
 
 

 

 

DRAFT MINUTES FOR THE REGULAR MEETING  

ASHLAND CITY COUNCIL 

MAY 1, 2018 

Council Chambers 

1175 E. Main Street 

 

I. CALL TO ORDER 

 

Mayor Stromberg called the meeting to order at 7:05 PM. 

 

II. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

 

III. ROLL CALL 

 

Councilor Slattery, Councilor Morris, Councilor Bachman, Councilor Seffinger and Councilor Rosenthal 

were present.   

 

IV. MAYOR’S ANNOUNCEMENTS 

 

Mayor Stromberg announced that Staff requested to have item XI pulled until May 15th Business Meeting.  

 

Councilor Morris moved to pull Item XI and move it to the May 15th Council Business Meeting. 

Councilor Slattery seconded.  Discussion:  None.  All Ayes.  Motion passed unanimously.   

 

Councilor Slattery moved to place Item X. 1. Selection of Councilor Position #6 and Item XI. 1. 

Approval of Employment Health Benefit Plan ahead of the Public Hearing.  Councilor Bachman 

seconded.  Discussion:  None.  All Ayes.  Motion passed unanimously.   

 

 

V. APPROVAL OF MINUTES  

1. Study Session of April 16, 2018 

2. Business Meeting of April 17, 2018 

 

Councilor Rosenthal moved to approve the minutes.  Councilor Seffinger seconded.  Discussion:  

None.  All Ayes.  Motion passed unanimously.   

 

VI. SPECIAL PRESENTATIONS & AWARDS 

1. RVCOG Annual Presentation –Representative from RVCOG was not in attendance. 

 

VII. MINUTES OF BOARDS, COMMISSIONS, AND COMMITTEES 

Airport Conservation Forest Lands 

Historic Housing and Human Srvs. Parks & Recreation 

Planning Public Arts Transportation 

Tree Wildfire Mitigation  

 

VIII. PUBLIC FORUM Business from the audience not included on the agenda. 
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(Total time allowed for Public Forum is 15 minutes. The Mayor will set time limits to enable all 

people wishing to speak to complete their testimony.) [15 minutes maximum] 

 

Huelz Gutcheon – Ashland- Spoke regarding the homeless and affordable housing.  He spoke regarding 

building and using solar panels.  He explained the City would make more money using solar panels. He 

spoke that the climate will be troublesome in 20-30 years and we need to work on making changes now.   

 

 

IX. CONSENT AGENDA  

1. Supplemental Budget Request-Fire Department Forest Division Grant 

 

Councilor Rosenthal pulled this item.  He congratulated the Fire Department on a job well done 

leveraging funds.  

 

2. Special Procurement Contract Approval-Lomakatski Restoration Project 

3. Request for approval of Contract Award with FCS Group for a Cost Allocation Plan 

 

Councilor Slattery pulled this item. Councilor Slattery asked Administrative Services Director, Mark 

Welch to give a Staff report.  Mr. Welch spoke that the Cost Allocation Plan will be great for each 

Department.   He explained this will ensure equitable charges to departments for all internal services.  

Councilor Slattery asked if this could be done internally.  Mr. Welch spoke that it would cost more to do 

internally.   

 

Councilor Rosenthal asked how many hours of time the FCS group would have to spend to do the job. 

Mr. Welch answered approximately 150-200 hours to complete the Study.  He explained that if done 

internally it would take longer because they would have to build the spreadsheets as well as do the study.   

Councilor Bachman asked if the costs will be listed on the OpenGov site.  Mr. Welch answered yes.  

 

4. Request for approval of contract addendum #2 with Northwest Code Professionals 

 

Councilor Morris pulled this item.   Councilor Morris asked if Code Professionals will be the building 

official.  Community Development Director, Bill Molnar answered yes.  Councilor Morris asked if Staff 

would be in compliance without a Level A on Staff.  Mr. Molnar answered yes and explained that the new 

rule requires an individual employed by the City of Ashland that has building official certification and A 

level structure inspector and that there is one. He explained that the State requires that the City have an A 

level electrical inspector which the newest hire does have.   

 

5. Approval of Liquor License Application for Umami LLC 

 

Councilor Morris moved to approve the Consent Agenda.  Councilor Rosenthal seconded.  

Discussion:  None.  All Ayes.  Motion passed unanimously.     

 

 

X. NEW AND MISCELLANEOUS BUSINESS 

1. Selection for Councilor Position #6 

 

City Recorder, Melissa Huhtala explained the ballot process.  Each Councilor voted for one of the 

applicants.   

 

Councilor Seffinger, Councilor Bachman and Councilor Morris voted for Stephen Jensen.  

 



 

Councilor Slattery voted for George Kramer. 

Councilor Rosenthal voted for Brent Thompson.  

 

City Attorney, David Lohman suggested Council make a formal motion to appoint Jackie Bachman.  She 

was appointed by Council unanimously by ballot on March 20th (see attached). 

  

Councilor Slattery moved approval to confirm the appointment of Jackie Bachman to Councilor 

Position #3.  Councilor Seffinger seconded.  Discussion:  None.  All ayes.  Motion passed 

unanimously (note: Jackie Bachman did not vote).  

 

Councilor Seffinger moved to appoint Stephen Jensen to Councilor Position #6. Councilor Morris 

seconded. Councilor Seffinger spoke that she has worked with Mr. Jensen and spoke in support of 

him and his knowledge of the entire City not just one issue.  She spoke to the work he puts in with 

the Forest Lands Commission.   Councilor Morris spoke in appreciation of his hard work ethic.   

Councilor Slattery spoke that he will support Mr. Jensen as a Councilor but cannot support this 

motion.  He explained that was not in favor to extend the process.  City Attorney, David Lohman 

spoke that Mr. Jensen notified Council that he had previous vacation plans and will miss next 

Study Session and Business Meeting.  Councilor Rosenthal spoke that he appreciates Councilor 

Slattery’s comments.  He spoke that he did not vote for Stephen Jensen but has respect for him.  He 

voted for Brent Thompson but will vote in favor of this motion.  Councilor Rosenthal, Councilor 

Seffinger, Councilor Bachman, Councilor Morris: YES.  Councilor Slattery NO.   

Motion passed 4-1. 
 

XI. ORDINANCES, RESOLUTIONS AND CONTRACTS 
1. Approval of Employee Health Benefits Plan 

 

Mr. Welch gave a Staff report.  He explained that forgiveness of the loan was proposed in the budget 

process to pay run off cost.  He explained that run off cost was to pay off all claims until June 30, 2018. 

 

Councilor Slattery asked if Parks and Recreation money absorbed from the ending fund balance and went 

into the Reserve Fund. Mr. Welch answered yes.   

 

Mayor Stromberg spoke that when the City went to Pacific Source it worked out well financially.  

Councilor Slattery asked how it worked out well financially.  Mr. Welch explained that the City left CIS 7 

years ago and went to Pacific Source on a reimbursement plan to the City’s claim data with no rate 

increases in 5-year period.  The premiums stayed low.  He explained that currently claims are looking to 

be at 6 million a year and CIS has offered a premium at 5.2 million dollars; with that the City will be 

saving $800,000 for the next year. 

   

Councilor Seffinger moved to forgive the loan between the City’s Health Benefit Fund and the 

Reserve Fund.  Councilor Rosenthal seconded.  Councilor Seffinger spoke that the City did not 

start out with a large enough reserve. Councilor Rosenthal spoke that it gives him no pleasure to 

vote for this.   He spoke to the need to have more reserves for the City. He spoke that any savings 

for a new arrangement going forward with CIS will help hold the premiums down; but this won’t 

be the source in increasing the Reserve Fund.  He spoke there needs to be a new strategy.  He spoke 

the money is gone and we need to forgive the loan. Councilor Slattery agreed with Councilor 

Rosenthal.  He spoke he will support the motion reluctantly. Voice Vote: All Ayes.  Motion passed 

unanimously.  

 

Councilor Slattery moved to approve a Resolution titled, “A Resolution Authorizing Health 

Benefits Provided by City County Insurance Services and Repealing Resolution 2013-22.” 



 

Councilor Bachman seconded.  Discussion:  Councilor Slattery spoke that this is something that 

needs to happen “when in a hole start digging”.  Councilor Bachman agreed with Councilor 

Slattery. Voice Vote: All Ayes.  Motion passed unanimously.  

 

 

XII. PUBLIC HEARINGS (Persons wishing to speak are to submit a “speaker request form” prior to 

the commencement of the public hearing.  Public hearings shall conclude at 9:00 p.m. and be 

continued to a future date to be set by the Council, unless the Council, by a two-thirds vote of 

those present, extends the hearing(s) until up to 10:30 p.m. at which time the Council shall set a 

date for continuance and shall proceed with the balance of the agenda.) 

1. Public Hearing on the South Ashland Business Park Annexation  

 

Mayor Stromberg opened the Public Hearing at 7:50 PM. 

 

Mayor Stromberg and City Recorder read a statement into the record (see attached).  

 

Councilor Morris declared that he knew about the annexation long before a land use action. He read a 

statement into the record: “I have not prejudged this application and I am not prejudiced or biased by 

my prior contacts or involvement or by any personal considerations; I will make this decision based 

solely on the public interest and the application of the relevant criteria and standards to the facts and 

evidence in the record of this proceeding.” 
  

 

Staff Report 

 

Community Development Director, Bill Molnar and Senior Planner, Derek Severson gave a Staff Report. 

 

Mr. Severson presented a PowerPoint to Council (see attached). 

 

Mr. Severson went over the South Ashland Business Park Proposal: 

 Annexation of the 5.38‐acre parcel which is currently zoned County RR‐5 (Rural 

Residential) and would be annexed to City E‐1 (Employment). 

 Site Design Review approval for the phased development of a 72,606 square foot 

light industrial/flexible space business park. 

 Conditional Use Permit to allow a watchman’s dwelling. 

 Limited Use/Activity Permits within the Water Resource Protection Zones of Knoll 

Creek and a Possible Wetland on the property to construct a stormwater outfall and 

construct street improvements. 

 Exception to Street Standards for the frontage improvements along the property's 

Washington Street frontage. 

 Tree Removal Permit to remove four trees greater than six‐inches in diameter at 

             breast height (d.b.h.). 

 

He explained that this would be done in 3 Phases.    

 

He explained that the applicant is imposing a trip cap on the property.  He spoke that the Planning 

Commission decided that a trip cap was not required, however; DOT wanted to maintain the proposed trip 

cap.  Staff received a letter this morning from Craig Anderson regarding this issue (see attached).  Staff 

recommends approval of the application.   

 



 

Councilor Rosenthal questioned what watchmen quarters are used for. Mr. Severson explained it is a care 

taker facility served as a security function.  

 

Councilor Slattery questioned what a flexible building design is.  Mr. Severson explained it is when you 

grow a business in an adjacent space and let it grow onsite.   

 

Councilor Seffinger asked if it is possible to have residential units.  Mr. Molnar spoke that it is possible 

and it would be up to the applicant.   

 

Councilor Morris questioned what the target density will be.  Mr. Molnar answered that in E-1 it will be 

approximately 3500 sq. ft. of business use for every 10,000 sq. ft. He explained that the downtown will be 

higher employee densities.   

 

Applicant  
 

Jay Harland with CSA Planning spoke that this is a good project and an upgrade for the City.  

 

He spoke that flex space is a great mix for offices and warehousing.   

 

He spoke that the Planning Commission did a thorough analysis of the project.  There were constraints on 

transportation they figured out a way to make it work in the long term and short term.   

 

He spoke that this project will have many transportation improvements. 

   

He spoke that he doesn’t think this would be a great place for residential.  He spoke that it is a good place 

for offices and vertical mixed use. 

 

He recommended approval of the project. 

 

He handed a rebuttal letter to Council in reference to the letter received this morning from Craig 

Anderson (see attached).   He explained that the original plan included a trip cap that was in compliance 

with Transportation Planning Rule and would agree to include the trip cap. 

 

Councilor Seffinger spoke that turning left on Washington St. is difficult and asked if there is an option to 

fix this issue. Mr. Harland spoke that the projects plan is to move the left out of Washington over to 

Tolman Creek.   

   

 

Public Input  

Craig Anderson – Ashland- Spoke that since the applicant has decided to add the trip cap he is fine with 

the project. He spoke that he is not against the annexation.  He explained that the Independent Way 

Project makes sense. He spoke that the issue is development in the City is not paying for its infrastructure.  

He spoke to the importance of transportation analysis.   He spoke that Tolman Creek will be blown out 

and will be expensive to fix.  He spoke that projects that are in TSP are not funded and development is not 

going to be paying for them.  He spoke in concern of how the City is working on their transportation 

projects.  

 

Don Morehouse – ODOT – Spoke that he worked with Staff and the applicant before the application was 

submitted.  He spoke that when it came time for the Public Hearing ODOT was not notified.  He spoke 

that ODOT would like the trip cap included with this development.  It was confirmed that the applicant 

wants the trip cap. 



 

 

Rebuttal    

Applicant, Evan Archard spoke to the need for more spaces for small businesses to grow and to prosper.    

He spoke that this project recognizes what Ashland needs.  He spoke that they went through an extensive 

process with Staff, Planning Commission and ODOT.  He spoke that there are no other transportation 

issues other than the trip cap. 

 

Mr. Harland spoke that their original application did have the trip cap stipulation.  He spoke that it is 

better to not have one but they are fine with the stipulation.  

 

Mayor Stromberg closed the public hearing at 8:55 PM  

 

Any requests to submit final written argument?  No. 

 

Advice from legal counsel and Staff 

 

Councilor Slattery requested a response to Mr. Andersons concerns regarding the intersection of Tolman 

Creek.  He questioned whether we have money available to make changes and do changes need to be 

made.  He also questioned how this project will effect Tolman Creek.  Public Works Director, Paula 

Brown explained that the TSP does have 2 projects related to Tolman Creek Road and both are 

development driven.  She spoke that Staff is looking at SDC’s and will be doing an update to TSP to 

make sure everything is consistent.  She spoke that widening Tolman Creek Road and Ashland Street is 

something that will probably have to happen in the future.   

 

Councilor Rosenthal moved to extend the public hearing to 10:30. Councilor Morris seconded.  

Discussion:  None.  All Ayes.  Motion passed unanimously.  

 

Councilor Rosenthal moved approval of first reading of the Ordinance and scheduling of second 

reading of the Ordinance for May 15, 2018.  Councilor Morris Seconded.  Discussion:  Councilor 

Rosenthal spoke to the importance of due diligence with public process.  He spoke that he doesn’t 

see a reason to vote against this. He spoke that the City has an Economic Development Strategy and 

this project hits 3 of the objectives:  

1.  Diversifying the economic base of the Community. 2.  Supporting creation and growth of 

businesses that use and provide local and region products.  3.  Increasing the number of family-

wage jobs in the Community.  Councilor Morris agreed with Councilor Rosenthal.  He spoke that 

there is shortage of facilities like this in Ashland.  He spoke in concern with funding improvements 

with SDC’s.  He spoke to the need on finding ways to accommodate funding improvements.   

Councilor Seffinger spoke that she appreciates that the project increases the goals that Councilor 

Rosenthal mentioned.  Councilor Slattery spoke in appreciation of the project.  He spoke that the 

City does have challenges and the need to building more living wage jobs.  Roll Call Vote:  

Councilor Rosenthal, Councilor Seffinger, Councilor Slattery, Councilor Morris and Councilor 

Bachman:  YES.  Motion passed unanimously.   

 

Councilor Rosenthal moved to direct staff to prepare written findings for approval of the proposed 

Annexation, with the trip cap proposed by the applicant and to incorporate the findings for the 

Planning Commission’s decision, for Council adoption on May 15, 2018.  Morris.  Roll Call Vote:  

Councilor Slattery, Councilor Seffinger, Councilor Rosenthal, Councilor Bachman and Councilor 

Morris: YES.  Motion passed unanimously.  

    

2. Public Hearing to Consider Increasing Storm Drain, Transportation, Water, and 

Wastewater Utility Fees 



 

  

Mayor Stromberg opened the Public Hearing at 9:08 PM. 

 

Ms. Brown gave a Staff report.  She explained in order for the City to function we need the rate increases.  

She spoke that Staff recommends the rate increases.  She spoke that the rate increases per standard 

household will be $5.22.  

 

She spoke in response to an email from Councilor Bachman questioning if Ashland rates are comparable 

to other cities.  She explained that Ashland water rates are on the higher end and waste water rates are in 

the middle.  This information is based on a study done in 2015 by League of Oregon Cities and the 

Hansford water rate cost study.  

 

Councilor Bachman questioned if the transportation rate increase will help with ADA requirements.  Ms. 

Brown answered yes.  

 

Councilor Rosenthal spoke that the water fund and wastewater fund have rate studies whereas 

transportation fund and stormwater and drainage fund are tied to Consumer Price Index (CPI) and 

engineering news record (ENR). He questioned what was budgeted. 

Ms. Brown explained that Staff is currently working on a stormwater master plan.  She spoke that not all 

stormwater is strictly construction cost so the CPI index is used to determine the rates.  She spoke that 

there has not been a completed a rate study for transportation and that the ENR is used to determine the 

rates.  She spoke that 3% was budgeted for future growth and future construction.   

 

Mayor Stromberg closed the public hearing at 9:19 PM   

 

Councilor Rosenthal moved to approve a Resolution adopting a storm drainage utility fee schedule 

pursuant to Ashland Municipal Code Section 4.27.050 and repealing Resolution 2017-07.  Councilor 

Morris seconded.  Discussion:  Councilor Rosenthal spoke that the adjustment based on the CPI is 

reasonable and to not make an adjustment on these types of fees would result in a much higher rate 

increase in subsequent years.  He spoke that it is responsible and prudent to make this decision.  

Councilor Morris spoke that there are a lot of expenses and the rate increase is needed.  Roll Call 

Vote:  Councilor Slattery, Councilor Morris, Councilor Bachman, Councilor Seffinger and 

Councilor Rosenthal: YES.  Motion passed unanimously.   

 

Councilor Bachman moved to approve a Resolution adopting a transportation utility fee schedule 

pursuant to Ashland Municipal Code Section 4.26 and repealing Resolution 2016-06.  Councilor 

Slattery seconded.  Discussion:  Councilor Bachman spoke to the importance of improving the 

streets and ADA standards. Councilor Slattery agreed with Councilor Bachman.  Roll Call Vote:  

Councilor Slattery, Councilor Morris, Councilor Bachman, Councilor Seffinger and Councilor 

Rosenthal: YES.  Motion passed unanimously.   

 

Councilor Seffinger moved to approve a Resolution adopting a water utility fee schedule pursuant 

to Ashland Municipal Code Section 4.04.030 and repealing Resolution 2017-08.  Councilor 

Rosenthal seconded.  Discussion:  Councilor Seffinger spoke that water is a prime concern and it is 

necessary to protect the resource.  Councilor Rosenthal spoke that the water utility fee rate increase 

is a result of extensive analysis of what our community’s needs are.  He spoke that this increase is 

consistent with projections and rate studies.  He explained that costs for the City do not remain the 

same.  He spoke to the importance of analysis to make sure increases are responsible and tied to 

specific expenses.  Councilor Seffinger spoke to the importance of making smaller and incremental 

increases as opposed to putting it off and having to make large increases in the future. Roll Call 

Vote: Councilor Bachman, Councilor Slattery, Councilor Morris, Councilor Seffinger and 



 

Councilor Rosenthal: YES.  Motion passed unanimously.   

 

Councilor Slattery moved to approve Resolution adopting a wastewater (sewer) utility fee schedule 

pursuant to Ashland Municipal Code Section 4.08.035 and repealing Resolution 2017-09.  Councilor 

Bachman seconded.  Discussion:  Councilor Slattery agreed with Rosenthal’s comments in previous 

motion.  He spoke that it is important to keep looking at these rate increases incrementally.  He 

spoke that he is not happy to raise rates but it is necessary.  Councilor Bachman agreed with 

Councilor Slattery.  Roll Call Vote:  Councilor Seffinger, Councilor Slattery, Councilor Morris, 

Councilor Bachman, and Councilor Rosenthal: YES.  Motion passed unanimously.   

 

3. Public Hearing to Consider Increasing Electric Rate and Repeal Resolution 2017-11 

 

Interim Director of Electric Utility, Thomas McBartlett gave a Staff Report.  

Councilor Slattery questioned what would happen if the rates were not raised.  Mr. McBartlett answered 

that Staff would have to look at capital budget for 2019.   

 

Mayor Stromberg opened the Public Hearing at 9:39 PM 

 

Public Input 

None. 

 

Mayor Stromberg closed the Public Hearing at 9:39 PM  

 

Councilor Slattery moved approval of a Resolution tilted, A Resolution revising rates for electric 

service pursuant to Ashland Municipal Code Section 14.16.030 and repealing Resolution 2017-11.  

Councilor Rosenthal seconded.  Discussion: Councilor Slattery spoke that it is hard to have to raise 

rates but it is important to continue to pay attention to maintenance.  He spoke that he normally 

votes against increases but this is important to continue the quality of service in Ashland.  

Councilor Rosenthal agreed with Councilor Slattery and pointed out that because the City of 

Ashland provides electric utility instead of Pacific Power customers are paying $15/month less.  

Councilor Seffinger spoke that there are many assistance programs for residents that the City 

provides. Councilor Morris spoke that electric utility is not great at advertising the improvements.  

Roll Call Vote:  Councilor Seffinger, Councilor Morris, Councilor Slattery, Councilor Bachman 

and Councilor Rosenthal:  YES.  Motion passed unanimously.   

 

Mayor Stromberg thanked Councilor for their decisions on all tonight.   

 

XIII. UNFINISHED BUSINESS 

1. Land Use Decision amending the Comprehensive Plan Map designation and zoning for 

475 East Nevada Street (Note:  With concurrence of Council during Mayor’s 

Announcements, this item may be continued to the May 15, 2018 Council meeting). 

 

This item was moved to the May 15th Business Meeting.  

 

 

XIV. ORDINANCES, RESOLUTIONS AND CONTRACTS 
1. Transportation Network Companies-Amendment to AMC 6.28 

 

Assistant City Attorney, Katrina Brown gave a Staff report.   

 

She spoke regarding public safety measures. She went over the background check options.   



 

 

She explained that Lyft did not provide any written comments for Council but she spoke to a 

representative which spoke in opposition to individual driver permits.  Uber is also opposed.   

 

She spoke that a change in the Ordinance was to include a requirement to assist people with disabilities. 

The Transportation Commission was in support of this change.   

 

Councilor Rosenthal spoke in appreciation of the work done.  He questioned why the Transportation 

Commission did not vote on the Ordinance.   Ms. Brown explained that she prepared a memo and asked 

that the Transportation Commission to provide a recommendation.  Due to time constraints there was not 

a formal vote.    

 

Public Input 

 

Mark Thomas- Ashland- Mr. Thomas spoke that he attended the transportation meeting.  He explained 

that he is a consumer that travels a lot.  He spoke that TNC’s are brilliant in cities where you have 

demand and density.  He spoke that he drives a Taxi for Crater Lake Taxi 3-4 times a week. He spoke that 

he works from 5 am – 5 pm and on a typical day he has 7 calls.  He spoke that there is no demand for 

TNC’s. He spoke that people without smartphones would not be served as well as people in need of 

wheelchair service.  

 

Nancy Buffington-Ashland –Spoke that she works for Cascade Shuttle.  She explained that she is 

accountable with insurance and background checks.  She spoke that there are Uber drivers with no 

insurance.  She spoke that she has operated under the standards of the City for 10 years.  She spoke 

against bringing TNC’s into Ashland.    

 

Joseph Forika- Ashland- Manager of Crater Lake Taxi.  Mr. Ferika explained the pros and cons of each 

option. Pros for TNC’s: cheaper fares, convenience of auto payment, smart phone apps, more numbers of 

drivers and that tourists will use the popular TNC.  Pros for the local Taxi drivers: provide proven 

commercial insurance, experienced drivers, wheel chair service, hospital rides, 24-hour service 365 days a 

year, no cancellation charges, all road condition services, police background checks and finger printing, 

and can get a cab without a smart phone. He spoke that there are more reasons to keep transportation 

services local.   

 

Mike Spargur-Ashland - Spoke against TNC’s coming to Ashland.  He spoke to the importance of 

supporting small businesses in Ashland.   

 

Evan Lasley – Spoke to consider amending proposed Ordinance. He read a statement into the record (see 

attached). He spoke to reasons why to not move forward with the proposed Ordinance.   

 

Letter submitted to the record from Jon Isaacs (see attached).  

 

Councilor Rosenthal spoke to the importance of the Transportation Commission providing a vote on this 

issue.   

 

Councilor Rosenthal moved to refer this matter to the Transportation Commissions May 17th 

Regular Meeting for a recommendation to Council and bring this item back to Council on June 5th.  

Councilor Slattery seconded.  Discussion: Councilor Slattery agreed to the importance of having 

the Transportation Commission having a vote on this issue.  Councilor Bachman spoke that she has 

received many emails and comments regarding this issue asking why the City does not have Lyft 

and Uber. She suggested for citizens to attend Transportation Commission and Council Meetings to 



 

speak up.  Voice Vote: All Ayes.  Motion passed unanimously.   

 

 

XV. OTHER BUSINESS FROM COUNCIL MEMBERS/REPORTS FROM COUNCIL 

LIAISONS 

 

XVI. ADJOURNMENT OF BUSINESS MEETING 

 

The Business Meeting was adjourned at 10:30 PM 

 

 

Respectfully submitted by: 

 

_____________________________________ 

City Recorder, Melissa Huhtala 

 

 

Attest: 

 

_____________________________________ 

Mayor Stromberg 

 

In compliance with the Americans 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). 
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PROCEDURE FOR  PUBLIC HEARING FOR LAND USE HEARING: 601 WASHINGTON 

READ ALOUD ALL IN BLUE 
FOLLOW THE STEPS AND ASK EACH QUESTION IN FULL 

 
1. CALL TO ORDER  

 

The Public Hearing is now open.  This public hearing concerns several subjects, including legislative and quasi-

judicial matters; because of the combined nature of the hearing, we will observe quasi-judicial safeguards.  The 

subject of this public hearing is a request for Annexation of a 5.38-acre parcel, Zone Change from 

County RR-5 Rural Residential) to City E-1 (Employment), and Site Design Review approval for the 

phased development of a light industrial business park for the property located at 601 Washington 

Street.  The application includes a request for a Conditional Use Permit to allow a watchman’s 

dwelling; Limited Use/Activity Permits within the Water Resource Protection Zones of Knoll Creek 

and a Possible Wetland on the property to construct a stormwater outfall and street improvements; 

an Exception to Street Standards for the frontage improvements along the property's Washington 

Street frontage; and a Tree Removal Permit to remove four trees greater than six-inches in diameter 

at breast height (d.b.h.).   Tonight’s proceedings include the land use public hearing and first reading 

of an Ordinance modifying the Comprehensive Plan and Zoning map designations for the properties.   

 

The Council will take a few moments to cover some preliminary matters and required statements.  Rules for 

the conduct of the hearing are in the Pubic Hearing Format for Land Use Hearings – A Guide for Participants 

and Citizens and are available on the wall in the back of this room. 

 

Generally, the following procedure will be used in this hearing: 

 
1. Preliminary Matters and Required Statements 

2. Staff Report 

3. Applicant’s Presentation 

4. Those wishing to provide testimony: in favor…in opposition 

5. Rebuttal by the Applicant 

6. Requests for Continuances or to Leave the Record Open 

7. Close Public Hearing 

8. Requests to submit final written argument 

9. Advice from Legal Counsel and staff, and 

10. Council Deliberation and Decision. 
 

If you wish to participate in this hearing, including challenges for bias, prejudgment or conflict of interest, you 

must complete the yellow speaker request form located at the back of the room and deliver them to the City 

Recorder.  Please do so immediately. 

 

Challenges will be addressed after the reading of the required statements. 

 

Presentations are generally limited to 15 minutes and testimony to five minutes, however these may be 

adjusted if necessary to accommodate the number of those wishing to testify.  When recognized by the 

presiding officer, please come forward to the podium, give your name, address and make your statement.  If 

presenting documents at the time of your statement, these will be considered exhibits.  Please submit these to 

the City Recorder as part of the record when you have completed your statement.  Councilors may ask 

questions of staff and participants without affecting time limits. 

 

2. ABSTENTIONS, CONFLICTS, EX PARTE CONTACTS   

Do any members of the council wish to abstain, declare a conflict of interest or report any ex parte contact on 

this matter? 
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If contacts are reported, consider the following: 

a. Ex-parte communications:  If a member has had ex parte communication the substance of the contact must be 

disclosed.  The presiding officer and other members must listen to the disclosures to ensure the member 

places the substance of the ex parte communication on the record.  The presiding officer should question the 

member if the disclosure of the written or oral communication is not complete.  If the presiding officer fails to 

do so, a member may request a more full disclosure (point of order).  Legal counsel will also monitor the 

disclosure. 

 

 After disclosure of an ex parte contact, (or potential conflict of interest or after a challenge for bias (see 

below) the member should make the following affirmative statement of impartiality: 

 

“I have not prejudged this application and I am not prejudiced or biased by my prior contacts 

or involvement or by any personal considerations; I will make this decision based solely on 

the public interest and the application of the relevant criteria and standards to the facts and 

evidence in the record of this proceeding.” 
 

After ex parte disclosure the following must be announced by the presiding officer:  

 

Any person has the right to rebut the substance of the evidence or information disclosed.  Please present your 

rebuttal evidence on the substance of any ex parte contacts during the normal time allowed for testimony 

which has been established for this proceeding.  Please reduce any bias, conflict of interest and prejudgment 

challenges to writing with supporting evidence and provide these to the City Recorder 

 

b. Conflict of Interest: If a member has an actual or potential Conflict of Interest, the member must both 

announce the conflict and explain the nature of the conflict.  If the Conflict is only a potential conflict the 

member may participate and vote.  If the Conflict is an actual conflict, the member must also announce that 

the member will not be participating or voting.  The member should leave the room to avoid accusations of 

non-verbal communication.  (The only exception to not voting [for the City Council] is for necessity).  After 

disclosure of potential conflict of interest the member should make an affirmative statement of impartiality. 

 

c. Actual personal bias, prejudgment:  If a member is actually personally biased, that is, the member cannot 

make the decision based upon applying the relevant Code standards to the evidence and argument presented, 

the member must announce the nature of the bias and also announce that they will not be participating or 

voting.  The member should leave the room to avoid accusations of non-verbal communication. (see also 

Challenges below)  Remember, if a member refuses to disqualify him or herself, the Council, for the hearings 

before the Council, shall have the power to remove such member for that proceeding. 

 

2. READ THE FOLLOWING STATEMENT (pursuant to the City Land Use Code and ORS 

197.763(5). (City Recorder will read the following) 

(1) The following is a list of the Ashland Municipal Code applicable substantive criteria for this 

decision: 

 

 The criteria for Annexation of the property into the City with E-1 Zoning are described in 

AMC 18.5.8.050. 

 The criteria for Plan Amendments and Zone Changes are described in AMC 18.5.9.020 

 The criteria for Site Design Review approval are described in AMC 18.5.2.050 

 The criteria for a Conditional Use Permit are described in AMC 8.5.4.050.A. 

 The criteria for a Limited Activities and Uses Permit are described in AMC 18.3.11.060.D. 

 The criteria for a Tree Removal Permit are described in AMC 18.5.7.040.B 

 The criteria for an Exception to Street Standards are described in AMC 18.4.6.020.B.1 

 The requirements for a City Ordinance are described in Article 10 of the City Charter 

 



 

Page 3 of 3 

 

The applicable criteria are more fully set forth in the guide handout at the back of this hearings 

room. 

 

(2) All testimony, arguments and evidence must be directed toward the applicable substantive 

criteria previously listed, or such other criteria in the Plan or Land Use regulations which the 

person believes applies to the decision. 

(3) Failure to raise an issue accompanied by statements or evidence sufficient to afford the decision 

maker and the parties an opportunity to respond to the issue precludes appeal to LUBA, the 

Land Use Board of Appeals, on that issue. 

(4) Failure of the applicant to raise constitutional or other issues related to proposed conditions of 

approval with sufficient specificity to allow the decision maker to respond to the issue precludes 

any action for damages in Circuit Court. 

(5) Prior to the end of this hearing, any person who participated may request a continuance to 

provide additional testimony, argument or evidence or request that the record be left open to 

submit additional written testimony, argument or evidence. 

 

3. CHALLENGES 

City Recorder, do we have any written challenges to members of this hearing body for bias, 

prejudgment or conflict of interest? 

 

If a challenge is made, the challenge needs to be entered into the record and summarized by the 

presiding officer or legal counsel.  The presiding officer, the challenged member and if necessary, the 

hearing body, will make a determination as how to proceed, including the power to override a member’s 

own decision and remove a member. 

 

There is no opportunity for individuals to disrupt proceedings by making out of order oral 

presentations or interrogating members under the guise of conflict of interest, prejudgment and bias. 

 

If a member is challenged for bias, the following statement should be made: 

 

“I have not prejudged this application and I am not prejudiced or biased by my prior contacts 

or involvement or by any personal considerations; I will make this decision based solely on 

the public interest and the application of the relevant criteria and standards to the facts and 

evidence in the record of this proceeding.” 

 

4. STAFF REPORT 
At this time, I call for the staff to present the proposal. 

 

5. APPLICANT’S PRESENTATION 

Would the applicant please come to the podium, state your name, address and make any comments you may 

have for the council regarding the application? 

**Applicant is given 15 minutes to present proposal, at 14 minutes they will be asked to conclude their remarks. 

 

6. THOSE WISHING TO PROVIDE TESTIMONY – IN FAVOR AND OPPOSED 

 “I will now call forward those who have filed testimony request forms.  Each person will have 5 minutes.  

Please come to the podium, state your name, address and make any comments you may have for the council 

regarding the application.  If you have any documents to be submitted into the record, please deliver these to 

the City Recorder.” 

 

7. REBUTTAL BY THE APPLICANT 

Does the applicant have any rebuttal? 
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**Applicant will be given 5 minutes of rebuttal time, after which the public hearing portion will be closed 

 

8. CLOSE PUBLIC HEARING 

At this time, I will close the public hearing as we have had no requests for continuance.  The record is now 

closed. 

 

9. REQUESTS TO SUBMIT FINAL WRITTEN ARGUMENT 

Does the applicant wish to submit any final written argument? 

 

10. ADVICE FROM LEGAL COUNSEL AND STAFF 

Does the council have any questions of staff or does the staff have any matter they wish to respond to? 

 

11. COUNCIL DELIBERATION AND DECISION 

“What is the pleasure of the council? 
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601 Washington Street
Subject Property



601 Washington Street
City Limits (pink) and U.G.B. (grey)



601 Washington Street
2010 Oak Knoll Fire (post-fire aerial)



601 Washington Street
South Ashland Business Park
Proposal 

o Annexation of the 5.38‐acre parcel which is currently zoned County RR‐5 (Rural
Residential) and would be annexed to City E‐1 (Employment).

o Site Design Review approval for the phased development of a 72,606 square foot
light industrial/flexible space business park.

o Conditional Use Permit to allow a watchman’s dwelling.

o Limited Use/Activity Permits within the Water Resource Protection Zones of Knoll
Creek and a Possible Wetland on the property to construct a stormwater outfall and
construct street improvements.

o Exception to Street Standards for the frontage improvements along the property's
Washington Street frontage.

o Tree Removal Permit to remove four trees greater than six‐inches in diameter at
breast height (d.b.h.).
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601 Washington Street
Watchman’s Quarters Elevations



601 Washington Street
Building Group 1/Phase 1 Elevations



601 Washington Street
Tree Protection Plan

Tree Commission recommended approval as presented.



601 Washington Street
Frontage Constraints



Croman Area Buildable Lands



Net Buildable Land Availability*

Railroad 
Area

Croman 
Area

Washington, 
Jefferson, 

Benson 
Areas

Totals

Net* 
Buildable 
Acreage

27.25 59.6 30.4 117.25
acres

Gross Vacant or 
Partially Vacant 
Acreage

40.1 80.7 46.4 167.17

* Acreage includes estimated reductions for future roads, public facilities 
natural features & existing development



601 Washington Street
TSP Future Connectivity



601 Washington Street
Frontage Improvements – “Option E”

• No sidewalks/parkrow on
freeway side.

• Car & bike lanes in both
directions.

• No relocation of freeway
guard rail.

• 7-foot landscaped
parkrow and 6-foot
sidewalk on full frontage
except 140 feet adjacent
to wetland, with a few
larger stature trees to be
placed at the wetland
edge in those areas.



601 Washington Street
Frontage Improvements – “Option E”

• No sidewalks/parkrow on
freeway side.

• Car & bike lanes in both
directions.

• No relocation of freeway
guard rail.

• 7-foot landscaped
parkrow and 6-foot
sidewalk on full frontage
except 140 feet adjacent
to wetland, with a few
larger stature trees to be
placed at the wetland
edge in those areas.



601 Washington Street
SABP – TPR/Trip Cap Issue

• Applicants proposed a trip cap for the development which would limit the 
uses of the site to those that would generate no more than 910 average 
daily trips (i.e. what is proposed for South Ashland Business Park now).

• Planning Commission found that the trip cap was not required under the 
Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) because the E‐1 zoning is consistent 
with the Comp Plan zoning and was considered in the 2012 Transportation 
System Plan (TSP) as provided in the TPR.  (Zone change is only from 
County RR‐.5 to City E‐1, which has been the Comprehensive Plan’s 
designation for the property since the 1980’s.)

• Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) has indicated that they 
believe the Trip Cap is still necessary due to the TSP’s methodology.

• The applicants have indicated they are willing to retain the proposed trip 
cap.



601 Washington Street
SABP – TPR/Trip Cap Issue

OAR 660-012-0060 Plan & Land Use Regulation Amendments

(9) Notwithstanding section (1) of this rule, a local government may find that an 
amendment to a zoning map does not significantly affect an existing or planned 
transportation facility if all of the following requirements are met.

(a) The proposed zoning is consistent with the existing Comprehensive Plan
Map designation and the amendment does not change the
Comprehensive Plan Map;

(b) The local government has an acknowledged TSP and the proposed
zoning is consistent with the TSP; and

(c) The area subject to the zoning map amendment was not exempted from
this rule at the time of an urban growth boundary amendment as
permitted in OAR 660-024-0020(1)(d), or the area was exempted from
this rule but the local government has a subsequently acknowledged
TSP amendment that accounted for urbanization of the area.



601 Washington Street
Today’s Letter

• A letter raising concerns with traffic impacts was received from Craig
Anderson today, and the applicants will be providing a written
response.

• Staff continue to believe that a finding can be made that the
amendment to the zoning map does not significantly affect an
existing or planned facility because the zoning proposed is
consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and the amendment does
not change the Comprehensive Plan Map and the zoning is
consistent with that considered in the acknowledged Transportation
System Plan.

• The applicants have indicated that they are willing to retain the
proposed trip cap to address ODOT’s concerns; this would limit the
potential traffic impacts of the property proposed for annexation.
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