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Council Business Meeting 
August 15, 2017 

Title: Continued Discussion Regarding Study Sessions 

From: John Karns Interim City Administrator 

 john.karns@ashland.or.us 
 

 

Summary: 

This is a continuation of a discussion item started at the July 14, 2017, study session. Council has 

indicated a desire to have a discussion regarding their preferred format, content and overall 

objectives for study sessions.  

 

In addition to the items raised at the previous study session, Council may want to discuss the 

core intended function of the study session format. For example, is it to have in-depth 

discussions on complicated topics or to prepare for and preview future agenda items at business 

meetings?  

 

Meeting logistics such as meeting location, duration of meeting, standard agenda items, desired 

role of staff are all aspects of the process that have been brought up for discussion. 

 

Actions, Options, or Potential Motions: 

N/A 

 

Staff Recommendation: 

N/A 

 

Resource Requirements: 

If the Council agrees to move the study sessions to Council Chambers, it will cost up to $5880 

per year to record and broadcast ($245/meeting x twice/month x 12 Months). Some cost savings 

could be found from broadcast hours previously directed towards the Mayor’s Town Hall 

meetings. 

 

Policies, Plans and Goals Supported: 

N/A 

 

Background and Additional Information: 

This discussion was started at the July 14, 2017 study session. At that meeting, Council began to 

answer some of the questions listed below, but did not have time to discuss all: 

 Does the Siskiyou Room work well for Council Study Sessions?  

 Does the new Study Session Council Communication format help organize the topic and 

provide the right type of information? 

 Should Study Sessions be used as pre-business meeting work sessions, wherein Council 

can ask staff questions regarding items on the following evenings’ business meeting 
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agenda, so that business meetings are primarily for public input, deliberation and 

motion/voting? 

 Should special “Backgrounder” Council meetings for fact-gathering or alternatives 

analysis be scheduled on an “as needed” basis to delve deeply into important topics 

which are not yet ripe for decision-making but which soon will need to be addressed. 

 Should public input be a necessary component of every pre-business meeting work 

session?  Every “Backgrounder” meeting (if held)?  

 Should the Council re-consider what kinds of decisions are allowed to be made at Study 

Sessions? (Currently, Council can give “guidance to staff concerning matters to be 

presented to Council for decision at subsequent meetings” and, by consensus, “may direct 

staff to take action on other matters that do not require Council decision by ordinance or 

resolution.”) 

 Should the Mayor ask for a recap/summary of directions at the end of each agenda item 

or should Karns? 

 Is there value in trying to come up with a threshold of some sort to determine or define 

what types of topics are good candidates for study sessions? 

 What items on the list of "To Be Scheduled" should be retained? Is there a preference for 

the process of adding items to this list and how they move from this list to the formal 

look-ahead? 

 Does Council prefer staff oral presentations as the predominant method of introducing a 

topic or would it prefer more written materials and less time used for presentations to 

preserve more meeting time for questions of staff and discussion amongst Mayor and 

Council? 

 Is anything missing from packet materials or staff presentations that Council expects or 

would like to have to improve the study session process? 

 

Attachments: 

Minutes of July 14, 2017 Study Session 

Chart of study sessions types 

 

 



ASHLAND CITY COUNCIL STUDY SESSION 

Monday, July 17, 2017 

Siskiyou Room, 51 Winburn Way 

Mayor Stromberg called the meeting to order at 5:30 PM 

Councilor Rosenthal, Morris, Lemhouse, Slattery, Seffinger and Darrow were present.  

 

1. Public Input 

Pepper Trail –Mr. Trail, Spoke regarding interest of the Imperatrice Property.  He explained that a is 

coming soon. He spoke in support of clean energy projects.  

Dave-Thanked Council for their work so far on the 10x20 project.  He spoke that the project is complex.  

He spoke in support of a multi-use Imperatrice. He suggested a connected cost for single or smaller sites 

across the freeway; incremental power cost should be manageable by all.  He spoke that using space in 

town for solar is not the long term highest and best use.  

Tom Marvin- Thanked Staff on their work so far.  He urged Council to direct Staff to work towards 

achieving an RFP for the Imperatrice Property. 

Kristina Lafever – Read a letter into the record (see attached).   

Huelz – Spoke regarding batteries for cars and houses.  He explained that Ashland currently has some 

solar roofs but needs more.    

Louise Shakhat –Read a letter into the record (see attached).   

Christy- Spoke that the Imperatrice property has conservation values and to conserve all or most of this 

property. 

Councilor Darrow spoke that she attended the meeting and was great to hear all sides.  Councilor Morris 

spoke he too attended and doesn’t feel he understands the monument and its destination.   

2. Look Ahead 

Mr. Karns spoke that parking strategy meetings are coming up.  He also spoke that Emergency Shelter 

Meetings will begin in September. He handed out the League of Oregon Cities Conference Schedule and 

urged Council to attend (see attached).  

Councilor Seffinger questioned if Council could get an update sooner than September on the Wastewater 

Plant.  

Engineering Services Manager, Scott Fleury spoke that they are currently looking into the Granite low 

site for the future placement of the water treatment plant.  

Councilor Slattery spoke he would like to put the search and hiring process on an upcoming agenda.  Staff 

spoke they will work on this.  

3. 10 by 20 Status Update  

Interim Assistant to the City Administrator, Adam Hanks, Scott Fleury and Tom gave an update on the 10 

by 20 MW solar generation facility at the Imperatrice Property: 



 Environmental assessment has been ongoing. Preliminary results are complete.  The final report 

will be done mid-August and will be brought to Council.    

 Staff has been continuing discussions with BPA on discussions regarding solar and preparation 

for when the 2028 contracts expire.  There will be other options other than BPA and will know 

more when the time comes.  

 Staff is working on developing a water quality plan with DEQ to meet temperature requirements.  

 Staff met with DEQ, reviewed RPA and will provide the City back with a formal comment on the 

RPA.   

 The permit phase is tentative for October 2018.   

 The upper section of the Imperatrice Property is ideal for the use of storage; if not the adjacent 

property around the treatment plant is another option.   

 Staff has not received much so far on the initial environmental assessment.  There is a list of plant 

and flower endangered species but not yet verified.  

 Tentatively there will be 16 million gallons worth of storage on site which approximately a 

week’s worth of coverage.  Due to temperature not all of this would have to be onsite.   

 Next step options: 

o Pre application with Jackson County? 

o Initiate an application with Pacific Power?  

 RFP Timing: 

o 3-4 Months. 

 

Staff/Council Discussion: 

City Attorney, Dave Lohman advised Staff to look at getting an attorney involved on land issues for 

before getting an RFP. 

Councilor Lemhouse spoke in opposition of moving forward with an RFP.  He spoke this plan has come 

up many times and no action has been taken.  He supports 10 by 20 but for now suggests to do nothing 

until we know there is no need the land for waste water treatment plan.    

Councilor Rosenthal suggested to give direction to see what can be done on the other projects such as 

solar.   

Councilor Slattery spoke that he would like to get everything in place to make a decision.  He spoke that 

he likes the menu approach but would like to know the timeline for these different approaches.  

Mr. Hanks spoke the menu approach would likely not achieve the 10 by 20 by 2020.  Suggested to get 

Council feedback on primary objectives of what is wanted for the 10 by 20.   

Council gave Staff direction to bring back the menu approach with a plan and to clarify the goals. Council 

also gave direction to look into the land issues regarding solar and Imperatrice Property.   

Item 5 was moved to Item 4 

4. Discussion of Indigenous Peoples Day   

Councilor Slattery gave a background of Indigenous Peoples Day (see attached).  He suggested this day 

would be October 9th which is the same as Columbus Day.  He suggested for that the group to present at 

the August 1st Council Meeting to give feedback of what they would want in a Resolution.   



Council gave support and directed staff to get this on an agenda.   Council also directed Staff to draft a 

Resolution for a name change for Dead Indian Road.  

5. Discussion of options for increasing effectiveness of Study Sessions 

Councilor Lemhouse suggested moving Study Sessions to Council Chambers.  Council gave consensus 

for this change and Staff would look into the option. Due to time constraints this item will be continued.   

The Study Session was adjourned at 7:00 PM 

 

Respectfully Submitted by: 

_____________________________________________ 

City Recorder, Melissa Huhtala 

 

 

Attest: 

_____________________________________________ 

Mayor Stromberg 

  

 

 

 

 



2 TYPES OF STUDY SESSIONS 
(“strawman” proposals) 

 
Type A: 

Pre-business meeting work session -- in preparation 
for upcoming Regular (business) meeting 

 Emphasis on:  
o Impending agenda item decisions 
o Council/staff dialogue 

 Duration:   
o Per agenda item: < 10 minutes  
o Per session: < 60 minutes 

 Frequency:  Preceding each business meeting. 

Type B: 
Backgrounder  

 Emphasis on:  
o Information gathering  
o Councilmembers’ dialogue 
o Definition of issues 
o Identification/evaluation of alternative 

responses 

 Duration:   
o Per agenda item: up to 90 minutes  
o Per session: up to 3 hours 

 Frequency:  As needed, but usually no more than 
once a month 

Inputs 

 Documents: Agenda packet for upcoming 
meeting 

 Staff  
o Key questions planned to be addressed 
o Previous related actions 
o Impetus (why now?) 

 Councilmembers 
o Identify additional information wanted 
o Identify additional key questions to be 

considered 

 Testimony 
o From “experts”: No 
o From citizens:  No? 

Inputs 

 Documents 
o Experts’ analyses 
o News reports 
o Other cities’ efforts 

 Staff 
o Present opportunities/problems 
o Present possible alternative approaches 

 Councilmembers 
o Consider whether topic warrants spending 

additional time/resources in light of City 
strategic priorities and budgets 

o Ask clarifying questions of staff and each 
other 

o Share preliminary individual suggestions 
on approaches/responses/solutions 

 Testimony 
o From “experts”: Yes 
o From pertinent City commissions:  Yes 
o From citizens:  Yes 

Outcomes 

 Thorough staff preparation for business meeting 
agenda items  

 Productive business meetings  
o Shared terminology and definitions 
o Advance preparation  
o Efficient deliberation 

 

Outcomes 

 Councilmembers’ requests for further 
information 

 Consensus Council direction to staff as to further 
work and possible future agenda items 

 Avoidance of further work on alternatives of no 
interest to Council 
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