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

 

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

 
ASHLAND PLANNING COMMISSION 

REGULAR MEETING 
FEBRUARY 10, 2009 

AGENDA 
 

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

A. Approval of Minutes 
1.   January 13, 2009 Planning Commission Meeting 
2.   January 24, 2009 Planning Commission Study Session 

 
IV. PUBLIC FORUM 
 
V. TYPE II PUBLIC HEARING  

A. PLANNING ACTION: 2009-00043 
SUBJECT PROPERTY: 380 Clay Street 
APPLICANT: Housing Authority of Jackson County  
DESCRIPTION:  A request for modification of the previously approved Planning Action 
#2004-00141 for the Willowbrook Subdivision to allow a Land Partition creating three lots 
and Site Review to construct a 60-unit multi-family residential affordable housing  
development for the property located at 380 Clay Street.  A previously approved request for 
an Exception to Street Standards to allow a portion of the sidewalk on Clay Street to be 
installed at curbside to accommodate a cedar tree on the southwest corner of the site 
remains unchanged, and the application also includes a request for a tree removal permit to 
remove 12 trees six-inches in diameter at breast height (d.b.h.) or greater where only eight 
trees were previously approved for removal. (This property is owned jointly by the City of 
Ashland and the Housing Authority of Jackson County.  The 2004 Annexation and 
Performance Standards Subdivision approval for Willowbrook Subdivision was for 107 
residential units.  The required minimum density of the site can be met through future 
development of the remainder of the property.) 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN DESIGNATION: Low Density Multi-Family Residential; 
ZONING: R-2; ASSESSOR’S MAP #: 39 1E 11C; TAX LOT #: 2500 
 
1.   Adoption of Findings for PA #2009-00043, 380 Clay Street 

 
VI. TYPE III PUBLIC HEARING  

A. PLANNING ACTION: 2008-02013 
APPLICANT:  City of Ashland 
DESCRIPTION: Public Hearing regarding Ordinance Amendments to the Sign Regulation 
Chapter (18.96) of the Ashland Land Use Ordinance, relating to changes in the type, size, 
number and materials of signage allowed within residential and commercial zones.  

 
VII. ADJOURNMENT 
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ASHLAND PLANNING COMMISSION 

REGULAR MEETING 
MINUTES 

JANUARY 13, 2009 
 

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

Commissioners Present:  Staff Present: 
Michael Dawkins, Chair 
Mike Morris 
Debbie Miller 
Pam Marsh 
Melanie Mindlin 
Michael Church 
Tom Dimitre 
Dave Dotterrer 

 Bill Molnar, Community Development Director 
Brandon Goldman, Senior Planner 
Amy Anderson, Assistant Planner 
Richard Appicello, City Attorney 
April Lucas, Administrative Assistant 

   
Absent Members:  Council Liaison: 
None  Eric Navickas 

 
ANNOUNCEMENTS 
Community Development Director Bill Molnar announced the public hearing on the Water Resource Protection Zones 
Ordinance has been rescheduled to the March 3, 2009 City Council meeting. He also noted staff would be presenting a brief 
update of the Croman Mill Redevelopment Plan at the February 3, 2009 Council meeting. 
 
Commission Chair Dawkins requested the Commission save a few minutes at the end of the meeting to discuss absenteeism 
on the Planning Commission.  
 
CONSENT AGENDA 
A. Approval of Minutes  

1. December 9, 2008 Planning Commission Meeting 
B. Approval of Findings for 232 Vista Street, PA #2008-01517 
 
Commissioners Church/Mindlin m/s to approve the December 9, 2009 Planning Commission minutes. Voice Vote: 
Commissioners Dawkins, Morris, Miller, Marsh, Mindlin and Church, YES. Commissioners Dimitre and Dotterrer, 
ABSTAINED. Motion passed 6-0. 
 
Declaration of Ex Parte Contact 
No ex parte contact was reported by any of the commissioners in regards to 232 Vista Street. 
 
Commissioners Marsh/Morris m/s to approve the Findings for 232 Vista Street. Roll Call Vote: Commissioners 
Church, Marsh, Miller, Mindlin, Morris, and Dawkins, YES. Commissioners Dimitre and Dotterrer, ABSTAINED. Motion 
passed 6-0. 
 
PUBLIC FORUM 
Ron Roth/6950 Old Highway 99S/Commented on the increased amount of cigarette butts discarded on City streets now that 
smoking is banned in restaurants and bars. Mr. Roth recommended the City provide and maintain outdoor cigarette 
receptacles in the downtown area and stated these could be emptied each week along with the regular trash pickup. 
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PUBLIC HEARINGS 
A. Greater Bear Creek Valley Regional Problem Solving Agreement 

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

Mr. Molnar explained the task before the Planning Commission tonight is to determine whether the Participant’s Agreement is 
consistent with the RPS statute, and issue a recommendation to the City Council on whether or not they should sign the 
Agreement. He provided a brief overview of the Regional Problem Solving process and noted five of the other communities 
involved have already signed the Agreement. He clarified that by signing, the City is not adopting the Regional Plan, but rather 
is agreeing to send the Plan through Jackson County’s Comprehensive Plan amendment process. Mr. Molnar noted a 
recommendation from the Planning Commission is required because this is a land use decision and therefore needs to go 
through the City’s normal process, which includes a public hearing before the Planning Commission.  
 
Mr. Molnar provided a brief overview of the elements in the Agreement and stated it is Staff’s opinion that the Agreement is 
consistent with the RPS statute. He noted the City did not identify any urban reserve areas and instead plans to accommodate 
increased population by utilizing existing lands within the Urban Growth Boundary. Mr. Molnar commented on his experience 
with the Ashland Planning Department over the last 20 years and noted the importance of Ashland being a participant in 
regional planning. He commented that Ashland’s approach to planning has often been viewed as different from the rest of the 
valley, and noted at times there has been frustration within the community when the City’s accomplishments are diluted by 
other actions occurring in the region. He stated this is Ashland’s opportunity to not just influence change within our community, 
but also among the other jurisdictions in the valley. Mr. Molnar stated the Agreement represents the City’s solidarity with the 
other participants in letting the Plan go through the County’s process. He added there would be an opportunity for the City and 
the other participants to present comments and concerns during the County’s land use process.  
 
Mr. Molnar introduced City Councilor Kate Jackson, who is also the Chair of the RPS Policy Committee. Councilor Jackson 
elaborated on her involvement with regional planning and expressed her hope for the City to continue its current level of 
involvement. Jackson explained tonight’s decision is whether the City should sign the Agreement and remain a participant with 
the project. She noted the Regional Plan will need to go through the County’s land use adoption process, and individual cities 
that have identified urban reserves will need to take those changes through their own Comprehensive Plan amendment 
processes. Jackson clarified this Agreement would coordinate these land use changes into a standard timeframe.  
 
The Commission opened the discussion and shared their preferences and concerns regarding the signing of the Agreement.  
 
Miller applauded Councilor Jackson for her efforts, but expressed concern with the wording “agree to abide by a Plan” which is 
contained on page 3 of the Agreement. City Attorney Richard Appicello clarified the Planning Commission is charged with 
reviewing the Agreement for consistency with the RPS statute. He stated the Agreement does not adopt the Draft Plan, but it 
does agree to submit it through the County’s land use process and agrees that Ashland will abide by and make consistent 
Comprehensive Plan amendments to what is adopted by the County. Jackson added that any group or City can testify for or 
against the elements of the Plan at the County’s public hearings. If the adopted Regional Plan is found to be unsatisfactory to 
a particular City or group, they can appeal the County’s decision under the standard land use law. 
 
Council Liaison Navickas noted the comments that were submitted by the City Council in November 2007 and expressed his 
disappointment that they have not received a response. Councilor Jackson indicated the Council’s comments were addressed 
and are available for review on the Rogue Valley Council of Government’s website. 
  
Dawkins questioned what would happen if Council signs the Agreement and the City ends up disagreeing with the outcome. 
Mr. Appicello clarified the City has not designated any urban reserves, and signing the Agreement empowers the City to have 
a place at the table and a say in the process. He stated if the City signs the Agreement, we will need to participate in the 
public hearings in order to protect our point of view. He added participation in this process is the only way the City will be able 
to influence what is going on in the other jurisdictions.  
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Dimitre noted “Section XII: Termination of Participation” on page 15 of the Agreement. He stated the City of Jacksonville 
decided not to sign the Agreement and asked for clarification of that decision. Councilor Jackson indicated the City of 
Jacksonville took the position that the Agreement did not need to be signed until after the Regional Plan is adopted. She 
provided a brief overview of how the Agreement was developed and stated a signed Agreement is necessary at this point to 
identify which groups are participating. She added it is her belief that this is the best way to submit the Plan to a public process 
and to make further adjustments.  
 
Comment was made that because Ashland did not identify any reserves, they have nothing to lose. Navickas disagreed and 
stated if the City ever wanted to expand its Urban Growth Boundary, they could not do so without going through an 
amendment process.  
 
Miller noted the Council has already expressed their support and asked if there was any legal reason why this Agreement had 
to be signed prior to the Plan being developed. 
 
Trish Bowcock/705 East C Street, Jacksonville/She stated she does not oppose Regional Problem Solving or the draft 
version of the Plan, but opposes the process. Ms. Bowcock said the City is being asked to sign a legally binding contract and 
at this point nobody knows what the Final Plan will be. She stated if they do sign the Agreement and are unsatisfied with the 
Final Plan, the only way to avoid implementing it is to abide by Section XII, which subjects the City to strong disincentives. Ms. 
Bowcock claimed the statue does not suggest that this Agreement needs to be reached before the Plan is finalized, but rather 
is only needed prior to the adoption of the Plan by the Land Conservation and Development Commission. She added if a 
Participants Agreement is needed at this stage in the process, a much simpler agreement should be drafted.  
 
Ron Roth/6950 Old Highway 99S/Expressed concern with the City signing the Agreement and questioned what they were 
agreeing to. He disagreed with the inevitable doubling of population and stated the Agreement before the City is too vague. 
Mr. Roth voiced his appreciation for Staff’s optimism that Ashland’s values would rub off on the rest of the County, but does 
not think this will happen. He stated regional planning is conceptually a good idea, but does not believe it is a good idea for 
Ashland to sign the Agreement.   
 
Brent Thompson/582 Allison Street/Allocated his time to Greg Holmes. 
 
Greg Holmes/235 NW 6th Street, Grants Pass/1,000 Friends of Oregon/Expressed concern with the process and the 
Agreement itself. Mr. Holmes voiced his objections to agreeing to the outcome of a process that has not been completed yet, 
and noted once the Agreement is signed, they would not be able to remove themselves from the process without sanctions 
being imposed. He noted two other RPS processes in Oregon that made it further along in the process than they are now, and 
neither one had an agreement in place before they started their hearings. He indicated there is nothing in the statute that 
states the Agreement needs to be signed at this point in the process, and stated they can go forward with the regional 
planning process without this Agreement in place. Mr. Holmes stated there are significant flaws in the Agreement and feels 
that it incorporates the Regional Plan. He stated the goal is not to try and stop RPS, but rather for the public hearings to be 
held before the participants agree to abide by what is ultimately decided.  
 
Mr. Holmes clarified his belief that the statue indicates agreement needs to be reached by the participants prior to the Plan 
being adopted by the Land Conservation and Development Commission. He also claimed some of the cities who have already 
signed the Agreement did so because they would be getting things out of this Plan that they would not get from the normal 
process.  
 
Councilor Jackson disagreed with Mr. Holmes assessment that the Agreement does not need to be signed until the Plan is 
ready for adoption by the Land Conservation and Development Commission. She clarified this Agreement sets forth the “how” 
and the structure for implementation, and the details of the Plan will be decided through the County’s land use process. She 
added any City can and likely will appeal the County’s decision if they do not find it satisfactory.  
 
Commission Chair Dawkins closed the Public Hearing at 8:30 p.m. 
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Comment was made questioning when the Policy Committee anticipated individual cities would hold their public hearings. Mr. 
Appicello clarified the official process is the County’s land use process, and the City could hold hearings at any time to decide 
what they would like to present at the County hearings. 
 
Commissioners Dotterrer/Morris m/s to recommend the City Council approve the RPS Participants Agreement. 
DISCUSSION: Dotterrer clarified the Regional Plan will only address the three problems that have been identified. Miller 
expressed her concern that the Agreement is too binding on the individual jurisdictions and feels the Plan should be finalized 
before they agree to it. Dotterrer commented that this is a two-way street, and voiced his support for the City being involved in 
this process. He stated he agrees with the intent of the Agreement, and noted the need to have general consensus before you 
enter a planning process. Marsh voiced her support for regional planning and although there is some risk, she stated 
Councilor Jackson’s involvement with this process provides her a level of comfort. She recommended if the Council approves 
the Agreement, that they schedule a public hearing in order to gather input on the Plan, and that they insert into the regional 
process an affirmation by the participants at the end. Dawkins noted his opposition to the draft Plan in regards to the City of 
Central Point. Church noted that each city is giving up some level of autonomy and stated it makes sense to have this type of 
Agreement in place at this point in the process. He added the process needs to have some momentum going forward and 
thinks this process would self destruct at the end if they all waited until the Final Plan was completed before they agreed to 
participate. If the Agreement is signed, Morris encouraged the City to push their concepts, otherwise Ashland will be stuck with 
what everyone else decides. Dimitre stated he has a problem agreeing to this because it is not clear what they are agreeing 
to. He stated he is not against the idea and the process, but feels this Agreement is premature.  
 
Commissioners Marsh/Dotterrer m/s to amend motion to include recommendation that the City Council hold a public 
hearing on the substance of Plan in order to prepare input for County’s planning process, and that the Council 
recommend to the Regional Planning Process that they incorporate a process for explicit affirmation by the 
participants at the end of the process. DISCUSSION: Marsh clarified the public hearing would be for citizens to provide 
input on the substance of the Plan itself. Roll Call Vote: Commissioners Dotterrer, Dawkins, Morris, Church and Marsh, 
YES. Commissioners Mindlin, Dimitre and Miller, NO. Motion passed 5-3. 
 
Roll Call Vote on Motion as Amended: Commissioners Dotterrer, Marsh, Morris and Church, YES. Commissioners 
Miller, Dimitre, Mindlin, and Dawkins, NO. Motion failed 4-4. 
 
Commissioners Dimitre/Mindlin m/s to recommend the City Council not sign the RPS Participants Agreement. Roll 
Call Vote: Commissioners Dawkins, Dimitre, Miller, and Mindlin, YES. Commissioners Church, Dotterrer, Marsh and 
Morris, NO. Motion failed 4-4. 
 
B. PLANNING ACTION: 2008-01986 

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

Dawkins read aloud the public hearing procedures for land use hearings. 
 
Declaration of Ex Parte Contact 
No ex parte contact was reported by any of the commissioners.  
 
Staff Report 
Assistant Planner Amy Anderson presented the Staff Report. She explained in September 2008, Staff administratively 
approved a request to construct a 3,000 sq. ft. single-story building, which was proposed to be 20-feet in height. This is a 
modification of that approval to allow the building to have an average height of 26.5 ft. Ms. Anderson noted all other aspects of 
the previous approval will stand, however there would be a few small changes to the storefront entry in regards to the doors 
and windows. She explained the height limitation imposed by the Airport Overlay Zone is 20 ft., however the City’s Airport 
Master Plan and the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) would allow for a much taller structure in this location. She noted 
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the City’s Airport Commission has reviewed this modification and their letter of approval is included in the record. Ms. 
Anderson stated Staff feels the height modification would result in a positive change to the buildings design and they are 
recommending approval of the request. 
 
Ms. Anderson provided a brief overview of the FAA’s calculation for building heights, and clarified this is determined case by 
case based on the structures height, elevation and proximity to the runway. Community Development Director Bill Molnar 
commented briefly on the Airport Overlay Zone and explained this provision has not been revisited since the Municipal Code 
was codified in 1982. He noted the original intent may have been for the 20 ft. height restriction to only apply in an approach 
zone, but this clarification no longer exists in the Code. He added it may be beneficial to modify this section of the Code to 
make it more site specific and calculated closer to the way the FAA does it.  
 
Applicant’s Presentation 
Steve Shapiro and Myles Comstock addressed the Commission. Mr. Shapiro explained this site is the location of Valley 
Equipment Rental and the modification to the buildings height would allow them to store their taller equipment in a safer 
environment. He noted the Staff Liaison to the Airport Commission indicated that based on the FAA calculations, they could 
have a 40 ft. building at this location. He stated this property is 2,000 ft. from the runway and they are nowhere near where the 
planes circle. Mr. Shapiro clarified the nearby towing company could have a building height of 35 feet and the building 
adjacent to this property has a building height of 28.5 feet.  
 
Dawkins closed the record and the Public Hearing at 9:30 p.m. 
 
Public Testimony 
None 
 
Deliberations and Decision 
Commissioners Dotterrer/Mindlin m/s to approve Planning Action #2008-01986. Roll Call Vote: Commissioners 
Dawkins, Morris, Church, Mindlin, Dimitre, Miller, Dotterrer and Marsh, YES. Motion passed 8-0. 
 
Commissioners Marsh/Morris m/s to approve the Findings for Planning Action #2008-01986. Roll Call Vote: 
Commissioners Church, Dawkins, Dimitre, Dotterrer, Marsh, Miller, Mindlin and Morris, YES. Motion passed 8-0. 
 
Commissioners Dotterrer/Church m/s to continue to meeting to 10:00 p.m. Voice Vote: all AYES. Motion passed. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
A. Discussion of possible changes to the City’s Sign Code based on the Downtown Task Force Recommendations. 
Commissioner Dawkins noted there are two components to the Downtown Task Force’s Recommendations: 1) possible Sign 
Code revisions, and 2) issues with public right-of-way encroachments. He clarified the Planning Commission will not be 
discussing the right-of-way issues and this will be handled by the City Council. Community Development Director Bill Molnar 
noted tonight’s discussion will include an overview of the proposed Sign Code revisions, and the Planning Commission will 
hold a public hearing and make a formal recommendation to the City Council at a subsequent meeting.  
    
Mr. Molnar provided a brief summary of the charge given to the Downtown Task Force, which included addressing concerns 
raised by local business owners. He stated a number of recommendations came out of the Task Force meetings, however 
there was general consensus that the Sign Code has been a benefit to the City. He noted Ashland’s downtown area is a 
nationally registered historic district and it is common to have regulations for signs in these districts. Mr. Molnar clarified the 
Planning Commission is being asked to focus on the Sign Code recommendations, and the second phase to this process 
which includes review of encroachments on public property will be handled by the City Council at an upcoming meeting. He 
noted the goal is for the Commission to have a recommendation ready for the Council by March so the Council can hear these 
two issues jointly. 
 
 
 



 

Ashland Planning Commission 
January 13, 2009 

Page 6 of 7 

Senior Planner Brandon Goldman provided a presentation on the recommendations that came from the Downtown Task 
Force. These recommendations included amending the Sign Code to permit the following: 

• An additional exempt incidental sign allowance (3 sq. ft) 
• Small three-dimensional (3D) signs in the Downtown area (3 cubic ft.) 
• Larger 3D signs outside the Downtown area (20 cubic ft.) 
• Portable sandwich boards and pedestal signs 
• City installed identification signs 
• Increased projection distance for signs 

The Task Force also recommended the Sign Code include a definition for “public art”, and allow additional business frontages. 
 
Mr. Goldman’s presentation provided examples of different sign types, as well as further clarification of exempt incidental 
signs, the 3D sign provision, and the portable sign provision. He also clarified how the proposed ordinance would treat signs 
consisting of block letters or irregular shapes and stated the square footage would be determined by measuring the entire 
area within the perimeter of the sign. 
 
Dimitre requested Staff provide examples of what the maximum signage amount looks like now, and what it would look like 
with the proposed revisions.  Mindlin questioned if there was any deviation from the Task Force recommendations to what is 
proposed in the draft ordinance. Mr. Goldman noted George Kramer, who was a member of the Task Force, had spoken to 
him earlier this evening and indicated it was his recollection that if a business wanted a 3D sign in the Downtown area  (3 
cubic ft.), this would be subtracted from their incidental sign allowance.  
 
Brent Thompson/582 Allison Street/Written statement was read into the record by Commissioner Dawkins. Mr. Thompson’s 
concerns related to additional frontages and he asked the Commission to cease the discrimination to businesses that have 
their main entrance on the 3rd or 4th side of a building.  
 
John Stromberg/252 Ridge Road/Provided input from his service on the Downtown Task Force and commented on how the 
Commission should link the work of the Task Force to the Council, so that the City Council does not have to start over when 
this issue comes before them. Mr. Stromberg suggested they ask George Kramer to provide input during their discussions and 
also recommended they conduct a walking tour so that they can get a good picture of the issues they are dealing with. He 
listed some specific businesses that have signage issues and stated he has come to the conclusion that different areas of 
town deserve different treatment. He shared his hope that the Commission will look into these issues in detail so that they can 
feel confident with their recommendation to the Council.  
 
Mr. Molnar clarified staff is attempting to keep a fairly expedited timeline and the goal is to have these amendments in place 
before next summer’s season. Comment was made that the Sign Code can be very difficult to understand and requesting Staff 
provide ideas of how they would illustrate the requirements. It was stated that the City should have a user’s guide, or 
something that makes these provisions easy for people to understand.  
 
B. 2009 Hearings Board Assignments 
Mr. Molnar clarified the Hearings Board no longer meets every month and only convenes when needed. Commissioners 
Dawkins, Dotterrer, Mindlin and Miller all volunteered to serve on the Hearings Board when needed. 
 
C. Planning Commission Attendance 
Commissioner Dawkins noted the attendance provision in the “Planning Commission Rules” and requested the Commission’s 
input on how strictly they would like these requirements enforced. He noted Commissioner Church is planning a four month 
vacation and asked how the group would like to handle this situation. Dimitre commented on his absences in 2008 and 
indicated this will change. Marsh stated that she is not bothered by the occasional absence, and because there are nine 
Planning Commissioners, even if some are absent they still have enough members to carry on. She stated that Commissioner 
Church’s situation is a legal issue and should be left to the Mayor to decide. City Attorney Richard Appicello suggested the 
Planning Commission consider amending the Ordinance to allow the Commission to excuse absences that exceed the 2/3 
attendance provision. Comment was made that they may also want to further define “excused” and “unexcused” absences. 
Dawkins requested the commissioners submit any further thoughts on this topic to staff.  
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ADJOURNMENT 
Meeting adjourned at 10:30 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
April Lucas, Administrative Assistant  
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ASHLAND PLANNING COMMISSION 

STUDY SESSION 
MINUTES 

JANUARY 27, 2009 
 
 

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

Planning Commissioners Present:  Staff Present: 
Michael Dawkins 
Tom Dimitre 
Deborah Miller 
Pam Marsh 
Melanie Mindlin 
Mike Morris 
David Dotterrer 
Michael Church 

 Bill Molnar, Community Development Director 
Brandon Goldman, Senior Planner 
Maria Harris, Planning Manager 
April Lucas, Administrative Assistant 

   
Absent Members:  Council Liaison: 
None  Eric Navickas 

 
 
POSSIBLE CHANGES TO THE SIGN CODE (Based on the Downtown Task Force Recommendations) 
Dawkins noted the public hearing for this item is scheduled for the February Planning Commission meeting. He stated this is 
the time for the Commissioners to get their questions answers and to raise any issues so that staff knows what needs to be 
addressed before this ordinance comes back for approval.  
 
Community Development Director Bill Molnar noted the packet includes a letter from the Public Arts Commission outlining 
their issues with the 3D sign provision. He added members from that Commission are here tonight to provide testimony. Mr. 
Molnar provided a brief explanation of the Sign Code and stated it is based on where the property is zoned, and then there is 
a formula for the overall amount of signage allowed. Then there is a breakdown for wall signs and ground signs, and an 
allotment for incidental signs.  
 
Mr. Molnar stated the public hearing on this ordinance is scheduled for the February 10th Planning Commission meeting and 
noted Staff is in the process of scheduling a combined walking tour with the City Council that will likely be held on February 5th 
at 4:30 p.m. 
 
Senior Planner Brandon Goldman provided a presentation to the Commission. The presentation included several depictions of 
what permitted signage with the current Sign Code looks like, and what it would look like with the proposed changes. He also 
displayed several photos of what the downtown area and Siskiyou Boulevard used to look like before the Sign Code was 
adopted. He stated the purpose of tonight’s meeting is to gather input from the Commission and asked if they had any 
questions or comments on the draft ordinance.  
 
Mr. Goldman provided a brief explanation of internal illuminated signs and indirect illuminated signs. He stated internal 
illuminated signs can be used outside the downtown area and the sign can have lighting within it, but the lighting mechanism 
itself cannot be visible. He added indirect illumination is when light is directed onto the face of the sign, but is not part of the 
sign itself. Mr. Molnar commented on neon signs and noted the Sign Code was amended to recognize neon represents the 
character of a certain period in time, and locations such as the Varsity theater and Palm Motel could maintain or bring back 
their neon signage.  
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Staff was asked to clarify in what ways the proposed ordinance differs from the Downtown Task Force recommendations. Mr. 
Goldman stated the provision to limit the use of vehicle signs was added by staff (vehicles parked exclusively for the purpose 
of displaying business signage). Another change not recommended by the Task Force but requested by the City Council was 
the opportunity for additional business frontages. Lastly, staff is recommending the ordinance include a distinction between 
real estate signs and construction signs. Mr. Goldman stated one last item that staff needs clarification on is whether the 3D 
sign (3-cubic feet) inside the downtown area is a separate allocation or whether it should be subtracted from the 7-sq. ft. 
allotment. He stated the current draft of the ordinance has this as a separate allocation.  
 
Commissioner Morris asked for clarification on the public art provision. Mr. Goldman explained the ordinance removes public 
art from consideration as a sign, and it would no longer be regulated under the Land Use Code. He added public art would fall 
under a difference process and different chapter in the Code. Morris questioned which section of the Code would apply if the 
Planning Commission required public art as part of a large scale development. Mr. Molnar did not have an answer, but stated 
he would consult with the City Attorney.   
 
Morris questioned the 35-ft width provision on page 3 of the ordinance, under “Shopping Center or Business Complex.” He 
also questioned the language regarding temporary construction signs on page 4, item G, and asked if there was a limit on the 
number of signs or just the maximum square footage. Mr. Goldman stated the intent was to limit this to one larger sign per lot. 
Comment was made suggesting this language be revised to allow multiple signs so long as they do not exceed the total 
allowable square footage. Morris suggested the language on page 5, “Strings of Lights” also be clarified. Comment was made 
that they may want to remove the word “incandescent.”  
 
Mr. Goldman presented some sign area calculation examples and noted the different options and formulas that could be 
utilized. He requested the Commission provide input on which option they prefer. He noted what they are currently doing is 
looking at the rectangular shape that bounds the sign, and while a circle or triangle shape could be used as well, staff is 
hesitant to expand much beyond this.   
 
Dana Bussell/Public Arts Commission/Noted she was also a member of the Downtown Task Force. Ms. Bussell stated the 
Public Arts Commission supports the exemption of public art from the Sign Code, but they are opposed to 3D signs outside 
the downtown area. She expressed their concerns for 3D signs of significant size and stated it is likely that many businesses 
would take advantage of this change. Ms. Bussell stated the object that the Task Force hoped to bring into compliance was 
the Alfredo statue outside Wiley’s Pasta. She questioned how the size of these objects would be configured and questioned if 
the Alfredo statue was too big to fit within the proposed size limit. She noted the desire of businesses located near Exit 14 to 
be noticed and urged the Commission to be cautious. She stated once these items are in place it will be difficult to have them 
removed. Ms. Bussell suggested an alternative is to recognize the item that prompted this amendment (Alfredo) is not a sign 
and should not be treated as such.  
 
David Wilkerson/Public Arts Commission/Noted he is also a local architect and is familiar with the City’s Sign Code. Mr. 
Wilkerson voiced his concerns with the unintended consequences that the Task Force recommendations would allow. He 
stated the City is not allowed to limit the sign content and stated the current ordinance is what has prevented the visual clutter 
that you see in Medford. He stated the Sign Code has helped to maintain Ashland’s charming environment and encouraged 
them to take another path. Mr. Wilkerson suggested if these items are considered public art, they could be subjected to a 
separate process and thinks this is a much safer approach. He concluded by urging the Commission to consider the 
alternative presented by the Public Arts Commission.  
 
Council Liaison Navickas indicated that the City Council was reluctant to the 3D allowance outside the downtown area, but 
wanted the Planning Commission’s opinion before they moved forward.  
 
PLANNING COMMISSION SUSTAINABILITY WORK GROUP 
Commissioner Mindlin presented an update of the Sustainability Work Group. She commented on the Planning Commission’s 
decision to make sustainability a priority this year and stated the two paths the Group wanted to look into were: 1) what is 
going on in the community, and 2) what are the other local governments doing. Mindlin commented on how they went about 
gathering this information and their decision to not take the public hearing approach. She noted the ongoing meetings that 
were held at the Ashland Library and noted some of the regulars who attended those meetings are also here tonight.  
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Mindlin reviewed the questionnaire that was used by the Work Group during their telephone interviews and clarified most of 
the interviews took 30-45 minutes and the individuals were anxious to share their input. Mindlin commented on the different 
sustainability frameworks that are utilized and commented on how her contacts were formed. She noted they ended up with 
300 contacts and were able to inventory 150 of them. 
 
Mindlin stated that Ashland has been considered a leader in sustainability for a long time, and a lot of this has to do with the 
City’s Comprehensive Plan. She noted some of the cities who are working on sustainability plans, and clarified a lot of this 
reference material has come from California. Mindlin commented on Portland, Oregon and noted the recent merging of 
Portland’s Bureau of Planning with the Office of Sustainable Development. She shared some information from the City of 
Portland’s website and what they are doing to support sustainability.  
 
Mindlin provided an overview of the information gathered by the Work Group, which was submitted to the Commission at the 
beginning of the meeting. The sustainability inventory submitted by Mindlin was separated into the following categories: 1) 
Nature Stewardship, 2) Built Environment, 3) Transportation, 4), Recycling & Reusing, 5) Energy, 6) Education and Culture, 7) 
Health & Spirituality, 8) Economics and Business, 9) Local Government, 10) Community Connections, 11) Food Resources, 
and 12) Youth.  
 
Mindlin noted the work of Triple Bottom Line for the 21st Century and THRIVE. She stated Ashland has a program for certifying 
Green Businesses which is administered through the Conservation Department. She also commented on the efforts of the 
Ashland Chamber of Commerce. Mindlin noted the Work Group prioritized contacting Ashland based businesses and stated 
80% of those inventoried are Ashland based.  
 
Mindlin provided a brief overview of the work being conducted by Lomatski. She also commented on Willow Winds, the 
Wilderness Charter School, and stated Southern Oregon University is listed as one of the Top 20 Green Colleges by the EPA. 
She noted the Sentient Times, Plan-It You, Heart Circles, and Transition Town. Mindlin commented on the need for 
intergenerational dialogue. She stated there are a lot of young people in the community that want to make a difference in the 
world and stated Ashland needs to think about what it can do to keep our young people here.  
 
Mindlin commented on how this inventory might be accessed, including a possible database housed on the Chamber of 
Commerce website. She commented on how the information is organized and noted a lot of things did not fit within the City’s 
Comprehensive Plan, including food security and sustainable food resources. Mindlin commented on the huge upwelling of 
sustainability projects that were started in the past year and stated people are really concerned and want to find out what they 
can do. She stated when individuals were asked what three issues were of most concern, she received a variety of responses. 
However the most common responses were: 1) solar orientation, 2) rainwater catchment and infiltration, 3) food security, 4) 
city land for community gardens, and 5) clustering housing on farms.  
 
Comment was made questioning what the next undertaking is for this Work Group. Mindlin stated that her sense is that the 
Planning Commission as a whole needs to take this issue up at a future meeting and discuss where they would like to go from 
here. She noted the City Council usually sets their annual goals in the spring and this might be something that comes up in 
that context.  
 
CROMAN MILL SITE REDEVELOPMENT PLAN 
Planning Manager Maria Harris provided a brief overview of the Croman Mill Site Redevelopment Draft Plan. The presentation 
outlined the elements in the Plan, including the following:  

• Locations of the Office & Employment District, Compatible Industrial District, Neighborhood Center, and Open Space 
• Traffic Circulation 
• Street Framework 
• Pedestrian & Bicycle Framework 
• Transit Framework 
• Parking 
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Harris indicated the next steps for this project includes an update to the City Council on February 17, 2009, and then the City 
will take the Plan through the local land use process for adoption. She noted this project is similar to the North Mountain Plan 
and the City will need to draft a new chapter in the Zoning Ordinance. She noted if any of the Commissioners wish to look at 
the full Draft Plan, it is available on the City’s website. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
Meeting adjourned at 9:25 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
April Lucas, Administrative Assistant  
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ASHLAND PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
STAFF REPORT 
February 10, 2009 

 
PLANNING ACTION:    2008-02013 
 
APPLICANT:     City of Ashland 
 
ORDINANCE REFERENCE: 18.96 Sign Regulations 
 
REQUEST:  Adoption of an Ordinance Amendments to the Sign Regulation Chapter  
(18.96) Ashland Land Use Ordinance (ALUO).   
 
I. Relevant Facts 
 

A. Background 
In July of 2008 the Mayor appointed members to an ad-hoc Downtown Task 
Force to evaluate concerns relating to signage limitations and enforcement, 
downtown employee parking, and the use of public right-of-way for commercial 
use.  Members of the Downtown Task Force included representative downtown 
merchants, members of the Planning, Historic, and Public Arts Commission, 
Chamber of Commerce representatives, as well as citizens at large, to review 
and make recommendations directed to address several concerns affecting 
downtown merchants. The Downtown Task Force met five times through July 
and August, 2008.   
 
Upon hearing the Downtown Task Force Recommendations on September 2nd, 
2008, the Ashland City Council initiated the Type III Planning Process directing 
Staff to amend the Land Use Ordinance to address the identified concerns. 
 
The Ashland Planning Commission has held two separate Study Sessions to 
examine conceptual changes to the Sign Code on December 18th, 2008 and 
January 27th, 2009.  
 
The Ashland Public Arts Commission reviewed the proposed changes and 
submitted a Memo including their recommendations dated November 2008, 
which is included in the record. 
  
Planning Commission and members of the City Council also conducted a walking 
tour of the downtown on February 5th, 2009, to become familiar with sign issues 
on the ground prior to the Public Hearing scheduled for February 10, 2009. 
 
The Ashland Historic Commission reviewed proposed changes to the Sign Code 
specifically as they relate to Historic Districts, at their regular meeting on 
February 4th, 2008.  As of the date of writing this Staff Report the Historic 
Commission meeting has not yet occurred and thus their recommendations shall 
be presented at the Planning Commission Public Hearing.  
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B.  Proposed Amendments to Chapter 18.96 
A revised copy of Chapter 18.96 is attached. 
 
The substantive modifications to Chapter 18.96 are listed below and are 
explained more fully in Section C.  
 

Downtown Task Force suggested modifications 
• Modifies the existing limitation on exempt signs (no permit required)  in the 

downtown from 2 signs of two square feet, to up to 3 signs with an 
aggregate area of not more than 7 sq.ft. Essentially this modification 
provides for an additional 3 sq.ft. exempt sign.  

• Modifies the ordinance to allow a downtown business to install one three 
dimensional sign not to exceed 3 cu.ft.  

• Modifies the ordinance to allow a  business outside of the downtown  to 
install one three dimensional sign not to exceed 20 cu.ft.  

• Modifies the ordinance to include material limitations for three-dimensional 
signs.  

• Modifies the ordinance to enable the installation of collective identification 
and informational signs on public right-o-ways, or City owned property, to 
better direct pedestrians to civic, business, recreation, and historic interest 
areas when installed by the City under the exempt sign category.  

• Modifies the ordinance to establish allowances for sandwich boards, ‘A’ 
frame and pedestal signs when located on private property and when 
within the square footage limit permissible for incidental exempt signs.  

• Modifies the ordinance to exempt qualified Public Art (per Chapter 2.17 of 
the Municipal Code) from the Sign code requirements. 

 
Planning Commission suggested modifications: 
• Modifies the ordinance to eliminate the limitations upon “strings of lights” 

to allow for other bulb types than incandescent and to allow for closer 
spacing of bulbs than the 6” currently required by ordinance.  

 
Staff suggested modifications 
• Modifies the ordinance to refine or add various definitions to add clarity to 

the applicability of the ordinance. 
• Modifies the ordinance to allow for area calculations to be considerate of 

the common geometric shapes of circles, triangles, and rectangles.  
• Modifies the ordinance to define and increase the size allowable for 

temporary construction signs to better correlate to standardized sizes for 
such signs.  

• Modifies the ordinance to prohibit vehicle signs used as static displays 
when parked for an extended duration.  

• Modifies the ordinance to allow additional business frontages to be 
counted when fronting on more than two separate streets.  This provision 
would then allow additional area on the third and fourth frontages of a 
building. 
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C. Discussion of Proposed Amendments 
The city sign code is an extremely successful tool that has had a tremendous 
influence upon the transformation of Ashland’s downtown into a community focal 
point, revered throughout the State and beyond. The existing sign code is a 
classic product fashioned by a community well-known for its dedicated and 
farsighted citizenry. The changes currently proposed aim to provide new 
opportunities for adequate signage for business identification, non-commercial 
speech, and dissemination of public information while preventing visual clutter, 
protecting scenic views, and preserving Ashland’s unique character. 
 
The preceding section of this report lists all the modifications proposed.  This 
section elaborates on the more substantive changes currently being considered 
and the  implications of various options being presented. 
 
Section 18.96.020 Changes.  Definitions Relating to Signs 
 
Area Definition 
A commonly asked question at the counter in issuing sign permits is “How does the City 
 calculate the area of a sign?”.  The current definition is: 
  “The area included within the outer dimensions of a sign”. (18.96.020).   
Although relatively simple on its face, this definition has left a lot of room for 
interpretation and thus Staff has suggested two options for the Commission to consider 
in the proposed ordinance changes that would eliminate ambiguity. 
 
Option 1 essentially formalizes the means by which staff has calculated the area of a 
sign as bounded within a rectangle. 

 
 
Option 2 creates new opportunities to consider circles and triangles as additional 
geometric shapes in calculating area.  Additionally this definition would enable the City 
to consider areas of multiple components of a sign to additively determine area as 
bounded by these common geometric shapes. 

 
Staff supports option 2 as a means of enabling a greater measure of creativity and 
provide additional opportunities for more distinctive signage, without the disincentive of 
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decreased area allowance.  Further the existing code language could be seen to support 
such a methodology although that has not been its standard application over the years. 
 
Public Art definition 
Public Art would not be considered a sign per the proposed changes to 18.96, and as 
such would no longer  be regulated per this section.  
 
The proposed change to 18.96 defines Public Art simply by referencing the definition 
already existing  in Chapter 2.17 of the Municipal Code which is as follows: 

 “All forms of original works of art in any media that has been planned and 
executed with the specified intention of being sited or staged on City Property or 
on property owned or controlled by the City of Ashland, usually outside and 
accessible to the public.” 

 
The approval of Public Art would therefore not be proceeded as a Land Use 
Proceedings but rather through the application of the set criteria and juried selection 
process fully outlined in Chapter 2.17. 
 
Public Arts Commission Recommendation 
The Public Arts Commission is supportive of the proposed code changes to remove 
Public Art  from review under the Sign Code. 
 
Three dimensional sign definition 
To distinguish three dimensional signs from the typical 2-D sign this definition 
establishes that any sign having a relief of greater than 6” shall  fall into the 3-D category 
and be regulated as such.  The limits of this new 3-D sign type are addressed in this 
report under the section below on New Sign Types. 
 
 

Section 18.96.030 Changes.  Exempt Signs 
City Installed Directory Signs (18.96.030(A)) 
The modifications to) are proposed to address the Downtown Task Force 
recommendation to more explicitly enable the City to install various off-premises 
directory signs on City  property (including  public right of way as well as city property)  
to assist in directing people to interest areas that are otherwise not readily visible from 
the street. The recommendation also expresses an interest in developing separate 
policies to address issues of size, materials, color, font, materials, and location.  The 
proposed code change will enable the City to create a such a program to install 
informational signs on City property. 
 
Construction and Real Estate Signs (18.96.030(F&G)) 
In evaluating compliance issues Staff determined that the common practice of installing 
multiple signs during construction was frequently in violation of the existing code.  In 
recognition of the need for contractors, architects, financial institutions and other  parners in 
new developments to post their company contact information in the form of small signs we 
have proposed two options for the Commission to consider.  These options are intended to 
provide reasonable opportunities for Construction signs, while retaining some measure 
retaining control over visual clutter and the proliferation of numerous small unsecured yard 
signs on construction sites. 
 
Option 1 
Temporary non-illuminated construction signs not exceeding sixteen (16) square feet in 
residential areas or thirty-two (32) square feet in commercial and industrial areas, 
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provided said signs are removed within seven days of completion of the project. Such 
signs shall be limited to one sign per lot. Freestanding  temporary construction signs 
shall be no greater than five feet above grade.  
 
Option 2 
Temporary non-illuminated construction signs on a lot not exceeding sixteen (16) square 
feet in residential areas or thirty-two (32) square feet in commercial and industrial areas, 
provided said signs are removed within seven days of completion of the project. Such 
signs shall be limited to no more than four signs per lot . Freestanding  temporary 
construction signs shall be no greater than five feet above grade.  
 
The second option is being presented to address discussion among Planning 
Commissioners that occurred at the January 27th, 2009 Study Session.  Should the 
Commission choose to allow for more than one consolidated sign in which the multiple 
yard signs could all be affixed and instead allow multiple individual signs, Staff 
recommends limiting the total number to four.   
 
The existing limitation on Construction and real-estate signs combined is currently 6 
square feet in residential zones, and 12 square feet in Commercial zones. In separating 
the sign types the proposed changes in Option 1 or Option 2 will allow a real estate sign 
to be independent of the construction signs and as such increasing the total area 
allowed as follows: 
 
Sign Type Existing 

Allowable 
Area 

Proposed 
Area 

Existing limit 
on number 

Proposed 
Limit on 
Number 
(Option 1) 

Proposed 
Limit on 
Number 
(Option 2) 

Real Estate - 
Residential 6 sq.ft. 1 1 

Construction - 
Residential 

6 sq.ft. 
16 sq.ft. 

1 
1 4 

Total 6 sq.ft. 22 sq.ft. 1 2 5 

Real Estate - 
Commercial 12 sq.ft. 1 1 

Construction - 
Commercial 

12 sq.ft. 
32 sq.ft. 

1 
1 4 

Total 12 sq.ft. 44 sq.ft. 1 2 5 

 
Exempt ‘Incidental’ Signs 
The modifications to 18.96.030(H) are proposed to address the Downtown Task Force 
recommendation to increase the number of exempt signs from two to three in the 
downtown area. It was recommended that the allowable area for the additional proposed 
sign be increased to 3 square feet for increased flexibility, and specifically in 
consideration of restaurant needs for “menu” signs.   

 
Strings of Lights 
The proposed draft ordinance eliminates ‘incandescent’ and the spacing requirements 
for Strings of Lights (18.96.030K).  Commissioners had raised the question whether 
such lights should be considered temporary, whereas under the current ordinance there 
is no such time limit established. The proposed changes throughout this code are not 



 
Planning Action PA 2008-02013 Ashland Planning Department – Staff Report  – 2-10-09 
Applicant:  City of Ashland Page   6 of 9  

intended to limit existing uses, rather to refine definitions for clarity or expand available 
opportunities for new signage.  As such Staff is not recommending that a new time limit 
be established to make “strings of lights” temporary.   

 
Section 18.96.040 Changes.  Prohibited Signs 

 
Wall Graphics 
Wall graphics (such as mosaics, murals, or signs painted directly on a wall) have 
previously been prohibited under 18.96.040L.  As such signs are similar in nature to wall 
signs painted on a board and affixed to a wall, and would be subject to General Sign 
Regulations and the limitations for wall signs, Staff recommends this prohibition be 
eliminated. 
 
Vehicle Signs 
Section 18.96.040(M) is proposed by Staff independent of the Downtown Task Force 
recommended changes to the Ordinance.  The subject of Vehicle signs was not 
discussed by the Task Force but has been an enforcement concern regarding vehicles 
parked for extended periods on public streets solely for advertising purposes of adjacent 
businesses. This section would not prohibit vehicle signs affixed to vehicles that are 
used in the daily operation of a business such as delivery vehicles. 

 
Sections 18.96.080 and 18.96.090 - New Sign Types and increased allowances 
 
Multiple Frontages and additional Sign Area Section 18.96.080(B)1b). 
The subject of additional frontages and existing signage limitations was raised before 
the City Council  by Brett Thompson on September 2nd, 2008.  Concerns raised  related 
to properties with business frontages on more than two streets or businesses whose 
sole frontage is on a third or fourth side of a building. Council directed that this issue be 
addressed in proposed amendments by forwarding implementing language for 
consideration. 
 
Two options are presented for the Commission s consideration in 18.080B1b. 
 
Option 1  would allow additional sign area (30sq.ft.)  for the additional street frontage(s) 
when defined as a ‘business frontage (see definition 18.96.020(7)) while preserving 
existing protections limiting what would be viewable from any single business frontage 
(maximum of 60sq.ft.).  
 
Option 2 Correlates the allowable additional sign area on three or more frontages to be 
one sq.ft. for every two lineal feet of business frontage.  This is ½ the area allowance 
permitted for the primary or secondary frontages.  Further Option 2 establishes that 
business frontages of three or more on a single building shall comply with criteria from 
the City’s Site Design and Use Standards providing an attractive and functional 
pedestrian entrance open to the public during all business hours, oriented toward the 
street, and providing direct pedestrian access from a public sidewalk. 
 
Staff recommends Option 2 as a preferred alternative to help ensure the third or fourth 
frontage of a business are truly utilized by patrons and not merely presented to allow for 
additional signage which would have the result of drawing customers toward a non 
functional entrance.  Further this method better relates the size of a sign to the size of 
the business frontage. 
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Projection Distance 
Section 18.96.080(B)1c ) addresses a recommendation by the Downtown Task Force to 
increase the maximum distance a sign can project from the face of a building from 18” to 
2’ to foster improved visibility as well as increased opportunities for such projection signs 
to function as architectural elements. Specifically this modification was proposed to 
assist businesses on smaller side streets and alleys with limited visibility from the main 
streets within the downtown. 
 
 
Three dimensional signs-  Section 18.96.080(B)5a-g and 18.96.090B4a 
The proposed ordinance amendments would establish a new sign type called  
dimensional signs (defined as those signs having greater than a 6” relief).  As proposed 
the volume limits for these signs would be 3 cu.ft. in the downtown, and 20 cu.ft. outside 
the downtown on commercially zoned property.  This new provision was intended by the 
Downtown Task Force to provide opportunities for unique and creative options for 
businesses to connect to customers and the community.  In addition to limitations on 
height, width and depth, material restrictions  have also been proposed prohibiting the 
use of plastic and  electrical components (see 18.96.080(B)5f and 18.96.090(B)4f).  
 
The Downtown Task Force had recommended that such small 3-D signs in the 
downtown (up to 3 cu.ft.) be considered as part of the exempt sign category, however 
due to issues of potential encroachment into pedestrian circulation areas, ingress egress 
requirements of the fire and building codes, and building code compliance relating to the 
method of permanently affixing such signs to the wall or ground, Staff has proposed 
such signs as a permitted sign type to enable such review. 
 
There has been discussion regarding whether the small 3-D sign in the downtown 
should be counted against the area allocation for exempt incidental signs, or whether it 
should be an additional sign allowance.  Two options are presented in the draft code 
language that distinguishes between these alternatives. As comparing square foot area 
to cubic foot volume is not feasible,  Staff now presents an option that resolves this 
concern in  limiting the total number of such small signs, both incidental and 3D, within 
the downtown. 
 
Option 1 

One three-dimensional sign shall be permitted for each lot. This is in addition to the 
limitations established in this section on number of wall, ground, awning or marquee 
signs.  

Option 2 
One three-dimensional sign shall be permitted for each lot in lieu of one three square 
foot incidental sign otherwise allowed per 18.96.030H. 

 
Downtown Task Force recommendations 
The Downtown Task Force recommended allowing 3cu.ft. three-dimensional signs within 
the downtown. The Downtown Task Force also recommended the City consider allowing 
larger 3-D signs outside the downtown.  In large part their discussion related to an 
existing 3-D statue (“Alfredo” at Wiley’s Restaurant) which is approximately 20 cubic feet 
in size. Members of the Downtown Task force addressed concerns over the proliferation 
of prefabricated 3-D signs at chain franchises, such as a Bob’s Big Boy statue, in that 
the size and material limitations would limit such 3-D signs.  
 
Public Arts Commission Recommendations 
The Public Arts Commission reviewed the draft ordinance and provided a memo for the 
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Planning Commission’s consideration (attached).  Further members of the Public Arts 
Commission presented at the study session held January 27, 2009 which are reflected in 
the minutes (attached).  In relation to 3-D signs the Public Arts Commission stated they 
are opposed to 3D signs outside the downtown area. 
 
Historic Commission Recommendations 
The Historic Commission is scheduled to review the Sign Code amendments at their 
meeting on February 4th, 2009.  As this report has been prepared in advance of their 
meeting, their recommendations will be presented to the Planning Commission during 
the public hearing on February 10th, 2009. 
 
Portable Signs - Sandwich Boards and Pedestal Signs(18.96.080(B)6 
The Downtown Task Force explored the option of allowing sandwich boards and 
pedestal signs when discussing the desire to increase exposure for businesses not on a 
major street.  The issue was largely resolved through the concept of enabling the City to 
install collective directional signs (as proposed in18.96.030A).   
 
However the use of pedestal signs or sandwich boards on the businesses private 
property still may have merit provided such sign areas are calculated in consideration of 
the exempt sign allowance.  Although typical exempt signs are not required to obtain 
sign permits, Staff has proposed this section under the permitted sign section to allow 
assessment of issues of potential encroachment into pedestrian circulation areas, 
ingress egress requirements of the fire and building code, and compliance with 
maximum height requirement through the sign permit process.  The size,  materials, and 
location  of such signs would also be limited by the proposed ordinance amendment. 
 

 
II. Procedural 
 
The procedure for a legislative amendment is described in 18.108.170 as follows: 

A. It may be necessary from time to time to amend the text of the Land Use Ordinance 
or make other legislative amendments in order to conform with the comprehensive 
plan or to meet other changes in circumstances and conditions. A legislative 
amendment is a legislative act solely within the authority of the Council. 

 
B. A legislative amendment may be initiated by the Council, by the Commission, or by 

application of a property owner or resident of the City. The Commission shall 
conduct a public hearing on the proposed amendment at its earliest practicable 
meeting after it is submitted, and within thirty days after the hearing, recommend to 
the Council, approval, disapproval, or modification of the proposed amendment. 

 
C. An application for amendment by a property owner or resident shall be filed with the 

Planning Department thirty days prior to the Commission meeting at which the 
proposal is to be first considered. The application shall be accompanied by the 
required fee. 

 
D. Before taking final action on a proposed amendment, the Commission shall hold a 

public hearing. After receipt of the report on the amendment from the Commission, 
the Council shall hold a public hearing on the amendment. Notice of time and place 
of the public hearings and a brief description of the proposed amendment shall be 
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given notice in a newspaper of general circulation in the City not less than ten days 
prior to the date of hearing. 

 
E. No application of a property owner or resident for a legislative amendment shall be 

considered by the Commission within the twelve month period immediately following 
a previous denial of such request, except the Commission may permit a new 
application if, in the opinion of the Commission, new evidence or a change of 
circumstances warrant it.  

 
Pursuant to ORS 197.610, a pre-notice, including draft language that is to be 
considered through the public hearing process, was sent to the Department of Land 
Conservation and Development (DLCD) on December 22, 2008, which by statute is 
more than 45 days prior to the Planning Commission Public Hearing scheduled for 
February 10th. Pursuant to ORS 197.615, the City of Ashland will provide notice to 
DLCD within 5 days of the final decision by the City of Ashland. 
 

III. Conclusions and Recommendations 
 
The Planning Commission shall consider public testimony received, the Public Arts 
Commission recommendation, the Historic Commission recommendations, the 
Downtown Task Force Recommendations,  and Staff recommendations regarding the 
various options presented for sign code amendments.   
 
In consideration of testimony received, and selection of specific options for inclusion in a 
final ordinance, Staff recommends the Planning Commission forward a recommendation 
of approval to the City Council to update and revise Ashland’s land use requirements 
regarding such factors as the size, number, type, materials, and location of signs. 
 
 
Attachments 

Draft Ordinance Amending the Ashland Sign Code, Chapter 18.96 
City Council Meeting Minutes  September 2, 2008 
Planning Commission Study Session Minutes 
  January 27, 2009 

January 13, 2009 
Downtown Task Force Meeting Minutes: 

August 11, 2008 
August 4, 2008 
July 28, 2008 
July 21, 2008 
July 14, 2008 

Downtown Task Force Summary Report dated August 21, 2008 
Public Arts Commission Memo dated November 2008. 
Submitted Letters 
  Adam Stallsworth, Oregon Department of Transportation 
  Steve Cole, Sound Peace 
  Linda von Hanneken-Martin, WolfPacks.com 
  Dave Alexander 
  Art Bullock 
  Matt Frey 
  Brent Thompson 
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CHAPTER 18.96 

SIGN REGULATIONS 

SECTIONS: 

18.96.010 Purpose. 
18.96.020 Definitions Relating to Signs. 
18.96.030 Exempted Signs. 
18.96.040 Prohibited Signs. 
18.96.050 Sign Permits. 
18.96.060 General Sign Regulations. 
18.96.070 Residential and North Mountain Sign Regulations. 
18.96.080 Commercial-Downtown Overlay District (C-1-D).  
18.96.090 Commercial, Industrial and Employment Districts. 
18.96.100 Freeway Sign Zone. 
18.96.110 Abatement of Nuisance Signs. 
18.96.120 Construction and Maintenance Standards.  
18.96.130 Nonconforming Signs. 
18.96.140 Enforcement. 
18.96.150 Governmental Signs.  
18.96.160 Historic Signs. 
 
 
SECTION 18.96.010 Purpose. 
This Chapter shall hereafter be known and designated as the "Sign Ordinance of the City of 
Ashland", and is adopted in recognition of the important function of signs and the need to 
safeguard and enhance the economic and aesthetic values in the City of Ashland through 
regulation of such factors as size, number, location, illumination, construction, and maintenance 
of signs; and thereby safeguard public health, safety and general welfare. 
 
 
SECTION 18.96.020 Definitions Relating to Signs. 
1. Alteration  

Any change excluding content, and including but not limited to the size, shape, method of 
illumination, position, location, materials, construction, or supporting structure of a sign. 

2. Area  
The area included within the outer dimensions of a sign.  

Option 1 
The entire area within a perimeter defined by a continuous line composed of right 
angles which enclose the extreme limits of lettering, logo, trademark, or other graphic 
representation, together with any frame or structural trim forming an integral part of 
the display used to differentiate the sign from the background against which it is 
placed. In the case of a multi-faced sign, the area of each face shall be included in 
determining sign area, excepting double-faced signs placed no more than 24 inches back-
to-back. 

Option 2 
The entire area within a circle, triangle and/or rectangle which encloses the extreme 
limits of lettering, logo, trademark, or other graphic representation, together with any 
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frame or structural trim forming an integral part of the display used to differentiate the 
sign from the background against which it is placed. In the case of a multi-faced sign, 
the area of each face shall be included in determining sign area, excepting  double-faced 
signs placed no more than 24 inches back-to-back. 
 

3. Awning 
A temporary or movable shelter supported entirely from the exterior wall of a building and 
composed of non-rigid materials except for the supporting framework. 

4. Building Face of Wall 
 All window and wall area of a building in one plane or elevation. 
5. Bulletin Board or Reader Board 
 A sign of a permanent nature, but which accommodates changeable copy. 
6. Business  

A commercial or industrial enterprise. 
7. Business Frontage 
 A lineal front footage of a building or portion thereof devoted to a specific business or 

enterprise, and having an pedestrian entrance/exit open to the general public during all 
business hours .  

8. Business Premises  
 A parcel of property or that portion thereof occupied by one tenant. 
9. Canopy  

A non-movable roof-like structure attached to a building. 
10. Construction sign 

A temporary sign erected on the premises where construction is taking place during 
the period of construction, indicating the names individuals or firms having a role or 
interest with respect to the structure or project. 

10. 11. Direct Illumination  
 A source of illumination on the surface of a sign or from within a sign. 
11. 12.Election  

The time designated by law for voter to cast ballots for candidates and measures. 
12. 13. Flashing Sign 
 A sign incorporating intermittent electrical impulses to a source of illumination or revolving or 

moving in a manner which creates the illusion of flashing, or which changes color or 
intensity of illumination.  This definition is to include electronic time, date and temperature 
signs. 

13. Frontage 
A single wall surface of a building facing a given direction. 

14. Ground Sign 
 A sign erected on a free-standing frame, mast or pole and not attached to any building. Also 

known as a "free-standing sign". 
15. Indirect Illumination 
 A source of illumination directed toward a sign so that the beam of light falls upon the 

exterior surface of the sign. 
16. Illegal Sign 
 A sign which is erected in violation of the Ashland Sign Code (18.96). 
17. Marquee Sign 
 A sign which is painted on, attached to, or supported by a marquee, awning or canopy. 
18. Marquee  

A non-movable roof-like structure which is self-draining. 
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19. Non-conforming Sign 
 An existing sign, lawful at the time of enactment of this Ordinance, which does not conform 

to the requirements of this Code. 
20. Projecting Signs 
 Signs other than wall signs, which are attached to and project from a structure or building 

face, usually perpendicular to the building face. 
21. Portable Sign 

A permitted sign not permanently attached to the ground or other permanent 
structure including sandwich boards, pedestal signs, and ’A’ Frame signs.  

22. Public Art 
Public Art defined, approved, and installed in accordance with section 2.17 of the 
Ashland Municipal Code shall not be regulated as a sign per the provisions of this 
Chapter.   
 

21. 23. Roof Sign 
 Any sign erected upon, against, or directly above a roof or top of or above the parapet of a 

building. 
22. 24. Shopping Center or Business Complex 
 Any business or group of businesses which are in a building or group of buildings, on one or 

more lots which are contiguous or which are separated by a public right-of-way or a privately 
owned flag drive used for access and not greater than 35 feet in width, which are 
constructed and/or managed as a single entity, and share ownership and/or function. 

23. 25.Sign 
Any identification, description, illustration, symbol or device which is placed or affixed 
directly or indirectly upon a building, structure, or land, Interior illuminated panels, fascia 
strips, bands, columns, or other interior illuminated decorative features located on or off a 
structure, visible from the public right-of-way, and with or without lettering or graphics shall 
also be considered a sign and included in the overall sign area of the site.  Public Art shall 
not be considered a sign. 

24. 26. Sign, Public 
 A sign erected by a public officer or employee in the performance of a public duty which 

shall include, but not be limited to, motorist informational signs and warning lights. 
25. 27. Street Frontage 
 The lineal dimension in feet that the property upon which a structure is built abuts a public 

street or streets. 
28. Real Estate Sign 

A sign pertaining to the sale or lease of the premises, or portion of the premises, on 
which the sign is located 

29. Replacement Sign  
A change in the size or materials of a sign in a location where a permitted sign had 
previously existed prior to the proposed installation 

26. 30. Temporary Sign 
 A sign which is not permanently affixed.  All devices such as banners, pennants, flags, (not 

including flags of national, state or city governments), searchlights, sandwich boards, 
sidewalk signs, curb signs, balloons or other air or gas-filled balloons. 
31. Three-Dimensional Sign 
A sign which has a depth or relief on its surface greater than six inches exclusive of 
the supporting sign structure and not to include projecting wall signs.  
32. Vehicle Sign 
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A sign mounted on a vehicle, bicycle, trailer or boat, or fixed or attached to a device  
for the purpose of transporting from site-to-site.  

27.33. Wall Graphics 
 Including but not limited to any mosaic, mural or painting or graphic art technique or 

combination or grouping of mosaics, murals, or paintings or graphic art techniques applied, 
implanted or placed directly onto a wall or fence. 

28. 34. Wall Sign 
 A sign attached to or erected against the wall of a building with the face in a parallel plane of 

the building wall. 
29. 35. Wind Sign or Device 
 Any sign or device in the nature of banners, flags, balloons, or other objects fastened in 

such a manner as to move upon being subject to pressures by wind or breeze. 
 
 
SECTION 18.96.030  Exempted Signs. 
The following signs and devices shall not be subject to the provisions of this chapter except for 
18.96.040 and18.96.140 
A. Informational signs placed by the City of Ashland, or by the State or Oregon in the publicly 

owned right-of-way. Collective identification or directory signs placed by the City of 
Ashland showing the types and locations of various civic, business, recreation, 
historic interest areas, or other similar uses, when such signs are located on 
publically owned right-of-way or on City of Ashland property.  

B. Memorial tablets, cornerstones, or similar plaques not exceeding six square feet in size. 
C. Flags of national, state or local governments. 
D. Signs within a building provided they are not visible to persons outside the building. 
E. Temporary signs not exceeding four square feet, provided the signs are erected no more 

than 45 days prior to and removed within seven days following an election.  
(Ord 2844; S1 1999) 

F. Temporary, non-illuminated real estate (not more than one per tax lot) or construction 
signs not exceeding six square feet in residential areas or twelve square feet in commercial 
and industrial areas, provided said signs are removed within fifteen days from the sale, 
lease or rental of the property or within seven days of completion of the project. Such 
signs shall be limited to one sign per lot. Freestanding  temporary real estate signs 
shall be no greater than five feet above grade. 

G.   
Option 1 

Temporary non-illuminated construction signs not exceeding sixteen (16) square feet 
in residential areas or thirty-two (32) square feet in commercial and industrial areas, 
provided said signs are removed within seven days of completion of the project. Such 
signs shall be limited to one sign per lot. Freestanding  temporary construction signs 
shall be no greater than five feet above grade.  

 
Option 2 

Temporary non-illuminated construction signs on a lot not exceeding sixteen (16) 
square feet in residential areas or thirty-two (32) square feet in commercial and 
industrial areas, provided said signs are removed within seven days of completion of 
the project. Such signs shall be limited to no more than four signs per lot. 
Freestanding  temporary construction signs shall be no greater than five feet above 
grade.  
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G. H.  Small incidental signs provided said signs do not exceed two square feet in area per 
sign, not more than two in number on any parcel or two per street business frontage, 
whichever is greater. Within the Downtown Design Standards Zone, three incidental 
signs with a total area of seven square feet, provided no single incidental sign 
exceeds three square feet in area, are allowable per business frontage.  

 
 
 
H. I.  Temporary signs painted or placed upon a window in a non-residential zone, when such 

signs do not obscure more than twenty percent of such window area, and are maintained for 
a period not exceeding seven days.  Signs which remain longer than seven days will be 
considered permanent and must comply with the provisions of the Ashland Sign Code 
(18.96). 

I. J.  Any sign which is not visible to motorists or pedestrians on any public highway, sidewalk, 
street or alley. 

J. K.  Strings of Lights.  Strings of incandescent lights in non-residential zones where the 
lights do not exceed 5 watts per bulb, the bulbs are placed no closer than 6" apart and 
do not flash or blink in any way.  Strings of lights in residential zones are not regulated.   

 (Ord. 2660, 1991) 
K. L.  Temporary non-illuminated signs not exceeding 16 square feet for charitable fundraising 

events placed by non-profit and charitable organizations. Such signs shall not be placed 
more than seven days prior to the event and must be removed within two days following the 
event.  No more than two such events may be advertised in this manner per lot per year.   
(Ord. 2323, 1984) 
 
All of the foregoing exempted signs shall be subject to the other regulations contained in this 
Chapter 18.96 relative to the size, lighting or spacing of such sign.   
(Ord. 2221, 1982) 

 
 
SECTION 18.96.040 Prohibited Signs. 
A. No sign, unless exempted or allowed pursuant to this Chapter, shall be permitted except as 

may be provided in Section 18.96.030.   
 (Ord. 2221, 1982) 
B. No movable sign, temporary sign or bench sign shall be permitted except as may be 

provided in Section 18.96.030. 
C. No wind sign, device, or captive balloon shall be permitted except as may be provided in 

Section 18.96.030.   
 (Ord. 2221, 1982; Ord. 2440, 1988) 
D. No flashing signs shall be permitted. 
E. No sign shall have or consist of any moving, rotating, or otherwise animated part. 
F. No three-dimensional statue, caricature or representation of persons, animals or 

merchandise shall be used as a sign or incorporated into a sign structure except as may be 
provided in Sections 18.96.080(B)5, and 18.96.090(B)4  

G. No public address system or sound devices shall be used in conjunction with any sign or 
advertising device. 

H. No roof signs or signs which project above the roof shall be permitted. 
I. No exposed sources of illumination shall be permitted on any sign, or for the decoration of 



 
LAND USE CODE 

 

DRAFT AMENDMENTS  
Feb. 10, 2009 

Page 6 of 19 – SIGN REGULATIONS 

any building, including, but not limited to, neon or fluorescent tubing and flashing 
incandescent bulbs, except when the source of illumination is within a building, and at least 
ten (10) feet from a window which allows visibility from the public right-of-way, or when a 
sign is internally illuminated or the source of light is fully shielded from the public view. 

J. No signs which use plastic as part of the exterior visual effects or are internally illuminated in 
the Historic District, as identified in the Ashland Comprehensive Plan, or in any residential 
districts shall be permitted. 

K. No bulletin boards or signs with changeable copy shall be permitted, except as allowed in 
Section 18.96.060(D). 

L. No wall graphics shall be permitted. 
M. L.  No unofficial sign which purports to be, is an imitation of, or resembles an official traffic 

sign or signal, or which attempts to direct the movement of traffic, or which hides from view 
any official traffic sign or signal shall be permitted.  

M. Vehicle signs used as static displays such that the primary purpose of the vehicle is 
the display of the sign, placed or parked where visible from off-premises or the public 
right-of-way for a continuous period of 2 days or more. Vehicles and equipment 
regularly used in the conduct of the business such as delivery vehicles, construction 
vehicles, fleet vehicles, or similar uses, shall not be subjected to this prohibition.  
 

SECTION 18.96.050  Sign Permits. 
A. Sign Permit Required.  A sign permit is required in each of the following instances: 

1. Upon the erection of any new sign except exempted signs. 
2. To make alteration to an existing sign, including a change in the size or materials.  

Permits shall not be required for minor maintenance and repairs to existing signs or for 
changes in sign copy for conforming signs. 

3. To alter an existing non-conforming sign, subject to Section 18.96.150. 
4. To erect a temporary sign for a new business subject to Section 18.96.050(D). 

B. Required Information for a Sign Permit.  For the purposes of review by the Staff Advisor and 
Building Official, a drawing to scale shall be submitted which indicates fully the material, 
color, texture, dimensions, shape, relation and attachment to building and other structures, 
structural elements of the proposed sign, and the size and dimensions of any other signs 
located on the applicant's building or property. 

C. Temporary Signs for New Businesses. The Staff Advisor or his/her designate can issue a 
permit for a temporary sign for new businesses for a period not to exceed seven days.  A 
permit is required for these signs but the permit fee is waived. 

D. Unsafe or Illegal Signs.   
1. If the Staff Advisor or Building Official shall find that any sign is unsafe or insecure, or 

any sign erected or established under a sign permit has been carried out in violation of 
said permit or this chapter, he/she shall give written notice to the permittee or owner 
thereof to remove or alter such sign within seven days. 

2. The Staff Advisor or Building Official may cause any sign which is an immediate peril to 
persons or property, or sign erected without a permit, to be removed immediately, and 
said sign shall not be re-established until a valid permit has been issued.  Failure to 
remove or alter said signs as directed shall subject the permittee or owner to the 
penalties prescribed in this Title. 

3. Any person who erects, constructs, prints, paints or otherwise makes a sign for which a 
sign permit or approval is required under Chapter 18.96 without first having determined a 
permit has been obtained for such sign, has committed an infraction, and upon 
conviction thereof is punishable as prescribed in section 1.08.020 of the Ashland 
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Municipal Code.  It shall not be a defense to this section that such person erected, 
constructed, printed, painted or otherwise made the sign for another.  
(amended Ord. 2754, 1995) 

E. Sign Permit Record Required.  The Planning Department shall keep a copy and permanent 
record of each sign permit issued. 

F. Sign Permit Fee.  The fee for a sign permit shall be as set forth in Resolution No. 88-01, as 
adopted by the City Council.  The fee for any sign which is erected without a sign permit 
shall be double the regular sign fee. 

 
 
SECTION 18.96.060  General Sign Regulations. 
The following general provisions shall govern all signs in addition to all other applicable 
provisions of this chapter. 
A. Variances.  The following regulations pertaining to signs are not subject to the variance 

section of this Code: 
1. Section 18.96.040 - Prohibited signs. 
2. Section 18.96.110 - Abatement of nuisance signs. 
3. Section 18.96.120 - Construction and maintenance standards. 
4. The size, height and number of constraints of Sections 18.96.070, 18.96.080, 18.96.090 

and 18.96.100, except as may be allowed in 18.96.130. 
B. Obstruction by Signs.  No sign or portion thereof shall be placed so that it obstructs any fire 

escape, stairway or standpipe; interferes with human exit through any window of any room 
located above the first floor of any building; obstructs any door or required exit from any 
building; or obstructs any required light or ventilation. 

C. Bulletin Board or Reader Board.  Twenty (20) percent of permitted sign area may be allowed 
as a bulletin board or reader board. 

D. Placement of Signs.   
1. Near residential.   
 No sign shall be located in a commercial or industrial district so that it is primarily visible 

only from a residential district. 
2. Near street intersections.   
 No signs in excess of two and one-half feet in height shall be placed in the vision 

clearance area. The vision clearance area is the triangle formed by a line connecting 
points twenty-five feet from the intersection of property lines. In the case of an 
intersection involving an alley and a street, the triangle is formed by a line connecting 
points ten feet along the alley and twenty-five feet along the street. When the angle of 
intersection between the street and the alley is less than 30 degrees, the distance shall 
be twenty-five feet. This provision shall apply to all zones. 

3. Near driveways.  
 No sign or portion of thereof shall be erected within ten feet of driveways unless the 

same is less than two and one-half feet in height. 
4. Future street right-of-way.   
 No sign or portion thereof shall be erected within future street right-of-ways, as depicted 

upon the Master Street Plan, unless and until an agreement is recorded stipulating that 
the sign will be removed or relocated upon street improvements at no expense to the 
City. 

 
 
SECTION 18.96.070  Residential and North Mountain Sign Regulations. 
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Signs in the residential (R) and North Mountain (NM) districts shall conform to the following 
regulations: 
A. Special Provisions: 

1. No sign or portion thereof shall extend beyond any property line of the premises on 
which such sign is located. 

2. Internally illuminated signs shall not be permitted. 
3. Nothing contained herein shall be construed as permitting any type of sign in conjunction 

with a commercial use allowed as a home occupation, as no signs are allowed in 
conjunction with a home occupation.  Signs in residential areas are only permitted in 
conjunction with a Conditional Use. 

B. Type of Signs Permitted. 
1. Neighborhood identification signs.  One sign shall be permitted at each entry point to 

residential developments not exceeding an area of six square feet per sign with lettering 
not over nine inches in height, located not over three feet above grade. 

2. Conditional Uses.  Uses authorized in accordance with the Chapter on Conditional Use 
Permits may be permitted one ground sign not exceeding an overall height of five feet 
and an area of fifteen square feet, set back at least ten feet from property lines; or one 
wall sign in lieu of a ground sign.  Such signs shall be approved in conjunction with the 
issuance of such conditional use permit.  Said signs shall not use plastic as part of the 
exterior visual effect and shall not be internally illuminated. 

3. Retail commercial uses allowed as a conditional use in the Railroad District and 
traveler's accommodations in residential zones shall be allowed one wall sign or one 
ground sign which meets the following criteria: 

a. The total size of the sign is limited to six square feet. 
b. The maximum height of any ground sign is to be three feet above grade. 
c. The sign must be constructed of wood and cannot be internally illuminated. 

4.  North Mountain Signs.  Signs for approved non-residential uses within the NM-R15, NM-
C and NM Civic zones shall be permitted one ground sign not exceeding an overall 
height of five feet and an area of fifteen square feet, set back at least ten feet from 
property lines; or one wall or awning sign in lieu of a ground sign. Said signs shall not 
use plastic as part of the exterior visual effect and shall not be internally illuminated.  

  (ORD 2951, amended, 07/01/2008) 
 
 
SECTION 18.96.080  Commercial-Downtown Overlay District (C-1-D).  
Signs in the Commercial-Downtown Overlay District shall conform to the following regulations: 
 
A. Special Provisions. 

1. Frontage.   
The number and use of signs allowed by virtue of a given business frontage shall be 
placed only upon such business frontage.  and no building shall be credited with more 
than two business frontages.  

2. Aggregate number of signs.   
 The aggregate number of signs for each business shall be two signs for each business 

frontage (a frontage with an entrance/exit open to the general public). 
3. Material.   

No sign in the Commercial-Downtown Overlay District shall use plastic as part of the 
exterior visual effects of the sign. 

4. Aggregate area of signs.   
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 The aggregate area of all signs established by and located on a given street frontage 
shall not exceed an area equal to one square foot for each lineal foot of street frontage. 
Aggregate area shall not include nameplates, and real estate and construction signs. 
 

B. Types of Signs Permitted. 
1. Wall Signs. 

a. Number.   
Two signs per building frontage shall be permitted for each business, or one sign per 
frontage for a group of businesses occupying a single common space or suite.  

b. Area.   
Option 1 
Total sign area shall not be more than one square foot of sign area for one lineal  
foot of legal business frontage. This area shall not exceed sixty square feet per 
business frontage for a property with  two or less business frontages, or 
ninety  square feet for a structure with  three to four business frontages on 
separate public streets. The maximum sign area on any single business 
frontage shall not exceed sixty square feet. 
 
Option 2 
Total sign area shall not be more than one square foot of sign area for one lineal  
foot of legal business frontage This area shall not exceed sixty square feet.   
Buildings with two or less business frontages shall be permitted one square 
foot of sign area for each lineal foot of business frontage. Building frontages 
of three or more, on a single building, shall be permitted one square foot of 
sign area for every two lineal feet of business frontage. The maximum sign 
area on any single business frontage shall not exceed sixty (60)square feet. 
Business frontages of three or more, on a single building, shall comply with 
the following criteria established within the City’s Site Design and Use 
Standards: 

i. A pedestrian entrance designed to be attractive and function, and open to 
the public during all business hours 

ii. The pedestrian entrance shall be accessed from a walkway connected to 
a public sidewalk. 

c. Projection.   
Signs may project a maximum of eighteen inches two feet from the face of the 
building to which they are attached, provided the lowest portion of the sign is at least 
eight feet above  grade.  Any portion lower than eight feet may only project four 
inches.  

 
d. Extension above roof line.   
 Signs may not project above the roof or eave line of the building.  
 

2. Ground Signs.  
a. Number.   

One sign, in lieu of a wall sign, shall be permitted for each lot with a street frontage in 
excess of fifty lineal feet.  Corner lots can count one street frontage. Two or more 
parcels of less than fifty feet may be combined for purposes of meeting the foregoing 
standard.  

b. Area.   
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Signs shall not exceed an area of one square foot for each two lineal feet of street 
frontage, with a maximum area of sixty square feet per sign.  

c. Placement.   
Signs shall be placed so that no sign or portion thereof shall extend beyond any 
property line of the premises on which such sign is located. Signs on corner 
properties shall also comply with the vision clearance provisions of Section 
18.96.060(F).  

d. Height.   
No ground sign shall be in excess of five feet above grade.  

 
3. Marquee or Awning Signs.  

a. Number.   
A maximum of two signs shall be permitted for each business frontage in lieu of wall 
signs.  

b. Area.  Signs shall not exceed the permitted aggregate sign area not taken up by a 
wall sign.  

c. Projection.   
Signs may not project beyond the face of the marquee if suspended, or above the 
face of the marquee if attached to and parallel to the face of the marquee.  

d. Height.   
Signs shall have a maximum face height of nine inches if placed below the marquee.  

e. Clearance above grade. 
 The lowest portion of a sign attached to a marquee shall not be less than seven feet, 

six inches above grade.  
f. Signs painted on a marquee.   
 Signs can be painted on the marquee in lieu of wall signs provided the signs do not 

exceed the permitted aggregate sign area not taken up by wall signs.  
4. Projection Signs.  

a. Number.   
One sign shall be permitted for each business or group of businesses occupying a 
single common space or suite in lieu of a wall sign.  

b. Area.   
Except for marquee or awning signs, a projecting sign shall not exceed an area of 
one square foot for each two feet of lineal business frontage that is not already 
utilized by a wall sign. The maximum area of any projecting sign shall be 15 square 
feet.  

c. Projection.   
Signs may project from the face of the building to which they are attached a 
maximum of two feet if located eight feet above grade, or three feet if located nine 
feet above grade or  more.  

d. Height and extension above roof line.   
 Signs shall not extend above the roofline, eave or parapet wall of the building to 

which they are attached, or be lower than eight feet above grade. 
e. Limitation on placement.   
 No projecting sign shall be placed on any frontage on an arterial street as designated 

in the Ashland Comprehensive Plan.   
 
5. Three-Dimensional Signs.  

a. Number.   
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Option 1 
One three-dimensional sign shall be permitted for each lot. This is in addition 
to the limitations established in this section on number of wall, ground, awning 
or marquee signs.  
Option 2 
One three-dimensional sign shall be permitted for each lot in lieu of one three 
square foot incidental sign otherwise allowed per 18.96.030H. 

b. Surface Area.   
Flat surfaces in excess of two square feet shall count toward the total 
aggregate sign area per 18.96.080(A)4.  

c. Placement.   
The three-dimensional sign shall be located so that no sign or portion thereof 
shall is within a public pedestrian easement or extends beyond any property 
line of the premises on which such sign is located into the public right-of-way 
unless an encroachment permit has been issued. 

d. Dimensions. 
No three-dimensional sign shall have a height, width, or depth  in excess of 
three feet.  

e. Volume. 
The volume of the three-dimensional sign shall be calculated as the entire 
volume within a rectangular cube enclosing the extreme limits of all parts of 
the sign and shall not exceed three (3) cubic feet. For the purposes of 
calculating volume the minimum dimension for height, width, or depth shall be 
considered one foot. 

f. Materials 
The three-dimensional signs shall be constructed of metal, wood, bronze, 
concrete, stone, glass, clay, or other durable material, all of which are treated 
to prevent corrosion or reflective glare. Three dimensional signs shall not  be 
constructed of plastic. Three dimensional signs shall not be internally 
illuminated or contain any electrical component. 
 
 

6 Portable Business Signs 
a. Number 

One portable business sign, limited to sandwich boards, pedestal signs, and 
‘A’ frame signs,  shall be allowed on each lot excepting that buildings or 
businesses with permanent ground signs shall not be permitted to have 
portable signs. 

b. Area.   
Sign area shall be deducted from the aggregate sign allowed for exempt 
incidental signs established in 18.96.030(H). Signs shall not exceed an area of 
four (4) square feet per face including any border or trim, and there shall be no 
more than two (2) faces.  

c. Height. 
Sandwich board signs and ‘A’ frame signs shall not extend more than three (3) 
feet above the ground on which it is placed. Pedestal signs shall not extend 
more than four (4) feet above the ground on which it is placed. 

d. Placement.   
Signs shall be placed so that no sign or portion thereof shall extend beyond 
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any property line of the premises on which such sign is located. Portable signs 
shall not be placed on public right-of-way.  

e. Limitation on placement. 
No portable business sign shall be constructed and placed so as to interfere 
with pedestrian ingress and egress as regulated within the Ashland Municipal 
Code. 

g. General Limitations 
Signs shall be anchored, supported, or designed as to prevent tipping over, 
which reasonably prevents the possibility of signs becoming hazards to public 
health and safety.  Signs shall not be constructed of plastic, illuminated or 
contain any electrical component. No objects shall be attached to a portable 
sign such as but not limited to balloons, banners, merchandise, and electrical 
devices. Portable business signs shall be removed at the daily close of 
business. These signs are prohibited while the business is closed. 

 
 

SECTION 18.96.090  Commercial, Industrial and Employment Districts. 
Signs in commercial, industrial and employment districts, excepting the Downtown-Commercial 
Overlay District and the Freeway Overlay District, shall conform to the following regulations:  
 
 
A. Special Provisions.  

1. Frontage.   
The number and use of signs allowed by virtue of a given business frontage shall be 
placed only upon such business frontage.  and no building shall be credited with more 
than two business frontages. 

2. Aggregate number of signs.   
 The aggregate number of signs for each business shall be two signs for each business 

frontage. 
3. Aggregate area of signs. 
 The aggregate area of all signs established by and located on a given street frontage, 

shall not exceed an area equal to one square foot of sign area for each lineal foot of 
street frontage.  Aggregate area shall not include nameplates, and temporary real estate 
and construction signs.  
 

B. Types of Signs Permitted.  
1. Wall Signs.  

a. Number.   
Two signs per building frontage shall be permitted for each business, or one sign per 
frontage for a group of businesses occupying a single common space or suite.  

b. Area.   
Option 1 
Total sign area shall not be more than one square foot of sign area for one lineal  
foot of legal business frontage. This area shall not exceed sixty square feet per 
business frontage for a property with  two or less business frontages, or 
ninety  square feet for a structure with  three to four business frontages on 
separate public streets. The maximum sign area on any single business 
frontage shall not exceed sixty square feet. 
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Option 2 
Total sign area shall not be more than one square foot of sign area for one lineal  
foot of legal business frontage This area shall not exceed sixty square feet.   
Buildings with two or less business frontages shall be permitted one square 
foot of sign area for each lineal foot of business frontage. Building frontages 
of three or more, on a single building, shall be permitted one square foot of 
sign area for every two lineal feet of business frontage. The maximum sign 
area on any single business frontage shall not exceed sixty (60)square feet. 
Business frontages of three or more, on a single building, shall comply with 
the following criteria established within the City’s Site Design and Use 
Standards: 

i. A pedestrian entrance designed to be attractive and function, and open to 
the public during all business hours 

ii. The pedestrian entrance shall be accessed from a walkway connected to 
a public sidewalk. 

c. Projection. 
Except for marquee or awning signs, a projecting sign may project a maximum of 
eighteen inches two feet from the face of the building to which they are attached, 
provided the lowest portion of the sign is at least eight feet above grade.  Any portion 
lower than eight feet can only  project four inches.  

d. Extension above roof line. 
 Signs may not project above the roof or eave line of the building.  

2. Ground Signs.  
a. Number.   

One sign shall be permitted for each lot with a street frontage in excess of fifty lineal 
feet. Corner lots can count both street frontages in determining the lineal feet of the 
street frontage but only one ground sign is permitted on corner lots. Two or more 
parcels of less than fifty feet may be combined for purposes of meeting the foregoing 
standard.  

b. Area.   
Signs shall not exceed an area of one square foot for each two lineal feet of street 
frontage, with a maximum area of sixty square feet per sign.  

c. Placement.   
Signs shall be placed so that no sign or portion thereof shall extend  beyond any 
property line of the premises on which such sign is located. Signs on corner 
properties  shall also comply with the vision clearance provisions of Section 
18.96.060(F).  

d. Height. 
No ground sign shall be in excess of five feet above grade.  

3. Awning or Marquee Signs.  
a. Number.   

Two signs shall be permitted for each business frontage in lieu of wall signs.  
b. Area. 

Signs shall not exceed the permitted aggregate sign area not taken up by a wall sign.  
c. Projection.   

Signs may not project beyond the face of the marquee if suspended, or above or 
below the face of the marquee if attached to and parallel to the face of the marquee.  

d. Height. 
Signs shall have a maximum face height of nine inches if attached to the marquee.  
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e. Clearance above grade. 
 The lowest portion of a sign attached to a marquee shall not be less than seven feet, 

six inches above grade.  
f. Signs painted on a marquee.   
 Signs can be painted on the marquee in lieu of wall sign provided the signs do not 

exceed the permitted aggregate sign area not taken up by wall signs.  
 
4. Three-Dimensional Signs.  

a. Number.   
One three-dimensional sign shall be permitted for each lot with a street 
frontage in excess of 50 lineal feet. This is in addition to the limitations 
established in this section on number of wall, ground, awning or marquee 
signs.  

b. Surface Area.   
Flat surfaces in excess of two square feet shall count toward the total 
aggregate sign area per 18.96.080(A)4.  

c. Placement.   
The three-dimensional sign shall be located a minimum of ten feet from a 
property line and no sign or portion thereof shall be located within a public 
pedestrian easement.  

d. Dimensions. 
No three-dimensional sign shall have a height, width, or depth  in excess of six 
feet. 

e.   Volume. 
The volume of the three-dimensional sign shall be calculated as the entire 
volume within a rectangular cube enclosing the extreme limits of all parts of 
the sign and shall not exceed 20 cubic feet. For the purposes of calculating 
volume the minimum dimension for height, width, or depth shall be considered 
one foot. 

f. Materials 
The three-dimensional signs shall be constructed of metal, wood, bronze, 
concrete, stone, glass, clay, or other durable material, all of which are treated 
to prevent corrosion or reflective glare. Three dimensional signs shall not  be 
constructed of plastic. Three dimensional signs shall not be internally 
illuminated or contain any electrical component. 
 

 
5. Portable Business Signs 

a. Number 
One portable business sign, limited to sandwich boards, pedestal signs, and 
‘A’ frame signs,  shall be allowed on each lot excepting that buildings or 
businesses with permanent ground signs shall not be permitted to have 
portable signs. 

b. Area.   
Sign shall not exceed the permitted aggregate sign area not taken up by 
exempt incidental signs per 18.96.030(H). Signs shall not exceed an area of 
four (4) square feet per face including any border or trim, and there shall be no 
more than two (2) faces.  

c. Height. 
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Sandwich board signs and ‘A’ frame signs shall not extend more than three (3) 
feet above the ground on which it is placed. Pedestal signs shall not extend 
more than four (4) feet above the ground on which it is placed. 

d.  Placement.   
Signs shall be placed so that no sign or portion thereof shall extend beyond 
any property line of the premises on which such sign is located. Portable signs 
shall not be placed on public right-of-way.  

e. Limitation on placement. 
No portable business sign shall be constructed and placed so as to interfere 
with pedestrian ingress and egress as regulated within the Ashland Municipal 
Code.  

f. General Limitations 
Signs shall be anchored, supported, or designed as to prevent tipping over, 
which reasonably prevents the possibility of signs becoming hazards to public 
health and safety. Signs shall not be constructed of plastic , illuminated or 
contain any electrical component. No objects shall be attached to a portable 
sign such as but not limited to balloons, banners, merchandise, and electrical 
devices. Portable business signs shall be removed at the daily close of 
business. These signs are prohibited while the business is closed. 

 
 
 
SECTION 18.96.100  Freeway Sign Zone. 
A. Purpose. This special overlay zone is intended to provide for and regulate certain ground 

signs  which identify businesses in commercial districts located at freeway interchanges. 
  
B. Establishment and Location of Freeway Sign Zones. Freeway sign zones shall be 

depicted on the official zoning map of the City and identified as the Freeway Overlay District.  
 
C. Freeway Overlay Sign Regulations. All signs in this district shall comply with Section 

18.96.090, except for ground signs, which shall comply with the provisions of Section 
18.96.100(D), ground sign regulations.  

 
D. Ground Sign Regulations.  

1. Number.   
One freeway sign shall be permitted for each lot in addition to the signs allowed by  
18.96.090 of this Chapter.   

 (Ord. 2290, 1984)  
2. Area. 

Signs shall not exceed an area of one hundred (100) square feet per sign.  
3. Height. 

Signs shall not exceed a height of 2028 feet above mean sea level.  
 
 
SECTION 18.96.110  Abatement of Nuisance Signs. 
The following signs are hereby declared a public nuisance and shall be removed or the 
nuisance abated:  
A. Flashing sign visible from a public street or highway.  
B. Temporary, or movable signs or portable signs located on the publically owned right-of-
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way. 
C. Illegal signs.  
D. Signs in obvious disrepair which are not maintained according to the standards set forth in 

18.96.120(C).  
 
 
SECTION 18.96.120  Construction and Maintenance Standards.  
A. Materials of construction.  

1. Single and multi-family residential districts.   
 All signs and their supporting member may be constructed of any material subject to the 

provisions of this Chapter.  
2. Commercial and industrial districts.   
 All signs and their supporting members shall be constructed of non-combustible 

materials or fire-retardant treated wood which maintains its fire-resistive qualities when 
tested in accordance with the rain and weathering tests of the  U.B.C.  Standards No.32-
37, unless otherwise provided in this Section.  

3. Non-treated signs. 
 All wall, ground, marquee and projecting signs of twenty square feet or less may be 

constructed of non-treated wood.  
4. Real estate and construction signs.   
 All signs may be constructed of compressed wood particle board or other material of 

similar fire resistivity.  
5. Directly illuminated signs. 
 All signs illuminated from within may be faced with plastics approved by the Building 

Code.  
6. Glass.   

All glass used in signs shall be shatter-resistant, or covered by a shatter-resistant 
material.  

7. Wood.   
Wood in contact with the ground shall be foundation-grade redwood, foundation-grade 
cedar, all heartwood cypress, or any species of wood which has been pressure-treated 
with an approved preservative.  Trim and backing strips may be constructed of wood.  

 
 

B. Construction Methods.  
1. All signs shall be constructed of such materials or treated in such manner that normal 

weathering will not harm, deface or otherwise affect the sign.  
2. All letters, figure and similar message elements shall be safely and securely attached to 

the sign structure.  
3. All signs shall be designed and constructed to resist the applicable wind loads set forth 

in the Building Code.  
 

C. Maintenance.  All signs shall be maintained at all times in a state of good repair, and no 
person shall  maintain or permit to be maintained on any premises owned or controlled by 
him/her, any sign which is  in a sagging, leaning, fallen, decayed, deteriorated or other 
dilapidated or unsafe condition.  

 
 
SECTION 18.96.130  Nonconforming Signs. 
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A. Any sign which does not conform with a provision of the Ashland Sign Code, and has been 
in existence for more than five years, is subject to this Section.  

B. Alteration of any existing nonconforming sign. It is unlawful to alter any existing 
nonconforming sign.  The sign must be brought into conformance with this Title upon any 
physical alteration. Acts of God or vandalism which damage these nonconforming signs 
shall be exempt from this Section, if the cost of the  repair is less than 50% of the cost of 
replacing the sign with a conforming sign. However, the signs must be restored to their 
original design and a permit with a $10.00 fee will be required prior to the repair work.  

C. Any nonconforming sign used by a business, shopping center, or business complex must be 
brought  into conformance prior to any expansion or change in use which requires a Site 
Review or Conditional  Use Permit. All nonconforming signs must be brought into 
conformance with the same provisions as are required for new signs.  No building permits 
for new construction may be issued until this provision is complied with.  

D. Variances can be granted using the variance procedure of this Title to alleviate unusual 
hardships or extraordinary circumstances which exist in bringing nonconforming signs into 
conformity.  The variance granted shall be the minimum required to alleviate the hardship or 
extraordinary circumstance.   

 (Ord.  2357, 1985)  
 
 
SECTION 18.96.140  Enforcement. 
The portions of this Chapter relating to the structural characteristics and safety of signs shall be 
enforced by the Building Official or his/her designate; all other portions shall be  enforced by the 
Staff Advisory or designate.   
(Ord. 2176, 1982)  
 
 
SECTION 18.96.150  Governmental Signs.  
Governmental agencies may apply for a Conditional Use to place a sign that does not conform 
to this Code when it is determined that, in addition to the criteria for a conditional use, the sign is 
necessary to further that agency's public purpose.   
(ORD 2951, amended, 07/01/2008) 
 
 
SECTION 18.96.160  Historic Signs. 
A. Historic Sign Inventory. The inventory of historically significant signs shall be established by  

resolution of the City Council.  
B. Criteria for designation of historic signs.  All signs for which designation as a Historic Sign 

are requested shall be substantially in existence at the time of the application; shall be 
displayed in their  original location; shall be in association with an important event, person, 
group, or business in the  history of the City of Ashland; shall follow a guideline of being in 
existence for approximately 40 years;  and shall meet one of the following criteria:  
1. The sign is exemplary of technology, craftsmanship or design of the period when it was 

constructed, uses historic sign materials or means of illumination, and is not significantly 
altered from its historic period.  If the sign has been altered, it must be restorable to its 
historic appearance.  

2. The sign is integrated into the architecture of the building and is exemplary of a 
historically significant architectural style.  

C. The owner of any sign may request that said sign be reviewed for significance in the Historic 



 
LAND USE CODE 

 

DRAFT AMENDMENTS  
Feb. 10, 2009 

Page 18 of 19 – SIGN REGULATIONS 

Sign Inventory upon written application to the City Council. Application fees shall be the 
same as for Type I applications. Applications shall include written findings addressing the 
criteria for designation of historic signs, and current and historic photographs of the sign, if 
available.  
1. The Council shall refer all requests for inclusion on the Historic Sign Inventory to the 

Historic Commission for review and recommendation to the Council within 30 days of the 
request. Notice of the Historic Commission meeting shall be mailed to all affected 
property owners within 100' of the subject property. If a recommendation is not made 
within 30 days, the request shall be forwarded to the Council without a recommendation.  

2. The Council shall, after receiving the recommendation of the Historic Commission or 
after 30 days, provide notice to all affected property owners within 100' of the subject 
property of a public hearing before the City Council.    

3. The Council shall decide, based on the criteria above and the recommendation of the 
Historic Commission, whether to approve the request to include the sign on the 
inventory.  

4. Inclusion on the Historic Sign Inventory shall be by resolution of the Council.  
5. The burden of proof shall be on the applicant.  

D. Signs on the Historic Sign Inventory in any zoning district shall be exempt from the 
requirements of this Section except Sections 18.96.110 and 18.96.120(D). Also, that the 
sign area of the historic sign is exempted from the total allowable sign area, as defined in 
this Section, except as modified by Council conditions in E. below.  

E. The City Council shall have the authority to impose conditions regulating area, maintenance, 
etc. on  the signs included in the Historic Sign Inventory to further the purpose and intent of 
this ordinance.  

F. Removal or demolition of a Historic Sign shall be done under permit and approval of the 
Staff Advisor. The Historic Commission shall review the permit at their next regularly 
scheduled meeting and shall have the authority to delay issuance for 30 days from the date 
of their review meeting. Such delay shall be to allow the Commission the opportunity to 
discuss alternate plans for the sign with the applicant.  

G. Signs on the Historic Sign Inventory, which have been destroyed or damaged by fire or 
other calamity, by act of God or by public enemy to an extent greater than 50%, may be 
reconstructed in an historically accurate manner. Such reconstruction shall be authorized by 
the City Council, only after determination that the reconstruction will be an accurate 
duplication of the historic sign, based on review of photographic or other documentary 
evidence specifying the historic design. The Historic Commission shall review and make 
recommendations to the City Council on all such reconstructions.  

H. Maintenance and Modification of Historic Signs.    
1. All parts of the historic sign, including but not limited to neon tubes, incandescent lights 

and shields, and sign faces, shall be maintained in a functioning condition as historically 
intended for the sign.  Replacement of original visible components with substitutes to 
retain the original appearance shall be permitted provided such replacements accurately 
reproduce the size, shape, color and finish of the original.  Failure to maintain the sign in 
accord with this section shall be grounds for review of the historic sign designation by 
the City Council.  

2. Modifications of a historic sign may be allowed, after review by the Historic Commission 
and approval by the City Council, only if such modifications do not substantially change 
the historic style, scale, height, type of material or dimensions of the historic sign, and 
does not result in a sign which does not meet the criteria for designation as a historic 
sign.  
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3. Changes in the location of a historic sign may be allowed, after review by the Historic 
Commission and approval by the City Council, only if such locational change does not 
result in the sign no longer meeting the criteria for designation as a historic sign.  
(Ord. 2598, 1990)  



MINUTES FOR THE REGULAR MEETING 
ASHLAND CITY COUNCIL 

September 2, 2008 
Council Chambers 

1175 E. Main Street  

Excerpted Section pertaining to the Downtown Task Force Recommendations 

NEW AND MISCELLANEOUS BUSINESS 
1. Should the Council accept the recommendations of the Downtown Task Force relating to 
employee parking restrictions in the downtown area, proposed changes to the City's sign code 
and permissible use of public sidewalk area, and direct City staff to prepare ordinance language 
for review and adoption by the Planning Commission and City Council, as necessary?  

Community Development Director Bill Molnar presented the staff report that included background 
information on the issues reviewed by the Downtown Task Force. These issues were related to 
employee parking restrictions in the downtown, sign code and permissible use of the public 
sidewalk area.  

Pam Hammond, Chair of the Downtown Task Force, Adam Hanks, Permit Center Manager and 
John Stromberg, Chair of the Planning Commission presented the summary report that included 
the following 9 issues along with recommendations:  

Issue #1:  Particularly in the Downtown area, the current limitation of two exempt signs per 
business, with each sign not exceeding a size of two  square feet, does not seem to meet the 
needs of many local merchants. 
Recommendation:     Increase the number of exempt signs from two to three; increase the third 
sign from two to three square feet.  

Issue #2:  The Sign Code currently prohibits three dimensional statues, caricatures or 
representations of persons, animals or merchandise from being used as a sign or incorporated 
into a sign structure. 
Recommendation: For properties within the Downtown or one of Ashland's four Historic Districts, 
allow one of the three exempt signs to be three-dimensional; allow an additional exempt 3-D sign 
for properties outside the Historic Districts with a volumetric maximum.  

Issue #3:  Some businesses, by virtue of their physical location and entrances, such as smaller 
side streets and alleys, have limited signage  opportunities along the main streets within the 
downtown area. 
Recommendation    Increase the maximum distance that a sign can project from the building face 
from the 18 inches to 24 inches.  

Discussion on these issues: 
Permit Center Manager Adam Hanks responded to an inquiry regarding issue #3 and explained 
the 24-inch sign could display on the front side of buildings for shops located down alleyways, 
etc.  

City Administrator Martha Bennett explained that Council could only regulate time, place and 
manner of signs, not content.  

Issue #4: Sign Code compliance efforts have included enforcing the current prohibition on off-
premise signs, generally consisting of the placement of temporary, movable signs (i.e. sandwich 
boards) upon the public sidewalk or other public property. Some merchants feel that due to 



specific characteristics associated with location of their business frontage they lack adequate 
exposure. Off-premise signage is one means of drawing attention to the business location. 
Recommendation:  Create a set of policies and implement guidelines for the placement of 
information/directional signs by the City in the right of way or other publicly controlled property.  

Issue #5:  The use of the public right of way, for private commercial use is limited by the 
Municipal Code to Sidewalk Cafes (AMC 6.44), which may not be the most equitable method for 
allocation of our limited public resource, downtown public sidewalks.  
Recommendation:  Amend the ordinance to allow any abutting properties (within a commercial or 
employment district) the opportunity to obtain a permit for private use of a portion of the public 
sidewalk, as long as merchants meet specific public safety and access standards.  

Issue #6:  The business community has noted that there is inconsistency within the 
encroachment permit process, which does not have clear standards for what types of functional 
objects are encouraged, allowed or legal for placement upon a city sidewalk or within the public 
right of way. 
Recommendation: Create an ordinance or an appropriate approval process by which specific 
functional items may be established upon the City sidewalk. It would be contingent upon the 
items meeting City specifications, as well as retaining minimum clearance, public safety and 
placement standards. Additionally, Council would direct staff to explore an exemption to have free 
use of the shy zone, the area along the sidewalk within the 12 to 18 inches of the building face, 
for placement of such amenities as flower boxes, doorstops, etc.  

Issue #7:  The proliferation of newspaper and other miscellaneous publication racks within the 
downtown is creating a variety of problems, both functional and aesthetic. 
Recommendation: Create an ordinance specific to installation of newspaper and other publication 
racks.  

Discussion on these issues: 
Ms. Hammond provided examples for Issue 5 explaining merchants could display fresh flowers, t-
shirts, etc.  

Concerns regarding regulations for the Sidewalk Sale and café tables were noted. City Attorney 
Richard Appicello explained they would address permits for the sidewalk sale when they expire. 
Ms. Bennett explained that café tables would come to Council as a right of way issue later.  

Issue #8: Downtown business owner and employees are frustrated with the seemingly 
inconsistent enforcement of the downtown employee parking ban and also have expressed 
concern over its potential overreaching effect of limiting owner and employee access to the 
downtown area while not at work.  
Recommendation: Remove the existing seasonal ban on employee parking in the downtown 
area.  

Issue #9 The City has several parking management items that need to be resolved to more 
efficiently administer the downtown-parking program. 
Recommendation:  Create ordinance language that allows the City to tow vehicles that have 
either five unpaid parking tickets or a total unpaid parking ticket balance of $250. Develop a final, 
visible, warning placard to be placed upon a vehicle at least 24 hours prior to the vehicle being 
towed. The Task Force does not recommend the use of a booting/immobilization device over the 
option of towing the vehicle.  

Discussion on these issues: 
Mr. Appicello explained that the ordinance would allow noticing for individuals who had five 
violations prior to towing or booting the vehicle.  



The Task Force identified additional issues for consideration that allocate staff resources to 
review sign code amendments every two years and exempt Public Art from the sign code, sign 
code review and education.  

Brent Thompson/582 Allison St/Submitted a letter from Garrett Furuichi that requested a 
modification to the sign code. He asked Council to add an exception that would "allow signage on 
the side of the building that is the primary entrance or only entrance to the business." Currently 
signs are precluded on the third or fourth sides of a building.  

Jeff Compton/770 Acorn Circle/Owner of Rocky Mountain Chocolate Factory. Stated that the 
Task Force was too restrictive. The City can dictate what goes outside of his business but not 
inside.  

George Kramer/386 N Laurel/Encouraged Council to add language to the code that would allow 
signs where the entrance to a business was on the side of a building. He commented that the 
sign code was complicated but necessary and that the Task Force had attempted to make it a 
little better.  

Councilor Hartzell asked that Staff reconcile the word "prohibited" versus "exempt" in Issue 2.  

Councilor Hartzell/Chapman m/s to accept recommendations of the Downtown Task Force 
and direct staff to develop a work plan and timeline for developing implementing 
ordinance language that addresses Task Force recommendations with the addition of 
what was noted by the City Administrator as well as the question raised about signs on 
non-dominate sides.  

DISCUSSION: Councilor Hardesty commented that the Task Force had accomplished a lot and it 
was worthwhile. Councilor Navickas was not sympathetic to the proposed changes, stating they 
seemed more a reaction to staff enforcement and Council should be very careful about creating 
legislation around these recommendations. Councilor Hartzell emphasized that the intention was 
to send the recommendations to the Planning Commission for another committee review. 
Councilor Silbiger appreciated the businesses that complied when informed of their sign code 
violation. Mayor Morrison said the purpose for forming the Task Force was to find a middle 
ground between the need for regulation and the need to re-examine. The Task Force did a 
tremendous job even though not everyone was happy. He complimented Pam Hammond and the 
committee on completion of this task.  

Roll Call Vote: Hartzell, Chapman, Navickas, Silbiger, Hardesty and Jackson, YES. Motion 
passed.  
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ASHLAND PLANNING COMMISSION 

STUDY SESSION 
MINUTES 

JANUARY 27, 2009 
 
 

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

Planning Commissioners Present:  Staff Present: 
Michael Dawkins 
Tom Dimitre 
Deborah Miller 
Pam Marsh 
Melanie Mindlin 
Mike Morris 
David Dotterrer 
Michael Church 

 Bill Molnar, Community Development Director 
Brandon Goldman, Senior Planner 
Maria Harris, Planning Manager 
April Lucas, Administrative Assistant 

   
Absent Members:  Council Liaison: 
None  Eric Navickas 

 
 
POSSIBLE CHANGES TO THE SIGN CODE (Based on the Downtown Task Force Recommendations) 
Dawkins noted the public hearing for this item is scheduled for the February Planning Commission meeting. He stated this is 
the time for the Commissioners to get their questions answers and to raise any issues so that staff knows what needs to be 
addressed before this ordinance comes back for approval.  
 
Community Development Director Bill Molnar noted the packet includes a letter from the Public Arts Commission outlining 
their issues with the 3D sign provision. He added members from that Commission are here tonight to provide testimony. Mr. 
Molnar provided a brief explanation of the Sign Code and stated it is based on where the property is zoned, and then there is 
a formula for the overall amount of signage allowed. Then there is a breakdown for wall signs and ground signs, and an 
allotment for incidental signs.  
 
Mr. Molnar stated the public hearing on this ordinance is scheduled for the February 10th Planning Commission meeting and 
noted Staff is in the process of scheduling a combined walking tour with the City Council that will likely be held on February 5th 
at 4:30 p.m. 
 
Senior Planner Brandon Goldman provided a presentation to the Commission. The presentation included several depictions of 
what permitted signage with the current Sign Code looks like, and what it would look like with the proposed changes. He also 
displayed several photos of what the downtown area and Siskiyou Boulevard used to look like before the Sign Code was 
adopted. He stated the purpose of tonight’s meeting is to gather input from the Commission and asked if they had any 
questions or comments on the draft ordinance.  
 
Mr. Goldman provided a brief explanation of internal illuminated signs and indirect illuminated signs. He stated internal 
illuminated signs can be used outside the downtown area and the sign can have lighting within it, but the lighting mechanism 
itself cannot be visible. He added indirect illumination is when light is directed onto the face of the sign, but is not part of the 
sign itself. Mr. Molnar commented on neon signs and noted the Sign Code was amended to recognize neon represents the 
character of a certain period in time, and locations such as the Varsity theater and Palm Motel could maintain or bring back 
their neon signage.  
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Staff was asked to clarify in what ways the proposed ordinance differs from the Downtown Task Force recommendations. Mr. 
Goldman stated the provision to limit the use of vehicle signs was added by staff (vehicles parked exclusively for the purpose 
of displaying business signage). Another change not recommended by the Task Force but requested by the City Council was 
the opportunity for additional business frontages. Lastly, staff is recommending the ordinance include a distinction between 
real estate signs and construction signs. Mr. Goldman stated one last item that staff needs clarification on is whether the 3D 
sign (3-cubic feet) inside the downtown area is a separate allocation or whether it should be subtracted from the 7-sq. ft. 
allotment. He stated the current draft of the ordinance has this as a separate allocation.  
 
Commissioner Morris asked for clarification on the public art provision. Mr. Goldman explained the ordinance removes public 
art from consideration as a sign, and it would no longer be regulated under the Land Use Code. He added public art would fall 
under a difference process and different chapter in the Code. Morris questioned which section of the Code would apply if the 
Planning Commission required public art as part of a large scale development. Mr. Molnar did not have an answer, but stated 
he would consult with the City Attorney.   
 
Morris questioned the 35-ft width provision on page 3 of the ordinance, under “Shopping Center or Business Complex.” He 
also questioned the language regarding temporary construction signs on page 4, item G, and asked if there was a limit on the 
number of signs or just the maximum square footage. Mr. Goldman stated the intent was to limit this to one larger sign per lot. 
Comment was made suggesting this language be revised to allow multiple signs so long as they do not exceed the total 
allowable square footage. Morris suggested the language on page 5, “Strings of Lights” also be clarified. Comment was made 
that they may want to remove the word “incandescent.”  
 
Mr. Goldman presented some sign area calculation examples and noted the different options and formulas that could be 
utilized. He requested the Commission provide input on which option they prefer. He noted what they are currently doing is 
looking at the rectangular shape that bounds the sign, and while a circle or triangle shape could be used as well, staff is 
hesitant to expand much beyond this.   
 
Dana Bussell/Public Arts Commission/Noted she was also a member of the Downtown Task Force. Ms. Bussell stated the 
Public Arts Commission supports the exemption of public art from the Sign Code, but they are opposed to 3D signs outside 
the downtown area. She expressed their concerns for 3D signs of significant size and stated it is likely that many businesses 
would take advantage of this change. Ms. Bussell stated the object that the Task Force hoped to bring into compliance was 
the Alfredo statue outside Wiley’s Pasta. She questioned how the size of these objects would be configured and questioned if 
the Alfredo statue was too big to fit within the proposed size limit. She noted the desire of businesses located near Exit 14 to 
be noticed and urged the Commission to be cautious. She stated once these items are in place it will be difficult to have them 
removed. Ms. Bussell suggested an alternative is to recognize the item that prompted this amendment (Alfredo) is not a sign 
and should not be treated as such.  
 
David Wilkerson/Public Arts Commission/Noted he is also a local architect and is familiar with the City’s Sign Code. Mr. 
Wilkerson voiced his concerns with the unintended consequences that the Task Force recommendations would allow. He 
stated the City is not allowed to limit the sign content and stated the current ordinance is what has prevented the visual clutter 
that you see in Medford. He stated the Sign Code has helped to maintain Ashland’s charming environment and encouraged 
them to take another path. Mr. Wilkerson suggested if these items are considered public art, they could be subjected to a 
separate process and thinks this is a much safer approach. He concluded by urging the Commission to consider the 
alternative presented by the Public Arts Commission.  
 
Council Liaison Navickas indicated that the City Council was reluctant to the 3D allowance outside the downtown area, but 
wanted the Planning Commission’s opinion before they moved forward.  
 
PLANNING COMMISSION SUSTAINABILITY WORK GROUP 
Commissioner Mindlin presented an update of the Sustainability Work Group. She commented on the Planning Commission’s 
decision to make sustainability a priority this year and stated the two paths the Group wanted to look into were: 1) what is 
going on in the community, and 2) what are the other local governments doing. Mindlin commented on how they went about 
gathering this information and their decision to not take the public hearing approach. She noted the ongoing meetings that 
were held at the Ashland Library and noted some of the regulars who attended those meetings are also here tonight.  
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Mindlin reviewed the questionnaire that was used by the Work Group during their telephone interviews and clarified most of 
the interviews took 30-45 minutes and the individuals were anxious to share their input. Mindlin commented on the different 
sustainability frameworks that are utilized and commented on how her contacts were formed. She noted they ended up with 
300 contacts and were able to inventory 150 of them. 
 
Mindlin stated that Ashland has been considered a leader in sustainability for a long time, and a lot of this has to do with the 
City’s Comprehensive Plan. She noted some of the cities who are working on sustainability plans, and clarified a lot of this 
reference material has come from California. Mindlin commented on Portland, Oregon and noted the recent merging of 
Portland’s Bureau of Planning with the Office of Sustainable Development. She shared some information from the City of 
Portland’s website and what they are doing to support sustainability.  
 
Mindlin provided an overview of the information gathered by the Work Group, which was submitted to the Commission at the 
beginning of the meeting. The sustainability inventory submitted by Mindlin was separated into the following categories: 1) 
Nature Stewardship, 2) Built Environment, 3) Transportation, 4), Recycling & Reusing, 5) Energy, 6) Education and Culture, 7) 
Health & Spirituality, 8) Economics and Business, 9) Local Government, 10) Community Connections, 11) Food Resources, 
and 12) Youth.  
 
Mindlin noted the work of Triple Bottom Line for the 21st Century and THRIVE. She stated Ashland has a program for certifying 
Green Businesses which is administered through the Conservation Department. She also commented on the efforts of the 
Ashland Chamber of Commerce. Mindlin noted the Work Group prioritized contacting Ashland based businesses and stated 
80% of those inventoried are Ashland based.  
 
Mindlin provided a brief overview of the work being conducted by Lomatski. She also commented on Willow Winds, the 
Wilderness Charter School, and stated Southern Oregon University is listed as one of the Top 20 Green Colleges by the EPA. 
She noted the Sentient Times, Plan-It You, Heart Circles, and Transition Town. Mindlin commented on the need for 
intergenerational dialogue. She stated there are a lot of young people in the community that want to make a difference in the 
world and stated Ashland needs to think about what it can do to keep our young people here.  
 
Mindlin commented on how this inventory might be accessed, including a possible database housed on the Chamber of 
Commerce website. She commented on how the information is organized and noted a lot of things did not fit within the City’s 
Comprehensive Plan, including food security and sustainable food resources. Mindlin commented on the huge upwelling of 
sustainability projects that were started in the past year and stated people are really concerned and want to find out what they 
can do. She stated when individuals were asked what three issues were of most concern, she received a variety of responses. 
However the most common responses were: 1) solar orientation, 2) rainwater catchment and infiltration, 3) food security, 4) 
city land for community gardens, and 5) clustering housing on farms.  
 
Comment was made questioning what the next undertaking is for this Work Group. Mindlin stated that her sense is that the 
Planning Commission as a whole needs to take this issue up at a future meeting and discuss where they would like to go from 
here. She noted the City Council usually sets their annual goals in the spring and this might be something that comes up in 
that context.  
 
CROMAN MILL SITE REDEVELOPMENT PLAN 
Planning Manager Maria Harris provided a brief overview of the Croman Mill Site Redevelopment Draft Plan. The presentation 
outlined the elements in the Plan, including the following:  

• Locations of the Office & Employment District, Compatible Industrial District, Neighborhood Center, and Open Space 
• Traffic Circulation 
• Street Framework 
• Pedestrian & Bicycle Framework 
• Transit Framework 
• Parking 

 



 

Planning Commission Study Session 
January 27, 2009 

Page 4 of 4 

Harris indicated the next steps for this project includes an update to the City Council on February 17, 2009, and then the City 
will take the Plan through the local land use process for adoption. She noted this project is similar to the North Mountain Plan 
and the City will need to draft a new chapter in the Zoning Ordinance. She noted if any of the Commissioners wish to look at 
the full Draft Plan, it is available on the City’s website. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
Meeting adjourned at 9:25 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
April Lucas, Administrative Assistant  
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ASHLAND PLANNING COMMISSION 

REGULAR MEETING 
MINUTES 

JANUARY 13, 2009 
 

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

Commissioners Present:  Staff Present: 
Michael Dawkins, Chair 
Mike Morris 
Debbie Miller 
Pam Marsh 
Melanie Mindlin 
Michael Church 
Tom Dimitre 
Dave Dotterrer 

 Bill Molnar, Community Development Director 
Brandon Goldman, Senior Planner 
Amy Anderson, Assistant Planner 
Richard Appicello, City Attorney 
April Lucas, Administrative Assistant 

   
Absent Members:  Council Liaison: 
None  Eric Navickas 

 
ANNOUNCEMENTS 
Community Development Director Bill Molnar announced the public hearing on the Water Resource Protection Zones 
Ordinance has been rescheduled to the March 3, 2009 City Council meeting. He also noted staff would be presenting a brief 
update of the Croman Mill Redevelopment Plan at the February 3, 2009 Council meeting. 
 
Commission Chair Dawkins requested the Commission save a few minutes at the end of the meeting to discuss absenteeism 
on the Planning Commission.  
 
CONSENT AGENDA 
A. Approval of Minutes  

1. December 9, 2008 Planning Commission Meeting 
B. Approval of Findings for 232 Vista Street, PA #2008-01517 
 
Commissioners Church/Mindlin m/s to approve the December 9, 2009 Planning Commission minutes. Voice Vote: 
Commissioners Dawkins, Morris, Miller, Marsh, Mindlin and Church, YES. Commissioners Dimitre and Dotterrer, 
ABSTAINED. Motion passed 6-0. 
 
Declaration of Ex Parte Contact 
No ex parte contact was reported by any of the commissioners in regards to 232 Vista Street. 
 
Commissioners Marsh/Morris m/s to approve the Findings for 232 Vista Street. Roll Call Vote: Commissioners 
Church, Marsh, Miller, Mindlin, Morris, and Dawkins, YES. Commissioners Dimitre and Dotterrer, ABSTAINED. Motion 
passed 6-0. 
 
PUBLIC FORUM 
Ron Roth/6950 Old Highway 99S/Commented on the increased amount of cigarette butts discarded on City streets now that 
smoking is banned in restaurants and bars. Mr. Roth recommended the City provide and maintain outdoor cigarette 
receptacles in the downtown area and stated these could be emptied each week along with the regular trash pickup. 
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PUBLIC HEARINGS 
A. Greater Bear Creek Valley Regional Problem Solving Agreement 

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

Mr. Molnar explained the task before the Planning Commission tonight is to determine whether the Participant’s Agreement is 
consistent with the RPS statute, and issue a recommendation to the City Council on whether or not they should sign the 
Agreement. He provided a brief overview of the Regional Problem Solving process and noted five of the other communities 
involved have already signed the Agreement. He clarified that by signing, the City is not adopting the Regional Plan, but rather 
is agreeing to send the Plan through Jackson County’s Comprehensive Plan amendment process. Mr. Molnar noted a 
recommendation from the Planning Commission is required because this is a land use decision and therefore needs to go 
through the City’s normal process, which includes a public hearing before the Planning Commission.  
 
Mr. Molnar provided a brief overview of the elements in the Agreement and stated it is Staff’s opinion that the Agreement is 
consistent with the RPS statute. He noted the City did not identify any urban reserve areas and instead plans to accommodate 
increased population by utilizing existing lands within the Urban Growth Boundary. Mr. Molnar commented on his experience 
with the Ashland Planning Department over the last 20 years and noted the importance of Ashland being a participant in 
regional planning. He commented that Ashland’s approach to planning has often been viewed as different from the rest of the 
valley, and noted at times there has been frustration within the community when the City’s accomplishments are diluted by 
other actions occurring in the region. He stated this is Ashland’s opportunity to not just influence change within our community, 
but also among the other jurisdictions in the valley. Mr. Molnar stated the Agreement represents the City’s solidarity with the 
other participants in letting the Plan go through the County’s process. He added there would be an opportunity for the City and 
the other participants to present comments and concerns during the County’s land use process.  
 
Mr. Molnar introduced City Councilor Kate Jackson, who is also the Chair of the RPS Policy Committee. Councilor Jackson 
elaborated on her involvement with regional planning and expressed her hope for the City to continue its current level of 
involvement. Jackson explained tonight’s decision is whether the City should sign the Agreement and remain a participant with 
the project. She noted the Regional Plan will need to go through the County’s land use adoption process, and individual cities 
that have identified urban reserves will need to take those changes through their own Comprehensive Plan amendment 
processes. Jackson clarified this Agreement would coordinate these land use changes into a standard timeframe.  
 
The Commission opened the discussion and shared their preferences and concerns regarding the signing of the Agreement.  
 
Miller applauded Councilor Jackson for her efforts, but expressed concern with the wording “agree to abide by a Plan” which is 
contained on page 3 of the Agreement. City Attorney Richard Appicello clarified the Planning Commission is charged with 
reviewing the Agreement for consistency with the RPS statute. He stated the Agreement does not adopt the Draft Plan, but it 
does agree to submit it through the County’s land use process and agrees that Ashland will abide by and make consistent 
Comprehensive Plan amendments to what is adopted by the County. Jackson added that any group or City can testify for or 
against the elements of the Plan at the County’s public hearings. If the adopted Regional Plan is found to be unsatisfactory to 
a particular City or group, they can appeal the County’s decision under the standard land use law. 
 
Council Liaison Navickas noted the comments that were submitted by the City Council in November 2007 and expressed his 
disappointment that they have not received a response. Councilor Jackson indicated the Council’s comments were addressed 
and are available for review on the Rogue Valley Council of Government’s website. 
  
Dawkins questioned what would happen if Council signs the Agreement and the City ends up disagreeing with the outcome. 
Mr. Appicello clarified the City has not designated any urban reserves, and signing the Agreement empowers the City to have 
a place at the table and a say in the process. He stated if the City signs the Agreement, we will need to participate in the 
public hearings in order to protect our point of view. He added participation in this process is the only way the City will be able 
to influence what is going on in the other jurisdictions.  
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Dimitre noted “Section XII: Termination of Participation” on page 15 of the Agreement. He stated the City of Jacksonville 
decided not to sign the Agreement and asked for clarification of that decision. Councilor Jackson indicated the City of 
Jacksonville took the position that the Agreement did not need to be signed until after the Regional Plan is adopted. She 
provided a brief overview of how the Agreement was developed and stated a signed Agreement is necessary at this point to 
identify which groups are participating. She added it is her belief that this is the best way to submit the Plan to a public process 
and to make further adjustments.  
 
Comment was made that because Ashland did not identify any reserves, they have nothing to lose. Navickas disagreed and 
stated if the City ever wanted to expand its Urban Growth Boundary, they could not do so without going through an 
amendment process.  
 
Miller noted the Council has already expressed their support and asked if there was any legal reason why this Agreement had 
to be signed prior to the Plan being developed. 
 
Trish Bowcock/705 East C Street, Jacksonville/She stated she does not oppose Regional Problem Solving or the draft 
version of the Plan, but opposes the process. Ms. Bowcock said the City is being asked to sign a legally binding contract and 
at this point nobody knows what the Final Plan will be. She stated if they do sign the Agreement and are unsatisfied with the 
Final Plan, the only way to avoid implementing it is to abide by Section XII, which subjects the City to strong disincentives. Ms. 
Bowcock claimed the statue does not suggest that this Agreement needs to be reached before the Plan is finalized, but rather 
is only needed prior to the adoption of the Plan by the Land Conservation and Development Commission. She added if a 
Participants Agreement is needed at this stage in the process, a much simpler agreement should be drafted.  
 
Ron Roth/6950 Old Highway 99S/Expressed concern with the City signing the Agreement and questioned what they were 
agreeing to. He disagreed with the inevitable doubling of population and stated the Agreement before the City is too vague. 
Mr. Roth voiced his appreciation for Staff’s optimism that Ashland’s values would rub off on the rest of the County, but does 
not think this will happen. He stated regional planning is conceptually a good idea, but does not believe it is a good idea for 
Ashland to sign the Agreement.   
 
Brent Thompson/582 Allison Street/Allocated his time to Greg Holmes. 
 
Greg Holmes/235 NW 6th Street, Grants Pass/1,000 Friends of Oregon/Expressed concern with the process and the 
Agreement itself. Mr. Holmes voiced his objections to agreeing to the outcome of a process that has not been completed yet, 
and noted once the Agreement is signed, they would not be able to remove themselves from the process without sanctions 
being imposed. He noted two other RPS processes in Oregon that made it further along in the process than they are now, and 
neither one had an agreement in place before they started their hearings. He indicated there is nothing in the statute that 
states the Agreement needs to be signed at this point in the process, and stated they can go forward with the regional 
planning process without this Agreement in place. Mr. Holmes stated there are significant flaws in the Agreement and feels 
that it incorporates the Regional Plan. He stated the goal is not to try and stop RPS, but rather for the public hearings to be 
held before the participants agree to abide by what is ultimately decided.  
 
Mr. Holmes clarified his belief that the statue indicates agreement needs to be reached by the participants prior to the Plan 
being adopted by the Land Conservation and Development Commission. He also claimed some of the cities who have already 
signed the Agreement did so because they would be getting things out of this Plan that they would not get from the normal 
process.  
 
Councilor Jackson disagreed with Mr. Holmes assessment that the Agreement does not need to be signed until the Plan is 
ready for adoption by the Land Conservation and Development Commission. She clarified this Agreement sets forth the “how” 
and the structure for implementation, and the details of the Plan will be decided through the County’s land use process. She 
added any City can and likely will appeal the County’s decision if they do not find it satisfactory.  
 
Commission Chair Dawkins closed the Public Hearing at 8:30 p.m. 
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Comment was made questioning when the Policy Committee anticipated individual cities would hold their public hearings. Mr. 
Appicello clarified the official process is the County’s land use process, and the City could hold hearings at any time to decide 
what they would like to present at the County hearings. 
 
Commissioners Dotterrer/Morris m/s to recommend the City Council approve the RPS Participants Agreement. 
DISCUSSION: Dotterrer clarified the Regional Plan will only address the three problems that have been identified. Miller 
expressed her concern that the Agreement is too binding on the individual jurisdictions and feels the Plan should be finalized 
before they agree to it. Dotterrer commented that this is a two-way street, and voiced his support for the City being involved in 
this process. He stated he agrees with the intent of the Agreement, and noted the need to have general consensus before you 
enter a planning process. Marsh voiced her support for regional planning and although there is some risk, she stated 
Councilor Jackson’s involvement with this process provides her a level of comfort. She recommended if the Council approves 
the Agreement, that they schedule a public hearing in order to gather input on the Plan, and that they insert into the regional 
process an affirmation by the participants at the end. Dawkins noted his opposition to the draft Plan in regards to the City of 
Central Point. Church noted that each city is giving up some level of autonomy and stated it makes sense to have this type of 
Agreement in place at this point in the process. He added the process needs to have some momentum going forward and 
thinks this process would self destruct at the end if they all waited until the Final Plan was completed before they agreed to 
participate. If the Agreement is signed, Morris encouraged the City to push their concepts, otherwise Ashland will be stuck with 
what everyone else decides. Dimitre stated he has a problem agreeing to this because it is not clear what they are agreeing 
to. He stated he is not against the idea and the process, but feels this Agreement is premature.  
 
Commissioners Marsh/Dotterrer m/s to amend motion to include recommendation that the City Council hold a public 
hearing on the substance of Plan in order to prepare input for County’s planning process, and that the Council 
recommend to the Regional Planning Process that they incorporate a process for explicit affirmation by the 
participants at the end of the process. DISCUSSION: Marsh clarified the public hearing would be for citizens to provide 
input on the substance of the Plan itself. Roll Call Vote: Commissioners Dotterrer, Dawkins, Morris, Church and Marsh, 
YES. Commissioners Mindlin, Dimitre and Miller, NO. Motion passed 5-3. 
 
Roll Call Vote on Motion as Amended: Commissioners Dotterrer, Marsh, Morris and Church, YES. Commissioners 
Miller, Dimitre, Mindlin, and Dawkins, NO. Motion failed 4-4. 
 
Commissioners Dimitre/Mindlin m/s to recommend the City Council not sign the RPS Participants Agreement. Roll 
Call Vote: Commissioners Dawkins, Dimitre, Miller, and Mindlin, YES. Commissioners Church, Dotterrer, Marsh and 
Morris, NO. Motion failed 4-4. 
 
B. PLANNING ACTION: 2008-01986 

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

Dawkins read aloud the public hearing procedures for land use hearings. 
 
Declaration of Ex Parte Contact 
No ex parte contact was reported by any of the commissioners.  
 
Staff Report 
Assistant Planner Amy Anderson presented the Staff Report. She explained in September 2008, Staff administratively 
approved a request to construct a 3,000 sq. ft. single-story building, which was proposed to be 20-feet in height. This is a 
modification of that approval to allow the building to have an average height of 26.5 ft. Ms. Anderson noted all other aspects of 
the previous approval will stand, however there would be a few small changes to the storefront entry in regards to the doors 
and windows. She explained the height limitation imposed by the Airport Overlay Zone is 20 ft., however the City’s Airport 
Master Plan and the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) would allow for a much taller structure in this location. She noted 
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the City’s Airport Commission has reviewed this modification and their letter of approval is included in the record. Ms. 
Anderson stated Staff feels the height modification would result in a positive change to the buildings design and they are 
recommending approval of the request. 
 
Ms. Anderson provided a brief overview of the FAA’s calculation for building heights, and clarified this is determined case by 
case based on the structures height, elevation and proximity to the runway. Community Development Director Bill Molnar 
commented briefly on the Airport Overlay Zone and explained this provision has not been revisited since the Municipal Code 
was codified in 1982. He noted the original intent may have been for the 20 ft. height restriction to only apply in an approach 
zone, but this clarification no longer exists in the Code. He added it may be beneficial to modify this section of the Code to 
make it more site specific and calculated closer to the way the FAA does it.  
 
Applicant’s Presentation 
Steve Shapiro and Myles Comstock addressed the Commission. Mr. Shapiro explained this site is the location of Valley 
Equipment Rental and the modification to the buildings height would allow them to store their taller equipment in a safer 
environment. He noted the Staff Liaison to the Airport Commission indicated that based on the FAA calculations, they could 
have a 40 ft. building at this location. He stated this property is 2,000 ft. from the runway and they are nowhere near where the 
planes circle. Mr. Shapiro clarified the nearby towing company could have a building height of 35 feet and the building 
adjacent to this property has a building height of 28.5 feet.  
 
Dawkins closed the record and the Public Hearing at 9:30 p.m. 
 
Public Testimony 
None 
 
Deliberations and Decision 
Commissioners Dotterrer/Mindlin m/s to approve Planning Action #2008-01986. Roll Call Vote: Commissioners 
Dawkins, Morris, Church, Mindlin, Dimitre, Miller, Dotterrer and Marsh, YES. Motion passed 8-0. 
 
Commissioners Marsh/Morris m/s to approve the Findings for Planning Action #2008-01986. Roll Call Vote: 
Commissioners Church, Dawkins, Dimitre, Dotterrer, Marsh, Miller, Mindlin and Morris, YES. Motion passed 8-0. 
 
Commissioners Dotterrer/Church m/s to continue to meeting to 10:00 p.m. Voice Vote: all AYES. Motion passed. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
A. Discussion of possible changes to the City’s Sign Code based on the Downtown Task Force Recommendations. 
Commissioner Dawkins noted there are two components to the Downtown Task Force’s Recommendations: 1) possible Sign 
Code revisions, and 2) issues with public right-of-way encroachments. He clarified the Planning Commission will not be 
discussing the right-of-way issues and this will be handled by the City Council. Community Development Director Bill Molnar 
noted tonight’s discussion will include an overview of the proposed Sign Code revisions, and the Planning Commission will 
hold a public hearing and make a formal recommendation to the City Council at a subsequent meeting.  
    
Mr. Molnar provided a brief summary of the charge given to the Downtown Task Force, which included addressing concerns 
raised by local business owners. He stated a number of recommendations came out of the Task Force meetings, however 
there was general consensus that the Sign Code has been a benefit to the City. He noted Ashland’s downtown area is a 
nationally registered historic district and it is common to have regulations for signs in these districts. Mr. Molnar clarified the 
Planning Commission is being asked to focus on the Sign Code recommendations, and the second phase to this process 
which includes review of encroachments on public property will be handled by the City Council at an upcoming meeting. He 
noted the goal is for the Commission to have a recommendation ready for the Council by March so the Council can hear these 
two issues jointly. 
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Senior Planner Brandon Goldman provided a presentation on the recommendations that came from the Downtown Task 
Force. These recommendations included amending the Sign Code to permit the following: 

• An additional exempt incidental sign allowance (3 sq. ft) 
• Small three-dimensional (3D) signs in the Downtown area (3 cubic ft.) 
• Larger 3D signs outside the Downtown area (20 cubic ft.) 
• Portable sandwich boards and pedestal signs 
• City installed identification signs 
• Increased projection distance for signs 

The Task Force also recommended the Sign Code include a definition for “public art”, and allow additional business frontages. 
 
Mr. Goldman’s presentation provided examples of different sign types, as well as further clarification of exempt incidental 
signs, the 3D sign provision, and the portable sign provision. He also clarified how the proposed ordinance would treat signs 
consisting of block letters or irregular shapes and stated the square footage would be determined by measuring the entire 
area within the perimeter of the sign. 
 
Dimitre requested Staff provide examples of what the maximum signage amount looks like now, and what it would look like 
with the proposed revisions.  Mindlin questioned if there was any deviation from the Task Force recommendations to what is 
proposed in the draft ordinance. Mr. Goldman noted George Kramer, who was a member of the Task Force, had spoken to 
him earlier this evening and indicated it was his recollection that if a business wanted a 3D sign in the Downtown area  (3 
cubic ft.), this would be subtracted from their incidental sign allowance.  
 
Brent Thompson/582 Allison Street/Written statement was read into the record by Commissioner Dawkins. Mr. Thompson’s 
concerns related to additional frontages and he asked the Commission to cease the discrimination to businesses that have 
their main entrance on the 3rd or 4th side of a building.  
 
John Stromberg/252 Ridge Road/Provided input from his service on the Downtown Task Force and commented on how the 
Commission should link the work of the Task Force to the Council, so that the City Council does not have to start over when 
this issue comes before them. Mr. Stromberg suggested they ask George Kramer to provide input during their discussions and 
also recommended they conduct a walking tour so that they can get a good picture of the issues they are dealing with. He 
listed some specific businesses that have signage issues and stated he has come to the conclusion that different areas of 
town deserve different treatment. He shared his hope that the Commission will look into these issues in detail so that they can 
feel confident with their recommendation to the Council.  
 
Mr. Molnar clarified staff is attempting to keep a fairly expedited timeline and the goal is to have these amendments in place 
before next summer’s season. Comment was made that the Sign Code can be very difficult to understand and requesting Staff 
provide ideas of how they would illustrate the requirements. It was stated that the City should have a user’s guide, or 
something that makes these provisions easy for people to understand.  
 
B. 2009 Hearings Board Assignments 
Mr. Molnar clarified the Hearings Board no longer meets every month and only convenes when needed. Commissioners 
Dawkins, Dotterrer, Mindlin and Miller all volunteered to serve on the Hearings Board when needed. 
 
C. Planning Commission Attendance 
Commissioner Dawkins noted the attendance provision in the “Planning Commission Rules” and requested the Commission’s 
input on how strictly they would like these requirements enforced. He noted Commissioner Church is planning a four month 
vacation and asked how the group would like to handle this situation. Dimitre commented on his absences in 2008 and 
indicated this will change. Marsh stated that she is not bothered by the occasional absence, and because there are nine 
Planning Commissioners, even if some are absent they still have enough members to carry on. She stated that Commissioner 
Church’s situation is a legal issue and should be left to the Mayor to decide. City Attorney Richard Appicello suggested the 
Planning Commission consider amending the Ordinance to allow the Commission to excuse absences that exceed the 2/3 
attendance provision. Comment was made that they may also want to further define “excused” and “unexcused” absences. 
Dawkins requested the commissioners submit any further thoughts on this topic to staff.  
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ADJOURNMENT 
Meeting adjourned at 10:30 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
April Lucas, Administrative Assistant  



DOWNTOWN TASK FORCE – MEETING #5 
AUGUST 11, 2008 

PAGE 1 of 4 
DOWNTOWN TASK FORCE 

MEETING MINUTES 
AUGUST 11, 2008 

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

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

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

   
Absent Members:   
Dave Dotterrer, Planning Commission   

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

MEETING MINUTES 
AUGUST 4, 2008 

 
 
CALL TO ORDER 
Task Force Chair Pam Hammond called the meeting to order at 2:00 p.m. in the Siskiyou Room,  
51 Winburn Way.  
 

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

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

   
Absent Members:   
Dave Dotterrer, Planning Commission 
John Morrison, Mayor 

  

 
Hammond clarified the group would be discussing Issues #1 and #2 today, which deal primarily with sign 
square footage and how it relates to 3D items on private property. She noted they would be addressing the 
right-of-way issues at their final meeting next week.  
 
COMMITTEE DISCUSSION OF OPTIONS 
Permit Center Manager Adam Hanks provided a presentation to group which reviewed current sign code 
allocation examples, exempt sign options, examples of 3D signs, and options for 3D objects and 
representations of merchandise.  
 
City Administrator Martha Bennett clarified there are three types of signs: permanent, exempt, and 
temporary. Mr. Hank’s clarified businesses are required to go through a permitting process for permanent 
signage and commented on how the allocation of signage is determined for business located on second and 
third stories.  
 
Comment was made questioning if the 20% temporary signage allocation was “on the table” for possible 
revision. Staff indicated yes, and clarified businesses have to change their signs once a week in order for 
them to qualify as temporary signage. Community Development Director Bill Molnar explained the purpose 
of the exempt category is to provide businesses with additional flexibility. He noted they are unable to 
separate the display of menus from other signage and stated this starts to get into the content issue. Mr. 
Hanks noted most businesses can achieve their signage goals and still work within the City’s sign code. He 
added a lot of this depends on how the business decides to divvy up their signage allotment. He clarified 
“dead space” does count towards the total sign square footage, and noted they would normally draw a 
rectangle around the wording/image and determine the square footage based on that.  
 
Mr. Hanks asked how the group would like to proceed with exempt signs. Compton questioned if they could 
remove the limitations from displaying signage in windows. Laws commented that this would drastically 
change the sign code. Mr. Molnar clarified this is an option; however, it would create conflicts with other 
sections of the Ashland Municipal Code and could cause a domino effect. Stromberg commented that it 
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seems they are drifting away from their original assignment, which was to recommend some common sense, 
minor adjustments to relieve some of the businesses current issues. Shostrom stated that it is difficult to 
picture what is legal and what it not, and stated a before and after picture would help determine which is 
preferred.  
 
Hammond suggested they come up with a blanket, square footage signage allotment, based on the size of the 
building, and allow businesses to use if for whatever they want. She stated removing the exempt and 
temporary categories would make things much simpler and easier to understand. Bussell suggested cutting 
the sign categories down to two: temporary and permanent. Stromberg commented that simplifying is an 
attractive option, but it presumes that the existing code was not created through a thoughtful process with lots 
of expertise. Hammond commented that what they have now is not very enforceable and causes confusion 
for the merchants. Stromberg recommended they make modest changes to the existing code and then 
recommend that the Council direct the Planning Commission to look into more extensive changes.  
 
Hammond reviewed Issue #1 and listed the four options for the group. She noted the Task Force tentatively 
selected Option 4 at their last meeting, which is to allow one of the exempt signs to be three dimensional, and 
asked if they would like to proceed with this recommendation. Kramer clarified Option 4 would create the 
opportunity for one, small 3D sign to be placed on private property.  Laws questioned how businesses could 
create a meaningful 3D sign that fits into the 1x1x2 sign limitation and voiced concern with business owners 
trying to protect what they have instead of thinking of the streetscape as a whole. Comment was made 
questioning if this option would apply to just the downtown area or the entire City. Stromberg suggested staff 
refine the permitted size and scale of 3D objects to allow for more flexibility. He recommended a cubic 
dimension with minimums and maximums. Shostrom voiced his support for Option 4 with three exempt 
signs. Greenblatt noted this option would leave some of the cited merchants out of compliance and 
questioned if this would really solve the problem.   
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
Susan, Black Sheep/Noted the issues she has faced with signage and stated she has needed each sign that 
has been put up. She asked for examples of signage that is permitted and samples of what compliance looks 
like.  
 
Art Bullock, Ashland Resident/Stated there are two primary public interests that the group has not 
addressed: 1) the public does not want so much signage that windows look cluttered, and 2) the public does 
not want so much signage that you cannot see into the business. He stated he does not think the Task Force 
can make small tweaks and be able to address these public interests and stated a more fundamental rewrite is 
necessary.   
 
Garrett, Duex Chats/Asked for examples of approved signage and questioned the placement of signs on 
multiple entrances.  
 
COMMITTEE DISCUSSION OF OPTIONS (Continued) 
Hammond clarified this exempt sign discussion is in relation to the downtown area only. She acknowledged 
that Option 4 is not much more than a band-aid and agreed that they should recommend to the Council that 
these issues be looked at in depth. Slattery commented that she did not realize the temporary signage 
allocation was as flexible as it is. Hammond commented on the possible formation of a group (either through 
the Chamber of Commerce or the City) that helps merchants deal with their signage.  
 
Stromberg/Kramer m/s to approve Option 4 with 3 exempt signs. DISCUSSION: Stromberg clarified 
this motion includes the understanding that they will recommend this be further evaluated by the Planning 
Commission. Laws commented on the point of this group coming together, and stated it was not to change 
the whole spirit of the sign code. Compton questioned if this option would provide enough relief to the 
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merchants. Ms. Bennett commented on the complexity of the entire issue and commented on who this 
specific option would address. Voice Vote: all AYES. Motion passed unanimously. 
 
Kramer commented that the recommendation to the Planning Commission should be a global 
recommendation that comes at the end of their work. 
 
Hammond introduced Issue #2 and the related options. Bussell provided some background on Option 3 and 
stated Ashland is unique in that it considers art to be a sign. She noted any type of representational structure 
is not allowed and wall graphics are also not permitted. Bussell explained the Public Art Master Plan 
recommended modifying the sign code to allow for certain types of public art. Ms. Bennett commented on 
the rules that govern Oregon and stated Ashland is not the first community to experience problems in this 
area. City Attorney Richard Appicello clarified if art is owned (donated) to the City and properly place, it is 
exempt from the sign code. Ms. Bennett noted this issues still needs to go through the Public Arts 
Commission.   
 
Kramer clarified Issue #2 deals with issues like Wiley’s Alfredo statue. Bussell questioned if they are talking 
about the entire City. She stated this won’t be too much a concern for downtown, since there is not much 
space, but noted the areas outside downtown are most likely to have national chains. Kramer felt size and 
material limitations would address these concerns. Staff clarified they do not consider sandwich boards 3D 
signs. Ms. Bennett clarified Option 4 would not work for Wiley’s Pasta because Alfredo comes in every 
night. Stromberg suggested they deal with sandwich boards and items like the Alfredo statue separately. Staff 
clarified the problems with sandwich boards is more of a right of way issue, which will be addressed next 
week. Kramer suggested creating an additional exempt sign opportunity outside the Downtown Design 
Overlay Zone that includes allowable material types and size limitations. The group briefly discussed 
possible objects this suggestion may open the door to.  
 
Bussell recommended they add a public art exemption for city owned facilities/city property. City Attorney 
Richard Appicello was asked to bring back options at the next meeting to address Bussell’s concerns 
regarding public art. 
 
Stromberg/Compton m/s to create a category for movable 3D signs, that 1) are not measured as part of 
the total sign allotment, 2) meet certain material and construction standards (to be determined by 
staff), 3) fit within a volumetric maximum, and 4) this category would apply to areas outside the 
Downtown Design Zone and the Historic Districts.  
 
Stromberg/Compton m/s to amend motion to add a setback from the public right-of-way (for staff to 
determine). DISCUSSION: It was clarified this amendment would be added to the original motion.  
 
Voice Vote on motion as amended: Hammond, Compton, Greenblatt, Slattery, Kramer, Shostrom and 
Laws, YES. Shostrom and Bussell, NO. Motion passed 7-2. 
 
Staff clarified the Task Force would be dealing with Issue #4 and the remaining right-of-way issues at their 
final meeting next week.   
 
ADJOURNMENT 
Meeting adjourned at 4:15 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted 
April Lucas, Administrative Assistant 
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DOWNTOWN TASK FORCE 

MEETING MINUTES 
JULY 28, 2008 

 
 
CALL TO ORDER 
Task Force Chair Pam Hammond called the meeting to order at 2:05 p.m. in the Siskiyou Room,  
51 Winburn Way. Hammond noted several of the members attended a tour of downtown sign issues, 
which was conducted prior to the meeting. 
 

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

 Martha Bennett, City Administrator 
Richard Appicello, City Attorney 
Adam Hanks, Permit Center Manager 
 
 
 
 

   
Absent Members:   
Dale Shostrom, Citizen at Large   

 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
Judy/Shakespeare and Co. Bookstore/Stated she is in a difficult situation because her business is 
located down an alley. She explained sales have dropped 60% since the City has prohibited her from 
placing the wagon at the alley’s entrance and explained that she is doing her best to keep the bookstore 
open. 
 
Jeff/ Rocky Mountain Chocolate Factory/Commented that the proposed changes are insufficient and 
felt more change was needed. He stated businesses can’t stay in business if they cannot have something 
that lets customers know they are there. He stated customers will not visit a store if that business does 
anything “too tacky” and he does not understand what the task force is afraid of.  
 
COMMITTEE DISCUSSION OF OPTIONS 
 
Issue #3 – Downtown Businesses with Limited Signage Opportunity. 
Hammond read and the issue and the options aloud. She voiced her support for Option 1, which would 
change the sign limitation to 24” from the wall and would provide greater visibility for businesses on side 
streets/alleys/pedestrian access ways. Mr. Hanks used Shakespeare and Co. as an example and explained 
how Option 1 would allow them to place a sign at the entrance to the alley that would project out from the 
corner.  
 
Greenblatt/Compton m/s to accept Option 1 for Issue #3. Voice Vote: all AYES. Motion passed.  
 
Issue #5 – Placing Signage in the Public Right-of-Way. 
Hammond read the issue and options aloud. City Administrator Martha Bennett clarified if Option 2 were 
selected, the City would have to establish a program and identify the parameters for a temporary sign 
permit process. Slattery suggested they consider City owned signs that don’t include business names, but 
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rather indicate “lodging” or “dining” and directional arrows. She stated these could be artistically done 
and may encourage people to walk. Ms. Bennett commented that another option would be for the City to 
install signs and allow businesses to purchase a spot on that sign. She stated this option would help with 
the Blue Giraffe’s signage situation and noted a City sign could be placed in the Water Street parking lot. 
Comment was made voicing support for a combination that would allow for generic directional 
information signs as well as City signs that list specific business information.  
 
Compton/Dotterrer m/s to accept Option 1 for Issue #5. Voice Vote: all AYES. Motion passed.   
 
Laws/Kramer m/s to reject Option 2 for Issue #5. DISCUSSION: Kramer stated he is interested in 
looking at encroachment opportunities that pertain to all businesses and voiced opposition to creating a 
separate authority in this area. Laws felt it would be a mistake to allow temporary signs in addition to 
directional signs. Compton commented that if the City decided not to place a directional sign, Option 2 
would provide the business owner an opportunity to apply for a permit. It was questioned if the City could 
stipulate that this option would only be available if the City does not do Option 1. Ms. Bennett voiced her 
hesitations with Option 2. Suggestion was made for the group to table the motion and come back to this 
after they have dealt with the encroachment issue. Motion was tabled. 
 
Issue #7 – Encroachment Permit Process. 
Hammond read the issue and the options aloud. Kramer voiced support for a list of approved items that 
could be placed in the City right of way. He stated this list of allowable items should be separate from the 
items the City would require a permit for. City Attorney Richard Appicello commented on the legality of 
this issue and recommended a process where items would be donated and accepted by the City; and the 
City would then decide where the item is placed. He stated the City would only accept items that met 
generic durability standards and the individual would need to sign a maintenance and hold harmless 
agreement. Ms. Bennett questioned if the City already owned these items and she stated it was her 
understanding that if someone places an item in the City right of way, they are essentially donating it to 
the City. Laws commented that it would be difficult to come up with a list of approved items and stated 
the list would have to be regularly amended. He added that he does not feel a list of approved items would 
solve the problem and voiced his support for Option 1. Kramer voiced concern that requiring a permit and 
the donation process would stop these types of objects from being placed. Hammond noted that there are 
also safety measures to be considered, such as the Black Sheep’s lion. Suggestion was made for a two part 
process that includes a list of general items that the City endorses and requiring the placement of all other 
items to go through a permit process.  
 
Ms. Bennett summarized the group’s deliberation and stated they would like to allow for the placement of 
functional items and recognize that these will be owned by the City; they are willing to let staff evaluate 
whether to establish a donation process or include a general acceptance provision in the code. Ms. Bennett 
stated staff could also look into a 3D allowance for functional objects designed to address safety issues 
and noted there will need to be criteria established for how to decide on the placement of these objects.   
 
Stromberg/Laws m/s to approve the staff direction as outlined by Ms. Bennett. DISCUSSION: It 
was clarified this is not a final decision and this issue would be returning to the group at their next 
meeting. Stromberg commented that he views this as enabling certain uses, not prohibiting everything 
else. Bussell noted that if someone wanted to donate art there is already an approval process for that. Mr. 
Appicello clarified the two processes would work together. Voice Vote: all AYES. Motion passed. 
 
Issue #6 – Newspaper/Misc. Publication Racks. 
Hammond read the issue and the options aloud. Comment was made questioning if the City could  
completely remove the racks. Mr. Appicello clarified he does not believe completely banning them is 
appropriate.  
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Kramer/Greenblatt m/s to combine Options 1 and 2 and direct staff to inventory all downtown 
newspaper/publication racks and prepare a recommendation. DISCUSSION: Recommendation was 
made for the inventory study to indicate their preferences and for it to be referred directly to the City 
Council. Kramer and Greenblatt agreed to include this amendment in the motion. Voice Vote: all AYES. 
Motion passed. 
 
Issue #9 – Administering the Downtown Parking Program. 
Ms. Bennett noted the draft ordinance that was submitted to the group and indicated staff needs clarity on 
the towing vs. booting then towing options. She clarified the City is not proposing to boot the vehicle and 
leave it there until the owner pays, but rather boot the vehicle and have it towed after 24 hours if payment 
is not received.   
 
Support was voiced for towing and not booting vehicles. Hammond questioned the dollar amount owed 
before the City would take action and suggested raising it from $250 to $500. Ms. Bennett commented on 
why the $250 amount was chosen and cautioned them about raising this too high. Greenblatt noted the 
provision in the ordinance that states the individual will be noticed 10 days in advance before any action 
is taken. Stromberg supported the towing option and stated booted vehicles could take away from the 
City’s ambiance.  
 
Mayor Morrison left the meeting at 4:00 p.m.  
 
Ashland Municipal Judge Pam Turner commented on the 10 day notice period and shared a few situations 
where individuals might not receive the notification. Comment was made suggesting the City affix a 
colored placard to the vehicle prior to it being towed.  
 
Dotterrer/Greenblatt m/s to recommend the Ordinance as drafted with the exception of removing 
the booting provision. DISCUSSION: Mr. Appicello suggested the notification period be changed to 14 
days. Consensus was voiced for including this modification. Voice Vote: all AYES. Motion passed. 
 
DISCUSS POSSIBLE AUGUST 4 MEETING 
Hammond stated it will be necessary for the group to meet again and asked for the members’ preference 
on meeting dates. She noted the group could meet next Monday, or meet two weeks from today. Mr. 
Appicello indicated he would likely need more than one week to prepare the draft right-of-way ordinance.  
 
The Task Force reached consensus to meet on August 4th and August 11th. 
 
Ms. Bennett clarified the Task Force’s final report is scheduled to go before the City Council on 
September 2, 2008. She noted recommended changes to the Sign Code will have to go to the Planning 
Commission; however, the Council could enact the rest of their recommendations. She added the group 
will need to complete their work by August 19th in order to make the September packet deadline. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
Meeting adjourned at 4:15 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted 
April Lucas, Administrative Assistant 
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DOWNTOWN TASK FORCE 

MEETING MINUTES 
JULY 21, 2008 

 
 
CALL TO ORDER 
Task Force Chair Pam Hammond called the meeting to order at 2:00 p.m. in the Siskiyou Room,  
51 Winburn Way.  
 

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

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

Absent Members:   
Dana Bussell, Public Arts Commission   

 
STAFF PRESENTATION OF OPTIONS 
Permit Center Manager Adam Hanks briefly reviewed the nine key issues and options listed in the staff 
report.  
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
Ron Roth, Geppetto’s/Shared his concerns over what he felt was an overzealous Code Enforcement 
Officer and recommended more direct supervision of this City employee.  
 
Graham Lewis, United Methodist Church/Noted the church is located on the corner of Laurel and N. 
Main, but they are only allowed signage on one of the streets. He stated signage on both frontages would 
be helpful.  
 
Steve, Soundpeace/Questioned if he would be permitted to place a prayer flag in the garden in the 
morning and take it in at night. Regarding the parking situation, he thought this was always voluntary and 
not necessarily enforced.  
 
Julie, Wiley’s World/Stated she does not view her Alfredo statute as a sign, but rather a piece of art; and 
stated the statue needs to be able to come in at night to avoid potential theft or vandalism. She voiced her 
support for removing the 3D object prohibition from the Sign Code. 
 
Melissa Markell, Chair of the Public Arts Commission/Voiced her support for Option #4 regarding the 
three dimensional sign issue, which would create an exemption for 2D or 3D public art.  
 
Susan, Black Sheep/Submitted signature petitions supporting the placement of the lion statue in front of 
the Black Sheep’s entrance. She stated if they remove the lion it would result in an unsafe doorway and 
stated this is a historical building and the entrance cannot be changed.  
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Lee, Downtown Employee/Stated she received a ticket a few years ago, without warning, after parking in 
the same block twice. She stated this is a silly rule and the City should at least put up a sign warning 
employees.  
 
Pam Turner, Ashland Municipal Judge/Noted all parking appeals come to her and voiced her support 
for repealing or revising the downtown employee parking ban. She stated the ban is very difficult to 
enforce and felt the language was over broad.  
 
Lance Pugh, Ashland Resident/Voiced concern with what he felt was staff running the meeting and 
directing the focus. 
 
Brent Thompson, Ashland Resident/Voiced his support for the option permitting one additional exempt 
sign. Regarding the parking issue, he suggested diagonal parking could be used to create more spaces in 
certain downtown areas.  
 
Donna, Webster’s/Stated if they change the sign code, they need to make sure it can be universally 
applied. She commented briefly on the sidewalk issue and noted they are heavily congested in the middle 
of the season.  
 
Mike Morris, Ashland Planning Commissioner/Asked how they would feel if every building had 
something out in front of it, and questioned where the limits are.  
 
Ramona, B Ella/Stated if they are going to enforce the parking ban, it needs to be applied to everyone.  
 
COMMITTEE DISCUSSION & DIRECTION TO STAFF 
 
Downtown Employee Parking Ban 
Hammond voiced support for Option #1, which would eliminate the employee parking ban from the 
Ashland Municipal Code. She stated the City could still send out a letter each year asking the downtown 
businesses to voluntarily comply with the seasonal parking limitations. The Task Force voiced unanimous 
consent for this option. 
 
Unpaid Parking Tickets 
City Administrator Martha Bennett explained how the City currently handles unpaid parking citations and 
stated the City’s current enforcement tools are very weak. She stated booting or towing vehicles that have 
an excessive amount of unpaid parking violations is one option the group should consider.  
 
The group discussed the option presented by staff. Stromberg voiced his concerns with booting vehicles 
and felt towing was a better alternative. City Attorney Richard Appicello clarified due process would 
occur before anyone was booted and the individual would receive proper notice before this action 
occurred. Ms. Bennett listed the outstanding parking citation figures for the group. Laws voiced his 
support for booting, and stated this type of action is needed if they have people who simply do not care. 
Greenblatt agreed that this needs to have some “teeth.” Kramer voiced his support for the towing option. 
Compton agreed, but questioned what the outstanding ticket amount would have to before this action was 
taken.  
 
Hammond recommended they move onto the next issue and look at this option further at their next 
meeting.  
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Amount of Signage Permitted 
Hammond listed the two options for Issue #1. She stated they could modify the Sign Code to allow for 
one additional exempt sign or they could choose to modify the Code to allow the existing exempt signs to 
be a maximum of 3 sq. ft.  
 
The group discussed the two options. Shostrom suggested modifying the requirement to allow for two 
signs at 2 sq. ft. or less, and one additional sign at 3 sq. ft or less. Kramer recommended they not limit this 
to the C-1-D zone, but permit the additional signage in the entire commercial district. Compton noted that 
being able to display menus is not only a benefit for the restaurants, but also the pedestrians. Kramer 
suggested they increase the total amount of signage permitted (based on the linear footage of the 
building’s frontage) and allow businesses to allocate the space as they choose. Compton suggested they 
establish two different parameters; one for inside the downtown area and one for outside this area.  
 
Mr. Hanks clarified the current provision which allows businesses to use up to 20% of their window 
space for changeable copy. He also provided a brief explanation of how businesses with no windows or 
those located on second and third stories are accommodated.  
 
Staff was directed to return at the next meeting with information on the new options presented by 
Shostrom and Kramer.  
 
3-Dimensional Signs/Representations of Merchandise 
Hammond listed the options for Issue #2 outlined in the staff report. Kramer and Compton voiced their 
support for Option 2, which would allow 3D representations as a sign type. Laws expressed concern with 
permitting 3D objects, though supported the ones we currently have. He questioned if there was a way to 
exempt those that exist today. Slattery voiced her confidence that businesses would do everything 
possible to make their business attractive and is not concerned that Option 2 would result in a surge of 
undesirable objects.  
 
Hammond conducted a straw vote and the majority of the group supported Option 2. 
 
The Task Force agreed to continue with the meeting until 4:30 p.m. 
 
Limited Signage Access due to Location 
Hammond listed the options for Issue #3 outlined in the staff report. Kramer suggested businesses, such 
as the Blue Giraffe, with no frontage on a public street be allowed one offsite sign as part of their sign 
allocation; however include a provision that this sign could not be placed on public right of way. The 
group briefly discussed these options and agreed to come back to this issue at their next meeting.  
 
Use of Right-of-Way for Commercial Use 
Hammond listed the options in the staff report. Laws noted when the Sidewalk Café ordinance was 
passed, its intent was not to benefit the restaurant specifically, but to enhance the ambiance in town. He 
felt opening up the use of sidewalks for merchandise was unacceptable and would destroy the Ashland’s 
appearance. City Attorney Richard Appicello briefly commented on the legal issues surrounding this 
matter. Slattery commented that sidewalk dining is something the public loves, and suggested they look at 
other communities and how they deal with this issue. Kramer noted that selling flowers, fruit or 
vegetables on the sidewalk could also add character. 
 
City Administrator Martha Bennett commented on Option 2, which would allow the City to lease 
sidewalk space to businesses, and questioned how much merchandise that business would need to sell to 
make this worthwhile to them. Comment was made that this would be for the individual business to 
decide. Greenblatt noted Greenleaf was the first restaurant to have outdoor seating on the Calle and 
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voiced support for allowing the City to rent the public right of way, so long as the parameters are 
followed. Ms. Bennett clarified the sidewalk space would be only leased to the adjacent business.  
 
Hammond conducted a straw vote and the majority of the group were interested in a combination of 
Options 2 and 3.  
 
Ms. Bennett indicated staff would do more flushing out of the details on the input provided by the group. 
She noted they would pick up where they left off at the next meeting and encouraged interested citizens 
and business owners to submit their comments and concerns to staff.  
 
ADJOURNMENT 
Meeting adjourned at 4:30 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
April Lucas, Administrative Assistant 
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DOWNTOWN TASK FORCE 

MEETING MINUTES 
JULY 14, 2008 

 
 
CALL TO ORDER 
Task Force Chair Pam Hammond called the meeting to order at 2:00 p.m. in the Siskiyou Room,  
51 Winburn Way.  
 

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

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

 
WELCOME & INTRODUCTIONS 
Pam Hammond and Mayor Morrison welcomed the group and each member introduced themselves.  
 
PURPOSE & GOALS OF TASK FORCE 
Mayor Morrison commented briefly on what prompted the creation of this task force and noted issues 
have been raised regarding the City’s sign code, use of the public right of way, and the downtown 
employee parking ban. He stated the Downtown Task Force would be meeting for three weeks and 
encouraged them to focus on addressing the immediate concerns.  
 
OVERVIEW OF TASK FORCE SCHEDULE  
Hammond briefly reviewed the meeting agenda. She indicated their second meeting would include a staff 
presentation of options and committee discussion; and hopes they can have deliberations and come to a 
recommendation by their third meeting. 
 
OVERVIEW OF THREE ISSUES 
Community Development Director Bill Molnar presented an overview of the City’s sign code, use of 
public right-of-way, and downtown employee parking restrictions.  
 
Sign Code 
Mr. Molnar stated the 1966 Central Area Plan called for the development of a sign program and the City’s 
sign ordinance was officially adopted in 1968. He stated there have been several updates to this section of 
the code over the years and noted the 1988 Downtown Plan acknowledged the success of the sign code. 
Mr. Molnar provided the definitions of “signs”, “exempted signs”, and “prohibited signs” and listed the 
main compliance issues the City deals with.   
 
Use of the Public Right of Way 
Mr. Molnar noted there are many competing interests within the sidewalks and stated the City has 
regulations regarding the outdoor display of merchandise. He explained the Ashland Municipal Code 
prohibits using the street or public sidewalk for selling, storing or displaying merchandise or equipment; 
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and businesses within the City’s commercial zones are required to obtain a conditional use permit (CUP) 
for the outdoor storage of merchandise on private property. Mr. Molnar noted the City has a sidewalk café 
ordinance and it is administered by the Public Works Department.  
 
Downtown Employee Parking Ban 
Mr. Molnar explained the ban was first adopted in 1985 at the request of the Chamber of Commerce and 
the seasonal restrictions were made permanent in 1986. He explained the ban restricts downtown 
employee parking in the downtown parking district between 8:30 a.m. to 5:30 p.m., May through 
September; and listed some of the issues that have been raised by the affected businesses and their 
employees.  
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
Tom, Pasta Piatti & Tabu/Shared his concerns regarding the newspaper racks.  
 
Nola, Renaissance Rose/Noted she had been cited by the City and requested clarification on the 
ordinance governing the outdoor display of merchandise. She noted the sale of merchandise on 
Guanajuato Way and asked about the City’s CUP process.  
 
Steve, Soundpeace/Asked if there was a way for current businesses to be “grandfathered in” and require 
anyone new to receive approval for the display of items. He agreed with the concerns expressed by the 
previous speaker regarding newspaper boxes and suggested there be a maintenance requirement for these. 
Steve noted the signage in Boulder, Colorado and suggested the Task Force review the Boulder sign code 
for comparison. He also commented on the employee parking ban and noted employees are being issued 
tickets when visiting downtown businesses on their days off.  
 
Julie, Wiley’s Pasta/Noted her business is not located downtown and stated they use their “Alfredo” 
statue to show customers that they are open for business.  
 
Lenny, CD or not CD/Stated there is a small space in front of his store that he would be interested in 
obtaining a CUP for. He commented on the height of his sign and suggested they allow businesses to sell 
merchandise outdoors on weekends only. He stated it is possible to have attractive sandwich signs, 
newspaper boxes, and neon signs; and suggested the City form a review board to determine what is 
aesthetically pleasing.  
 
Dave, Endless Massage/Noted that his is a newer business and commented on the use of sandwich 
boards to attract business. He stated his board did obstruct people walking and stated it made a big 
difference in bringing people into his business.  
 
Susan, Pilaf/Questioned why people dressed as the Statue of Liberty or dressed in sandwich boards does 
not go against the sign code. She stated that parking is one of her major stressors and explained that she 
often has to come and go several times a day from her business.  
 
Kate, Earth Friendly Kids/Stated being unable to put merchandise out in front of her store has made 
them struggle financially and believes the City is hurting the vitality of the town by making such strict 
rules. 
 
Ramona, B Ella/Noted her store has no back entrance and all of their supplies have to come through the 
front door. She questioned the fairness of the parking situation and asked if downtown employees who 
work at night are being ticketing as well. 
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Jimmy, Blue Giraffe Spa/Noted their building is set back from Water Street, behind the parking lot and 
customers cannot see his sign from the street. He stated he receives a lot of complaints from clients 
because they cannot find his store. He suggested the City have some sort of hearings process to deal with 
unique situations like his own. He also questioned putting up a small sign similar to Pilaf’s or Iris Inn’s 
signs.  
 
Don, Ashland Springs Hotel & Larks/Stated he was cited for placing the building’s original sandwich 
board in front of the hotel and noted the challenge of educating guests on what they offer. He stated that 
inadequate parking in Ashland is a big issue and noted the parking garage is consistently full. 
 
Mike Morris, Planning Commissioner/Recommended the sign ordinance be removed from the Land 
Use section of the Municipal Code and recommended they set criteria for a variance. He suggested 
different requirements be set for areas outside of downtown (at least until these areas become more 
populated be pedestrians) and recommended they establish maintenance requirements for newspaper 
boxes.  
 
Pam Turner, Ashland Municipal Judge/Noted that she handles the City’s parking violations and stated 
the intention of the employee downtown parking ban is not to prohibit employees from visiting businesses 
on their time off. She encouraged everyone to read this section of the code (AMC 11.30.020). 
 
City Administrator Martha Bennett clarified 95% of the businesses have complied with the City’s 
requirements and stated she would like to continue to work cooperatively with the businesses while this 
process is going on.  
 
City Attorney Richard Appicello commented briefly on the concept of grandfathering. He clarified the 
City is required to treat everyone equally and does not believe grandfathering is an option.  
 
Mayor Morrison clarified that public testimony will be included in this process and encouraged the 
businesses and members of the public to submit their information to the Task Force.  
 
COMMITTEE DISCUSSION 
City Administrator Martha Bennett indicated staff would be preparing white papers and submitting them 
to the group within the next few days. She recommended they inform staff if they are in need to additional 
information or if there are options they are leaning toward. She agreed that parking in Ashland was a 
valid concern, but recommended they limit their discussion to the employee parking issue.  
 
Clarification was requested on the process of obtaining a conditional use permit to display merchandise 
on private property. Permit Center Manager Adam Hanks stated this is a Type I land use action and the 
fee is currently $882. He stated the City has seen this type of CUP for larger scale uses, such as the 
hardware store, but noted the approval criteria are fairly general.  
 
Mr. Hanks clarified the Iris Inn’s sign was obtained through ODOT, not the City.   
 
Sandra Slattery commented that these requirements were put in place for good reasons; however they 
need to ensure that Ashland businesses can be successful and stated it is time to look at these regulations 
with the current view of the community in mind.  
 
City Attorney Richard Appicello commented on the issue of placing 3-D objects in front of businesses 
and clarified they can only limit the time, place, manner and size of these objects, not the content. George 
Kramer added they could also control the materials they are made of and can require the object to be 
maintained.  
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Ms. Bennett noted the City would be bringing forward options regarding sidewalk cafes, including 
options for permitting, regulating, and leasing public right of ways. She clarified the vendors along Calle 
Guanajuato lease this space from the City and stated the Task Force could consider creating a similar 
provision for individual business to display merchandise in front of their stores.  
 
Don Laws requested the City Attorney prepare a memo that cites the court cases and laws that deal with 
grandfathering and the equality of treatment. He stated he would like to know what is legal and whether 
the City could make changes. Mr. Laws provided some history of the sign code and stated its intent was 
to make Ashland businesses more appealing. He commented on how the sign code has contributed to the 
overall success of businesses in Ashland and recommended they be careful about making changes.  
 
Dave Dotterrer suggested the sign code differentiate between private property and public right of way. 
Ms. Bennett voiced her support for this suggestion. Mr. Appicello clarified the City could permit larger 3-
D objects on private property than on public right of way.  
 
Dana Bussell commented on the Public Arts Commission’s master plan and noted the plan did speak to 
some of these issues. She clarified one of the goals of the plan was to change the sign ordinance to allow 
for murals. She also commented briefly on the public art jury process the commission utilizes, and 
clarified people affected by the object are represented on the jury.  
 
Sandra Slattery noted that there are other communities, such as Carmel, California, that have very 
pleasing signage and suggested the group take a look at how other communities deal with this issue. Ms. 
Bennett requested the group clarify which cities’ sign codes they are interested in. Staff was directed to 
look into the sign codes for Carmel, California and Boulder, Colorado, particularly for small, directional 
signs. Ms. Slattery noted she would also try to gather information and obtain samples from other 
communities that are attractive, high visitor destinations.  
 
Mayor Morrison requested information on newspaper boxes, including what governs their installation, 
maintenance, and removal. Additional request was made for how many spaces a publication can have and 
whether the boxes interfere with pedestrian and vehicle safety. It was also questioned if the City could 
designate certain areas where the boxes would be permitted.  
 
Ms. Bennett indicated staff would gather the information requested by the group and stated materials for 
the next meeting would be sent out later this week. She noted the next Downtown Task Force meeting is 
scheduled for next Monday, July 21 at 2 p.m. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
Meeting adjourned at 4:05 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
April Lucas, Administrative Assistant 
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