 in June 2013
authorizing an amendment to the Medford Code and Comprehensive Plap~pertaining to citizen
involvement and specifically the Citizen Involvement Element. It is progosed that the Citizens'
Planning Advisory Committee be deleted from the element and from the Medford Code. The Citizens’
Planning Advisory Commitiee was created back in the 1970s ag”part of the adoption of the
Comprehensive Plan and implementation of Statewide Planning Gogt'1: Citizen Involvement. Qver the
years a number of different committees and commissions have been formed that have expanded how
citizens participate and influence both the planning process anhd city government overall creating a
change in the role and need for the Citizen Planning Agvisory Committee. The Citizen Planning
Advisory Committee's charge was to identify and projeciAhe community’s goals, needs and concerns
into all phases of the land use planning process! while concurrently increasing the citizens’
understanding of community resources, resource AMmitations, and other process constraints. The
Citizens’ Planning Advisory Committee was further divided into four subcommittees representing major
subject areas of community concern. These spbcommittees and their primary areas of concern are: 1)
Housing; 2) Current Issues; 3) Regional Issyés; and 4) Comprehensive Plan updates. In response to
the Statewide Planning Goal for citizen ipfolvement, a special committee or an independent process
must exist to develop, assist in implepfenting, and evaluate the citizen involvement program and to
suggest new program approaches citizen involvement program has existed in Medford for some
time as the City of Medford Planniig Commission. The draft citizen involvement element presented is
modeled from Lake Oswego's gtement. The major change is to remove the Citizen Planning Advisory
Committee from the Comprgtiensive Plan and from the Medford Land Code. The draft outlines the
Statewide Planning Goal ¥ Maintain a citizen involvement program that ensures the opportunity for
citizens {o be involved y/// phases of the planning process; and the City of Medford Strategic Plan:
Provide and promot?varlous methods of communication to enhance opportunities for citizen education
and interaction.

Commission}grf“’McFadden stated that he was the last Planning Commission representative on the
Citizer;?(!(aﬂning Advisory Committee. In the last several years of its existence it had become more

divisive without a goal. The group wanted to talk more about economic development. It is his opinion
the draft is written well and the City can exist without the Citizens Planning Advisory Committee but
there are still items in the City of Medford that needs to be discussed in an open forum.
CITY OF MEDFORD
EXHIBIT #
Fre#__DCA-\>-CT0

‘Co/mmissioner Mansfield reviewed the material and it is all good.
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John Adam, Senior Planner, reported that the Joint Transportation Subcommitieg was originally formed
as the citizen advisory committee for the last time the transportation systearplan was updated and then
just lingered on. Without its specific purpose of working on the trangpdriation system plan amendment
and tackling those specific issues and making recommendatiops™to the Planning Commission it gets
listened to. The targeted committees are doing a iot belter.

Vice Chair Tull stated that it gets listened to becausgPeople are selected to serve on such a committee
because they have a stakeholder interest or erience working with that sort of issue in the City.
They have credibility as an advisory gr He is sorry to see the Citizen Planning Advisory
Commitiee experiment has not worked.~He thinks it will be missed. We need some avenue that is
explicitly there in order that people bring their concerns to the City rather than the City reaching out
to educate them and hoping th ill respond positively.

Kevin McConnell, DepulyCity Attorney, asked if other cities in Oregon have something like the Citizens
Planning Advisory Cprmfimitiee at this time?7 Ms. Paladino replied that there are some. Mr. McConnell
reported from the-egal perspective is that he heard some bad things come out of the Citizens Planning
ittee. One of the changes since the 1970s is that as a member of the Citizens Planning
ALommittee even though one is not appointed they are technically a City official. There were
somg disturbing things that were happening at those meetings. Citizens on other City Boards and
Commissions have training on how to conduct themselves in a public meeting.

2. DCA-13-090 Electronic Sign Code Revisions.

Praline McCormack, Planner I, reported that City Council has three main concerns regarding
electronic message signs. The concerns are the rate of the messages and animation changes, the
distances between signs and brightness controls. Staff is working with the International Sign
Association, a regional billboard company and a local sign company on this draft. In addition, a draft
will be sent out for comment 1o all sign companies that submitted sign permit applications since 2012.
The first section of the draft is changes to the “Clear View of Intersecling Streets” which staff is going to
pull from the amendment because the proposed language does not comply with ASHTO standards and
the City Engineering Department is not supportive of these changes. The current language will be
used.

The Glare section of the Code stated that it prohibited flickering and flashing lights. In the sign code
electronic message signs are allowed to have flickering and flashing lights. Those are in conflict with
each other. 1t currently refers to a maximum permitted illumination but there is no standard of what is
the maximum Hlumination. The proposed amendment would read: In all districts, any operation or
activity producing glare shall be so conducted that direct or indirect light from the source shall not
exceed a maximum night-time illumination of 0.3 footfcandles abave ambient light conditions when
measured at an appropriate distance as specified in Subsection 5(c}). This does not apply to public
street lighting. Daytime brightness measuremenis do not take into account ambient light. The current
sign Code states that brightness shall dim in accordance with ambient light conditions. The proposed
Code would prohibit electronic message signs have flickering and flashing lights since they have been
found to be distracting to drivers.

Change of face signs does not require a sign permit. However, in Historic Districts it does require a
Minor Historic Review (done administratively, over-the-counter).

The Sign Code is organized by zoning district. Revisions to each zoning district’s sign provisions to: 1)
Specifically require electronic message signs have photocell technology; 2) Ensure all ilfluminated signs
and electronic message signs comply with the Glare section; 3) Reduce height of electronic message
signs that are ground signs within 50 feet of a traffic signal, or increase setback from such signal; and
4) Decrease size of electronic message signs in the following zoning districts: C-B, C-C, C-H, C-R, |-,
-G and [-H.

All text displayed on an electronic sign must be static for a minimum of five seconds. This was
changed from 2 seconds. The continuous scrolling of text is prohibited. This restriction shall not apply
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to animated images and images which move, or give the appearance of movement. Flashing and
blinking are prohibited.

The electronic message signs shall have pholocell technology to automatically adjust the brightness.

Signs in multiple-family residential districts shall be maximum size of 20 square feet and a maximum
height of § feet if it is a ground sign. If a wall sign, it shall not be higher than the building height.

Signs in Service Commercial and Professional Offices shall be a maximum height of 9 feet, 32 square
feet per sign for maximum square footage and a minimum setback of 5 feet from any lot in residential
zoning district or from a street right-of-way. The maximum height of an electronic message sign
located on a ground sign within 50 feet of a traffic signal shall be 8 feet. The maximum height of the
electronic message sign may increase one foot for an additional 12 feet in setback from the subject
traffic signal.

Signs in Community Commercial and Heavy Commercial shali be a2 maximum height of 20 feet,
maximum square footage of 150 square feet and shall not project into public right-of-way. The
proposed amendment would change the maximum height of an electronic message sign located on a
ground sign within 50 feet of a traffic signal shall be eight feet, maximum square footage of 75 square
feet and the maximum height of the electronic message sign may increase one foot for every 12 feet in
additional setback from the subject traffic signal to the maximum height permitted for a ground sign in
this zoning district. The same language would apply to the Central Business Overlay zoning district.

Signs in Light Industrial, General Industrial and Heavy Industrial shall be a maximum height of 24 feet,
maximum square footage of 200 square feet per sign and shall not project into public right-of-way. The
proposed amendment would have the language that the maximum height of an electronic message
sign located on a ground sign within 50 feet of a traffic signal shall be eight feet with the maximum
height of the electronic message sign may increase one foot for every 12 feet in additional setback
from the subject traffic signal in the maximum height permitted for a ground sign in this zoning district
and shall have a maximum square footage of 75 square feet.

Commissioner McFadden commented that the maximum square footage for an electronic message
sign in industrial zoning districts should be 100 square feet per sign.

Commissioner Fincher asked how easy is the brightness measurement for the foot candles? Ms.
McCarmack stated that one would have to buy a luxmeter costing approximately two hundred dollars.
Commissioner Fincher asked if it would be the installer's or the City's duty to take these
measurements? Ms. McCormack reported that it is the owner's responsibility to take the measurement
and certify that they have taken the measurement and it complies with the City Code. Code
Enforcement will buy a meter in response to complaints.

Alex Geargevitch, City Traffic Manager, asked if that applies to existing signs? Ms. McCormack replied
that is one of the questions she has for the Commission is how do they want to institute or implement
this Code change? They can either say that going forward every new sign has to comply with these
changes or that existing signs have to comply with what they can comply with since they cannot
change height or size but they can change brightness and rate of change. Mr. Georgevitch
recommended that an annual certification because it is easy to take a measurement then mainienance
is done and it turns the brightness up or the photocell goes out.

Mr. Adam reported that staff had discussed including some way to mitigate existing oversized
electronic message signs. He does not know if Ms. McCormack has included that in her draft but he
want ta inform the Commission in case they see it in a future draft.

Vice Chair Tull stated that staff has not addressed an issue that concerns him. It came to him as he
was going through the intersection of Highland and Barnett. The Commission had a heavy discussion
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regarding the sign at People’s Bank. That sign has become a community advertising sign. People’s
Bank does show up once in a while but the rest of the advertising on it have to do with surgeries, back
pain, at least six items that cycle through. The portion of the advertising that is for People’s Bank, he
feels very confident, is within the perimeters that have been defined. He doubts that all of the other
advertisers are trying to meet these standards, particularly those that involve animation. All of a
sudden it is bright and it moves and eventually words show up. Whose responsibility is it to assure the
City that anything that shows up on the sign that they have asked to be permitted, meet these
standards? Ms. McCormack reported that it is up to the owner of the sign to comply with the standards
for the sign. Vice Chair Tull stated that People’s Bank needs to get some sort of an agreement with the
back surgery people and the others that these sign standards will be met by their portion of what shows
up on the electronic message sign. Ms. McCormack stated that the messages are electronically
programmed by the owner. it is not up to the individual advertisers.

Commissioner McFadden commenied that the City cannot regulate what the sign states. Vice Chair
Tuil stated that he is ready to accept that but each of the advertisers that purchase or rents a place a
People’s Bank electronic message sign need to be held to the same level of accountability regarding
animation, flashing and brightness and he does not think that is happening.

Chair Zarosinski stated that he is not clear on how the distinction of animation versus flashing is met.

Vice Chair Tull reported that they need to keep in mind the difference between information and
demanding attention.

Mr. Georgevitch stated that the concern Public Works has when these electronic message signs flash
or have certain light colors to them they can be confused for emergency vehicles.

Ms. McCormack commented that she is hearing that the Commission wants to regulate the rate of
animation change in addition to text change.

Vice Chair Tull stated that he has noticed that People’s Bank has information that they said was the
reason why they wanted to have the electronic message sign and then all of a sudden there is
something up there is the beginning of an animation. it does not convey any information. it simply
grabs ones atiention and then it melts into something that states who put it up there and would like you
call a certain number. It is not flashing or blinking it is simply all of a sudden there is animation on the
screen instead of information about interest rates. Ms. McCormack commented that sounded like a
serial message. It changes screens and that could also be regulated. Other cities have prohibited
serial messages.

Bianca Petrou, Assistant Planning Director, stated that is sounds like Vice Chair Tull is talking about
that it comes on fast and the only thing she can think of as a regulation would be that it had to fade in
and fade out.

Vice Chair Tull commented that he is not sure that any of it is violating anything. He is talking about
images that dees not do anything more than force one to pay attention streaming. it is dangerous with
the amount of traffic moving through that intersection to have the message changing every twenty
seconds or whatever it may be and some of those messages being introduced in a startling way.

The Planning staff's next step is to revise this draft, run it by the sign people that staff is working with
and then send it out for comments.

Vice Chair Tull stated that there needs to be something that talks about busts of projection. it may only

be there five seconds but it is the intensity of its introduction. Ms. McCormack commented about
changing the rate of change. Currently, the Code reads two seconds.
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Commissioner Schwimmer commented that the rate of change and intensity of fight are really the only
objective standard that staff is going to be able to utilize to address Vice Chair Tull’s concerns.

Vice Chair Tull stated that it makes a difference whether one is talking about a sign beside a highway
or a busy street. A sign like the People’s Bank that is at one of the City’s busiest intersections where
there are people that come to a stop for a minute or minute and a half is dangerous.

Chair Zarosinski reported that he will not be available for the Planning Commission meeting on July 10,
2014,

The meeting was adjourmed at 1:15 p.m.

CEonned by: )

Terri L. Rozzana, Recording Secretary
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RECOMMENDED NIGHT-TIME BRIGHTNESS LEVELS FOR ON-PREMISE ELECTRONIC MESSAGE CENTERS



Robert MacLellan, President
M2M Development, Inc.
3126 State Street, Suite 200
Medford, Oregon 97504
541-772-3790
skyiwareaStwest.us

RECEIVED
September 4, 2013 TP 0 )

~eP 04 2013
Mr. Jim Huber PLANNING DEPT

City Planner

200 South lvy Street
Lausmann Annex, Room 240
Medford, Oregon 97501

By Jim,

I have read the recent articles regarding EMC's (Electronic Message Centers) in the
Medlord Mail Tribune and the minutes from the Medtord City Council Study
Session of August 29. As the owner of an electronic message center, a couple of
different thoughts crossed my mind to add to the mix.

Public Service Messages

Before we installed our EMC on McAndrews & Biddle we never envisioned the
concept of running Public Service Messages.

Nor did we realize that both the Medford PD and the Jackson County Sherift
Department each had a "“10 Most Wanted List,” just like the FBI.

On four separate occasions we have displayed four “Wanted™ bad guys that were
on the Sheriff's list. In each case they caught the criminals sooner than later. I also
sent Chief Tim George a letter offering our EMC if they should need publicizing
some higher profile cases or missing child/person type events. Within a few weeks

CITY OF MEDFORD
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Medford Police Department Officer, Ruth Cox, contacted us on behalf of Chief
George to ask for help in publicizing the case of the murdered cab driver and later
for the national prescription turn-in event. We, of course, helped.

In addition, we were asked to place an appropriate message to help locate a 40 vear
old mentally challenged woman who was lost and lots of folks were loaking for
her. She was located in no time afier we posted a message with her description
asking for help to find her.

EMUC's are being used across the country to instantly place an Amber Alert! This
informal network was recently used to find 16 year old Hannah Anderson in 1daho
with her kidnapper, whom the police cornered and fatally shot.

We recently received a thank you from City of Medford, Fire Marshal Greg
Kleinberg. He appreciated how easy the process was and how quickly we had his
fireworks safety ad up and running for a week, at no charge, covering the 4th of

July.

We routinely offer tree or a deep discounts to nonprofits and charitics for their
events. And they each thank us for the push our sign has given their cause. We
donate, on average, 10 percent of available EMC time to provide PSA's (Public
Service Messages). When we are asked to provide ad time to promote community
mvolvement in Medford, we welcome it, and we respond quickly. What does this
mean? Within 40-60 minutes!

During the Labor Day weekend, we had a waving American Flag video that plays
about every two rmnufes. Copy reads "Have a Sate and Happy Labor Day". A
time and temperature public service announcement runs, on average, every one and
a half minutes. These display the current time and temperature over a static
background, no moving images. Backgrounds are "theme" based, usually tied with
the current season or holiday. They are pleasing to look at and display for a full
three seconds. Currently, we have back-to-school images for backgrounds. Fun,
friendly reminders that it's that time of year again.



Employment/Jobs!!

Jobs: Carl’s Jr. has been advertising for and finding manager applicants on our
EMC for the past 18 months.

Jobs: Budget Cab has been advertising for new drivers for over a vear

Jobs: Sleep Country... we gave them a helping hand advertising for their i()h
opportunities. They called us and asked us to pull the ad. They were gettin

fan

s

too many applicants!

Jobs: FTD had so much success with our help that the manager is booking time six
weeks in advance this year for their call center crew.

Jobs: Lithra Motors and Harry & David have also used the sign for employment

&

advertising.

By advertising for local businesses, we give that corner a community feel. Itisa
beautifully landscaped corner and our sign and displays match it. By giving
discounted rates to non-profits and charities, they are able to obtain prompt quality
advertising on a limited budget. We have helped many people and groups in the
fast three vears.

Currently, we do several things to keep our sign from being what some consider a
nuisance. Our sign manager stays away from the really bright. flashing, neon tvpe
ol graphics. He limits the fast moving colors and text, as well as repetitive
blinking and uses transitions that are more pleasing to the eye rather than
distracting. Additionally, our sign manager complies with the regulations set forth
by the City of Medford municipal code 10.1700.

Jim, the newspaper article states that you will be making a presentation to the
council about the current sign ordinance and seek recommendations as to whether
council wants to modify it. No date 1s mentioned.



Would vou please contact me and let me know when you will be having the
meeting so that | may possibly present my views?

Sincerely,

W

Robert MaclLellan

Cc: Gary Wheeler
Al Densmore
Grady Singletary
Greg Stiles
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July 16, 2014

John Adam

City of Medford
200 S. Ivy St.
Medford, OR 97501

RE: Sign Code Update

Dear Mr. Adam:

Like any industry, the outdoor advertising business is always modernizing. Just as we shifted from painted
panels to computer-printed vinyl ad copy, we are gradually shifting to LED panels, which offer greater
flexibility, a smaller environmental footprint, and participation in Amber Alerts and other emergency notices.

I am very concerned about the proposed regulations for electronic signs and would like to offer my thoughts.

1. LED signs, of any size, are nothing to be afraid of as long as their brightness is set properly. The proposed
code language addresses this issue nicely. In another Northwestern city considering regulation of large
electronie signs, I urged the City Council to regulate al/ such signs, as it is often the small ones operated by
restaurants and other businesses that are not sufficiently dimmed for nighttime display and cause glare
problems for motorists. For outdeor advertising companies such as CBS Outdoor, Clear Channel, Lamar,
and Meadow, signs are our business, and we pay close attention to the brightness of our LED signs,
following guidelines and rules set by the Outdoor Advertising Association of America and the State of
Oregon. Our LED ads rotate every 8 seconds, with no animation or flashing. We currently do not use
transitions, but our LED’s are capable of using them if mandated. The key is this: our electronic billboard
displays are intended to look just like our current externally illuminated vinyl displays in the eyes of a
passing motorist.

8]

Biliboards are a unique form of signage. Whereas a Shell gas station needs only its logo on a sign, or
“Hank’s Café” needs only two words, billboards are used to convey a short message, usually 3 to 12 words,
that can be easily read at a glance, well within the 2.0 seconds considered by the Federal Highway
Administration to be safe. Therefore, billboard signs need to be larger than most business signs, and most
municipal codes have separate size and height hmitations for billboards: where an on-site business sign may
be allowed up to a 100 square foot size, a billboard in the same zone is likely to be allowed up to the
industry-standard 300 square feet for arterial streets and 672 square feet for freeway signs. Restricting
electronic signs to 150 square feet in size would make them ineffective for billboard use and prevent the
industry’s further modernization of its structures in Medford. CITY OF MEDEORD

EXHIBIT #
Fle#_ DCA-1>-CY0
135 SILVER LN, SUITE 230, EUGENE, OR 97404 * (541) 607-9355 * FAX (541) 607-9384 * CBSOUTDCOR.COM




Here is my request for the City’s consideration: implement the sensible regulation of brightness, flashing, and
animation that has been proposed for electronic signs; but allow existing billboard signs to be modernized to
LED panels at the same size and height as the current faces. CBS Outdoor operates a number of industry-
standard “poster” panels whose display area (inside a 12 foot by 24 foot frame) is approximately 240 square
feet, and frameless “bulletin” displays of 300 square feet. These sizes are needed for effective promotion of the
products and services being advertised.

Thank you for your consideration. I will attend the Planning Commission meeting, but feel free to contact me
anytime with questions about my remarks.

Sincerely,

Rob LaGrone
Real Estate Representative

135 SILVER LN, SUITE 230, EUGENE, OR 97404 * (541) 607-9355 * FAX (541) 607-9384 * CBSOUTDOOR.COM



Praline M McCormack

From: Jason Ripp <jripp@lamar.com> RECEIVE
D

Sent: Thursday, July 17, 2014 2:23 PM

To: Praline M McCormack JUL 17 2013
Subject: Re: Draft code amendment for your review '

Attachments: McKenzie_Study.pdf PLANN]NG DEPT
Hi Praline,

['ve outlined some suggestions for your sign code are requested. Please let me know if you have any questions. Thanks! -
Jason.

Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) advertising sign standards:

By these definitions and standards set forth by ODOT, the City of Medford Oregon can take recourse against digital signs
along state roadways (i.e. HWY 99, Crater Lake, 1-5) that conflict with ODOT’s sign code. Submitting violation notices
to ODOT would help regulate signs that advertise oft-premise content without owning a digital outdoor display

permit. This could help take care of some of the signs in town without having to overhaul the Medford sign code.

In addition to requiring an ODOT digital display permit, sign owners would have to operate their signs with ODOT’s
operating standards (i.e. 8-seconds between copy changes, no motion on any sign, instant changes that do not contain
fading transitions and etc.).

(21) “Outdoor advertising sign” means:

(a) A sign that is not at the location of a business or an activity open to the public, as defined by the department by
rule; or

(b) A sign for which compensation or anything of value as defined by the department by rule is given or received for
the display of the sign or for the right to place the sign on another’s property.
Source: https://www.oregonlegislature.cov/bills laws/awsstatutes/2013ors377.html

Currently, there are digital signs along state roadways (i.e. HWY 99) that fall under the definition of ODOT’s Outdoor
Advertising Sign. To my knowledge at this time, these signs do not have ODOT outdoor advertising permits, which are
required to operate an outdoor advertising sign along a state roadway. If this is the case, these signs are in violation of
ODOT’s sign code, and can therefore be submitted to ODOT’s advertising sign department as violations. Subsequently,
ODOT will fine sign violators until they are brought into compliance with ODOT’s regulations.

In addition, to ODOT sign permits, ODOT has very strict language regarding the use of outdoor digital displays along a
state roadway:

“Digital billboard™ means an outdoor advertising sign that is static and changes messages by any electronic process or
remote control, provided that the change from one message to another message is no more frequent than once every eight

seconds and the actual change process is accomplished in two seconds or less. CITY OF MEDFORD
Source: https://www.oregonlegislature.gov/bills laws/lawsstatutes/2013ors377.html EXHIBIT # [~ ‘

Fle#_ DCchH-13-C90

ODOT’s application process for legally permitting a digital billboard is as follows:

377.831 Application for digital billboard permit. (1) As used in this section:

(a) “Bulletin” means an outdoor advertising sign with a display surface that is 14 feet by 48 feet.

(b) “Poster” means an outdoor advertising sign with a display surface that is 12 feet by 25 feet.

(2) If an outdoor advertising sign being relocated is relocated as a digital billboard or if an outdoor advertising sign
being reconstructed is reconstructed as a digital billboard, an applicant for a permit under ORS 377.725 must exchange
the following in order to receive one permit for a digital billboard:

1
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(a) An applicant with 10 percent or less of the total number of relocation credns in existence on the date the
Department of Transportation receives the application for a digital billboard permit shall either remove one existing
outdoor advertising sign and retire the permit for that sign or retire one relocation credit. The permit or relocation credit
retired must be for signs with a display surface of at least 250 square feet.

(b) An applicant with more than 10 percent of the total number of relocation credits in existence on the date the
department receives an application for a digital billboard permit shall:

(A) For a digital billboard that is a bulletin:

(1) Remove two existing bulletins, retire the permits for those bulletins and retire three relocation credits;

(i1) Remove one existing bulletin and two existing posters, retire the permits for the bulletin and posters and retire
three relocation credits; or

(i11) Remove four existing posters, retire the permits for those posters and retire three relocation credits,

(B) For a digital billboard that is a poster:

(1) Remove two existing posters, retire the permits for those posters and retire three relocation credits; or

(i) Remove one existing bulletin, retire the permit for the bulletin and retire three relocation credits.

(3) The relocation credits retired under subsection (2)(b) of this section must be for signs with a display surface of at
least 250 square feet.

(4) Notwithstanding ORS 377.759 and 377.762, an owner that removes an outdoor advertising sign under this section
is not entitled to a relocation credit.

(5) When calculating the number of relocation credits an owner possesses, the department shall consider the total
number of relocation credits owned by any corporate entity held in common ownership with the owner in order to
determine how many outdoor advertising signs the owner must remove and how many relocation credits the owner must
retire to receive a permit to erect a digital billboard.

(6) The department shall cancel the relocation credits and permits submitted under this section upon issuance of a
permit to erect a digital billboard.

(7) Two permits for a digital billboard are required to erect a back-to-back or V-type digital billboard.

(8) The first time an owner uses a permit to erect a digital billboard, the permit is not restricted by the provisions of
ORS 377.767 (4).

(9) The department shall issue one digital billboard relocation credit for each digital billboard that is removed. A
digital billboard retocation credit may be used only to erect a digital billboard and may not be used to erect any other type
of outdoor advertising sign.

(10) Except as provided in subsection (8) of this section, an outdoor advertising sign that is being relocated as a digital
billboard must meet all requirements of ORS 377.767. [2011 ¢.562 §6]

Source: https:/www.oregonlegislature.gov/bills laws/lawsstatutes/20130rs377 html

. . . N
Lamar’s Questions / Suggestions:

Copy Change Transitions:

The one that is missing is the_instant transition between copies. Lamar utilizes instant transitions between copy changes
throughout every market in the United States. Instant copy changes are also required by ODOT as an operating
requirement. In the effort of continuing safety, Lamar would recommend adopting an instant transition period, instead of
allowing a fade transition and ect.

Copy Change Timing:

The safety standards for copy change time are in range of 4 — 12 seconds. The state of Oregon regulates that Qutdoor
Advertising Sign displays change at a minimum of every 8 seconds. While, in the California markets, signs are required to
change at a minimum of every 5 seconds. I've enclosed a safety report regarding digital display signs that was conducted
in Salem, Oregon for your reference.

Light measurement:

"Determine the Measurement Distance. Multiply the area of the light source from step (b) above by 100 and then take the
square root of that number to determine your measurement distance in feet.” This works well for most of our displays, it
is a little tight on the 10'6x36 but we can live with it.

[Huminated sign Definition:



"The illumination is “external” wheu the light source is separate from the sign surrace and is directed to shine upon the
signt and “internal” when the Light source is contained within the sign, but does not include signs where the text or image
is composed of dot matrix or LEDs.”

I'mt troubled by the fact that LED displays are not internal nor external illuminated. Do they have a special case for LEDs?

Advertising Display Size:

Lamar would like to request to keep the display size of signs on Commercial property to remain at 150 SQ FEET and
signs on Industrial property to remain at 200 SQ FEET. All of our advertising signs are required to abide by the States
laws and regulations, which at this time, is currently stricter than the City of Medford’s Digital Display Sign Code. The
reduction in sign size by 50% would be a detriment for converting and / or building any more digital displays in the
Medford Market. Digital Signs at 75 SQ — 100 SQ are difficult to sell to clients, because they are more difficult to view
from the flow of traffic.

In essence, Lamar just wants to have the ability to convert its current existing structures into digital displays at the
currently allowed maximum size and height limitations set forth in your sign code.

On Wed, Jul 2, 2014 at 1:00 PM, Praline M McCormack <praline.mccormack @cityofmedford.org> wrote:

Hello James Carpentier, Dan Post, and Jason Ripp,

As you may be aware, Medford City Council directed staff to prepare a draft code amendment to address their
concerns regarding electronic message signs. I prepared a draft, and on Monday June 23 we discussed the
draft at a Planning Commission Study Session.

City Council has expressed three main concerns in regards to electronic message signs:
1} Rate of message and animation changes.
2) Spacing of electronic message signs, particularly at busy intersections.

3) Brightness controls.

Planning Commission also expressed concern regarding:

1) The method of transition — existing signs are using explosions or flashing transitions that are very
distracting.

2) Require that existing electronic message signs, where possible, comply with these new standards within 180
days of the effective date.

The proposed solutions to their concerns are as follows:

e Display messages changes no faster than every 5 seconds.

3
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This study evaluates the relationship between digital billboards and impacts to roadway safety. For this
study, more than 800 crashes were evaluated for five digital billboard locations to determine if the crash
rate increased as a result of the billboard being converted from a conventional sign to a digital sign.

The digital billboard locations were adjacent high volume urban roadway facilities functionally
classified as principal arterials. The roadside environment for all locations is similar and all billboards
operate in a similar manner. Further, all billboards were converted from conventional to digital
operation in October 2006.

Crash data was evaluated for each billboard at distances ranging from 0 — 1.0 mile, measured in 0.2-
mile increments. Because of the complexity of the roadside environment in an urban area, the practical
viewing distance for an urban billboard is 0.2 miles and the limit at which it can even be seen is 0.6
miles. At greater distances drivers are not directly aware of the billboard.

For a large number of crashes occurring in an urban environment, the vehicle driver(s) could not see
the billboards. In general, most recorded crashes resulted at locations with intersecting roadways or
involved vehicles for which the drivers could not see the billboard. However, because of the difficulty
of screening crashes with respect to billboard visibility and introducing data bias, all recorded crashes
associated with the primary viewing roadway were evaluated.

Based on analyzed data, there does not appear to be a statistically significant relationship between
digital billboards and an increase in crashes. For all locations, the number of crashes and crash rates
decreased on the roadway segment most proximate the billboard, i.e. 0 - 0.2 miles, and increased on
more distant segments, including those in excess of the practical viewing range.




[. INTRODUCTION

This study evaluates the relationship between digital sign boards and impacts to roadway safety. This
study evaluates five digital billboards at four locations in the Salem, Oregon metropolitan area. These
studies examine crash frequency at roadway locations for a 6-year period from October 2003 through
October 2009 before and after the digital billboards were installed.

. EXISTING CONDITIONS

Study Area

The four sign locations (five digital sign faces) evaluated in this study are all
located in the Salem, Oregon area. Salem is located approximately 50 miles south
of Portland, Oregon, in Marion and Polk Counties on the banks of the Willamette
River. It is the state capital and approximately 45 square miles in size with a
population density of 3,405 persons per square mile.

Salem is served by four main roadways:

+ I-5, the main north-south highway on the west coast

» OR 22, the main route east towards Bend, Oregon

+ OR99E, which travels north/south from California to Washington
= OR 221, which travels north to Dayton, Oregon

« OR 223, which travels west to Dallas, Oregon then south to OR 20

Digital Billboard Locations and Characteristics

The digital billboard locations evaluated in this study are adjacent to high
volume urban roadway facilities functionally classified as principal arterials.
Biliboard locations and characteristics are presented in the following table.

TABLE 1 — BILLBOARD CHARACTERISTICS

Size Facing/ | Conversion

Sign Roadway Billboard Location (ft) Read Date
#1 10x30 | South/Left | Oct. 2006
jal Street SE | 750 ft S/0 Vista Ave.
py | Commercial Stree e 10x30 | North/Right | Oct. 2006
#3 12th Street SE 310 ft N/O Vista Ave. | 10x30 | North/Right | Oct. 2006

#4 | Commercial Street SE | 50 ft N/O Kuebler Rd. | 10x30 | South/Right | Oct. 2006
#5 Market Street NE 50 ft E/O 32nd Ave. | 10x30 | East/Left Oct. 2006

Conventional billboards display static messages. All conventional boards
considered in this study were printed on vinyl substrate and are externally
illuminated from the bottom.















IHi. CRASH DATA ANALYSIS

Crash data for the study area roadways were provided by ODOT Crash Analysis
and Reporting Unit (CARU) from October 2003 through October 2009. The crash
data was sorted by distance from billboard (0.2 mile segments), year, and month.
CARU provides motor vehicle crash data for all roadways in Oregon including
city streets, county roads and state highways.

The data analysis involves an engineering based approach and identifies what
happened when the digital billboards were installed. For this analysis, the

crash incidences near the billboards were evaluated for an equal length of time
before and after the billboards were converted to digital operation. This analysis
identifies whether crashes occurred more or less frequently in the presence of
these digital billboards. The analysis also uses metrics such as traffic volumes,
crash rates, and the maximum number of crashes occurring during any given
month, etc.

For comparison, crash statistics were summarized near the digital billboards for
within multiple vicinity ranges of 0.2, 0.4, 0.6, 0.8, and 1.0 miles upstream of the
billboard. Because of the complexity of the roadside environment in an urban
area, the practical viewing distance for an urban billboard is 0.2 miles and the
limit at which it can even be seen is 0.6 miles. At greater distances drivers are not
directly aware of the billboard.

It should also be noted that for a large number of crashes occurring in an urban
environment, the vehicle driver(s) could not see the billboards. In general, most
crashes resulted at locations with intersecting roadways or involved vehicles for
which the drivers could not see the billboard. However, because of the difficulty
of screening crashes with respect to billboard visibility and introducing data bias,
data in these vicinity ranges include all crashes along the principal roadway to
which the digital biliboard directly advertises. Crash data for roadways in which
the digital billboard does not advertise were excluded even if they were within
the desired vicinity range.

Crash Analysis

R T

Asummary of the crash analysis for all five biliboards is presented in the table
on the following page. Data presented in the table identifies the total number of
crashes, average monthly number of crashes, standard deviation, peak number
of crashes, and minimum number of crashes for 3 years prior to and 3 years after
digital conversion in 0.2 mile segments from the billboard locations.

As presented in the following table, crashes along the billboard corridors
increased by 66 crashes. However, the number of crashes in the 0.0 - 0.2 mile
segments decreased by 15 crashes.

Understanding
Standard Deviation
The Standard
Deviation describes
the variation or
*dispersion” of

the data from the
“average” (mean
value). In this case,

it describes the
variation in the
number of crashes
occurring at a given
location in a given
month relative to the
average number of
crashes occurring at
the sarme location.

A low standard
deviation indicates
the data points tend
to be very close to the
mean, whereas high
standard deviation
indicates the data
are spread out over a
large range of values






























V. SUMMARY

Based on the data analyzed in this study there does not appear to be any statistically significant
relationship between the installation of digital billboards and an increase in crashes.

The basis for this study and the resulting conclusions are as follows:
1. For this study, more than 800 crashes were evaluated for five digital billboard locations.

2. The digital billboard locations were adjacent high volume urban roadway facilities functionally
classified as principal arterials. The roadside environment for all locations is similar and all
billboards operate in a similar manner.

3. All billboards were converted from conventional to digital operation in October 2006.

4. Crash data was evaluated for each billboard at distances ranging from 0 — 1.0 mile, measured in
0.2 mile increments. Because of the complexity of the roadside environment in an urban area, the
practical viewing distance for an urban billboard is 0.2 miles and the limit at which it can even be
seen is 0.6 miles. At greater distances drivers are not directly aware of the billboard.

5. For alarge number of crashes occurring in an urban environment, the vehicle driver(s) could
not see the billboards. In general, most recorded crashes resulted at locations with intersecting
roadways or involved vehicles for which the drivers could not see the billboard. However, because
of the difficulty of screening crashes with respect to billboard visibility and introducing data bias,
all recorded crashes associated with the primary viewing roadway were evaluated.

6. Based on analyzed data, there does not appear to be a statistically significant relationship between
digital billboards and an increase in crashes. For all locations, the number of crashes and crash rates
decreased on the roadway segment most proximate the billboard, i.e. 0 — 0.2 miles, and increased on
more distant segments, including those in excess of the practical viewing range.

7. The crash statistics and metrics remain consistent, exhibiting statistically insignificant variations, at
each of the digital billboards. The metrics include the total number of crashes in any given month,
the average number of crashes over a six-year period, the peak number of crashes in any given
month, and the number of crash-free months. These conclusions account for variations in traffic
volume and other metrics.



Praline M McCormack

From: James Carpentier <James.Carpentier@signs.org>

Sent: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 7:07 PM RECEIVED
To: ‘Praline M McCormack’; gary@blazesigns.com AUG 12 974
Ce: David Hickey; 'Patti King at NWSC' itk
Subject: RE: Draft code amendment for your review PLANNING DEPT

Hello Praline,

This is a follow up to our brief conversation today about the proposed ordinance. | noticed a couple of other sections
that we have some recommendations for your consideration, other than what we talked about.

Changes to Section 10.764 to correct errors, provide (the missing) maximum permitted

llumination, and provide a method for measuring illumination. Both the proposed

maximum permitted illumination and method of measuring illumination is recommended

by the International Sign Association. Measuring illumination during daytime hours is

fIdLtht with challenoes and the eqmpment to do SO is expenswe Inaddittondaytime

S . With automatic dimming

as 1equned by this code no need for davtime brightness limitations is needed since the sign will automatically
adjust to changing conditions. Therefore, we propose to only regulate night-time brightness levels.

This section should be eliminated since the .3 foot-candle illumination standards was developed solely for
electronic message centers.

The applicant shall submit an siened affidavit agreeing to comply with electronic message center operational
and 1llumination requirements prior to the issuance of a permit.

As we discussed this section is not reasonable as the language is too vague (where possible) and the time
line is too short. You should consider working with the business community on the areas such as
brightness and operational requirements to gain voluntary compliance. Consizet ¢¥pERF9BRing language

such as 50% of the value as the threshold for replacement. EXHIBIT #
Fie # DCP\’\?)’CO\C

¥ e 05T
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CITY OF MEDFORD

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

RECEIVED

AL 7o
DATE: August 12, 2014
TO:
FROM: Peter Mackprang, Associate Traffic Engineer

SUBJECT: Draft Comments Regarding Draft Code Amendment DCA-13-90 - Electronic
Message Signs.

Bikram Kahlon and I have read the above captioned document and have the following
comments:

Does the document need a definition of Nighttime?; the onset of which can vary between
5:00 PM and 10:00 PM depending on the time of year. This applys to when the testing of
illuminance is to be done. Can illuminance of 0.3 footcandles above ambient be measured in
daylight with the sign set to nighttime brightness? ptm

Street lights are exempted from this standard; Should traffic signals also be exempted? ptm

Is Self Certify the best option? The property owner and the sign installer may have too
much of an interest to impartially test the sign's operation. Also the cost to the property
owner of a meter to conduct a one time test is in the $1,000 to $2,000 range; acording to a
quick Google search. Praline says its on the order of $300. ptm

More should be said about the specifications for the meter to be used for the test. A quick
search of the internet shows most illuminance meters with a white dome covering the
sensor. What is the angle of measure (horizontally and vertically) of the meter. Is it really
only measuring the light from, or on, the sign face or is it also measuring other sign faces in
the view of the meter? How does the calculation to determine the distance to measure the
illuminance insure that the meter is measuring only the sign face in question? ptm

The illuminance measurement should be made along the centerline of the sign face.
Measurements taken along an other axis will give a reduced reading of the illuminance of
the sign. ptm

Are illuminance measurements made of the whole sign face or only the illumjnatedipoxtion;
bk this will again affect the readings. ptm EXHBIT #_IN) N

Fle# DR -\S-090
Is there a need to discribe the measurement of the height of the sign?; to the top of curb

top of ground at the sign base, high point or low point of ground level? BK™" T

Yy



The sign shall not block visibility of traffic signs and signals in it's vicinity. bk






Comments re Proposed Sign Code Amendment
From Designer Signs

We suggest that the language should be more general, e.g., simply state that the
readerboard should dim after dusk. The manner in which this is achieved should

be a technicality to be solved by the owner.
3. Regarding the Maximum Height proposal of electronic message signs:

A too—rapid rate of message changc, overly energetic animations, and excessive
brightness may cause driver distraction issues. The height of sign has no bearing

on the issue.

4. Regarding the Maximum Nighttime brightness proposed solution that owner

certify to his own sign’s compliance:

Such self-certification would be meaningless as it would be wholly dependent on the

integrity of the sign’s owner.

If the city wants to regulate brightness, they need to take on enforcement themselves with

their own inspector armed with the proper tools.

In conclusion, the restrictions as they currently stand should be sufficient. The problem has been

simply a lack of enforcement.

Please give me a call if you have any questions ~ 541-664-7704.

Very truly yours, )

Stephen R. Morgan, Owner
Designer Signs LLC



L. Borum .
795 Ridgeway Ave. AUG 15 2014
Central Point, Or 97502 PLANNING DEPT

(541) 727-7039

Regarding the recent article concerning advertising for multiple businesses on
electronic message boards, there is more to be concerned about.

There is a proliferation of “in your face” advertising and cluttering of the
landscape with more and more junk.

The Verizon electronic sign that “sprouted” up at the corner of Crater Lake Hwy
and Pacific Hwy is reminiscent of a small drive-in theater. When stopped, or

riving by, advertising images constantly are bombarded in your face. In addition

z"u e city has approved a code aliowing an image to change every 2 1o 5 seconds,
really?

it's not as if we don't have enough advertising bombarding cur senses and our

b

children’s senses every day.

if something is not done and done soon to backpedal on installation, use and size
of these obtrusive signs it will be difficult to limit what is flashed in our faces on a
regular basis, or the damage it will do both visually and esthetically to the city.

Well thought out cities are both visually appealing and comfortable to live in. The

direction we are headed in that regard is not looking good. Beautiful and

attractive cities have a well thought out plan, electronic reader boards are not
one of them.
Sincerei Y,
L. Borum
CiTY OF MEDFORD

EXHIBIT #_ T

Fle# DA -\>(-Cc90
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AUG 25 7014
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August 28, 2014

Mike Zarosinski, Chair
Medford Planning Commission
200 South Ivy Street

Medford, OR 97501

Dear Chair Zarosinski,

I am writing to you with regard to the proposed sign ordinance and
requesting that the date of the public hearing be extended a minimum of
thirty (30) days for the purpose of further reviewing the content of the
draft sign code amendment.

We have been receiving a number of calls and personal visits from
member and non-member businesses, expressing concerns that the
proposed ordinance is burdensome. Given The Chamber’s historical
stance in opposition to onerous regulation on business signage, additional
time to review proposal would be greatly appreciated.

If we need to discuss further, or you have any information that might be
helpful to our discussions, I can be reached at my Chamber office (541)
608-8514 or brad@medfordchamber.com.

Thank you for your consideration.

Brad S. Hikks, CCE
President & CEO

GITY OF KEDFORD
EXHIBT AN
D-13-¢ e
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TANTALA ASSOCIATES, LLC AUG o
CONSULTING ENGINEERS “‘8 2074

What Does Traffic Data Say?

Digital Billboards NOT Linked to Accidents

o Two studies show no increase in accidents near digital billboards.

o Rochester, MN (2009)
= Accidents span more than four years
= Five digital billboards located along local roads
= Analyzed 18,000 accident records from local police

“The data show no increase of accident rates near these billboards.”

o Cleveland, OH (2007)
= Accidents span three years
= Seven digital billboards located along Interstates
= Analyzed 33,000 accident reports from State Department of
Transportation

“‘Digital billboards have no statistically significant relationship with the occurrence
of accidents.”

e Circumstances different. .. conclusion the same.

o Size of billboards were different
= 14’ by 48 “bulletins” in the Cleveland area
= 10’ 6" by 36’ billboards in Rochester

o Locations were different
= Digital billboards located along Interstates in the Cleveland area
= Digital billboards along local roads in Rochester
= Traffic counts represent almost one-half billion cars per year

e Accident reports are a standard tool for policy makers.

“Traffic records data are the basis for defining, managing, and evaluating
traffic safety and performance.”
-- National Highway Traffic Safety Administa}ipa#%@@b

ExHBT 4 _R-\
File#___ DCA - \D-vC

WWW.TANTALA.COM e a5 5ot e

4903 FRANKFORD AVENUE * PHILADELPHIA, PA 19124-2617 = 215.289.4600
7405 VENTNORAVENUE e MAR G AT E, NJ 08402-2819 « 609.822.6288
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®

Seven yéars of data ...

... no statistically significant relationship
with the occurrence of accidents ...

... age of drivers and time of day are
neutral factors.

OVERVIEW

The purpose of this study is to examine the statistical relationship between digital
billboards and traffic safety in Albuquerque, New Mexico. This study analyzed traffic
and accident data along local roads near 17 existing, digital billboards (see Figure 1)
with traffic volumes on roads collectively representing approximately 240 million
vehicles per year. The study uses official data as collected, complied and recorded
independently by the Police Department of the City of Albuquerque.

The study included seven years of accident data representing approximately 7,000
accidents near seventeen digital billboards. Ten of the seventeen billboards were
converted to digital format circa August, 2006 and the remaining seven were converted
circa November 2007.

Temporal (when and how frequently) and spatial (where and how far) statistics were
summarized near billboards within multiple vicinity ranges from 0.2 to 1.0 miles
upstream and downstream of the billboards. Additionally, subsets of daytime and
nighttime accidents were analyzed for before and after comparisons.

The overall conclusion of the study is that the digital billboards in Albuquerque have no
statistically significant relationship with the occurrence of accidents. This study also
finds that the age of drivers (younger/elderly) and the time of day (daytime/nighttime)
are neutral factors which show no increase in accident rates near the digital billboards in
Albuguerque. This conclusion is based on the Police Department’s own data and an
objective statistical analysis; the data shows no increase in accident rates.

STUDY REGION

The City of Albuquerque was chosen as a study region, because it has multiple digital
billboards in close proximity that were in service for extended periods of time. The
roads adjacent to these billboards are heavily traveled (approximately 665 thousand
vehicles traveled per day on the sections of road near the digital billboards).







EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This study examines where drivers look when driving past commercial electronic variable
message signs (CEVMS), standard billboards, or no off-premise advertising. The results and
conclusions are presented in response to the three research questions listed below:

1. Do CEVMS attract drivers’ attention away from the forward roadway and other driving-
relevant stimuli?

2. Do glances to CEVMS occur that would suggest a decrease in safety?
3. Do drivers look at CEVMS more than at standard billboards?

This study follows a Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) review of the literature on the
possible distracting and safety effects of off-premise advertising and CEVMS in particular. The
review considered laboratory studies, driving simulator studies, field research vehicle studies,
and crash studies. The published literature indicated that there was no consistent evidence
showing a safety or distraction effect due to off-premise advertising. However, the review also
enumerated potential limitations in the previous research that may have resulted in the finding of
no distraction effects for off-premise advertising. The study team recommended that additional
research be conducted using instrumented vehicle research methods with eye tracking
technology.

The eyes are constantly moving and they fixate (focus on a specific object or area), perform
saccades (eye movements to change the point of fixation), and engage in pursuit movements
(track moving objects). It is during fixations that we take in detailed information about the
environment. Eye tracking allows one to determine to what degree off-premise advertising may
divert attention away from the forward roadway. A finding that arcas containing CEVMS result
in significantly more gazes to the billboards at a cost of not gazing toward the forward roadway
would suggest a potential safety risk. In addition to measuring the degree to which CEVMS may
distract from the forward roadway, an eye tracking device would allow an examination of the
duration of fixations and dwell times (multiple sequential fixations) to CEVMS and standard
billboards. Previous research conducted by the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration
(NHTSA) led to the conclusion that taking your eyes off the road for 2 seconds or more presents
a safety risk. Measuring fixations and dwell times to CEVMS and standard billboards would also
allow a determination as to the degree to which these advertising signs lead to potentially unsafe
gaze behavior.

Most of the literature concerning eye gaze behavior in dynamic environments suggests that task
demands tend to override visual salience (an object that stands out because of its physical
properties) in determining attention allocation. When extended to driving, it would be expected
that visual attention will be directed toward task-relevant areas and objects (e.g., the roadway,
other vehicles, speed limit signs) and that other salient objects, such as billboards, would not
necessarily capture attention. However, driving is a somewhat automatic process and conditions
generally do not require constant, undivided attention. As a result, salient stimuli, such as
CEVMS, might capture driver attention and produce an unwanted increase in driver distraction.
The present study addresses this concern.



This study used an instrumented vehicle with an eye tracking system to measure where drivers
were looking when driving past CEVMS and standard billboards. The CEVMS and standard
billboards were measured with respect to luminance, location, size, and other relevant variables
to characterize these visual stimuli extensively. Unlike previous studies on digital billboards, the
present study examined CEVMS as deployed in two United States cities. These billboards did
not contain dynamic video or other dynamic elements, but changed content approximately every
8 to 10 seconds. The eye tracking system had nearly a 2-degree level of resolution that provided
significantly more accuracy in determining what objects the drivers were looking at compared to
an earlier naturalistic driving study. This study assessed two data collection efforts that employed
the same methodology in two cities.

In each city, the study examined eye glance behavior to four CEVMS, two on arterials and two
on freeways. There were an equal number of signs on the left and right side of the road for
arterials and freeways. The standard billboards were selected for comparison with CEVMS such
that one standard billboard environment matched as closely as possible that of each of the
CEVMS. Two control locations were selected that did not contain off-premise advertising, one
on an arterial and the other on a freeway. This resulted in 10 data collection zones in each city
that were approximately 1,000 feet in length (the distance from the start of the data collection
zone to the point that the CEVMS or standard billboard disappeared from the data collection
video).

In Reading, Pennsylvania, 14 participants drove at night and 17 drove during the day. In
Richmond, Virginia, 10 participants drove at night and 14 drove during the day. Calibration of
the eye tracking system, practice drive, and the data collection drive took approximately 2 hours
per participant to accomplish.

The following is a summary of the study results and conclusions presented in reference to the
three research questions the study aimed to address.

Do CEVMS attract drivers’ attention away from the forward roadway and other driving
relevant stimuli?

e On average, the drivers in this study devoted between 73 and 85 percent of their visual
attention to the road ahead for both CEVMS and standard billboards. This range is
consistent with earlier field research studies. In the present study, the presence of
CEVMS did not appear to be related to a decrease in looking toward the road ahead.

Do glances to CEVMS occur that would suggest a decrease in safety?

e The average fixation duration to CEVMS was 379 ms and to standard billboards it was
335 ms across the two cities. The average fixation durations to CEVMS and standard
billboards were similar to the average fixation duration to the road ahead.

e The longest fixation to a CEVMS was 1,335 ms and to a standard billboard it was
1,284 ms. The current widely accepted threshold for durations of glances away from the
road ahead that result in higher crash risk is 2,000 ms. This value comes from a NHTSA



naturalistic driving study that showed a significant increase in crash odds when glances
away from the road ahead were 2,000 ms or longer.

Four dwell times (aggregate of consecutive fixations to the same object) greater than
2,000 ms were observed across the two studies. Three were to standard billboards and
one was to a CEVMS. The long dwell time to the CEVMS occurred in the daytime to a
billboard viewable from a freeway. Review of the video data for these four long dwell
times showed that the signs were not far from the forward view while participant’s gaze
dwelled on them. Therefore, the drivers still had access to information about what was in
front of them through peripheral vision.

The results did not provide evidence indicating that CEVMS, as deployed and tested in
the two selected cities, were associated with unacceptably long glances away from the
road. When dwell times longer than the currently accepted threshold of 2,000 ms
occurred, the road ahead was still in the driver’s field of view. This was the case for both
CEVMS and standard billboards.

Do drivers look at CEVMS more than at standard billboards?

When comparing the probability of a gaze at a CEVMS versus a standard billboard, the
drivers in this study were generally more likely to gaze at CEVMS than at standard
billboards. However, some variability occurred between the two locations and between
the types of roadway (arterial or freeway).

In Reading, when considering the proportion of time spent looking at billboards, the
participants looked more often at CEVMS than at standard billboards when on arterials
(63 percent to CEVMS and 37 percent to a standard billboard), whereas they looked more
often at standard billboards when on freeways (33 percent to CEVMS and 67 percent to a
standard billboard). In Richmond, the drivers looked at CEVMS more than standard
billboards no matter the type of road they were on, but as in Reading, the preference for
gazing at CEVMS was greater on arterials (68 percent to CEVMS and 32 percent to
standard billboards) than on freeways (55 percent to CEVMS and 45 percent to standard
billboards). When a gaze was to an off-premise advertising sign, the drivers were
generally more likely to gaze at a CEVMS than at a standard billboard.

In Richmond, the drivers showed a preference for gazing at CEVMS versus standard
billboards at night, but in Reading the time of day did not affect gaze behavior. In
Richmond, drivers gazed at CEVMS 71 percent and at standard billboards 29 percent at
night. On the other hand, in the day the drivers gazed at CEVMS 52 percent and at
standard billboards 48 percent.

In Reading, the average gaze dwell time for CEVMS was 981 ms and for standard
billboards it was 1,386 ms. The difference in these average dwell times was not
statistically significant. In contrast, the average dwell times to CEVMS and standard
billboards were significantly different in Richmond (1,096 ms and 674 ms, respectively).



The present data suggest that the drivers in this study directed the majority of their visual
attention to areas of the roadway that were relevant to the task at hand (e.g., the driving task).
Furthermore, it is possible, and likely, that in the time that the drivers looked away from the
forward roadway, they may have elected to glance at other objects in the surrounding
environment (in the absence of billboards) that were not relevant to the driving task. When
billboards were present, the drivers in this study sometimes looked at them, but not such that
overall attention to the forward roadway decreased.

It also should be noted that, like other studies in the available literature, this study adds to the
knowledge base on the issues examined, but does not present definitive answers to the research
questions investigated.
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. Seven years of data ...

.. 10 statistically significant relationship
with the occurrence of accidents ...

... age of drivers and time of day are
neutral factors. '

OVERVIEW

The purpose of this study is to examine the statistical relationship between digital
billboards and traffic safety in Albuquerque, New Mexico. This study analyzed traffic
and accident data along local roads near 17 existing, digital billboards (see Figure 1)
with traffic volumes on roads collectively representing approximately 240 million
vehicles per year. The study uses official data as collected, complied and recorded
independently by the Police Department of the City of Albuquerque.

The study included seven years of accident data representing approximately 7,000
accidents near seventeen digital billboards. Ten of the seventeen billboards were
converted to digital format circa August, 2006 and the remaining seven were converted
circa November 2007.

Temporal (when and how frequently) and spatial (where and how far) statistics were
summarized near billboards within multiple vicinity ranges from 0.2 to 1.0 miles
upstream and downstream of the billboards. Additionally, subsets of daytime and
nighttime accidents were analyzed for before and after comparisons.

The overall conclusion of the study is that the digital billboards in Albuquerque have no
statistically significant relationship with the occurrence of accidents. This study also
finds that the age of drivers (younger/elderly) and the time of day {(daytime/nighttime)
are neutral factors which show no increase in accident rates near the digital billboards in
Albuguerque. This conclusion is based on the Police Department’s own data and an
objective statistical analysis; the data shows no increase in accident rates.

STUDY REGION

The City of Albuguerque was chosen as a study region, because it has multiple digital
billboards in close proximity that were in service for extended periods of time. The
roads adjacent to these billboards are heavily traveled {(approximately 665 thousand
vehicles traveled per day on the sections of road near the digital billboards).
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BILLBOARD CHARACTERISTICS

Digital billboards display static messages which, when viewed, resemble conventional
painted or printed billboards. With digital technology, a static copy “dwells” and
includes no animation, flashing lights, scrolling, or full-motion video. The static display
on each of these digital billboards has a "dwell time" of eight seconds.

The digital billboards were designed and manufactured by Daktronics, and use red,
green, and blue light-emitting-diode (LED) technology to present text and graphics. The
digital billboards compensate for varying light levels, including day and night viewing, by
automatically monitoring and adjusting overall display brightness and gamma levels. A
photocell is mounted on each of the digital billboards to measure ambient light. The
seventeen digital billboards that were studied are owned and operated by Clear Channel
Outdoor, Inc.

The digital billboards are numbered 1 to 17 and are located along various local roads
throughout the City. The locations of the seventeen billboards in Albuquerque are
shown in Figures 2 and 3 which summarize direction, configuration and other sign
characteristics. The digital boards and their surroundings were observed during day and
night conditions. Each of the seventeen digital billboards is a freestanding, single-pole,
structure with one digital face. Figure 4 summarizes the conversion dates. Ten of the
seventeen billboards were converted to digital format circa August, 2006 and the
remaining seven were converted circa November 2007. This allows for before/after
comparisons of up to 4.3 years (or 52 months) and 7 years (or 84 months) respectively.
Additional billboard-location photos, aerials, and map references for each billboard
number are also included within this report as Figures 5 to 21.










Digital Billboard No. 1 advertises to southbound traffic on Coors Boulevard NW south of
Los Volcanes Road NW. Digital Billboard No. 1 is a right-hand reader and a free-
standing, vee, flag configuration. Figure 5a is a photo of the digital face. Figure 5b
shows the location in an oblique aerial. The digital face was converted from a
conventional face on 19Nov07 using the existing structure.

Digital Billboard No. 2 advertises to westbound traffic on Bridge Street SW west of g™
Street SW. Digital Billboard No. 2 is a cross reader and a free-standing, vee, flag
configuration. Figure 6ais a photo of the digital face. Figure 6b shows the location in
an oblique aerial. The digital face was a new location that was installed and activated
on 27Nov07.

Digital Billboard No. 3 advertises to westbound traffic on Lead Avenue SE west of
Broadway Boulevard SE. Digital Billboard No. 3 is a single-faced, cross reader and a free-
standing, center-mount configuration. Figure 7ais a photo of the digital face. Figure 7b
shows the location in an oblique aerial. The digital face was converted from a
conventional face on 14Aug06 using the existing structure.

Digital Billboard No. 4 advertises to westbound traffic on Lomas Boulevard NE east of
Edith Boulevard NE. Digital Billboard No. 4 is a right-hand reader and a free-standing,
center-mount configuration. Figure 8ais a photo of the digital face. Figure 8b shows
the location in an oblique aerial. The digital face was converted from a conventional
face on 14Aug06 using the existing structure.

Digital Billboard No. 5 advertises to westbound traffic on Avenida Cesar Chavez SE west
of University Boulevard SE. Digital Billboard No. 5 is a right-hand reader and a free-
standing, center-mount configuration. Figure 9a is a photo of the digital face. Figure 9b
shows the location in an oblique aerial. The digital face was converted from a
conventional face an 40c¢t06 using the existing structure.

Figure 5. Digital No. 1
(a, left) View on Coors
Boulevard NW, (b, right)
Oblique Aerial of location

Figure 6. Digital No. 2

(a, left) View on Bridge Street
SW, (b, right) Oblique Aerial
of location

Figure 7. Digital No. 3

(a, left) View on Lead Avenue
SE, (b, right) Oblique Aerial of
location

Figure 8. Digital No. 4
(a, left) View on Lomas
Boulevard NE, (b, right)
Oblique Aerial of iocation

Figure 9. Digital No. 5

(a, left) View on Avenida
Cesar Chavez SE, (b, right}
Oblique Aerial of location







Digital Billboard No. 6 advertises to westbound traffic on Montano Road NE east of Edith
Boulevard NE. Billboard No. 6 is a cross reader and a free-standing, vee, superflag
configuration. Figure 10ais a photo of the digital face. Figure 10b shows the location in
an oblique aerial. The digital face was converted from a tri-vision face on 31Aug06 using
the existing structure.

Digital Billboard No. 7 advertises to eastbound traffic on Osuna Road NE east of Edith
Boulevard NE. Digital Billboard No. 7 is a cross reader and a free-standing, vee, center-
mount configuration. Figure 11ais a photo of the digital face. Figure 11b shows the
location in an oblique aerial. The digital face was converted from a conventional face on
19Nov07 using the existing structure.

Digital Billboard No. 8 advertises to westbound traffic on Osuna Road NE east of Edith
Boulevard NE. Digital Billboard No. 8 is a right-hand reader and a free-standing, center-
mount configuration. Figure 12a is a photo of the digital face. Figure 12b shows the
location in an oblique aerial. The digital face was converted from a conventional face on
29Aug06 using the existing structure.

Digital Billboard No. 9 advertises to northbound traffic on Carlisle Boulevard NE south of
Menaul Boulevard NE. Digital Billboard No. 9 is a cross reader and a free-standing, flag
configuration with an eccentric upright. Figure 13a is a photo of the digital face. Figure
13b shows the location in an oblique aerial. The digital face was converted from a
conventional face on 13Nov07 using the existing structure.

Digital Billboard No. 10 advertises to westbound traffic on Paseo Del Norte Road NE
west of Jefferson Street NE. Digital Billboard No. 10 is a right-hand reader and a free-
standing, center-mount, vee configuration. Figure 14a is a photo of the digital face.
Figure 14b shows the location in an oblique aerial. The digital face was converted from
a larger, 14x48 conventional face on 21Nov07 using the existing structure.

Figure 10. Digital No. 6

(a, left) View on Montano
Road NE, (b, right} Oblique
Aerial of location

Figure 11. Digital No. 7

(a, left) View on Osuna Road
NE, (b, right) Oblique Aerial
of location

Figure 12. Digital No. 8

(a, left) View on Osuna Road
NE, (b, right) Oblique Aerial of
location

Figure 13. Digital No. 9
(a, left) View on Carlisle
Boulevard NE,

(b, right) Oblique Aerial of
location

Figure 14. Digital No. 10
(a, left) View on Paseo Del
Norte Road NE, (b, right)
Oblique Aerial of location







Digital Billboard No. 11 advertises to southbound traffic on San Mateo Boulevard NE
north of Prospect Avenue NE. Digital Billboard No. 11 is a cross reader and a free-
standing, flag configuration. Figure 15a is a photo of the digital face. Figure 15b shows
the location in an oblique aerial. The digital face was converted from a conventional
face on 29Aug06 using the existing structure.

Digital Billboard No. 12 advertises to southbound traffic on San Mateo Boulevard NE
north of Lomas Boulevard NE. Digital Billboard No. 12 is a right-hand reader and a free-
standing, center-mount. vee configuration with an eccentric upright. Figure 16ais a
photo of the digital face. Figure 16b shows the location in an oblique aerial. The digital
face was converted from a conventional face on 13Nov07 using the existing structure.

Digital Billboard No. 13 advertises to eastbound traffic on Academy Road NE west of
McKinney Drive NE. Digital Billboard No. 13 is a cross and center reader and a free-
standing, flag configuration with an eccentric upright. Figure 17ais a photo of the
digital face. Figure 17b shows the location in an oblique aerial. The digital face was
converted from a conventional face on 31Aug06 using the existing structure.

Digital Billboard No. 14 advertises to westbound traffic on Montgomery Boulevard NE
west of Louisiana Boulevard NE. Digital Billboard No. 14 is a right-hand reader and a
free-standing, center-mount configuration with an eccentric upright. Figure 18aisa
photo of the digital face. Figure 18b shows the location in an oblique aerial. The digital
face was converted from a tri-vision face on 17Aug06 using the existing structure.

Digital Billboard No. 15 advertises to southbound traffic on Wyoming Boulevard NE
north of Lomas Boulevard NE. Digital Billboard No. 15 is a right-hand reader and a free-
standing, center-mount configuration. Figure 19ais a photo of the digital face. Figure
19b shows the location in an oblique aerial. The digital face was converted from a
conventional face on 30Aug06 using the existing structure.

Figure 15. Digital No. 11
(a, left) View on San Mateo
Boulevard NE, (b, right)
Oblique Aerial of location

Figure 16. Digital No. 12
(a, left) View on San Mateo
Boulevard NE, (b, right)
Oblique Aerial of location

Figure 17. Digital No. 13

(a, left) View on Academy Road
NE, (b, right) Oblique Aerial of
location

Figure 18. Digital No. 14

(a, left) View on Montgomery
Boulevard NE,

(b, right) Oblique Aerial of
location

Figure 19. Digital No. 15
(a, left) View on Wyoming
Boulevard NE, (b, right)
Oblique Aerial of [ocation







Digital Billboard No. 16 advertises to westbound traffic on Lomas Boulevard NE west of
Easterday Drive NE. Digital Billboard No. 16 is a right-hand reader and a free-standing,
vee, flag configuration. Figure 20a is a photo of the digital face. Figure 20b shows the
location in an oblique aerial. The digital face was converted from a conventional face on
14Nov07 using the existing structure.

Digital Billboard No. 17 advertises to southbound traffic on Eubank Boulevard NE north
of Candelaria Road NE. Digital Billboard No. 17 is a cross reader and a free-standing, flag
configuration. Figure 21ais a photo of the digital face. Figure 21b shows the location in
an oblique aerial. The digital face was converted from a conventional face on 17Aug06

using the existing structure.

Figure 20. Digital No. 16
(a, left) View on Lomas
Boulevard NE, (b, right)
Oblique Aerial of location

Figure 21. Digital No. 17
(a, left) View on Eubank
Boulevard NE, (b, right)
Oblique Aerial of location













Figure 24 summarizes the traffic accident data for the past seven years generally within
one mile of the digital billboard locations in the City of Albuquerque and shows the

distribution of accidents by year, month, day of week and time of day. This represents a
consistent pattern of data and illustrates that more accidents occur on weekdays and at

rush hour (before and after work).
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Figure 24. Histogram of traffic accident data of the past seven years near digital
billboards in the City of Albuguerque and by (A) year, (B) month, (C) day of week digital
and (D) time of day
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ANALYSIS

The analysis of this robust data involves an engineering-statistics based approach and
uses a widely accepted method to show what happened when these seventeen digital
billboards were installed in Albuguerque. The analysis has two parts.

The first part is a temporal analysis. The incidence of traffic accidents near the digital
billboards is examined for an equal length of time before and after the digital billboards
were installed and activated. This part is for the purpose of establishing if traffic
accidents occurred more or less frequently in the presence of these digital billboards.
With information collected from police accident reports, the temporal analysis also uses
metrics such as traffic volumes, the accident-rate values, the maximum number of
accidents during any given month, etc.

For comparison, accident statistics were summarized near the digital billboards within
multiple vicinity ranges of 0.2, 0.4, 0.6, 0.8, and 1.0 miles both upstream and
downstream of the billboard. These vicinity ranges also sampled data to include:

(1) accidents along the principal roads to which the digitals directly advertise,

(2) accidents recorded as occurring within the intersection of the primary road and any
cross roads, and (3) for crossroad accidents within a reasonable distance from the
primary road to include drivers turning onto or leaving the primary road. Accident data
for roads to which the digitals do not advertise or are not connected were excluded,
even if they were within the specified vicinity range.

The second part is a spatial analysis. This establishes statistical correlation coefficients
between the digital billboards and accidents. Correlation coefficients are statistical
measures of the “association” between two sets of data. The results are analyzed for
various scenarios accounting for accident density and billboard proximity.

Additionally, subsets of accident data for age of driver and for daytime and nighttime
accidents were analyzed for before and after comparisons. For a more lengthy
discussion of analysis methods, please refer to previous studies (see References 6
and 7).
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RESULTS

Figure 25 shows a comparison of the accident metrics before and after the conversion
near all seventeen digital biliboards studied in Albuquerque. The statistics are
summarized for vicinity ranges of 0.2, 0.4, 0.6, 0.8 and 1.0 miles of the bililboard. The
metrics include the total number of accidents, the average number of accidents in any
given month, the peak number of accidents in any given month, etc. Other metrics,
including rates and vehicle-miles traveled, were also analyzed.

The number of accidents and rates of accidents near the seventeen digital billboards
decreased in all vicinity ranges, except in 1.0 miles. The benchmark 0.6 mile vicinity
experienced a 3.3% decrease in accidents over the average seven year span for all signs;
this includes 1.6 fewer accidents per month after conversion. Figure 26 shows the
locations of accidents for each of the seventeen signs and within vicinity ranges within
0.2,0.4,0.6, 0.8 and 1.0 miles of the billboards. Figure 27 shows the distributions of the
number of accidents per month near digital billboards between 2003 and 2009 within
vicinity ranges with radii of 0.2, 0.4, 0.6, 0.8 and 1.0 miles and in Albuquerque, NM.
Each blue line shows the approximate conversion date of the first ten and second seven
digitals; the dashed rectangles show equal time periods for months before and after the
conversion dates. Within the 0.6 mile vicinity, the average number of accidents in any
given month decreased from 48.5 to 46.9 collectively for these seventeen signs;
similarly the peak number of accidents in any given month decreased from 88 to 79.
Similar decreases and trends in both averages and peaks were observed for both smaller
and larger vicinity ranges.

A statistical t-test was used to compare whether the average difference between the
two, time periods is really significant or if it is due to random difference. Using a 95%
confidence interval, there is no statistically significant difference in the accident
statistics evaluated between conventional and digital billboards near these digital
locations.

Consistent results were obtained for before and after comparisons of the older set of
ten digital conversions, and for the later set of seven digital conversions, respectively.
Additionally, consistent results were obtained for driver-age comparisons. Low
correlation coefficients were calculated for the spatial analysis. Correlation coefficients
were calculated and indicated a very strong correlation of accident patterns near digital
billboards when compared with the accident patterns prior to conversion.
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Figure 25. Summary accident statistics during seven years within vicinity ranges
of 0.2, 0.4, 0.6, 0.8 and 1.0 miles near seventeen digital billboards locations in
Albuquerque, NM







Figure 28 summarizes the accident rates that account for variations in traffic volumes
for all digital locations within vicinity ranges. The 0.6 mile benchmark vicinity
experienced a decrease in accident rates over the seven-year span; the change in
accident rates decreased 0.04 accidents per 100,000 vehicles per year. Similar
decreases and trends were observed for both smaller and larger vicinity ranges.
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Figure 28. Summary accident rates during seven years within vicinity ranges of
0.2, 0.4, 0.6, 0.8 and 1.0 miles near seventeen digital billboards locations in
Albuquerque, NM




COMPARISON OF ACCIDENTS BY AGE OF DRIVER

The accident statistics were also analyzed to determine if the age of the drivers involved
in the accidents near digital billboards was a factor. The data was specially studied to
determine if there are increases in the accident rates of young drivers (under 21) or
elderly drivers (65 and older). Figure 29 shows the distribution of accidents by age of
driver for all accidents, by age of female drivers, and by age of male drivers.

Figure 30 shows the distributions of ages of driver for all accidents within a one mile
vicinity before digital conversions (top, left), after digital conversion (top, right) and the
correlation between before and after conversions for the number of accidents for each
age (bottom). Individual accidents may have multiple cars and drivers involved, which is
reflected in the analysis. In comparing the histograms in Figure 30, note the typical
distribution type (shape) and typical average values. The average driver age for
accidents prior to digital conversion is 38.2 years; the average drive age after
conversions is 38.4 years.

Correlation coefficients were calculated and indicated a very strong correlation of
accident patterns for age-of-driver factors. Figure 33 shows a 0.980 (98.0%) correlation
coefficient when comparing accidents before conversion with those after conversion.

Additionally, the accident statistics were also analyzed to determine if the time of day of
accidents near digital billboards was a factor. The data was specially studied to
determine if there are increases in the accident rates during dawn, daylight, dusk and
dark/nighttime conditions near these digital billboards. Correlation coefficients were
calculated and indicated a very strong correlation of accident patterns for time-of-day
factors. Thereis a 0.976 (97.6%) correlation coefficient when comparing accidents
before conversion with those after conversion.
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Simply stated, the data shows no incregse

of accident rates near these billboards.

FINDINGS

Albuguerque, New Mexico, was a unique opportunity for this study about the statistical
associations between digital billboards and traffic safety using robust data sets and
analyzing multiple locations for periods of as much as seven years. The overall
conclusion is that the digital billboards in Albuquergue have no statistically significant
relationship with the occurrence of accidents. This conclusion is based on the City of
Albuguerque’s own data and an objective statistical analysis; the data shows no increase
in accident rates. This study also finds that the age of drivers (younger, older} and the
time of day (nighttime, daytime) are neutral factors which show no increase in accident
rates near digital billboards along the local roads in Albuguergue.

The specific conclusions of this study of Albuquerque indicate the following.

¢ The number and rates of accidents near the seventeen digital billboards show a
3.3% decrease within 0.6 miles of all digital billboards over an average seven years.
Similar decreases and trends in both averages and peaks were observed for both smaller
and larger vicinity ranges.

+ The accident statistics and metrics remain consistent, exhibiting statistically
insignificant variations at each of the digital billboards. The metrics include the total
number of accidents in any given month, the average number of accidents over the
52- to 84-month periods, the peak number of accidents in any given month, and the
number of accident-free months. These conclusions account for variations in traffic-
volume and other metrics.

e Consistent results were obtained for comparisons of daytime and nighttime
accidents and for young and elderly drivers in accidents. Correlation coefficients were
calculated and indicated a very strong correlation of accident patterns near digital
billboards when compared with the accident patterns near the former, conventional-
face billboards.

Simply stated, the data shows no increase of accident rates near these billboards.




REFERENCES

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Traffic Volumes, prepared by the New Mexico Department of Transportation, in
Association with U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration,
various years.

New Mexico Traffic Crash Information Reports by the New Mexico Department of
Transportation, Traffic Safety Bureau and produced by the Division of Government
Research of the University of New Mexico, various years.

Traffic Flows for the Greater New Mexico Area Maps, prepared by the Mid-Region
Council of Governments in cooperation with the New Mexico Department of
Transportation, the local governments in the Albuguergue Metropolitan Area, and the
U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, various years.

General Crash Data and Trends, 2000-2007 for the Albuquerque Metropolitan Planning
Area, Published by the Mid-Region Metropolitan Planning Organization, 2009.

Tantala, M., P. Tantala, “An Examination of the Relationship between Advertising Signs
and Traffic Safety”, 84th Transportation Research Board (TRB) Annual Conference
Proceedings, Washington, D.C., 2005.

Tantala, M., A. Tantala, “A Study of the Relationship between Digital Bililboards and
Traffic Safety in Cuyahoga County, Ohio”, 2007.

GIS BaseMap: planning level set of data, New Mexico Department of Transportation.

Tantala, Site Observation Notes, Photos, Digital Videos, and geospatial log files, Jul09

Traffic Count Reports, City of Albuquerque Police Department various dates, 2003-2009.

Ang, A., W. Tang, Probability Concepts in Engineering Planning and Design, John Wiley
and Sons, Inc., 1975.

Garber, N. and L. Hoel, Traffic and Highway Engineering, PWS Publishing, 2nd edition
(Revised Printing), 1999.

Harr, M., Reliability Based Design in Civil Engineering, General Publishing Company, Ltd.,
1987.

National Oceanic & Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), U.S. Department of
Commerce, Historical Weather Data for New Mexico, 2003-2009.

Federal Highway Administration. Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD),
Washington, DC: Federal Highway Administration, 2003.

American National Standards Institute (ANSI D16.1), Manual on Classification of Motor
Vehicle Accidents, 1996.







Terri L. Rozzana

From: Leroy And Betty Hanna <leroynbetty@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, September 25, 2014 3:43 PM

To: Terri L. Rozzana

Subject: message for planning commission

Medford City Planning Commission,

We own property located at 3120 Crater Lake Highway, Medford Oregon, where we have a long term Lease with CBS
Outdoor Sign Co.

it is my understanding that you are meeting this evening to review and consider outdoor sign regulations within the City.
While | do not know the specific items that you intend to discuss, | hope that you will be considerate of our investment
in property leased to Sign Companies. The investment that we have made has been good for us and also good for the tax
recipients in Jackson County so | want to respectively request that you do not restrict the Sign Companies from being
able to up-grade their signs to comply with future needs.

The Sign Companies ability to up-grade means more profit for the advertiser, the Sign Co., the land owner and the tax
recipients will get a bigger cut so | will appreciate any help that you can give us.

Sincerely,
LeRoy and Betty Hanna

CITY OF MEDFORD
EXHBIT#_ S
Fle#__DchA-\D-CY0

53
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September 25, 2014

MEDFORD PLANNING COMMISSION

c¢/o Jim Huber. Bianca Petrou, Praline McCormack
City Hall

Medford, OR 97504

RE: Medford Electronic Sign Ordinance
File: DCA-13-090

Dear Chair Zarosinski and Commissioners:

An Ad-Hoc Committee of The Chamber of Medford and Jackson County has carefully
reviewed the proposed sign ordinance (DCA-13-090) and has had opportunity to meet
with representatives of the Planning Department on the matter. The Chamber is now
prepared to offer comments and herewith tenders the same below and asks that this
letter be made a part of the record of the proceedings. The comments below are inno
particular order of importance.

Ambiguous Definitional Terms: The ordinance contains terms that use language that
is ambiguous. For example, the definition of “glare™ contains reference to causing
~discomfort.” Obviously. the term discomfort is open to many interpretations.
Presumably, signs that meet the objective standards of the new ordinance should be not
be considered discomforting. Neither terms such as discomforting nor any of the other
ambiguous terms used to define prohibited signs should be used in sign permitting or
enforcement. The ordinance should make this clear. Otherwise. permits to place a sign
or actions to enforce the standards will be wholly dependent upon an opinion as to
whether a sign is “discomforting™ or “scintillating.” Some would argue that any
electronic sign is discomforting. scintillating, flashing. blinking. undulating. pulsing or
any of the other ambiguous terms. In Oregon, land use faws are to be clear and
objective. The above cited terms used in the ordinance are neither clear nor objective.
We ask that the Commission take these ambiguities into account in finalizing the
ordinance. No sign owner should be placed in a position where an expensive sign is
regulated out of existence based upon an interpretation of what is or is not. for
example, “disturbing.” We urge the Commission to find less ambiguous terms to use in
the regulation of electronic signs.

Exception for Construction/Renovation of Municipal Facilities: The ordinance
creates a general exemption for outdoor lighting used to construct or renovate
municipal buildings. There should be no general exemption for buildings owned by the
city. There is nothing to distinguish municipal buildings from anyv other private.
government and institutional buildings and the city shoul@RSQFMEBFQRE xempting
itself from the requirements placed upon others in the cpyimigy. T

Fite # DCA-1R3-090
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Compliance Certifications: Provisions of the ordinance require a licensed engineer’s certification of
compliance, 1) when sign permits are applied for, and 2) after installation to verify compliance. The
Chamber objects on the basis that engineer certifications are expensive and would do nothing to ensure
ongoing compliance as electronic signs are so easily adjusted. 1f certifications of any kind are to be required,
the same should be in the form of a self-certification after installation.

Compliance Measurements: The ordinance provides a formula to be used in taking instrument
measurements of brightness. These will likely produce incidents where the measurements must be taken
within a busy street or intersection and at an elevation equal to that of the sign. To measure. for example.
the oft cited Verizon sign in Medford, one would need to take up position within the street atop a ladder or
use other means to measure compliance at the same elevation as the sign. Doing so would be dangerous both
for sign owners adjusting their signs and public employees conducting the measurements as a matter of
enforcement. Some other method should be devised to measure brightness that is safe and reasonable before
this ordinance is adopted.

Sign Sizes: The permissible size of signs in Medford’s commercial and industrial zones are proposed to be
reduced by 50 percent. The same will have the effect of making all existing conforming electronic signs
nonconforming. Moreover, a Chamber member who is in the electronic sign business offered the following
insights with respect to reducing sign size:

= This company now converts existing signs (which conform to size) to electronic messaging signs.
Most existing sign structures conform to Medford’s size standards which have not changed in many
years. Sign conversions (to electronic) would not be possible under the proposed sign standards
because those existing sign structures would be too large, meaning that an entire sign structure would
have to be removed and replaced in order to comply with the smaller sign standards which are now
proposed in the ordinance. Left in its present form, the ordinance would result in stranded costs and
hardships for its customers.

= A 10 x 20 (200 square ft.) sign is an industry-standard size and the smallest size this company builds
nationwide. Smaller sizes would require expensive customization.

»  Medford already has the smallest permissible size for billboards and any reduction in size will cause
difficulty in utilizing technology to display messages.

We are aware of no evidence that suggests that electronic signs of the size now permitted are somehow
unsafe or inappropriate and urge the Commission not to change the sign size standards. Thank vou for

consideration of our concerns.

Best regards,

Brad S. Hicks, CCE, ACE. IOM
President & CEO
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Compliance Certifications: Provisions of the ordinance require a licensed engineer’s certification of
compliance. T) when sign permits are applied for. and 2) after installation to verify compliance. The
Chamber objects on the basis that engineer certifications are expensive and would do nothing to ensure
ongoing compliance as electronic signs are so easily adjusted. If certifications of any kind are to be required.
the same should be in the form of a self-certification after installation.

Compliance Measurements: The ordinance provides a formula to be used in taking instrument
measurements of brightness. These will likelyv produce incidents where the measurements must be taken
within a busy street or intersection wid at an elevation equal to that of the sign.  To measure. for example.
the oft cited Verizon sign in Medford. one would need to take up position within the street atop a ladder or
use other means to measure compliance at the same elevation as the sign. Doing so would be dangerous both
tor sign owners adjusting their signs and public employees conducting the measurements as a matter of
enforcement. Some other method should be devised to measure brightness that is safe and reasonable before

this ordinance is adopted.

Sign Sizes: The permissible size of signs in Medford’s commercial and industrial zones are proposed to be
reduced by 30 percent. The same will have the effect of making all existing contforming electronic signs
nonconforming. Morcover. a Chamber member who is in the electronic sign business offered the following

insights with respect to reducing sign size:

= This company now converts existing signs (which conform to size) to electronic messaging signs.
Most existing sign structures conform to Medford’s size standards which have not changed in many
vears. Sign conversions (to electronic) would not be possible under the proposed sign standards
because those existing sign structures would be too large. meaning that an entire sign structure would
have to be removed and replaced in order to comply with the smaller sign standards which are now
proposed in the ordinance. Left in its present form. the ordinance would result in stranded costs and

hardships for its customers.

= A 10x20(200 square ft.) sign is an industry-standard size and the smallest size this company builds
nationwide. Smaller sizes would require expensive customization.

= Medford already has the smallest permissible size for billboards and any reduction in size will cause
difficulty in utilizing technology to display messages.

We are aware of no evidence that suggests that electronic signs of the size now permitted are somehow
unsate or inappropriate and urge the Commission not to change the sign size standards. Thank yvou for

consideration of our concerns.

Best regards.

Brad S. Hicks. CCE. ACE. IOM
President & CEO







MINUTES
Planning Commission Meeting
August 28, 2014
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The regular meeting of the Medford Planning Commission was called to order at 5:40 p.m. in the Council
Chambers on the above date with the following members and staff in attendance:

Commissioners Present
Michael Zarosinski, Chair
Robert Tull, Vice Chair
Bill Christie
Bill Mansfield
David McFadden

Commissioners Absent
Norman Fincher, Excused Absence
Patrick Miranda, Excused Absence
Alec Schwimmer, Excused Absence

Staff
Jim Huber, Planning Director
Kelly Akin, Principal Planner
Jlohn Adam, Senior Planner
Kevin McConnell, Deputy City Attorney
Alex Georgevitch, Transportation Manager
Greg Kleinberg, Fire Marshal
Terri Rozzana, Recording Secretary
Praline McCormack, Planner I
Sarah Sousa, Planner IV
Desmond McGeough, Planner !

Aimee Staton, Intern
y Tracy Carter, Planneri

10. Roll Cali

20. Consent Calendar/Written Communications.

20.1 LDS-14-051 Final Order of a request for tentative plat approval for Silky Oaks Phase 3, an 8-lot
residential subdivision on a 1.90 acre parcel located on the north and south sides of the Katie Mae
Drive alignment, approximately 140 feet west of Silky Oaks Lane within a SFR-10 (Single-Family
Residential — 10 units per acre) zoning district. (Ron Horton Et Al, Owner; Scott Sinner Consulting,
Inc., Agent).

Motion: Adopt the consent calendar.
Moved by: Commissioner McFadden Seconded by: Commissioner Christie
Voice Vote: Motion passed, 5-0.

30. Minutes.
30.1 The minutes for August 14, 2014, were approved as submitted.

40. Oral and Written Requests and Communications. None.

CITY OF MEDF
Kevin McConnell, Deputy City Attorney, read the Quasi-Judicial Statement‘.’ M . FORD
EXHIBIT #___LA

File#_ DCA -13-0%90

50. Public Hearing.

New Business

50.1 DCA-13-090 Consideration of an ordinance amending Land Development Code, Sections 10.764,
10.1010, 10.1022, 10.1100, 10.1200, 10.1300, 10.1400, 10.1410, 10.1500, 10.1510, 10.1600, 10.1610,
10.1700, 10.1710, 10.1800, 10.1810 regarding electronic message signs to provide brightness
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standards and a method for measuring brightness, adding definitions for new terms and revising
definitions for existing terms, housekeeping revisions, prohibiting specific sign effects, and in
commercial and industrial zoning districts reducing the size by half; creating new Section 10.1140
pertaining to standards and regulations of all signs, and creating new Section 10.1150 pertaining to
standards and regulations of all electronic message signs in the City of Medford, including: brightness,
rate of message change, transition types, prohibiting blinking flashing types of lights, requiring
photocells, requiring greater setbacks and reduced height at signalized intersections, and requiring
existing signs to comply with all new regulations except location and size within 180 days. (City of
Medford, Applicant).

Praline McCormack, Planner ll, stated staff placed at the Commissioners places this evening a revised
project description, a letter from The Chamber of Medford/Jackson County requesting a continuance
and submitted into the record as Exhibit Q. Also, there was an error on page 68 of the agenda packet
that referred to Code Section 10.1150 (A-F). !t should read Section (A-E) Ms. McCormack presented
the background, proposed revisions, process to date, approval criteria, conclusions and
recommendation.

Commissioner McFadden referenced page 53, section E Creating New Sections for Sign Standards for
all districts. Under that section it talks about the Oregon Department of Transportation permit
requirement. Commissioner McFadden stated that section does not elaborate that it is only on state
controlled roadways within the City of Medford. Is there another section that elaborates on that?
Ms. McCormack stated that it is on page 67 of the agenda packet, Section 10.1140 (B).

Vice Chair Tull stated that he did not hear anything in the presentation about efforts to control
content on signs. Ms. McCormack stated that the City is not allowed to control content.

Vice Chair Tull stated that concern has been expressed about signs that became advertising for
businesses that were not in any way related to the location of the sign. How does the City deal with
that? Ms. McCormack replied that staff cannot address that without getting into the Federal law
regarding content. Mr. McConnell stated that there is no way to address that issue without running
into constitutional issues.

Commissioner Mansfield contested Mr. McConnell’s information as inaccurate. The Oregon Court of
Appeals has ruled that to restrict off premises signs do not violate the constitution of free speech
provisions. Commissioner Mansfield cited two Oregon Court of Appeals cases, Outdoor Media
Dimensions, Inc. v. State, 150 Or App 106 (1997) and Media Art Co. v. City of Gates, 158 Or App 336
{1999). Commissioner Mansfield suggested respectfully that the advice that Mr. McCaonnell has been
giving to the Planning Commission is simply inaccurate. Legally the Planning Commission can address
content and not violate the constitution. At a later date Commissioner Mansfield is going to approach
that and urges the Planning Commission recommend to the City Council that the City makes
distinctions and outlaw non-premise signs. Mr. McConnell reported that he would review the cases.

Vice Chair Tull asked does the recommendation address the use of these signs as election
endorsements? Ms. McCormack replied that the City does not regulate content on any sign whether
it is electronic message signs or a static sign.

Commissioner Mansfield explained that he is not suggesting that the City has general power to
control cantent of signs. He is only suggesting that under the constitutional requirements the City

2
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does have the power to examine the content of signs to determine whether or not it is advertising on-
premise activities or off-premise activities. That is the only thrust of his position. Ms. McCormack
stated that ultimately that would be a policy decision for the City Council.

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

a. Rob LaGrone, 135 Silver Lane, Suite 230, Eugene, Oregon, 97404. Mr. LaGrone works for CBS
Outdoor. Outdoor advertising is his industry. He is glad to see these regulations being proposed
because they are needed. Digital LED signs are the next phase in the on-going modernization of
outdoor advertising. The benefits of this next phase in outdoor advertising is that there is a smaller
environmental footprint, the signs have a multiplier effect, advertising becomes more feasible for
more organizations especially for short-term events, and amber alerts and other emergency
notifications are suitable for these signs because they can be programmed remotely so quickly to
respond. He is worried about his industry being stuck in the past as LED becomes popular. He likes
these regulations but one problem is the size restriction that he is concerned about. The second
issue is the non-conforming issue. He asked the Planning Commission to consider recommending to
the City Council to treat the upgrade to LED’s as if they were another change of ad copy. Mr. LaGrone
submitted studies for the Commissioners to review.

Vice Chair Tull asked if Mr. LaGrone’s industry make a distinction between signs on a highway where
motorists are traveling 50, 60, 70 miles per hour and signs that are in the city with motorists traveling
35 to 45 miles per hour. Mr. LaGrone replied that for the most part the answer is no but when the
advertising client is working with his graphic designer to create the ad on a freeway location a smart
graphic designer is going to tailor the ad to higher speed traffic.

Ms. McCormack pointed out that on page 68 of the agenda packet Section 10.1150 (H) states: “The
conversion of an existing non-conforming ground or wall sign to an electronic message sign is
prohibited”. This language effects Mr. LaGrone’s ability to upgrade or modernize his signs.

Commissioner McFadden asked Ms. McCormack if there was flexibility by developing a conditional
use permit approval within the Code so that non-conforming signs could be addressed without
affecting the entire Code? Ms. McCormack replied that at this point staff is not ready to answer that

question but if this hearing is continued staff could come up with language.

Mr. McConnell reported that he has reviewed the cases cited by Commissioner Mansfield earlier and
he is going to agree with him. He believes he is correct.

The public hearing was closed.

Motion: Continue this public hearing to Thursday, September 25, 2014.

Moved by: Commissioner Mansfield  Seconded by: Commissioner McFadden

Roll Call Vote: Motion passed, 5-0.

Motion: That Staff be instructed to prepare material relating to the possibility of recommending

legislation that would restrict and prohibit off premises signs in the City of Medford. He is asking that
the hearing be enlarged to include that issue.
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50.2

50.3

Moved by: Commissioner Mansfield  Seconded by: Commissioner Tull

Roll Call Vote: Motion failed, 2-3, with Commissioner Christie, Commissioner McFadden and Chair
Zarosinski voting no.

CUP-13-081/E-13-082 Consideration of a request for modifications to a Conditional Use Permit
related to landscape buffering and sidewalk placement for Hawthorne Park located on the south side
of East Jackson Street, the north side of East Main Street, and the west side .of Hawthorne Street
within a C-S/P (Commercial — Service/Professional) zoning district. (City of/Médford, Applicant; CSA
Planning Ltd, Agent). /

/
Chair Zarosinski inquired whether any Commissioners have a coﬁ/ﬂict of interest or ex parte
communication they would like to disclose. None were disclosed. ,

Chair Zarosinski inquired whether anyone in attendance wis}(es to question the Commission as to
conflicts of interest or ex-parte contacts. None were disclosed.

Sarah Sousa, Planner [V, read the conditional use permit/zriteria and gave a staff report.
The public hearing was opened and the following te?i’{r!mny was given.

Craig Stone, CSA Planning, Ltd., 4497 Brownridge/Terrace, Suite 101, Medford, Oregon, 97504-9173.
Mr. Stone stated that he was present tonight on behalf of the City of Medford Parks and Recreation
Department. Mr. Stone stands on the writtep/r%aterials that they have submitted. Also, staffs report
that the Planning Commission just heard further supports the proposed amendment.

Commissioner McFadden finds that sgmetimes backing out with a big rig in places is difficult with

square in parking. Was angled parki«n/g in the design of this parking lot explored? Mr. Stone replied

that he was not the actual party tothe design. That was between the three municipal departments.
/

The public hearing was closeg/

Motion: Approve the Fin’él Order per the Staff Report dated August 21, 2014, including Exhibits A

through C.

Moved by: Comyhéioner McFadden Seconded by: Commissioner Christie

Commissioner McFadden stated that it is his opinion that the undergrowth of shrubs would obstruct
views. It is aff admirable plan.

Roll Call ¥ote: Motion passed, 5-0.

LDP-¥4-058 Consideration of tentative plat review for a two Iot partition on a 4.65 acre parcel located
at the western terminus of Annapolis Drive and the northeast side of Normil Terrace approximately
700 feet east of Foothill Road within an SFR-4 (Single-Family Residential — 4 dwelling units per acre)
zoning district. (E. J. and Marjorie Fordyce, Applicants; Maize & Associates, Inc., Agent).
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EMCs AND
CODE ENFORCEMENT

[SSUE

Local sign codes often have provisions regarding the regulation of EMCs. Sign companies help
their customers learn what regulations govern their EMCs when the product is sold. Once the
EMC is permitted, it is up to the sign owner to make sure thar they program their sign so thatitis
in compliance with the local sign code. EMC manufacturers can only build signs that are capable

of compliance.

In some rare instances, out of fear thac some extra-judicial programming will take place after an
EMC is permitred and operational, some local regulators have attempred to take the position that

such signs are prohibited altogether.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The sign industry encourages strict compliance with sign codes and should always educate customers
on how to properly operate EMCs. However, occasionally EMCs are programmed beyond the
limitations of local regulation by their owners. Acknowledging the difficulty of city code enforcement,
one way of encouraging proper and legal use of chese signs by their owners is to have the owner sign
an affidavic at the same time the sign is permitted in which the owner agrees to abide by the local

regulations or else be cited and pay a fine.

There is no legal basis to deny a static-display electronic sign, as it is legally indistinguishable from
any other illuminated sign. Car usage is not prohibired merely because cars are designed so that
they can exceed the speed limit; tickets are issued to the driver if they do exceed the speed limit.
Likewise, if a sigh owner actually violates the zoning or sign code, the remedy is to cite them for the
violation, not to presume that they will do so and refuse to issue permits at the ourset.

INTERNATIONAL
« SIGN ASSOCIATION

Citées can requive EMC users to

promise that they will prograin and
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MINUTES
Planning Commission Meeting
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The regular meeting of the Medford Planning Commission was called to order at 5:39 p.m. in the Council
Chambers on the above date with the following members and staff in attendance:

Commissioners Present Staff
Michael Zarosinski, Chair Bianca Petrou, Assistant Planning Director
Robert Tull, Vice Chair Kelly Akin, Principal Planner
Bill Christie Kevin McConnell, Deputy City Attorney
Norman Fincher Alex Georgevitch, Transportation Manager
Bill Mansfield Ralph Sartain, Lead Fire Inspector
David McFadden Eric Johnson, Medford Water Commission, Principal Engineer
Patrick Miranda Rodney Grehn, Medford Water Commission, Staff Engineer
Alec Schwimmer Chris Reising, Deputy City Manager/Development Services
Terri Rozzana, Recording Secretary
Commissioners Absent Praline McCormack, Planner [l

Desmond McGeough, Planner Il

Roll Call

Consent Calendar/Written Communications.
20.1 ZC-14-065 Final Order of a request for a change of zone from SFR-00 (Single-Family Residential, one
dwelling unit per existing lot) to SFR-4 (Single-Family Residential, 4 dwelling units per gross acre) on
one parcel located at 336 Charlotte Ann Road, consisting of approximately 0.44 acres on the south
side of Charlotte Ann Road, approximately 860 feet east of South Pacific Highway. (Danie! Gan,
Applicant; Stephen M. Terry, Agent).

Motion: Adopt the consent calendar.

Moved by: Commissioner McFadden Seconded by: Commissioner Miranda

Voice Vote: Motion passed, 8-0.

Minutes.
The minutes for September 11, 2014, were approved as submitted.

Oral and Written Requests and Communications. None.

Kevin McConnell, Deputy City Attorney, read the Quasi-Judicial Staéﬁ!'?%%t}\f’:DFOPD

. . EXHIBIT #
50. Public Hearing. i
) Fie DR -1D-0O0

Old Business

DCA-13-090 Consideration of an ordinance amending Land Development Code, Sections 10.764,
10.1010, 10.1022, 10.1046, 10.1100, 10.1200, 10.1300, 10.1400, 10.1410, 10.1500, 10.1510,
10.1600, 10.1610, 10.1700, 10.1710, 10.1800, 10.1810 regarding electronic message signs to
provide brightness standards and a method for measuring brightness, adding definitions for new
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terms and revising definitions for existing terms, housekeeping revisions, prohibiting specific sign
effects, and in commercial and industrial zoning districts reducing the size by half; creating new
Section 10.1140 pertaining to standards and regulations of all signs, and creating new Section
10.1150 pertaining to standards and regulations of all electronic message signs in the City of
Medford, including: brightness, rate of message change, transition types, prohibiting blinking
flashing types of lights, requiring photocells, requiring greater setbacks and reduced height at
signalized intersections, and requiring existing signs to comply with all new regulations except
location and size within 180 days. (City of Medford, Applicant).

Praline McCormack, Planner Hi, presented a summary of the amendment along with a brief discussion
of the supplemental information that was provided in the agenda packet.

Chair Zarosinski stated there was a concern from the industry at the last meeting regarding time of
transition for a message change. They recommended it be instant. How was that considered? Ms.
McCormack replied that is an option.

Vice Chair Tull recognized Ms. McCormack for an extraordinary year of her effort for this complicated
situation.

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

a. Rob LaGrone, 135 Silver Lane, Suite 230, Eugene, Oregon, 97401. Mr. LaGrone works for CBS Outdoor
and testified at the August 28, 2014, Planning Commission meeting. He spoke about the proven
safety of the digital billboard signs in the way that the industry uses them. It is the same as the State
requires static 8 second messages, no flashing or animation, automatic diming and brightness control.
The digital signs that they use improve aesthetics as well as night sky affects. LED panels have a
cleaner more modern appearance than static boards when one sees them up close because they do
not need decks for crewmen to stand on or external lights sticking out. They signs that they use have
louvers and are angled slightly downward. They have been tested and found to cast less light in the
sky than the static lights they replace. He is concerned with the restriction on size. He asked the
Commission to recommend allowing all billboards to be upgraded to the next phase in outdoor
advertising in their current face size whether they conform to the current sign code or not.

Chair Zarosinski asked Mr. LaGrone if he was asking the Commission to allow bigger signs with no
animation. Mr. LaGrone replied that is the way his industry uses them.

Commissioner McFadden asked Mr. LaGrone how many signs does he manage in this area? Mr.
LaGrone replied roughly thirty.

b. John Watt, 101 E 8" Street, Medford, Oregon, 97501. Mr. Watt stated that he was representing the
Chamber of Commerce this evening. They were approached by a number of business owners who
have electronic signs or are thinking about having electronic signs to form a committee to address the
issue. He is present this evening to make some general comments from a business owners
perspective. He thanked Bianca Petrou, Praline McCormack and Chris Reising for coming to the
Chamber on Tuesday to share information and answer questions.

c. Brad Hicks, 101 East 8" Street, Medford, Oregon, 97501. Mr. Hicks reported that he was present
tonight representing the Chamber of Medford/Jackson County. He thanked the Commission for the

2



September 25, 2014

MINUTES - Planning Commission Meeting

extension in this issue because they asked for it at the last minute. He thanked staff for meeting with
them and helping them through questions. He also thanked staff for their response in the case of the
Verizon issue. Mr. Hicks mentioned the letter he submitted earlier today expressing their concerns.
One of their concerns was the sign size. They are aware of no evidence that electronic signs of the
size now permitted are somehow unsafe or inappropriate and urge the Commission not to change the
sign size standards.

Chair Zarosinski asked Mr. Hicks if he had any thoughts on how his committee would react to the sign
size remaining the same with no animation. Mr. Hicks replied that he did not know if he wanted to
speak on behalf of that group without sitting back down with them but he thinks the answer might be
that there are probably a lot of answers within that committee to that same question. He thinks
some would say absolutely some would say absolutely not. He cannot give a straight answer.

Chair Zarosinski asked Ms. McCormack to speak to the 50% reduction. Ms. McCormack replied that
was an arbitrary decision that was made in discussions at a study session.

Commissioner Schwimmer stated that during the study sessions he does not recall the Commission
discussing sign reduction. That issue is most troublesome for him based on testimony provided this
evening the framework of being able to retrofit existing signage with electronic boards and inherent
cost in doing that. The sign reduction issue and basing it on basically creating a non-conforming signs
with the majority of signs in town is an issue for him. He does not recall the Commission discussing
that during study sessions. The fact that now they are saying they came up with that without an
objective basis is something that concerns him. Ms. McCormack stated the language about the
conversion of existing non-conforming signs is currently in the Code.

Chair Zarosinski asked Ms. McCormack if she found a clear definition of a strobe affect, similar to
what she did with glare. Ms. McCormack replied that there are definitions for blinking in the Code.
The definition for scintillating is to sparkle or shine brightly to admit flashes of light. The definition for
flashing is a sign incorporating intermittent blinking or flashing light source where the same display
message is constantly repeated at extremely fast intervals.

Ms. McCormack stated that staff reviewed extensively other city’s sign codes when they were
preparing this amendment.

Mr. McConnell asked whether other cities had a similar definition for glare. Ms. McCormack replied
yes.

The public hearing was closed.

Motion: Based on the findings and conclusions that all of the approval criteria are either met or are
not applicable, the Planning Commission forwards a favorable recommendation for adoption to the
City Council per the Supplement dated September 16, 2014, and the Staff Report dated August 19,
2014, including Exhibits B through R-3, and including four new changes and two new Exhibits Sand T,
without revising the electronic sign size limitation.

Moved by: Commissioner McFadden  Seconded by: Commissioner Miranda
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Friendly Amendment made by Commissioner Mansfield: Commissioner Mansfield stated that he
senses a division amongst the Commission on the issue of size. Perhaps a better way to do it is move
for approval as written and then someone can make a motion to amend it to change the 75 feet back
to 150 feet and they can all vote on that.

Commissioner McFadden stated that he understands where Commissioner Mansfield is leading with
that and he has a problem with that. The power of the motion makes him ahle to make the motion as
he sees fit. If someone wants to make a subsequent amendment to that motion in order to make that
change it can be handied in that format rather than him changing the motion that he made. If
Commissioner Mansfield wants to make a motion that we make an amendment to change that and
vote on it that is his motion to make if he chooses.

Mr. McConnell asked for clarification that the motion maker does not agree to the friendly
amendment. Commissioner McFadden replied that is correct.

Motion: Amend the motion to remove the change from 150 square feet to 75 square feet, thus if his
motion to amend were to be approved then the recommendation if enacted finally would be back as
staff recommended.

Moved by: Commissioner Mansfield Seconded by: Commissioner Tull

Commissioner Mansfield withdrew his motion and made a subsequent motion.

Motion: Remove Commissioner McFadden’s motion regarding size and instead approve the
recommendation of staff as given.

Moved by: Commissioner Mansfield Seconded by: Commissioner Tuli

Chair Zarosinski stated that he had concerns of maintaining the full animation requirements in the
Code at the sizes that they are at. He believes that is why they are here.

Commissioner Miranda commented that his understanding is that there are a number of signs out
there that are currently non-conforming without the animation.

Roll Call Vote on the amendment: 2-6, with Commissioner Christie, Commissioner Fincher,
Commissioner McFadden, Commissioner Miranda, Commissioner Schwimmer and Chair Zarosinski
voting no.

Motion: Electronic message signs may maintain the existing allowable size if they are static {no
animation). If one wants animation it has to revert to the smaller size.

Moved by: Commissioner Zarosinski  Seconded by: Commissioner Christie

Commissioner Schwimmer has issues with safety. People diverting their eyes from the traffic to look
at the signs. It was his understanding that the rate of change would be solved. There has to be clear
and objective standards in a Code and a revision has to be the same. He does not know if they have it
here.
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Chair Zarosinski reported that the studies put out by the FHWA are all based on static electronic
message signs with no animation. They have 8 seconds for the rate of change in their reports. It is his
opinion that the distraction came from a larger animated sign.

Roll Call Vote: 7-1, with Commissioner Schwimmer voting no.

Motion: Based on the findings and conclusions that all of the approval criteria are either met or are
not applicable, the Planning Commission forwards a favorable recommendation for adoption to the
City Council per the Supplement dated September 16, 2014, and the Staff Report dated August 19,
2014, including Exhibits B through R-3, and including four new changes and two new Exhibits S and T,
without revising the electronic sign size limitation without animation and maintaining the current
staff report size, animated.

Moved by: Commissioner McFadden  Seconded by: Commissioner Miranda
Roll Call Vote: Motion passed, 7-1, with Commissioner Schwimmer voting no.

LDS-14-072 Consideration of a request for tentative plat approval for Annapolis Drive Estates, an 11-

lot residential subdivision on a 4.24 acre site located at the western terminus of Annapolis Drive and

on the northeast side of Normil Terrace approximately 700 feet east of Foothill Road, within an SFR-4

Single-Family Residential — 4 units per acre) zoning district. (Buntin Construction, LLC, Applicant;
ize & Associates, Agent).

Chair Zarosinski mguired whether anyone in attendance wishes to question the Commission as to
conflicts of interest orex-parte contacts. None were disclosed. ’

Desmond McGeough, Planneg Il, referenced the handouts distributed to the Planning Commission in
emails and placed at their seats\that would be identified as Exhibits J and K. Mr. McGeough read the
land division criteria and gave a sta

Mr. McConnell reminded the CommissionNthat he has provided a document placed at their seats
called “Planning Commission Training”. Whilethe Commission is hearing testimony tonight they may
want to review the three questions that are provided in the document. It may help them in their
decision of this issue.

Commissioner McFadden asked where does the storm drainNegally go that is on the corner that is
paved? Mr. McGeough deferred the question to the applicant.

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

Jim Maize, Maize & Associates, Inc., P. 0. Box 628, Medford, Oregon, 97501. . Maize stated that he
was present tonight representing Buntin Construction, LLC. Terry Buntin, sident of Buntin
Construction LLC is in the audience this evening to answer any questions the Planniqg Commission
may have. Mr. Maize addressed Commissioner McFadden’s question that the story drainage
easement was constructed in conjunction with the development that occurred further to
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along with water and sanitary sewer. That line runs along the west property line and heads north and
empties out into the property adjoining to the north of the applicant’s property and thex west. This
leads into an important point. The infrastructure to this subdivision was installed after the 2008
approval of the same subdivision essentially with some changes in the lot design. /‘Chat tentative plat
expired without all of the completion of the infrastructure. Final plat approval was never achieved by
the applicant. A new application was submitted although there have been some changes. Those
changes are important. One of the changes was the configuration of the Iots There were lots that
were oriented to make better use of the slopes and the views. As-a result by changing those lot
configurations and reducing the lots by a couple it resulted in better access Mr. Maize referenced
the letter he submitted dated September 24, 2014. It addresses the concerns of the letter submitted
by Scott & Keri Friesen, dated September 8, 2014, labeled EXthlt X of the agenda packet regarding a
condition requiring the northwest extension of the water l\\m{e in the Normil Terrace right-of-way
across the subject property to the corner of the Friesen property which is a distance of approximately
685 feet. There is no evidence in the record to show that ftbe/re is either an essential nexus or a rough
proportionality between the burden of the condition j,ufJon the applicant and the impact of the
development on public water facilities. It is not th’e/gﬁplicant's responsibility to show that there is
not, it is the City’s responsibility to show there is a cq_;n'hection.

Mr. McConnell stated that Mr. Maize talked about the cost of extending the water main along Normil
Terrace the 685 feet. Does he have an estiméﬂte"’of what that cost would be? Mr. Maize stated thatin
talking with the Medford Water Commlssmn $100 a lineal foot was given which would be
approximately $68,000. S

Vice Chair Tull requested Mr. Maize to state again for the Commission the rationale for reconfiguring
the lots that are now 3, 4, and 5. Mr ‘Maize deferred the question to the applicant because it was a
design issue more than anythmg else He designed the lots to have better use of the views and the
space between each other. '

b. Terry Buntin, Buntin Constructlon LLC, 572 Parsons Drive, Suite 100, Medford, Qregon, 97501, Mr.
Buntin reported that there - are several reasons for the reconfiguration of the lots. The first reason is
that at the bottom of Log,q it far exceeds the 15% slope. Another reason is that Lot 6 is encumbered
by too much pavement»ffo‘jr access down to the storm drain and sewer man-holes. The topography at
the top of Lot 6 is s!opihg approximately 10% to 12%, downward is approximately 20% rendering that
lot tough to build on:” With the current design there are two minimum access roadways versus one.
Every lot has a view’either looking out to the south, southwest or the west. Lots 8, 3 and 10 will have
a view to the northwest.

c.. Carlyle Stout, 215 Laurel Street, Medford, Oregon, 97501. Mr. Carlyle reported that he was present
tonight on behalf of the Apostolic Faith Church. The Church is adjacent to the Friesen property. Mr.
Stout stategi'fthat he submitted into the record a fetter dated September 23, 2014, that expresses the
reasons g,g/rposing the approval as it has been recommended by the Planning Commission. Their
objectioﬁ*has 1o do with the water. Their issues are addressed in the submitted letter.

Commiissioner Schwimmer stated that the Commission has to make and individualized determination
thati{/the exaction is related to the impact of the development. How is this development related to
that exaction when the property Mr. Stout is representing is in the northeast and the water is in the
southwest? Mr. Stout replied that is comes down to the public safety issue and extending the water
services so there can be future development.





