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ASHLAND PLANNING COMMISSION 
SPECIAL MEETING 

MINUTES  
June 23, 2020 

I.  CALL TO ORDER:  
Chair Haywood Norton called the meeting to order at 7:06 p.m. 

Commissioners Present: Staff Present: 
Michael Dawkins 
Alan Harper 
Haywood Norton 
Roger Pearce 
Lynn Thompson 

Bill Molnar, Community Development Director 
Brandon Goldman, Senior Planner 
Derek Severson, Senior Planner 
Dana Smith, Executive Assistant 

Absent Members: Council Liaison: 
Kerry KenCairn Stef Seffinger, absent 

II. ANNOUNCEMENTS
Community Development Director Bill Molnar announced that Interim Public Works Director Scott Fleury would form a 
committee to evaluate updates to the water and storm drain system charges.  Commissioner Pearce volunteered to 
serve on the committee.   The first reading of the Open Space ordinance amendments was postponed due to concerns 
expressed by KDA Homes.  Staff would review the concerns and bring the item back to the Commission at the Study 
Session in July.   

III. PUBLIC FORUM - None

IV. TYPE II PUBLIC HEARINGS CONT’D
A.   PLANNING ACTION: #PA-T2-2020-00019 

SUBJECT PROPERTY: Vacant Tax Lots #10104 & #10105 on First Street (North of Lithia Way, 
Across from the Post Office) 
OWNER/APPLICANT:  Randy Jones for First Place Partners, LLC 
DESCRIPTION: A request to consolidate two vacant lots and construct a new 10,547 square foot, 
three-story mixed use building as the third and final phase of the First Place subdivision. The 
building’s ground floor will be primarily commercial space, while the second floor will include three 
one-bedroom residential units and the third floor will have one two-bedroom residential unit.  The 
proposal includes modifications to the common area landscaping and parking configuration to 
provide more efficient access from the accessible parking to the entrances, and two requests for 
Exceptions to the Site Development & Design Standards’ "Downtown Design Standards" to allow 
for a staggered street setback and to allow vertical windows installed together in groups of three 
that are more horizontal than vertical.  COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 
DESIGNATION: Commercial; ZONING: C-1; ASSESSOR’S MAP: 39 1E 09BA; TAX LOTS: #10104 & 
#10105 

Chair Norton read the rules of the electronic public hearing.  This item was on the agenda for the meeting on June 9, 
2020.  An issue occurred with RVTV and the livestream was interrupted.  The public hearing was continued to this 
meeting. 

Ex Parte Contact 
Commissioners Dawkins, Harper, and Pearce had no ex parte on the matter but drove past the site frequently.  
Commissioner Thompson declared no ex parte but had accessed the north parking lot to observe traffic during peak times.  
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Chair Norton had no ex parte and no site visit since June 9, 2020. 
 
Questions of Staff 
Senior Planner Brandon Goldman gave a report on the applicant’s response to questions asked at the meeting on June 
9, 2020.  Jerome White, the architect submitted additional testimony that addressed concerns the Commission raised 
regarding a deck encroaching into a common area and the request for two on-street parking spaces within 200-feet of a 
C-I-D zone.  
 
The applicant consulted their attorney regarding the deck.  The Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions could create an 
allowance for the easements to run with the land.  It would give the applicant the ability to build an encroachment into the 
common area and maintain it over time.  
 
The two on-street parking spaces were on First Street and outside the 200-foot buffer.  The applicants were requesting 
two on-street parking spaces for potential change of use in the future.  The parking spaces were included in the original 
subdivision from 2012.  If this application was approved, there would be no further development on the site. 
 
Applicant’s Submittal (See attached) 
 
Written Testimony - None 
 
Rebuttal by Applicant - None 
 
Deliberations & Decision 
 
Commissioner Thompson/Pearce m/s to approve PA-T2-2020-00019, with the exception of the two on-street 
parking places.  DISCUSSION:  Commissioner Thompson noted aspects she liked about the project.  The code allowed 
on-street parking credits to reduce the number of required off-street parking.  In this case the applicant did not need an 
on-street parking credit because they had enough parking off street.  Commissioner Pearce agreed with Commissioner 
Thompson adding it did not prohibit them from requesting then if the use changed.  He thought the findings should link 
the exceptions to the purpose of the site design review in 18.5.2.010.  Roll Call Vote:  Commissioner Harper, Pearce, 
Dawkins, Thompson and Norton, YES.  Motion passed. 
 
V. TYPE III PUBLIC HEARINGS CONT’D 
A. PLANNING ACTION: #PA-T3-2019-00001 

SUBJECT PROPERTY: 1511 Hwy 99 N 
OWNER/AGENTS/APPLICANT:  Linda Zare/Casita Developments, LLC & Kendrick Enterprise, LLC/ 
Rogue Planning & Development Services, LLC 
DESCRIPTION: A request for Annexation of a 16.87-acre parcel and Zone Change from County RR-5 Rural 
Residential) to City R-2 (Low Density, Multi-Family Residential) for the properties located at 1511 Highway 99 
North.  The annexation is to include adjacent railroad property and state highway right-of-way.  The 
application includes conceptual details for the future phased development of 196 apartments (1- and 2-
Bedrooms, ranging from 480-701 square feet) in 14 two-story buildings; Outline Plan subdivision and Site 
Design Review development approvals are not requested here, and would be applied for subsequent to 
annexation. The application also requests an Exception to Street Standards to deviate from city standard 
parkrow and sidewalk improvements to respond to constraints of right-of-way width and existing 
encroachments. COMPREHENSIVE PLAN DESIGNATION: Multi-Family Residential; ZONING: Existing – 
County RR-5, Proposed – City R-2; ASSESSOR’S MAP:  38 1E 32; TAX LOT#’s: 1700 & 1702. 

 
 
Staff Report / Questions of Staff 
Senior Planner Derek Severson provided a presentation (see attached): 
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• Grand Terrace Annexation 

• Contiguity & the Railroad Property 

• Grand Terrace Annexation – AMC 18.5.8.060 Boundaries 

• Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS) 222.170 “Triple Majority” 

• Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS) 222.170 2017 ORS 222.170 

• Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS) 222.170; Subject Properties; ODOT Right of Way 
The Commission could find the proposal to annex the applicant’s properties, the adjacent ODOT right of way and the 
railroad to achieve contiguity and satisfy the ORS 222.170 Triple Majority option.  It would not need consent from the 
Railroad. 
 
Commissioner Thompson explained this was the first she was hearing of this option.  It would be difficult to reach a 
determination.  Commissioner Dawkins agreed and wanted to know how ODOT and the Railroad would determine a 
valuation of their properties.  Commissioner Pearce explained there was no assessed value on either property.  It was 
the assessed value of the private properties.  It was half the owners who owned more than half the land in the 
annexation area that was worth more than half the assessed value.  He clarified it would be contiguous by including the 
additional property in the annexation.  
 
Commissioner Thompson confirmed the Triple Majority option would annex the Railroad without their consent.  She 
thought the code section was about avoiding an election to annex property without people’s consent.  Chair Pearce 
clarified it was one of three statutes that talked about annexation by consent before a public hearing.  An order or 
election was not required if there was a Triple Majority.   
 
Mr. Molnar further clarified this was an update on key issues and the contiguity was evolving.  ORS 222.170 was 
preliminarily discussed but needed more information.  A draft report would come before the Commission for 
consideration prior to it going to the City Council.   
 
Commission Harper asked if the owners of the properties circled by the annexation wanted to be included.  Staff 
explained the neighbors were noticed and some had sent written comments.  Staff would reach out and let them know 
the proposed boundaries.  Key considerations were services they currently had and what the obligation would be if they 
came into the city. 
 
Staff clarified the ODOT right of way would remain a state highway that was in city limits until it met areas where the city 
had jurisdictional limits.  It would be subject to ODOT standards.  The City would have no control over signals or 
crosswalks. 
 

• Transportation and Circulation – Access 

• Frontage Improvements (North) 

• Frontage Improvements (South) 

• Transit Improvements 
Commissioner Thompson asked about a two-way bike lane to avoid left turns across traffic.  Staff noted the 
Transportation Commission had raised the same question. Interim Public Works Director Scott Fleury thought they could 
have a two-way bike lane within the existing right of way pending ODOT approval.   
 

• Affordability Calculations & Constrained Lands 
The applicant proposed to reduce the affordability requirement by removing the unbuildable areas and wetland buffers 
and base their density calculations on 13.7.5 acres of the site.  It would result in 7-10 fewer affordable units.  In the 
Code, the minimum residential density for annexation called for 90% of the base density of the zone to be provided with 
annexation unless reductions in the total number of units were necessary to that minimum density to accommodate 
significant natural features, topography, access limitations or physical constraints.  The section requiring affordable 
housing stated a percentage of the base density did not provide for any reduction to accommodate significant natural 
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features or physical constraints.  The applicant was contending the number of required affordable units should be 
reduced based on the total land area after the unbuildable lands were removed from the calculation.  Presently, the code 
did not provide for any such reduction.  Staff was currently proposing code revisions that would remove unbuildable 
lands from consideration in the calculations.  The Commission could choose to add in their recommendation to the City 
Council the applicant made a reasonable argument in support of this approach; that staff had drafted code language 
reflecting the change and the legislative nature of an annexation would allow the City Council to take that approach. 
 
The Commission did not support revising the ordinance for this specific project.  They were open to potential changes in 
the future.  The Commission needed to approve the application based on the current code.  The applicant could ask the 
City Council for a legislative fix during that public hearing. 
 

• Next Steps 
o Commissioners to weigh-in on issues identified and indicate any additional information they believe is 

needed from the applicant or staff to arrive at a formal recommendation to Council. 
o Motion to continue the action to a date certain – July 14, 2020 or later. 
o Based on discussion tonight, staff will prepare a formal recommendation with draft findings for 

consideration and adoption at the continued meeting. 
 
The Commission wanted more detailed analysis on contiguity in the recommendation to the City Council.  The 
Commission also agreed the number of affordable housing units did not meet the requirement.   
 
Transportation concerns included traffic volume and speed, entering and exiting the site and bicycle safety.   Both left 
turns seemed problematic.  Some were not persuaded the north entrance should be limited to emergency traffic only.  
Other comments supported a two-way bike lane but thought it should be separated.  The Commission could recommend 
the City talk to ODOT about reducing the speed. 
 
If the annexation was approved, the number of units could be increased or reduced.  It would depend on the conditions 
the City Council put on the annexation.  The City Council could adopt the annexation by ordinance and conduct a public 
hearing and vote on whether to annex or not.  The application would be conditioned upon first going through the site 
design review process before approving the annexation. 
 
Commissioner Pearce commented the issues the applicant and property owners were having regarding the easement 
were outside of the Commission’s purview.  He also wanted to know if the applicant had abandoned their request for 
street design standards.  The code applied to new developments and not annexations.  He suggested including that it 
was irrelevant in the recommendation to the City Council.  Mr. Molnar clarified the exception would be determined during 
site review.  Annexation criteria were very specific to pedestrian improvements along the frontage.  It was something the 
applicant would have to do.  Commissioner Pearce added they did not meet the city’s standards because it was in 
ODOT’s right of way. 
 
The Commission continued the meeting to July 28, 2020 at 7:00 p.m.  The item would not be re-noticed.  Anyone who 
had submitted comments would be notified.  
 
Commissioner Dawkins/Pearce m/s to continue the public hearing to July 28, 2020 at 7:00 p.m.  Voice Vote:  All 
AYES.  Motion passed unanimously.  
 
VI. ADJOURNMENT 
Meeting adjourned 8:43 p.m. 
 
Submitted by,  
Dana Smith, Executive Assistant 
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ASHLAND PLANNING COMMISSION 
SPECIAL MEETING 

June 23, 2020 
AGENDA 

I. CALL TO ORDER: 7:00 PM, Civic Center Council Chambers, 1175 E. Main Street 

II. ANNOUNCEMENTS

III. PUBLIC FORUM

IV. TYPE II PUBLIC HEARINGS CONT’D
A.   PLANNING ACTION: #PA-T2-2020-00019

SUBJECT PROPERTY: Vacant Tax Lots #10104 & #10105 on First Street (North of Lithia 
Way, Across from the Post Office) 
OWNER/APPLICANT:  Randy Jones for First Place Partners, LLC 
DESCRIPTION: A request to consolidate two vacant lots and construct a new 10,547 
square foot, three-story mixed use building as the third and final phase of the First Place 
subdivision. The building’s ground floor will be primarily commercial space, while the 
second floor will include three one-bedroom residential units and the third floor will have 
one two-bedroom residential unit.  The proposal includes modifications to the common 
area landscaping and parking configuration to provide more efficient access from the 
accessible parking to the entrances, and two requests for Exceptions to the Site 
Development & Design Standards’ "Downtown Design Standards" to allow for a 
staggered street setback and to allow vertical windows installed together in groups of 
three that are more horizontal than vertical.  COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 
DESIGNATION: Commercial; ZONING: C-1; ASSESSOR’S MAP: 39 1E 09BA; TAX 
LOTS: #10104 & #10105 

V. TYPE III PUBLIC HEARINGS CONT’D 
A. PLANNING ACTION: #PA-T3-2019-00001 

SUBJECT PROPERTY: 1511 Hwy 99 N 
OWNER/AGENTS/APPLICANT:  Linda Zare/Casita Developments, LLC & Kendrick 
Enterprise, LLC/ Rogue Planning & Development Services, LLC 
DESCRIPTION: A request for Annexation of a 16.87-acre parcel and Zone Change from County RR-
5 Rural Residential) to City R-2 (Low Density, Multi-Family Residential) for the properties located 
at 1511 Highway 99 North.  The annexation is to include adjacent railroad property and state 
highway right-of-way.  The application includes conceptual details for the future phased 
development of 196 apartments (1- and 2-Bedrooms, ranging from 480-701 square feet) in 14 two-
story buildings; Outline Plan subdivision and Site Design Review development approvals are not 
requested here, and would be applied for subsequent to annexation. The application also requests 
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an Exception to Street Standards to deviate from city standard parkrow and sidewalk 
improvements to respond to constraints of right-of-way width and existing encroachments. 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN DESIGNATION: Multi-Family Residential; ZONING: Existing – County RR-
5, Proposed – City R-2; ASSESSOR’S MAP:  38 1E 32; TAX LOT#’s: 1700 & 1702. 

 
 
VI. ADJOURNMENT 
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Robert J Kendrick 
Casita Development LLC 

PL 2019-0001_T3 
 

 
June 22, 2020 
 
City of Ashland Commission 
Attn: Derek Severson 
20 E Main Street 
Ashland Or 97520   
 
RE: PL 2019-0001_T3 
Annexation and Zone Change 
1511 Hwy 99N  
Grand Terrace Agrihood 
 
 
Dear Planning Commission  
& Planning Division Staff 
 
Re: Traditional City of Ashland Railroad Annexations Methodology 
to obtain and maintain Contiguity of the City of Ashland's city 
limits. 
 
The records of the City of Ashland show that annexations are 
made possible by reaching over Railroad land to the City Limit 
Boundary when contiguity is needed for Annexation. The City of 
Ashland routinely reach's over Railroad land to obtain 
contiguity. The City also annexed Railroad land to bring it into 
the City Boundary for the future purpose of annexing other lands 
that need contiguity. 
  
Fact: When the Railroad is adjacent to land that is to be 
annexed and needs contiguity the Railroad is annexed.  
Fact: If a piece of land annexed that does not need contiguity 
because it has it by other means but is adjacent to a Railroad, 
the City will annex the Railroad.  
Fact: The Railroad is not noticed either before the action to 
annex or after the annexation was approved.  
 
Current Application: 
In the first submission for the Grand Terrace Annexation request 
on October 8, 2019 before the City of Ashland Planning 
Commission the Staff Report noted the following: 
 
October 8, 2019 Staff stated "that the land is currently 
contiguous to the present city limits;" pg,4. 
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The October 8, 2019 meeting was postponed until November 12, 
2019. 
 
November 12, 2019 before the City of Ashland Planning Commission 
the Staff Report noted the following: 
 
"the subject property is located within the Urban Growth 
Boundary and is contiguous with the existing city limits 
boundary to the south." Pg,5. 
 
At the November 12, 2019 meeting the Ashland Planning 
Commissions Chairman of the Planning Commission stated the land 
was not adjacent to the City Limits because the Rail Road was 
between the land to be annexed and the City Boundary. Also, the 
Railroad was Private Property, not a public right away and could 
not be annexed without approval, or notification to the 
Railroad.  
 
 
In the past the Common Procedure for the Annexation of Railroad 
land had similar City of Ashland rational, "a railroad should be 
annexed if adjacent to a city limit line in order to bring 
contiguity to the application parcel in need of contiguity". 
Standard set by the City is "If a Railroad stood between the 
land requesting annexation and a City Limit Line there will be 
contiguity, by annexation of the Railroad". Also, where a parcel 
of land was within the City Limit and adjacent to a Railroad 
that was not adjacent to a City Limit Boundary the City of 
Ashland annexed the Railroad.  
 
 
ANNEXATION NO 1 
In the following request for annexation the land location was in 
an UGB and no other properties around it were located near a 
City Boundary, there was no contiguity. The land was adjacent to 
the Railroad to the North. The City Limits boundary line laid to 
the south side of the Railroad. The following are the Staff 
Reports and City Commission findings. 
 
Planning Commission January 12, 1999 
Staff Report  
Planning Action 99-006 (attached Exhibit "A"). 
Contiguity 
"Molnar explained that if the legal boundary for the city limits 
is on the southerly extent of the railroad right of way that 
portion of railroad right of way would need to be brought in 
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with this annexation "to create contiguity with the city 
limits".pg,4 
 
 
City Planning Commission Resolution: 
 
Planning Commission Resolution No 99-50 August 17, 1999 
ORS 222-125 permits the city to annex the property described in 
the attached Exhibit "B" 
SECTION 1. The land described in the attached Exhibit "A" is 
contiguous to the city of Ashland… (Exhibit "B") 
 
 
City Council  
 
Ashland City Council February 2, 1999 FINDINGS 
RECITALS: 
2.2  
C. The land is currently contiguous with the present City 
Limits. 
The property, with the inclusion of the railroad right of way, 
is contiguous to the existing City Limits that runs along the 
railroad tracks. 
 
As the records show both the Planning Commission and the City 
Council approved an Annexation when they swept the Railroad into 
the Annexation to fulfill the requirement of Contiguity to the 
City Limits. 
 
The City Council notes the rational in the findings, " with the 
inclusion of the railroad right of way, is contiguous to the 
existing City Limits". 
 
 
ANNEXATION NO 2 Exhibit (C) 
 
Planning Action 2006-00366 
City Council Meeting May 16, 2006 
 
This was a request for annexation, the property was in an UGB, 
the adjacent surrounding properties were within the City 
Boundary and the Southern boundary of the property was adjacent 
to the Railroad. The Southern portion of the Railroad property 
line was adjacent to the City Limits.  
 
The Council declared the applicant land and the Railroad 
property Annexed, Pursuant to ORS 222.120 and ORS 222.524 
Section 2.  
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The land described in the attached Exhibit is declared to be 
annexed to the City of Ashland. See "C" 
There were no mail outs to the Railroad or any communication and 
or request as to whether or not they objected. 
 
As shown in the Exhibit the Railroad was drawn into the annexed 
lot description and made part of the City.  
 
The above annexations are only but a few and I'm sure there are 
many others since the City is built around the entire Railroad 
line.  
 
The two examples of Annexation above show the City annex's 
Railroad property in order to obtain contiguity. It also shows 
both the Department of Planning, the Planning Commission and 
City Council all agree contiguity is obtained by annexing the 
Railroad property when the City Limit Boundary is the only way 
to obtain contiguity. The example above also shows that when an 
application for annexation is made and its property line is 
attached to the Railroad, and contiguity is not needed, the City 
will automatically annex the Railroad into the City.  
No notices are made to the Railroad in either case. 
 
 
Conclusion  
 
The City has a history and common use of Annexations of Railroad 
lands and in the case for the Annexation of the land under PL 
2019-0001_T3, Annexation and Zone Change 1511 Hwy 99N the same 
criteria should apply and no notice to the Railroad needs to be 
made and no approval from the Railroad is needed. If these are 
the requirements the Railroad should be notified of all 
annexations made over Railroad land.  
 
 
Thank you 
 
Robert Kendrick 
Casita Development LLc 
Grand Terrace Agrihood 
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Other findings: 
 
Besides the two examples noted above, the State of Oregon 
Statues under "Definitions for Contiguous" (see below ORS 
321.700) 
 
ORS 321.700 
Definitions 
 
(2) “Contiguous” means having a common boundary that is greater than a single point. 
 
(3) “Contiguous parcels”: 
 
(a)Includes parcels separated by public or county roads, state highways, nonnavigable 
streams or nonnavigable rivers. 
 
(b)Does not include parcels that are separated by an interstate highway, a navigable 
stream or a navigable river, unless there is an underpass, a bridge or another direct access 
between the separated parcels. 
 
 
(2)Contiguous-"a common boundary that is greater than a single point".  
The parcel requesting annexation is within a community of 
similar housing types and uses, under a jurisdiction of land use 
rules and laws binding everyone together. They use the same 
means of commerce and think of themselves as a unit and not 
separate, they are a community and that is the boundary. A 
commonality in living standards, with the same rules and 
regulations sharing the same infrastructure, roads and utilities 
and treat each civil unit. The Railroad "a single point" is not 
greater than the boundary of the resident's set themselves in, 
which is their common values, use of land, or the area they use 
together. The railroad is "a single point" that does not 
separate this community boundary. 
 
(b) Contiguous there is an underpass, …………. between the separated parcels. 
Together they use the Railroad underpass to conduct their daily 
lives and this is their contiguity. 
 
 
Thank you, 
 
Robert Kendrick 
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Memo 
 

 

Date:       

  

June 8, 2020 

From: Scott Fleury PE, Interim Public Works Director  

To: Planning Commission  

RE: Grand Terrace Annexation-Transportation Commission Comments  

 

Background: 

Below is a series of comments generated by the Transportation Commission with respect to the 

Grand Terrace Development project and its associated connection to the local transportation 

network. In addition, numerous goals with focused objectives were established in the 2013 

Transportation System Plan. These goals and objectives have been included for reference as they 

are important and should be wholly considered when new development enters the planning 

process as part of the system of approvals.  

 

TSP Goals:  

Goal #1: 

Create a “green” template for other communities in the state and nation to follow. 

Objectives for Goal 1: 

1B. Expand active transportation infrastructure to include features that encourage non-auto 

travel. Potential features include bicycle boulevards, bicycle lanes, wider bicycle trails, and 

improved lighting for bicycles and pedestrians. 

1D. Develop plans for pedestrian-oriented, mixed land-use activity centers with an active 

transportation focus and green infrastructure. 

1E. Identify ways to reduce carbon impacts through changes to land use patterns and 

transportation choices to make travel by bicycle, as a pedestrian and by transit more viable. 

1G. Implement environmentally responsible or green design standards. 

 

Goal #2: 

Make safety a priority for all modes of travel. 

Objectives for Goal 2: 

2E. Recommend appropriate means for managing state highways and major arterials to meet 

local and through traffic needs in terms of mobility, access, and safety. 

 

Goal #3: 

Maintain small-town character, support economic prosperity and accommodate future growth. 

Objectives for Goal 3: 

3B. Consider modal equity when integrating land use and transportation to provide travel options 

for system users. 

3C. Identify opportunities, guidelines and regulations for bicycle, pedestrian and transit 

supportive land uses within the City of Ashland. 

3D. Identify transportation projects or system adjustments that improve development potential 

and support increased mixed use development within the current Urban Growth Boundary. 
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3E. Identify adjustments to transportation and land use codes and regulations that will facilitate 

higher density developments in transit corridors, and shorter trip length and non-motorized 

modes of travel throughout the City of Ashland. 

 

Goal #4: 

Create a system-wide balance for serving and facilitating pedestrian, bicycle, rail, air, transit, and 

vehicular traffic in terms of mobility and access within and through the City of Ashland. 

Objectives for Goal 4: 

4C. Upgrade pedestrian facilities to ADA compliant standards. 

4G. Create a comprehensive transportation system by better integrating active transportation 

modes with transit and travel by auto. 
 

Transportation Commission Comments: 
 

General: 

The Grand Terrace project has the potential for adding vehicular traffic and creating congestion, 

or it could provide a sustainable development showcase that aligns with Ashland’s values 

developed as goals and objectives in the Transportation System Plan and the Climate Energy 

Action Plan. It is on an established transit line. There is great potential for bike facilities, shared 

vehicles, electric charging infrastructure, permeable parking lots, bike path and trail 

development, not to mention solar and other sufficiency’s, like stormwater filtration systems and 

community gardens. Pedestrian and bicyclist scale lighting needs to be considered along the 

project length in order to provide safety for these modes at night.  
 

Speed: 

Speed reduction along this part of 99 needs to be considered (to Valley View) along with the 

physical/environmental changes that facilitate a driver to slow down.   

 (see comment regarding speed associated with bicycle connectivity below) 

Speed reduction needs to consider the potential queuing increased at Valley View and Highway 

99 intersection.  
 

Ingress/Egress: 

There is concern about egress from the proposed driveway location, specifically a left-hand turn 

movement heading northbound with limited site distance along with potential right-hand ingress 

movements occurring into the development. Appropriate signage and striping should be 

considered and installed to reduce conflicts and make drivers aware.  

 

Pedestrian connectivity: 

The pedestrian connection is adequate (southbound) as proposed, but safety is still a concern and 

speed reduction should be considered along the corridor to the intersection with Valley View. In 

addition, a physical barrier is needed to separate the southbound bike lane and sidewalk from the 

traffic lane. If width is a problem, better to slightly narrow the sidewalk/parkrow to 

accommodate a physical barrier. (See NACTO guidance chart below for a separated facility 

based on speed/volume).  
 

Concerns regarding the increased density and its effects on pedestrian/cyclist safety, in particular 

crossing the highway near or in front of the project.  
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Bicycle connectivity: 

Bicycle connectivity is minimally adequate southbound; northbound is problematic as this 

requires dangerous merging with auto traffic to access the left turn lane into the property.  

Reduction of the speed limit to 35 mph and/or crosswalk would provide safety needed. Current 

standards associated with the speed and volume of the roadway in the current condition call for a 

protected bike facility, not just a stripped buffer. If left-hand turn egress for cyclists cannot be 

improved a contraflow bike facility should be considered northbound to the protected signal 

crossing.  

 
 

 

Transit connectivity: 

Southbound would be minimally adequate with upgrading of flag stop at North Main (Ashland 

Mine Road) to at least signed stop. (I was walked, and it does fall – barely – within five minutes 

even for a senior walking uphill.)   However, the proposed dedicated stop in front of property is 

preferred if bus merging can be accommodated.  Again, this would greatly benefit from 

reduction of speed limit to 35 mph. 

 

Transit connectivity northbound is very problematic.  Existing stop at Valley View is too far 

away.  Crossing safely to access flag stop at North Main (Ashland Mine Road) requires 

significant upgrading of the crosswalk and median refuge facility.  If striping and flashing signal 

cannot be assured, I am not certain that signage and new median refuge would be adequate. 

Accordingly, public transit use with current RVTD transit model (full size buses only) would 

likely be limited. Significant public transit use in both directions would require new transit 

models, likely on flexible routes and employing smaller vehicles able to turn around at or enter 

into the property. 
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Planning Department, 51 Winburn Way, Ashland, Oregon 97520 
541-488-5305   Fax: 541-552-2050   www.ashland.or.us   TTY: 1-800-735-2900 

PLANNING ACTION: PA-T3-2019-00001 
SUBJECT PROPERTY: 1511 Highway 99 North and Adjacent Railroad Property and State Highway Right-of-Way 
OWNER:  Linda Zare 
AGENTS:  Casita Developments, LLC & Kendrick Enterprise, LLC 
APPLICANT:    Rogue Planning & Development Services, LLC 
DESCRIPTION:  A request for Annexation of a 16.87-acre parcel and Zone Change from County RR-5 Rural 
Residential) to City R-2 (Low Density, Multi-Family Residential) for the properties located at 1511 Highway 99 North.  The 
annexation is to include adjacent railroad property and state highway right-of-way.  The application includes conceptual details 
for the future phased development of 196 apartments (1- and 2-Bedrooms, ranging from 480-701 square feet) in 14 two-story 
buildings; Outline Plan subdivision and Site Design Review development approvals are not requested here, and would be 
applied for subsequent to annexation. The application seeks exception from the city’s street design standards to deviate from 
city standard parkrow and sidewalk improvements in some areas to respond to constraints of right-of-way width and existing 
encroachments. COMPREHENSIVE PLAN DESIGNATION: Multi-Family Residential; ZONING: Existing – County RR-5, 
Proposed – City R-2; ASSESSOR’S MAP:  38 1E 32; TAX LOT#’s: 1700 & 1702. 

ELECTRONIC ASHLAND PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING: Tuesday June 9, 2020 at 7:00 PM 

Notice is hereby given that a PUBLIC HEARING with respect to the ASHLAND LAND USE ORDINANCE on the above described request will be conducted electronically by the 
ASHLAND PLANNING COMMISSION on the meeting date and time shown above.  In keeping with the Governor’s Executive Order #20-16, this meeting will be held 
electronically.  You can watch the meeting on local channel 9, on Charter Communications channels 180 & 181, or you can stream the meeting via the internet by going to 
rvtv.sou.edu and selecting ‘RVTV Prime’.   

The ordinance criteria applicable to this application are attached to this notice.  Oregon law states that failure to raise an objection concerning this application, or failure to 
provide sufficient specificity to afford the decision makers an opportunity to respond to the issue, precludes your right of appeal to the Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) on 
that issue.  Failure to specify which ordinance criterion the objection is based on also precludes your right of appeal to LUBA on that criterion. Failure of the applicant to raise 
constitutional or other issues relating to proposed conditions of approval with sufficient specificity to allow this Commission to respond to the issue precludes an action for 
damages in circuit court. 

A copy of the application, including all documents, evidence and applicable criteria relied upon by the applicant, and a copy of the staff report will be available on-line at 
http://www.ashland.or.us/Agendas.asp?SectionID=0&CCBID=198 seven days prior to the hearing.  Anyone wishing to provide testimony can submit comments via e-mail to 
PC-public-testimony@ashland.or.us with the subject line “June 9 PC Hearing Testimony” by 10:00 a.m. on Monday, June 8, 2020.  Written testimony received by this deadline 
will be available for Commissioners to review before the hearing and will be included in the meeting minutes.   

In compliance with the American with Disabilities Act, if you need special assistance to participate in this meeting, please contact the City Administrator’s office at 541-488-
6002 (TTY phone number 1-800-735-2900).  Notification 72 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 I). 

If you have questions or comments concerning this application, please feel free to contact Senior Planner Derek Severson at 541-488-5305 or via e-mail to 
derek.severson@ashland.or.us .  
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ANNEXATIONS - Approval Criteria and Standards (AMC 18.5.8.050)   
An annexation may be approved if the proposed request for annexation conforms, or can be made to conform through the imposition of conditions, with all of 

the following approval criteria. 

A. The land is within the City's Urban Growth Boundary. 

B. The proposed zoning for the annexed area is in conformance with the designation indicated on the Comprehensive Plan Map, and the project, if proposed 

concurrently with the annexation, is an allowed use within the proposed zoning. 

C. The land is currently contiguous with the present city limits. 

D. Adequate City facilities for the provision of water to the site as determined by the Public Works Department; the transport of sewage from the site to the 

waste water treatment plant as determined by the Public Works Department; the provision of electricity to the site as determined by the Electric 

Department; urban storm drainage as determined by the Public Works Department can and will be provided to and through the subject property. Unless 

the City has declared a moratorium based upon a shortage of water, sewer, or electricity, it is recognized that adequate capacity exists system-wide for 

these facilities. 

E. Adequate transportation can and will be provided to and through the subject property. For the purposes of this section "adequate transportation" for 

annexations consists of vehicular, bicycle, pedestrian, and transit transportation meeting the following standards. 

1. For vehicular transportation a 20-foot wide paved access exists, or can and will be constructed, along the full frontage of the project site to the 

nearest fully improved collector or arterial street. All streets adjacent to the annexed area shall be improved, at a minimum, to a half-street standard 

with a minimum 20-foot wide driving surface. The City may, after assessing the impact of the development, require the full improvement of streets 

adjacent to the annexed area. All streets located within annexed areas shall be fully improved to City standards. Where future street dedications are 

indicated on the Street Dedication Map or required by the City, provisions shall be made for the dedication and improvement of these streets and 

included with the application for annexation. 

2. For bicycle transportation safe and accessible bicycle facilities exist, or can and will be constructed. Should the annexation be adjacent to an arterial 

street, bike lanes shall be provided on or adjacent to the arterial street. Likely bicycle destinations from the project site shall be determined and safe 

and accessible bicycle facilities serving those destinations shall be indicated. 

3. For pedestrian transportation safe and accessible pedestrian facilities exist, or can and will be constructed. Full sidewalk improvements shall be 

provided on one side adjacent to the annexation for all streets adjacent to the proposed annexed area. Sidewalks shall be provided as required by 

ordinance on all streets within the annexed area. Where the project site is within a quarter of a mile of an existing sidewalk system, the sidewalks 

from the project site shall be constructed to extend and connect to the existing system. Likely pedestrian destinations from the project site shall be 

determined and the safe and accessible pedestrian facilities serving those destinations shall be indicated. 

4. For transit transportation, should transit service be available to the site, or be likely to be extended to the site in the future based on information from 

the local public transit provider, provisions shall be made for the construction of adequate transit facilities, such as bus shelters and bus turn-out 

lanes. All required transportation improvements shall be constructed and installed prior to the issuance of a certificate of occupancy for any new 

structures on the annexed property. 

F. For all residential annexations, a plan shall be provided demonstrating that the development of the entire property will ultimately occur at a minimum 

density of 90 percent of the base density for the zone, unless reductions in the total number of units is necessary to accommodate significant natural 

features, topography, access limitations, or similar physical constraints. The owner or owners of the property shall sign an agreement, to be recorded with 

the county clerk after approval of the annexation, ensuring that future development will occur in accord with the minimum density indicated in the 

development plan. For purposes of computing maximum density, portions of the annexed area containing undevelopable areas such as wetlands, 

floodplain corridor lands, or slopes greater than 35 percent, shall not be included. 

G. Except as provided in 18.5.8.050.G.7, below, annexations with a density or potential density of four residential units or greater and involving residential 

zoned lands, or commercial, employment or industrial lands with a Residential Overlay (R-Overlay) shall meet the following requirements. 

1. The total number of affordable units provided to qualifying buyers, or to qualifying renters, shall be equal to or exceed 25 percent of the base density 

as calculated using the unit equivalency values set forth herein.  

a. Ownership units restricted to households earning at or below 120 percent the area median income shall have an equivalency value of 0.75 unit.  

b.  Ownership units restricted to households earning at or below 100 percent the area median income shall have an equivalency value of 1.0 unit. 

c.  Ownership units restricted to households earning at or below 80 percent the area median income shall have an equivalency value of 1.25 unit. 

d.  Ownership or rental units restricted to households earning at or below 60 percent the area median income shall have an equivalency value of 

1.5 unit. 

2. As alternative to providing affordable units per section 18.5.8.050.G.1, above, the applicant may provide title to a sufficient amount of buildable land 

for development complying with subsection 18.5.8.050.G.1.b, above, through transfer to a non-profit (IRC 501(3)(c) affordable housing developer or 

public corporation created under ORS 456.055 to 456.235. 

a. The land to be transferred shall be located within the project meeting the standards set forth in 18.5.8.050.G, subsections 4 - 6. 

b. All needed public facilities shall be extended to the area or areas proposed for transfer.  

c.  Prior to commencement of the project, title to the land shall be transferred to the City, an affordable housing developer which must either be a 

unit of government, a non–profit 501(C)(3) organization, or public corporation created under ORS 456.055 to 456.235. 

d.  The land to be transferred shall be deed restricted to comply with Ashland’s affordable housing program requirements. 

3. The affordable units shall be comparable in bedroom mix and housing type with the market rate units in the development.  

a. The number of bedrooms per dwelling unit in the affordable units within the residential development shall be in equal proportion to the number 

of bedrooms per dwelling unit in the market-rate units within the residential development. This provision is not intended to require the same floor 
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area in affordable units as compared to market-rate units. The minimum square footage of each affordable unit shall comply with the minimum 

required floor based as set forth in Table 18.5.8.050.G.3.  

 

  Table 18.5.8.050.G.3 

Unit Type Minimum Required Unit Floor Area (Square Feet) 

Studio 350 

1 Bedroom 500 

2 Bedroom 800 

3 Bedroom 1,000 

4 Bedroom 1,250 

 

b. The required on-site affordable units shall be comprised of the different unit types in the same proportion as the market dwelling units within the 

development. 

4. A development schedule shall be provided that demonstrates that that the affordable housing units per subsection 18.5.8.050.G shall be developed, 

and made available for occupancy, as follows. 

a. That 50 percent of the affordable units shall have been issued building permits prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy for the last of the 

first 50 percent of the market rate units.  

b. Prior to issuance of a building permit for the final ten percent of the market rate units, the final 50 percent of the affordable units shall have been 

issued certificates of occupancy.  

5. That affordable housing units shall be distributed throughout the project  

6. That affordable housing units shall be constructed using comparable building materials and include equivalent amenities as the market rate units. 

a.  The exterior appearance of the affordable units in any residential development shall be visually compatible with the market-rate units in the 

development. External building materials and finishes shall be substantially the same in type and quality for affordable units as for market-rate 

units  

b. Affordable units may differ from market-rate units with regard to interior finishes and materials provided that the affordable housing units are 

provided with comparable features to the market rate units, and shall have generally comparable improvements related to energy efficiency, 

including plumbing, insulation, windows, appliances, and heating and cooling systems. 

7. Exceptions to the requirements of 18.5.8.050, subsections G.2 – G.5, above, may be approved by the City Council upon consideration of one or 

more of the following. 

a.  That an alternative land dedication as proposed would accomplish additional benefits for the City, consistent with the purposes of this chapter, 

than would development meeting the on-site dedication requirement of subsection 18.5.8.050.G.2. 

b.  That an alternative mix of housing types not meeting the requirements of subsection 18.5.8.050.G.3.b would accomplish additional benefits to 

the City consistent with this chapter, than would the development providing a proportional mix of unit types. 

c. That the alternative phasing proposal not meeting subsection 18.5.8.050.G.4 provided by the applicant provides adequate assurance that the 

affordable housing units will be provided in a timely fashion. 

d. That the distribution of affordable units within the development not meeting subsection 18.5.8.050.G.5 is necessary for development of an 

affordable housing project that provides onsite staff with supportive services.  

e. That the distribution of affordable units within the development as proposed would accomplish additional benefits for the city, consistent with the 

purposes of this chapter, than would development meeting the distribution requirement of subsection 18.5.8.050.G.5. 

f. That the materials and amenities applied to the affordable units within the development, that are not equivalent to the market rate units per 

subsection 18.5.8.050.G.6, are necessary due to local, State, or Federal Affordable Housing standards or financing limitations. 

8. The total number of affordable units described in this section 18.5.8.050.G shall be determined by rounding down fractional answers to the nearest 

whole unit. A deed restriction or similar legal instrument shall be used to guarantee compliance with affordable criteria for a period of not less than 60 

years. Properties providing affordable units as part of the annexation process shall qualify for a maximum density bonus of 25 percent.  

H. One or more of the following standards are met. 

1. The proposed area for annexation is to be residentially zoned, and there is less than a five-year supply of vacant and redevelopable land in the 

proposed land use classification within the current city limits. “Redevelopable land” means land zoned for residential use on which development has 

already occurred but on which, due to present or expected market forces, there exists the likelihood that existing development will be converted to 

more intensive residential uses during the planning period. The five-year supply shall be determined from vacant and redevelopable land inventories 

and by the methodology for land need projections from the Housing Element of the Comprehensive Plan. 

2. The proposed lot or lots will be zoned CM, E-1, or C-1 under the Comprehensive Plan, and that the applicant will obtain Site Design Review approval 

for an outright permitted use, or special permitted use concurrent with the annexation request. 

3. A current or probable public health hazard exists due to lack of full City sanitary sewer or water services. 

4. Existing development in the proposed annexation has inadequate water or sanitary sewer service, or the service will become inadequate within one 

year. 

5. The area proposed for annexation has existing City water or sanitary sewer service extended, connected, and in use, and a signed consent to 

annexation agreement has been filed and accepted by the City. 
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6. The lot or lots proposed for annexation are an island completely surrounded by lands within the city limits. 

 
EXCEPTION TO STREET STANDARDS (AMC 18.4.6.020.B.1)  
Exception to the Street Design Standards. The approval authority may approve exceptions to the standards section in 18.4.6.040 Street Design Standards if all 
of the following circumstances are found to exist.  
a.  There is demonstrable difficulty in meeting the specific requirements of this chapter due to a unique or unusual aspect of the site or proposed use of the 

site.  
b.  The exception will result in equal or superior transportation facilities and connectivity considering the following factors where applicable.  

i.  For transit facilities and related improvements, access, wait time, and ride experience.  
ii.  For bicycle facilities, feeling of safety, quality of experience (i.e., comfort level of bicycling along the roadway), and frequency of conflicts with vehicle 

cross traffic.  
iii. For pedestrian facilities, feeling of safety, quality of experience (i.e., comfort level of walking along roadway), and ability to safety and efficiency 

crossing roadway.  
c.  The exception is the minimum necessary to alleviate the difficulty. 
d.  The exception is consistent with the Purpose and Intent of the Street Standards in subsection 18.4.6.040.A. 
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