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.

ASHLAND PLANNING COMMISSION
REGULAR MEETING
OCTOBER 13, 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. September 15, 2009 Planning Commission Minutes
2. September 29, 2009 Planning Commission Minutes

IV.

PUBLIC FORUM

V.

TYPE II PUBLIC HEARINGS
A. PLANNING ACTIONS: 2009-01051
SUBJECT PROPERTY: 514 Granite Street
APPLICANT: Ron Rusnak & Lisa Zingarelli-Rusnak
DESCRIPTION: A request for a Conditional Use Permit to reconstruct an existing non-conforming
structure for the property located at 514 Granite Street. A Conditional Use Permit is required because
the existing lot coverage (impervious surfaces of the existing home, driveway and sidewalks) exceed
the seven percent coverage allowed in the zoning district. With the proposal, overall lot coverage on
the site is to be reduced by 23 square feet. COMPREHENSIVE PLAN DESIGNATION: Woodland
Residential; ZONING: WR; ASSESSOR’S MAP #: 39 1E 17 AA; TAX LOT: 1105

VI.

UNFINISHED BUSINESS
A. Comments on Proposed Council Rules Ordinance and Uniform Policies and Operating
Procedures Ordinance.
B.

VII.

Croman Mill District Plan.

ADJOURNMENT

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
MINUTES
SEPTEMBER 15, 2009
CALL TO ORDER
Chair Pam Marsh called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. in the Civic Center Council Chambers, 1175 East Main Street.
Commissioners Present:
Larry Blake
Michael Dawkins
Dave Dotterrer
Pam Marsh
Debbie Miller
Melanie Mindlin
Mike Morris
John Rinaldi, Jr.

Staff Present:
Bill Molnar, Community Development Director
Derek Severson, Associate Planner
Richard Appicello, City Attorney
Adam Hanks, Project Manager
April Lucas, Administrative Assistant

Absent Members:
Tom Dimitre

Council Liaison:
Eric Navickas

ANNOUNCEMENTS
Community Development Director Bill Molnar noted Jackson County has begun the process to update the Economic Element
of their Comprehensive Plan. Additional information is available on their website at www.co.jackson.or.us. Mr. Molnar also
announced the City Council will be reviewing two ordinances that deal with proposed changes to the Council Rules and
adopting uniform policies and operating procedures for City commissions, committees, and boards. He stated the two
ordinances were emailed to the commissioners earlier this week and the Council will hold first reading on October 6, 2009.
Commissioner Marsh requested this topic be tentatively placed on an upcoming agenda and requested staff prepare a brief
summary of the proposed changes.
CONSENT AGENDA
A. Approval of Minutes
1. July 28, 2009 Study Session Minutes
2. August 11, 2009 Planning Commission Minutes
3. August 25, 2009 Study Session Minutes
Commissioner Blake requested the following correction be made to the July 28, 2009 Study Session minutes: On Page 1
under Announcements, it should read: “One neighborhood meeting has been scheduled for October and the Master Plan
Update will likely return to the Planning Commission later this fall.”
Commissioners Dotterrer/Morris m/s to approve the Consent Agenda with the noted correction. Voice Vote: All AYES.
Motion passed 8-0.
PUBLIC FORUM
No one came forward to speak.
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TYPE III PUBLIC HEARINGS
A. PLANNING ACTION: #2009-00784
SUBJECT PROPERTY: 615 Washington Street
APPLICANT: Ron Rezek
DESCRIPTION: A request for Annexation and Zoning Map change from Jackson County zoning RR-5 (Rural
Residential) to City of Ashland zoning E-1 (Employment) for an approximately 1.02-acre parcel located at 615
Washington Street. The application is for a warehouse facility to serve the adjacent Modern Fan business at
709 Washington Street. The application includes a request for the Site Review Approval for the 17,650 square
foot warehouse building and associated parking areas and landscape installation. A Tree Removal Permit is
requested to remove twelve trees greater than six inches diameter at breast height or greater.
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN DESIGNATION: Employment; PROPOSED ZONING: E-1; ASSESSOR’S MAP #: 39 1E
14 AC; TAX LOT: 200.
Commissioner Marsh read aloud the public hearing procedures for land use hearings.
Declaration of Ex Parte Contact
Commissioner Morris asked to be excused from the hearing. He stated he recently completed a project for the Applicant and
also has ties with the business across the street. Morris left the meeting at 7:13 p.m.
Commissioners Blake, Dawkins, Dotterrer, Marsh, Miller, Mindlin and Rinaldi all declared site visits; no ex parte contact was
reported.
Staff Report
Associate Planner Derek Severson presented the staff report on the planning application. He explained this application is for
an annexation and zone change which would bring the property into the City as E-1 employment zoning. The application also
includes site review approval to construct a 17,650 sq. ft. warehouse building, and a tree removal permit to remove 10 of the
site’s 17 trees. Mr. Severson stated the property is located near the intersection of Washington St. and Jefferson Ave and
noted the wetland area on the adjacent property to the north.
Mr. Severson reviewed the site plan and explained the proposed structure would be built to the north of the existing Modern
Fan building. He noted landscaping will be installed between the building and the street, parking will be located along the
north property line, and there will be a pass-through between the two buildings. In terms of parking, staff has observed that the
existing parking lot, which has 18 spaces, is typically empty and are proposing the light manufacturing parking requirement be
applied instead of the warehouse parking demand. This would allow for a reduction in the parking requirement from 18 spaces
to 6 or 8 spaces. Mr. Severson clarified the Applicant’s proposal does not involve adding additional employees.
Mr. Severson reviewed the Tree Removal and Protection Plan and commented on the wetland area to the north. He explained
this wetland is fed by rainwater runoff from the drainage ditch adjacent to Washington Street. Staff has contacted the
Department of State Lands regarding this and while they have indicated the piping of this drainage would not adversely affect
the wetland, they want assurance that stormwater runoff flows are maintained in the ditch at the current levels in order to
continue feeding the wetland. Mr. Severson noted staff has drafted a condition to address this.
Mr. Severson commented on the proposed street improvements and explained annexation requirements call for a half-street
improvement to be provided. He stated Washington Street is classified as a commercial collector and a minimum right-of-way
of 63 ft. is necessary to accommodate the improvements. As such, staff is recommending the Applicant dedicate an additional
9 ft. of right-of-way in order to accommodate these improvements. Mr. Severson suggested the Commission consider
amending Condition 5b to allow the Applicant to bond for the required improvements along their frontage. He stated rather
than having the Applicant install the improvements at this time, this would allow the City to comprehensively plan the street
improvements along that frontage and the bond would support their installation at a later date once the issues on the street
have been dealt with.
Mr. Severson noted questions were raised about possibly retaining the multi-trunked Elm tree that fronts Washington Street,
and stated the Commission could consider modifying Condition 6a to require this tree be retained and incorporated into the
final landscape/irrigation plan. He added if these condition modifications are made, Conditions 6b and 6d would also need to
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be updated to keep the language consistent. Mr. Severson concluded his presentation and stated staff is recommending
approval of the application with the conditions outlined.
Questions of Staff
In response to whether it is necessary to have a sidewalk on the side of the street nearest the drop-off, Mr. Severson clarified
City standards call for this, but there may be a better way to address this in a comprehensive manner.
Commissioner Dotterrer commented on Condition 4 and suggested staff provide a clear definition for “office space.” He also
commented on Condition 6a and questioned why a certified arborist is required to prepare the Tree Preservation and
Protection Plan. Mr. Severson explained the Applicant did not submit a typical tree inventory that identified the types of trees
on the site and their condition, which is what staff uses to evaluate whether the condition of the tree merits its removal or
whether the species or condition of the tree is sufficient to accommodate the proposed development. Because of this, both
staff and the Tree Commission are recommending verification from an arborist that the trees can accommodate the proposed
development and no additional measures are necessary to ensure their survival. Dotterrer asked about obtaining the solar
setback calculation in Condition 6i and received clarification that it would not be difficult for the Applicant to demonstrate
compliance with Solar Setback B. Mr. Severson also clarified Condition 6j was included at the request of the Building Division
to ensure that any excavation to construct the new building would not undermine the footings for Modern Fan 1.
Commissioner Rinaldi suggested the arborist inspect the multi-trunk Elm tree at the front of the property and determine
whether it is suitable for saving. He also suggested Condition 5b be clear that the entire parkrow needs to be irrigated, not just
the trees.
Commissioner Mindlin asked whether the multi-trunk Elm tree and cattails would be in the public right-of-way and requested
they include a condition requiring this area to be maintained.
Commissioner Blake asked about the Stormwater Drainage Plan listed in Condition 5a and asked how these are normally
accomplished for commercial developments. Mr. Severson stated this is typically accomplished through engineering and
noted the City’s Engineering Division has asked for revised plans that will ensure post development peak flows do not exceed
pre-development levels.
Applicant’s Presentation
Bruce Abeloe/827 Alder Creek Drive, Medford/Applicant’s Representative/Addressed the question about stormwater
drainage and stated it is standard to meet pre-development flows with control structures. He stated the water will be stored in
a pipe before it flows into the wetland and this enables them to have control over it. He acknowledged his submittal regarding
this was preliminary and stated it will be taken care of when the engineering building plans for the project are finalized. Mr.
Abeloe thanked staff for reducing the initial parking requirement, but stated he would like to hear from the City’s Fire Marshall
on whether this would affect fire truck access. He added given this change he would also like to move the trash area closer.
Mr. Abeloe stated the Elm at the front of the property will need to be evaluated by an arborist and they will have the Oak tree
in the back evaluated as well. He clarified the Landscape Plan will be modified to include the drainage swell and the Elm tree,
and suggested some type of pathway be installed from the existing sidewalk to the front door and driveway. Mr. Abeloe
concluded his presentation and voiced his support for staff’s recommendations.
Public Testimony
None.
Advice from Legal Counsel & Staff
Mr. Severson noted he had spoken with Fire Marshall Margueritte Hickman about the fire truck access and she had indicated
if the paved area is extended to the landscape bay, that would be sufficient for fire access as long as the landscaping did not
impair a firefighter’s ability to get through that area on foot. Mr. Severson stated the Fire Marshall’s other concern was
ensuring access via an easement to the rear parking lot of Modern Fan 1.
Applicant’s Rebuttal
Bruce Abeloe/Voice his support for the conditions and modifications recommended by staff.
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Commissioner Marsh closed the record and the hearing at 7:52 p.m.
Deliberations & Decision
Commissioner Dotterrer commented on the parking requirement and stated he is not convinced this project requires any
additional parking. He suggested the Commission consider removing the parking requirement and include a condition that
preserves the area in case it is needed at a future time. Staff clarified this type of amendment would require a variance
approval.
Commissioner Marsh noted this application requires two motions: 1) approval of the site design proposal, and 2) a
recommendation to the City Council on the annexation.
Commissioner Dawkins/Blake m/s to approve the site design proposal for Planning Action #2009-00784 with the
modifications discussed. DISCUSSION: Mr. Severson recited the modifications that would be included in this approval:
1) Condition 5b – Modify to require the Applicant to post a cash deposit or similar approved security instrument for the
outlined half-street improvements; for installation of the street improvements to be deferred in order to comprehensively
plan the street system; and for the Applicant to provided a right-of-way dedication for the full 63 ft. necessary to improve
the street to City standards.
2) Condition 6a – Modify to require the Applicant to provide a Tree Preservation and Protection Plan for all existing trees;
and for the multi-trunk Elm tree nearest the Washington St. right-or-way be retained and incorporated into the final
landscape/irrigation plan (subject to the arborist’s recommendation).
3) Condition 6b – Modify the number of trees approved for removal if the Elm tree can be retained.
4) Condition 6d – Remove the language “to Washington Street and for future improvements”. This would still require the
Applicant to agree to participate in any future LID for improvements to the Ashland Street intersection.
5) Condition 6e – Modify to require the Landscape/Irrigation Plan to address the landscaping for the frontage, ditch or swale,
and walkway to the street.
6) Condition 6a – Modify to require the arborist report address the Siberian Elm along Washington St.
7) Condition 5b – Modify to read “irrigated parkrows” instead of “irrigated street trees.”
Mr. Severson clarified the fire access issues are addressed in Condition 6k, and he would add the relocation of the trash
enclosure to the Landscape Plan on Condition 6a. Roll Call Vote: Commissioners Rinaldi, Blake, Dawkins, Marsh,
Dotterrer, Miller and Mindlin, YES. Motion passed 7-0.
Commissioners Dawkins/Dotterrer m/s to recommend annexation of this project to the City Council. Roll Call Vote:
Commissioners Dotterrer, Mindlin, Dawkins, Blake, Miller, Rinaldi and Marsh, YES. Motion passed 7-0.
NEW BUSINESS
A. Tolling and Extension Ordinance Initiation
Commissioner Rinaldi asked to be excused due to a financial interest in one of the projects that could be affected by these
proposals.
Commissioner Marsh clarified this item was referred to the Commission by the City Council and asked that they not discuss
the ordinance language, but deal with this on a conceptual level.
Mr. Molnar noted this issue went before the City Council in July and he provided a brief overview of the two proposals. He
stated the questions before the Planning Commission are: 1) Should the Municipal Code include a provision that tolls or
suspends approval timetables if a project is appealed to LUBA or Circuit Court, and 2) Due to the recent economic downtown,
should the City enact legislation that extends the expiration date of land use applications that were approved between January
1, 2006 and July 1, 2009.
In regards to the first item, Mr. Molnar stated the Municipal Code is silent on this subject and when these situations occur staff
has encouraged applicants to apply for an extension to protect themselves. He clarified site review approvals for commercial
buildings are good for 12 months, and applicants can receive one 18 month extension. Approvals will expire if project
construction has not commenced within that 30 month timeframe. Mr. Molnar noted LUBA appeals can take several months or
more and an applicant’s approval could expire even if they prevail in court.
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Mr. Molnar explained the second item stems from comments made by applicants about their inability to obtain financing for
approved projects due to the economic downturn. He stated a list of projects that are in jeopardy of losing their approval status
was handed out at the beginning of the meeting and noted the City of Portland recently adopted a similar ordinance. Mr.
Molnar stated Project Manager Adam Hanks and City Attorney Richard Appicello are here tonight and can provide further
information on these two proposals.
Mr. Hanks came forward and commented on the proposal to extend the approval period due to the recent economic downturn.
He asked the Commission to discuss whether the changes in the economy and the commercial credit problems warrant a onetime, date specific extension, or whether applicants should have to resubmit their projects and go back through the approval
process.
City Attorney Richard Appicello stated the reason for development timetables is to not contract away the police power and
stated timetables are necessary to ensure projects are built to the current laws. In regards to the proposal to extend timetables
for projects that are appealed, he noted that he frequently gets calls about this and because our Municipal Code does not
specifically speak to this, there is no such provision. He stated this is more of a policy question and stated if they agree with
the tolling proposal, they may want to consider beefing up the timetable itself so it is more specific as to what is due when.
Comment was made questioning what would happen if the conditions for approval change. Mr. Hanks stated this is up for
discussion, but currently in order to qualify for the 18 month extension, conditions must be the same or the applicant has to
show how they meet the new conditions.
Comment was made that the extension for projects that are appealed to LUBA seems to be mixed in with the economic
development timetable. Staff clarified this was not the intent and these are two separate proposals.
Philip Lang/758 B Street/Questioned where the timetable extension proposal originated from and stated it has nothing to do
with LUBA appeals or residential construction. He stated this is a very bad idea and should be dropped from consideration.
Mr. Lang stated in a year’s time, major changes can happen to City standards and this proposal would allow developers to
build to the lower and older standards. He stated if older plans are reviewed for compliance with new standards, where are the
fees and staff to support such a review, and how does the public know this will be done. Mr. Lang stated this proposal
constitutes an indirect giveaway to developers and it is bad public policy.
Colin Swales/143 Eighth Street/Stated when the Commission approves a planning action they assume the building will be
built and this is not always the case. He stated developers often try to maximize what they can place on their land and soon
after Planning Commission approval is received you will see a “For Sale” sign on the property. Mr. Swales acknowledged the
economic downtown, but stated developers do not want an extension so they can build the project, they want an extension so
they can continue to market it. He recommended these projects come back through the approval process in order to ensure
the proposal is in line with the current economic environment, which may mean downsizing if necessary. In regards to the
tolling proposal, Mr. Swales questioned how many planning actions this has really affected and questioned the need for this
provision.
Commissioner Marsh requested the Commission separate their deliberations for the two proposals.
Tolling Ordinance (LUBA/Circuit Court Appeals)
The commissioners shared their opinions on the proposed tolling ordinance. Dawkins stated this proposal seems fair to him
and it is common sense for those projects to receive an extension. Dotterrer was surprised that the City of Ashland did not
already have a provision for this and stated he views this as a clean-up measure. Morris agreed that the City should adopt a
provision. Blake stated this is a fairness issue and if it is out of the applicant’s hands, there should be some adjustments to the
timeframe. Miller stated it should be made clear to all parties what the situation is. Marsh agreed with the other comments that
have been made and stated there is a fairness issue here and we should not punish the person who has been subject to the
appeal. She stated there seems to be consensus from the Commission that the Council should proceed with this ordinance.
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Extension due to Economic Downturn
The commissioners shared their opinions on the proposed extension ordinance. Dawkins stated does not know why they are
considering this and does not see a problem with current process. Miller stated applicants should have their ducks in a row
before they get started and feels the current 30 month timeframe is adequate. Dotterrer disagreed and feels the Council
should take this up. He stated this proposal identifies applications approved during a specific timeframe and does not agree
with the argument that this is a subsidy. He stated applicants would still be subject to any changes in the code and voiced his
support for the Council looking into this proposal. Morris stated he could go either way, but feels this proposal has some merit
and should be looked at further. Blake stated there are compelling arguments on both sides and given the difficultly to obtain
construction financing there may be cause for the City to provide some relief at this time. Mindlin stated she is on the fence.
On one side she is sympathetic to applicants who are ready to build, but can’t receive financing; but on the other side if an
applicant has to go back through the City’s approval process, the bulk of the work (and expense for preparing the documents)
has already been completed and it is just a matter of checking the application for consistency with the current code
requirements. Marsh stated she believes these are extraordinary times and feels the Council should look into some sort of
additional extension process. She added a lot of details would need to be worked out, but feels this proposal is worth
pursuing.
Mr. Molnar stated he would report back to the City Council on these two proposals, provide the Commission’s comments, and
get direction. Marsh clarified the Commission’s support for the tolling ordinance and stated while there is not overwhelming
support to pursue the extension ordinance, the Commission would be willing to look at this further if directed to do so by the
Council.
ADJOURNMENT
Meeting adjourned at 8:56 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,
April Lucas, Administrative Assistant
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ASHLAND PLANNING COMMISSION
SPECIAL MEETING
MINUTES
SEPTEMBER 29, 2009
CALL TO ORDER
Chair Pam Marsh called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. in the Civic Center Council Chambers, 1175 East Main Street.
Commissioners Present:
Larry Blake
Michael Dawkins
Tom Dimitre
Dave Dotterrer
Pam Marsh
Melanie Mindlin
Mike Morris
John Rinaldi, Jr.

Staff Present:
Bill Molnar, Community Development Director
Brandon Goldman, Senior Planner
April Lucas, Administrative Assistant

Absent Members:
Debbie Miller

Council Liaison:
Eric Navickas

ANNOUNCEMENTS
Community Development Director Bill Molnar announced Southern Oregon University will be holding a meeting on the
Campus Master Plan Update on Monday, October 5th. He stated if the commissioners want to attend, they are free to do so
but will have to declare it as ex parte contact. He added commissioners can go and observe, but they should not participate in
the actual discussions.
Commissioner Marsh noted the Commission’s annual retreat is scheduled for Saturday, October 31. It was noted that
Commissioner Dotterrer will not be able to attend. Marsh stated they are still developing the agenda and encouraged the
commissioners to submit their ideas to staff.
PUBLIC FORUM
No one came forward to speak.
UNFINISHED BUSINESS
A. Approval of Findings for PA #2009-00784, 615 Washington Street.
Commissioners Morris and Dimitre stated they would abstain from voting since they did not participate in the hearing. No ex
parte contact was declared by any of the commissioners.
Commissioners Dotterrer/Blake m/s to approve the Findings for PA #2009-00784. Roll Call Vote: Commissioners
Blake, Dawkins, Dotterrer, Marsh, Mindlin and Rinaldi, YES. Motion passed 6-0.
DISCUSSION ITEMS
A. Croman Mill District Plan.
Commissioner Marsh provided a brief summary of Croman process thus far. She stated two years ago the City was awarded a
state grant for the Croman Mill site and engaged with consultants Crandall & Arambula to develop the draft plan. The scope of
work for the project included several goals, including: 1) to involve owners, residents, government, and others interested in the
area in the process of developing a master plan, 2) to develop an identity and vision for the area, and 3) to maximize
opportunities for business development and employment consistent with the Economic Opportunities Analysis (EOA). Marsh
noted the public meetings that occurred during the plan development process and stated in February, 2008 the final draft was
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submitted to the City. She noted the final draft included goals that were based on input that had been gathered throughout the
process and included: 1) to provide for a large number of family wage jobs, 2) to allow for light industrial and manufacturing
uses, 3) to create parcels with a flexibility to support local new businesses, business expansions, and large employers, and 4)
to consider a range of housing options. Marsh stated this package went before the Council in February, 2009 and at that point
Council directed staff to begin the process of adopting the Croman Mill Redevelopment Plan.
Commissioner Marsh stated tonight’s meeting has been reserved for the Commission to put forward issues they feel warrant
more discussion and her hope is for the Commission to get a clear sense of direction on the master plan elements. She stated
as they work through the discussion outline they need to determine whether the Commission as a whole is supportive,
whether they wish to make minor modifications, or whether they will recommend major changes that require City Council
approval.
Mr. Molnar clarified at the end of this meeting, staff will distribute the draft AMC language and draft Site Design & Use
Standards. He noted these two documents touch on some of the items to be discussed tonight and if necessary can be
adjusted based on the outcome of tonight’s discussion.
Commissioner Marsh clarified what tonight’s deliberations will include and how they will proceed.
Commissioner Dawkins expressed his frustrations and questioned the ramifications of moving forward with the Croman Plan.
He submitted an outline of his questions and concerns to the Commission and stated economic development should occur
within the downtown area. Comment was made that if Dawkins wants to propose major changes to the plan he should make a
motion and let the group vote on it. Mr. Molnar clarified if their interest is to ensure a certain amount of land will develop as
manufacturing, a master plan is the only tool to ensure that occurs. He added right now there is no guarantee on what will
occur on that land and two of the last three developments in that M-1 zone have been for professional offices.
Commissioner Marsh referred to the Discussion Outline that was included in the packet and suggested they begin with the
Land Use issues.
Question: Are the CMD land use designations of “Office Employment” and “Compatible Industrial” appropriately
located?
Commissioners Dotterrer and Rinaldi voiced their support for the proposed layout of uses. Blake quoted sections from the
EOA and noted it says that the Croman site should be retained in an industrial designation. Mr. Molnar clarified the purpose of
the EOA was to create a standardization for communities to look at their long term employment needs and ensure they have a
20-year supply of land within their UGB to accommodate this. He added this document talks about trends and where the
community might have competitive advantages in certain industries, however it is up to the community to decide which
direction they want to go. Mr. Molnar added the EOA and State Goal 9 are not suppose to be prescriptive to the community,
but rather the EOA provides information and allows communities to make their own decision.
Council Liaison Navickas noted that the City Council unanimously approved the draft plan and suggested the Commission
discuss the specifics within the plan and not these big picture items. Marsh agreed, but stated in order for the group to move
forward they need to tackle this question and come to an agreement.
Commissioner Mindlin stated she has a lot of questions about whether this plan meets the goals of the EOA and presented a
summary of her issues. She voiced her disagreement with the assumptions that rezoning from industrial to employment will
create more jobs, that office jobs will be higher paying than industrial jobs, and that the new jobs would be held by Ashland
residents. Mindlin also commented on the job sectors identified in the EOA for potential growth and recommended the City
complete an economic development plan to guide this master plan. Comment was made that most of the uses Mindlin is
recommending are currently located in E-1 zones, and disagreeing that the Croman site needs to be an industrial zone for
these uses to occur.
Commissioner Morris shared his concerns with not having enough employment options available and stated when Ashland
kids leave here and go to college, there is no place for them to work when they return. He stated Ashland needs this sector of
employment and manufacturing jobs will not fill this void. Marsh agreed and voiced her support for office employment. She
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stated the EOA was predicated on existing uses and it did not set out a vision for what kind of community we want and what
we want to build. She voiced her support for providing family wage jobs that will allow more families to live in Ashland and
stated she is comfortable with the layout of uses. Dotterrer agreed with Marsh and commented on keeping the plan flexible.
He added there are a lot of industrial opportunities that would be allowed on the Croman site. Dimitre stated he agrees with
the issues mentioned by Mindlin and stated he is concerned with the arrangement of uses and Plexis picking the site they
want. Mindlin restated her position that this plan ignores the EOA and what it says are going to be Ashland’s growth sectors.
Morris disagreed and stated this plan would not preclude those activities from happening. Dawkins commented that the strict
design standards would likely discourage these types of uses. Mr. Molnar noted that they will be discussing the design
standards at an upcoming meeting and the Commission can determine how flexible they want them to be.
Commissioner Marsh asked if there are members who are unable to move forward with the layout of uses plan as presented.
She stated if they want to change the land use designation to all industrial this is a major shift and will need to be taken back
to the City Council for approval. Councilor Navickas expressed his disappointment that there are commissioners who seem
unwilling to compromise and stated there are still a lot of opportunities for adjustments. Comment was made that this land
could be purchased today and almost anything could be built there, and then the City would have no choice but to build
around what’s there. Suggestion was made for someone to make a motion so they can move forward.
Commissioners Mindlin/Dawkins m/s to eliminate the employment zone and revert the entire plan to a modified M-1
zone that is meant to have flexibility, include employment uses, and exclude the heavier/dirtier manufacturing uses
to be yet determined. DISCUSSION: Marsh clarified if this motion passes the plan will need to go back to the City Council
because this is in direct conflict with what they were instructed to do. Roll Call Vote: Commissioners Dawkins, Dimitre, and
Mindlin, YES. Commissioners Blake, Dotterrer, Marsh, Morris and Rinaldi, NO. Motion failed 5-3.
Commissioner Blake noted a suggestion made by the Croman Advisory Committee to possibly rezone the two blocks
southwest of the park to industrial land and make the two blocks closest to the residential area office employment land. He
stated this would create the potential for a larger industrial lot and might be a good compromise. Hearing no real support for
this suggestion, Marsh stated the Commission will move forward with the current layout while keeping in mind that they will
stay flexible and adjustments may be made as they move forward with the public hearing process.
Questions: Is the addition of “Mixed” land use designation that requires ground floor employment use while
permitting some upper floor residential appropriately located? Should any limitations for upper story uses be
considered? Is too much or too little area allocated to the “Mixed Use” designation?
Staff briefly reviewed the areas on the Croman site that have been allocated for mixed use. It was clarified the ground floor
would be for an employment use, and the upper floors could be either residential or employment use. Mindlin stated she is
hesitant about designating the area outside the city limits at the south end of the property for mixed use. Marsh stated they
have yet to decide whether this area will be included in the master plan, and asked that Mindlin set aside this concern until
they reach that point in the discussion. Dotterrer voiced his support for the mixed use area along the creek and stated it makes
a lot of sense to allow for this flexibility.
Question: Should the most southerly portion of the CMD Plan area be annexed as part of the CMD Plan adoption
process?
Mr. Molar clarified including this area in the Croman master plan may facilitate changes in this area quicker than they might
like. Mindlin stated this area was not on the table for discussion during the plan development process with Crandall &
Arambula. She recommended this area remain as is and not be included in the master plan. Several commissioners
expressed agreement with Mindlin. Morris stated he supports including the portion that has the central boulevard passing
through it. Marsh questioned the implications of having a city street pass through county land. Mr. Molnar clarified the street
could still be constructed to City standards. He added the applicants are currently looking at grant opportunities to build this
central boulevard and if they receive a grant, the road would likely be built all at once. Several comments were made about
the farm currently located on that piece of property and expressing desire for it to remain. Marsh stated there does not seem
to be support from the Commission to pursue annexation of this area as part of the master plan.
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Questions: What type, if any, night-time or evening uses should be allowed? Should land uses that are typically land
are intensive and accommodate a relatively low number of employees per acre, such as lumber yards, sorting yards
and recycling centers, be permitted within the CMD?
Commissioner Marsh stated these issues would be pushed to their next meeting when they will be talking about kinds of uses
and refinements.
Question: How does the CMD Plan protect opportunities for utilizing future rail freight?
Mr. Molnar noted the design standards, which will be addressed at their next meeting, includes a map and language that
speaks to this issue and ensures land is reserved and this option remains viable.
Question: Are the CMD’s Plan assumptions related to “parking” appropriate?
Mr. Molnar clarified the plan includes the City’s standard parking requirements but also includes the ability for shared and
mixed parking. He stated certain areas like the neighborhood commercial might have reductions in parking beyond the current
parking standards and there is also a placeholder for a parking structure. Marsh asked for the Commission’s general direction
on the parking issue. Blake noted the LEED neighborhood program and commented on providing less than ample parking in
hopes of encouraging people to use public and alternative transportation. Mindlin agreed with this and voiced support for
looking at some of the suggestions in the LEED standards. Marsh agreed with the comments made and stated they should do
everything they can to move in this direction.
Questions: How will solar access be provided in the CMD Plan? What types of green building or sustainable
development standards should be incorporated within the adopted plan implementation package?
Mr. Molnar stated staff has been working under the assumption that this project will be subject to the City’s solar setback
standards and have also conducted research and held discussions with architects out of Portland that have a lot of experience
in solar orientation. He explained what they have found is in terms of street orientation, there is a big distinction between
residential and commercial/industrial developments. Mr. Molnar stated for industrial and employment buildings, street
orientation is not so much of a consideration for passive heat gain, but is a major consideration for rooftop solar photovoltaic
systems. He stated architects are often recommending industrial and employment buildings be elongated along an east-west
access in order to limit the length of the west facing façade. He added the primary issue for these buildings is the energy costs
to keep them cool, and the second major energy cost is lighting. Mr. Molnar explained staff is not looking at relocating the
proposed streets, but rather are looking to protect access to rooftop solar collection systems and enacting standards that
minimize west facing building facades.
Mr. Molnar commented on sustainable standards and listed possible methods that could be used to encourage green building.
He commented on providing incentives for buildings built to LEED standards, or they could consider a “menu” of options and
require developments to perform a certain number that would increase the efficiency of the building. Mr. Molnar added some
communities are exploring fee reductions or an expedited permitting process for projects that meet a green standard. Mr.
Goldman noted the draft plan also outlines several options for incorporating sustainability. Rinaldi suggested certain green
attributes (such as rainwater catchment and solar orientation) be required, and then have a menu of options for applicants to
choose from in order to qualify for incentives.
Commissioner Marsh questioned how green streets fit into this. Mr. Molnar explained the plan will show which streets are
going to be designed as green streets, and clarified they are working with the Public Works Director to develop a green streets
standard. Dawkins expressed concern with taking the cement on the site and grinding it up for road base, and stated he does
not believe this meets the definition of sustainable. Mindlin commented that she is torn between requiring high standards and
offering incentives. She explained she also feels they are doing a disservice with the proposed street orientation and feels
they are making a major mistake by not pursuing an east-west layout. Dotterrer questioned if it is possible in the Site Design &
Use Standards to give applicants more flexibility in terms of setbacks to allow them to orient their building differently. Rinaldi
voiced his support for this suggestion. Mr. Molnar stated if there is consensus from the Commission, staff can look into these
issues further and bring back possible adjustments.
B. Comments on Proposed Council Rules Ordinance and Uniform Policies and Operating Procedures Ordinance.
Postponed to next meeting due to time constraints.
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ADJOURNMENT
Meeting adjourned at 9:35 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,
April Lucas, Administrative Assistant
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Question:
Should the Council approve First Reading of an ordinance amending Council Rules Chapter 2.04.090,
2.04.100 and 2.04.110 to add Council Rules relating to commissions and liaisons, and move the
ordinance on to Second Reading?

Staff Recommendation:
Staff recommends Council approve the First Reading of this ordinance.

Background:
In 2006 and 2007 the Council Rules Committee worked on Council rules concerning how the Council
and Mayor act in relationship to appointed commissions, committees and boards. These rules concern
matters such as the appointment and removal of members of regular boards as well as ad hoc entities,
like task forces. The Council Rules Committee also worked on rules concerning the role and duties of
the Council liaison. The attached ordinance [Part 1] is an expansion of the 5/29/07 draft created by the
Council Rules Committee only as it concerns the relationship of the Mayor and Council to the
Commissions, e.g. appointment, removal, and roles of the liaison. [See attached 5/29/07 draft
specifically numbered paragraphs 9 Commissions and 11 Liaisons which corresponds with the outline
presently in AMC 2.04.090 and AMC 2.04.110.] Another ordinance [Part 2] concerns establishment of
uniform policies and operating procedures for all commissions, committees and boards. [See attached
5/29/07 draft specifically numbered paragraph 10 regarding Uniform Rules which corresponds with
the outline presently in AMC 2.04.100.]
These ordinances [Part I and Part II] present some policy issues for the Council.
1.

Power of Liaisons.

All Council liaisons shall be: (choose one)
a. A voting member of the advisory commission, committee or board; or
b. A non-voting ex officio member of the advisory commission, committee or board; or
c. A non-member Liaison to the advisory commission, committee or board.
All advisory commissions need to be treated the same. The only exceptions concern bodies created
under state laws and the Municipal Audit Committee. City Administration asked that this ordinance
reflect that no Councilor or Mayor be a voting member of an advisory body. This change is included
in this Part I ordinance and Part II. The Forest Lands Commission, Transportation Commission,
Conservation Commission, Historic Commission, Airport Commission, and Tree Commission still
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have non-voting ex officio Council members. Other Boards and Commissions have only the default
non-member Council Liaison. [Part I - 2.04.100.A.] It is recommended that this be made uniform –i.e.
all ex-officio non-voting Council liaison members or all non-member Council liaisons. The major
difference is that ex-officio officers are members and thus can participate as a member (e.g. call a point
of order) whereas non-member liaisons simply observe and periodically report at the discretion of the
chair. This choice depends upon how strongly the Council feels Liaisons should not interfere with the
debate. If you choose all non-member liaisons the Forest Lands Commission, Transportation
Commission, Conservation Commission, Historic Commission, Airport Commission, and Tree
Commission provision in Part II will be amended accordingly. If you choose all non-voting ex officio
member Liaisons, the remainder of the Commissions will be amended.
2.

Term Limits.

Part II [2.10.020] creates term limits for advisory body members. Currently the ordinance sets 3 year
terms as standard (Planning Commission 4 years). No member may serve more than five terms on a
single commission. (15 years and 20 years for PC). The Council should consider whether this is a real
limitation (earlier drafts proposed three terms – 9 years). Also there appears to be no statutory reason
why the Planning Commission needs to be 4 years. AN exception to term limits was added based on
comments received to allow a unanimous council to override the limit.
3.

Removal.

This ordinance has provision for removal. [Part I - 2.04.090.F]. The removal of an appointed officer is
written as being authorized with or without cause. Only a simple majority of the Council is required.
The only exception is for Planning Commissioners, based on a specific state law [ORS 227.030] which
requires a hearing and a finding of misconduct or non-performance. Accordingly, while the Mayor and
Council may be inclined to remove a Planning Commissioner, the statutes require a public hearing and
a finding of cause. The ordinance requires these Planning Commission specific hearings be made nonpolitical thus the delegation to the Administrator under AMC 2.30. To give the Council greater
flexibility, the Code was written such that there is no requirement to have a hearing or find cause for
all other commissions. The Council should consider if this hearing and cause requirement should be
expanded.
4.

Roberts Rules.

Part II [2.10.075] specifies that Roberts Rules shall be followed but failure to follow the rules is not
fatal.
2.10.075. Robert’ s Rules of Order. Roberts Rules of Order shall govern the conduct of all
meetings of advisory commissions, committees and boards, when not in conflict with the
Ashland City Charter and the Ashland Municipal Code. Failure to strictly follow Roberts
Rules of Order shall not be cause to void or otherwise disturb a decision or action. The body
will strive to be clear in its proceedings.
The existing Municipal Code states the following for Roberts Rules as regards Council actions:
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2.04.020 H. Robert’s Rules of Order.
Robert’s Rules of Order shall be the authority for the government of the Council during its
sessions, when not in conflict with the City Charter and these code rules. Failure to strictly
follow Robert’s Rules of Order shall not be cause to void or otherwise disturb a decision or
action of the Council. The Council will strive to be clear in its proceedings.
These provisions are nearly identical. Does the Council wish to modify one or both of them to be more
clear or to facilitate more informality.
5.

Chair Participation.

Roberts Rules provides that on large Commissions the Chair should not make motions. There is no
formal break, but on smaller boards the Chair is permitted to make motions. Does the Council wish to
specify that the Chair: (a) can always make motions and participate regardless of the Commission; (b)
may make motions and participate only on commissions of ___ size?
6.

Progression from Vice Chair to Chair.

Apparently some Commissions have a history of always moving the Vice Chair to the Chair position
after a year of vice chair service and apprenticeship. Does the Council wish to codity and unify this
practice for all commissions and boards.

Related City Policies:
Ashland City Charter Article X, Ordinance Adoption Procedures

Council Options:
(1) Move to approve First Reading of the ordinance and set second reading for October 20, 2009.
(2) Postpone First Reading to a date certain.

Potential Motions:
Staff:

Conduct First Reading:
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING ASHLAND MUNICIPAL CODE CHAPTER 2.04.090,
2.04.100 AND 2.04.110 RELATING TO COUNCIL RULES

Council:
2009.

Move to approve First Reading of the ordinance and set second reading for October 20,

Attachments:
Proposed ordinance
5/29/07 draft
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