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Council Communication 
October 7, 2014, Business Meeting 
 
 
Discussion of an Ordinance Replacing Title 18 Land Use of the Ashland Municipal 

Code with a Reformatted and Amended Land Use Ordinance 

 
FROM
Maria Harris, planning manager, harrism@ashland.or.us 

:  

 

The City Council held a public hearing on 
SUMMARY: 

August 19, 2014 on an ordinance replacing Title 18 Land 
Use of the Ashland Municipal Code (AMC) with a reformatted and amended land use ordinance, also 
referred to as the Unified Land Use Ordinance (ULUO). The Council continued the item to the 
October 7 meeting for further discussion of key amendments.  
 
The Council identified the following list of key amendments for discussion. 

1. cottage housing 
2. solar orientation standards 
3. affordable housing density bonus 
4. total density bonus 
5. side yard setback abutting residential zones 
6. building height in commercial zones 
7. building separation in large-scale commercial development 
8. accessory residential unit review process 
9. threshold for public hearing for review of new buildings and additions in commercial and 

employment zones 
10. porous pavement exemption from lot coverage in residential zones 
11. front porch setback in residential zones 
12. building separation in residential zones 
13. building street frontage requirement for development in commercial and employment zones 
14. residential buildings in mixed-use development in commercial and employment zones 
15. plaza/public space requirement for large-scale commercial development 
16. definitions of hotel and motel 
17. effective date of Type II decisions 
18. conditional use permit approval criteria  

 

The 
BACKGROUND:  

revised land use ordinance combines the existing land use ordinance, site design and use 
standards, and street design standards into one document with improved organization, wording, 
formatting, and graphics. In addition, amendments are proposed to: address recommendations of the 
2006 Land Use Ordinance Review, the planning application procedure evaluation, and green 
development evaluations; improve standards and procedures; standardize chapters; and address 
inconsistencies and clarify wording. 

http://ashland.or.us/Agendas.asp?Display=Minutes&AMID=5767�
http://www.ashland.or.us/files/ULUO_FinalDraft.pdf�
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The City Council requested that the Planning Commission identify the key land use ordinance 
amendments that have the most significant impact on the community. The Planning Commission 
discussed the proposed changes to the land use ordinance at the September 9, 2013 meeting and 
identified nine key amendments.  
 
The first nine key amendments identified by the City Council in the list above were also identified by 
the Planning Commission, and are addressed in the attached Planning Commission report. The 
remaining nine key amendments on the Council’s list are addressed below.  
 
A summary of each of the key amendments includes a code reference for the existing and proposed 
land use ordinance requirements, a summary of the existing land use ordinance and proposed 
amendment, the policy objective of the proposed change, and comments regarding the proposed 
amendment. 
 
10. Porous Pavement Exemption from Lot Coverage in Residential Zones 
Existing: 18.08.160 Draft Land Use 

Ordinance: 
18-2.5.030.A 
18-2.5.030.B 
18-2.5.030.C 

Existing: 
N/A - no exemptions are in currently in place. 

Proposed: 
Two hundred square feet or five percent of lot coverage, 
whichever is greater, developed in a porous solid surface 
that allows storm water infiltration is exempt from the lot 
coverage maximum. The porous solid surface exemption 
does not apply to driveway and parking areas. 

Policy Objectives: To provide options for meeting lot coverage requirement; and increase infiltration of water into 
the ground.  
Comments: Under the existing land use ordinance, lot coverage includes everything except landscaping (e.g., 
buildings, parking areas, driveways, and other solid surfaces that do not allow normal water infiltration to the ground). 
A maximum of seven to seventy-five percent of a site can be covered in the single and multi-family residential zones. 
 
The focus group of design and development professionals recommended that driveways and parking areas be 
excluded from the porous pavement exemption because of limited success with the long-term permeability of these 
high traffic areas. Based on this input as well as concerns regarding long-term preservation of porous pavement in 
driveways, the Planning Commission removed driveways and parking areas from the exemption. The Commission 
felt the exemption could be used in other areas of paved surfaces such as walkways and patios. 
 
11. Front Porch Setback in Residential Zones 
Existing: 18.20.040.D 

18.24.040.D 
18.28.040.D 

Draft Land Use 
Ordinance: 

18-2.5.030.A 

Existing: 
• In single-family zones, eight feet

• In the multi-family zones outside the Historic District 
overlay, 

 or the width of an 
existing public utility easement, whichever is greater, 
is required between an unenclosed porch and the 
front property line. 

ten feet

Proposed: 

 or the width of an existing public 
utility easement, whichever is greater, is required 

In the multi-family zones outside the Historic District 
overlay and single-family zones, eight feet or the width 
of existing public utility easement, whichever is greater, 
is required between an unenclosed porch and front 
property line. 
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between an unenclosed porch and the front property 
line. 

Policy Objectives: To provide consistency in front porch setbacks in single-family and multi-family residential zones.  
Comments: In the current code, an unenclosed porch is required to be a minimum of six feet deep and eight feet 
wide. If the front of the house is setback at the minimum of 15 feet, a porch six feet in depth would need to be located 
nine feet from the front property line. As a result, the Planning Commission recommended using eight feet for the 
minimum setback in the residential zones to provide an incentive for property owners to take advantage of the 
minimum porch setbacks. 
 
12. Building Separation in  Residential Zones 
Existing: 18.22.040.E 

18.24.040.E 
18.28.040.E 
18.88.070.D 

Draft Land Use 
Ordinance: 

18-2.5.030.A 
18-3.9.070.B 

Existing: 
In the multi-family zones: 

• Ten feet required between principal building and 
accessory building 

• Fifty percent of the sum of heights of both 
buildings heights, whichever is greater, required 
between principal buildings. 

• Twenty feet required between principal 
buildings accessed by shared court. 
 

In the single-family zones, building separation 
requirement limited to standard side yard setbacks of six 
feet. A separation between principal buildings and 
accessory buildings (e.g. house and detached garage) is 
not required in the land use ordinance. 
 
In subdivisions developed under the performance 
standards option in Ch. 18.88, minimum separation 
between two buildings must be half of the height of the 
tallest building, where building height is measured at the 
two closest exterior walls (see illustration on page 3-
105). 

Proposed: 
In the multi-family zones, minimum separation between 
two primary buildings must be 

 

half of the height of the 
tallest building, where building height is measured at 
the two closest exterior walls, and the maximum 
required separation is 12 feet.  

The single-family zone requirements are not changed. 
 
In subdivisions developed under the performance 
standards option in Ch. 18.88, minimum separation 
between two primary buildings must be half of the height 
of the tallest building, where building height is measured 
at the two closest exterior walls, and the maximum 
required separation is 12 feet. 

Policy Objectives: To provide a separation between buildings that is proportional to the size of the buildings; provide   
consistency between the building separation requirements in the single-family and multi-family zones; and provide 
more flexibility in building placement in the multi-family zones. 
Comments: The proposed amendment would do three things. First, the proposed amendment would require the 
same separation between primary buildings in the multi-family and single-family zones, and that separation would be 
proportional to the size of the buildings. The building separation standard that is proposed has been in place for 
developments using the performance standards option in Ch. 18.88 for over thirty years. The second change would 
be the elimination of the requirement in multi-family zones to have a ten-foot separation between primary structures 
and accessory buildings.  Finally, the building separation standard would be amended to include a maximum 
distance between building of 12 feet. Currently, twelve feet is the required side-yard setback between two buildings 
on separate lots in the multi-family and single-family zones because the minimum side-yard setback is six feet. 
 
Currently, the building separation standard in the land use ordinance requires an accessory building such as a 
detached garage or accessory residential unit to be a minimum of ten feet from the primary residence in the multi-
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family zones.  In contrast, the land use ordinance requires no such separation between accessory buildings and 
primary residence in the single-family zones. The proposed amendment would delete the building separation 
requirement between accessory buildings and primary structures in the multi-family zones. The building code 
regulates the separation of accessory buildings and primary residences. 
 
The existing distance between buildings requirement in the multi-family zones was identified as a disincentive (i.e., 
variance application) to developments with separate buildings, such as cottage housing. At the same time, smaller 
detached buildings are generally of a design and character that is considered more desirable as infill development in 
existing neighborhoods.  
 
13. Building Street Frontage Requirement for Development in Commercial and 
Employment Zones 
Existing: II-C-1d), Basic Site Review 

Standards, Section II 
Approval Standards, Site 
Design and Use Standards 

Draft Land Use 
Ordinance: 

18-4.2.040.B.1.b 

Existing: 
Parking areas shall be located behind buildings or on 
one or both sides. 

Proposed: 
Parking areas shall be located behind buildings or on 
one or both sides. 
 
New standard added: A building façade or multiple 
building facades shall occupy a large majority of a 
project’s street frontage, and avoid site design that 
incorporates extensive gaps between building frontages 
created though a combination of driveway aprons, 
parking areas, or vehicle aisles. This can be addressed 
by positioning the wider side of the building, rather than 
the narrow side, toward the street. In the case of a 
corner lot, this standard applies to both street frontages. 
Spaces between buildings shall consist of landscaping 
and hard durable surface materials to highlight 
pedestrian areas.  

Policy Objectives: To locate buildings in new developments along the majority of the lot’s street frontage; and 
provide consistency between the adopted illustrative site plans found in the Site Design and Use Standards 
document. 
Comments: The illustrative site plans in the site design and use standards for commercial and employment 
development were adopted as part of the land use ordinance in the early 1990’s (see illustrations on pages 4-12 and 
4-15 in draft land use ordinance). The illustrative site plans depict buildings in a new development taking up most of 
the street frontage of the lot rather than parking areas and related vehicle maneuvering areas. However, the 
standards in the same section do not clearly address this issue, and as currently written could result in sizable gaps 
between buildings occupied by driveways, circulation, and parking areas. 
 
The Planning Commission discussed this amendment in the context of Ashland St. because the Buildable Lands 
Inventory shoes that the majority of the developable and re-developable land is located in the southeastern portion of 
Ashland. As commercial properties develop and redevelop along Ashland St., the implications of this amendment is 
that more building frontage will be located adjacent to the street, the uses will be located closer together, the area will 
be more likely to support transit because the uses will be more concentrated, and the street will be more comfortable 
and attractive to pedestrians because they will be looking at storefronts rather than driveways and parking lots.  
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14. Residential Buildings in Mixed-Use Development in Commercial and Employment 
Zones 
Existing: 18.32.025.D 

18.56.050.A 
Draft Land Use 
Ordinance: 

18-2.6.030 
18-2.3.130 
18-3.1.13.010.C.1 

Existing: 
At least 65 percent of the total gross floor area of the 
ground floor, or at least 50 percent of the total lot area if 
there are multiple buildings shall be designated for 
permitted or special permitted uses, excluding 
residential. 

Proposed: 
A minimum of 65 percent of the gross floor area of the 
ground floor for mixed-use buildings shall be reserved for 
permitted or special permitted uses, excluding 
residential. If there are multiple buildings on the same lot 
and any buildings have 100 percent residential 
occupancy, than not more than 50 percent of the total lot 
area, including accessory uses such as parking and 
landscaping, shall be connected with or a requirement of 
the residential use. 

Policy Objectives: To maintain the commercial and employment use of land in the commercial and employment 
zones; clarify the requirements for developments including multiple buildings and buildings that are entirely 
residential uses. 
Comments: The above proposed language is different than is included in the Council’s draft land use ordinance.  
  
Staff’s understanding is that the language concerning 50 percent was intended to address situations where there are 
multiple buildings on the site, and one or some of the proposed buildings would be comprised entirely of residential 
units. 
 
The language in the existing land use ordinance was identified as unclear in the 2006 Land Use Ordinance review. 
 
15. Plaza/Public Space Requirement for Large-Scale Commercial Development 
Existing: II-C-3b)1, Section II-C-3 

Additional Standards for 
Large Scale Projects, Site 
Design and Use Standards 

Draft Land Use 
Ordinance: 

18-4.2.040.D.2.a 

Existing: 
One square foot of plaza or public space shall be 
required for every ten square feet of gross floor area. 

Proposed: 
One square foot of plaza or public space shall be 
required for every ten square feet of gross floor area, 
except for the fourth floor. 

Policy Objectives: To support the proposed amendment allowing increased building height in commercial zones. 
Comments: The proposed amendment is intended to go along with the proposed amendment to building height in 
the commercial zones that would allow buildings located at least 100 feet from residential zones to increase from 
three to four stories (item 5 on the Planning Commission report). If the City Council delays or removes the building 
height amendment, this amendment should also be delayed or removed. 
 
The focus group commented that the existing plaza requirement may impact the feasibility of increasing building 
height from three to four stories. 
 
The plaza/public space requirement applies to developments in the commercial and employment zones that are 
greater than 10,000 square feet in size or 100 feet in length and located in the Detail Site Review overlay. The Detail 
Site Review overlay includes the primary street corridors (e.g. N. Main St., downtown, Oak St., A St., Siskiyou Blvd., 
Ashland St.) – see maps on pages 4-16 – 4-19 of the draft land use ordinance. 
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16. Definitions of Hotel and Motel 
Existing: 18.08.320 

18.08.510 
Draft Land Use 
Ordinance: 

18-6.1.030 

Existing: 
Hotel – a building in which lodging is provided to guests 
for compensation and in which no provisions are made 
for cooking in the lodging rooms. 
 
Motel – A building or group of buildings on the same lot 
containing guest units for rental to transients, with 
separate entrances directly exterior and consisting of 
individual sleeping quarters, detached or in connected 
rows, with or without cooking facilities. 

Proposed: 
Hotel/Motel – a building or portion thereof designed and 
used for occupancy of transient individuals for a period of 
less than 30 days, lodged with or without meals and 
which may include additional facilities and services, such 
as restaurants, meeting rooms, entertainment, personal 
services, and recreational facilities. 

Policy Objectives: To update definition to reflect contemporary transient accommodations.  
Comments: This amendment was identified as a substantive issue because it impacts the use of residential units in 
mixed-use buildings as hotel/motel units.  
 
The current definitions of hotel and motel, as interpreted by the City Council in 2005, prevent residential units in most 
mixed-use buildings in commercial and employment zones from being used as hotel or motel units. If the proposed 
amendment were approved, the physical building distinctions that were used in the past interpretation would be 
eliminated. As a result, an owner of a residential condominium in a larger mixed-use building could apply for a 
conditional use permit to use his/her unit as a hotel/ motel unit. Hotels and motels require a conditional use permit in 
the commercial and employment zones.  
 
In 2005, the City Council denied an application for a conditional use permit to use a third-floor residential unit in a 
mixed-use building in the downtown as a hotel/motel unit. The denial was based on that the existing structure did not 
meet the definition of a hotel or motel. Specifically, the Council found that: 1) the subject unit could not be considered 
a hotel unit because the unit included a kitchen and provisions for cooking in the lodging room; and 2) the subject unit 
could not be considered a motel because it was a single unit that didn’t have an exit directly to the exterior. As a 
result of the Council’s decision in 2005, short-term rentals have not been approved since that time in mixed-use 
buildings in the commercial and employment zones when the unit or buildings do not meet the current definitions of 
motel or hotel.  
 
The proposed amendment combines the definitions of hotel and motel to represent contemporary transient 
accommodations in commercial and employment zones. The existing definitions of hotel and motel are based on 
historical differences between the two types of buildings or facilities, but over time the distinctions have diminished. 
The revised definition is based on the state model code.  
 
The historical differences in hotels and motels are discussed in The Latest Illustrated Book of Development 
Definitions by Harvey S. Moskowitz and Carl G Lindbloom as follows. “There is little distinction between hotels and 
motels. Traditionally, the motel (motor-hotel) was a one or two-story, less- expensive accommodation catering to the 
automobile traveling public, with a majority of all rooms having direct access to the outside without the necessity of 
passing through the main lobby of the building. Today, rentals range across the entire economic spectrum, multistory 
structures are common, and motels may offer a full range of services, including restaurants, meeting rooms, 
entertainment and recreational facilities.” 
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17. Effective Date of Type II Decisions 
Existing: 18.108.070.B.3.a Draft Land Use 

Ordinance: 
18-5.1.060.F 
 

Existing: 
Type II decision becomes final 13 days

Proposed: 
 after the City 

mails the notice of decision (i.e., adopted and signed 
findings). 

Type II decision becomes final ten days after the City 
mails the notice of decision (i.e., adopted and signed 
findings). 

Policy Objectives: To provide timely decisions; provide consistency with state requirements in ORS 197.763. 
Comments: The time period between when the notice of decision is mailed and when it becomes effective is the time 
period in which a participant can file an appeal. The evaluation of the planning application procedures recommended 
adjusting the time period to provide a timely result for applicants. 
 
The draft land use ordinance also includes new language on computing time periods in 18-5.1.090.C that involve the 
effective date of Type II decisions. The new language on computing time periods specifies that: 1) the time period 
does not include the date the notice of decision is mailed; and 2) if the time period ends on a weekend or legal 
holiday the period runs until the end of the next day that is not on a weekend or legal holiday.  
 
18. Conditional Use Permit Approval Criteria 
Existing: 18.104.050.C.7 Draft Land Use 

Ordinance: 
18-5.4.050.A.3.f 

Existing: 
That the conditional use will have no greater adverse 
material effect on the livability of the impact area when 
compared to the development of the subject lot with the 
target use of the zone. When evaluating the effect of the 
proposed use on the impact area, the following factors of 
livability of the impact area shall be considered in relation 
to the target use of the zone: 
1. Similarity in scale, bulk, and coverage. 
2. Generation of traffic and effects on surrounding 
streets. Increases in pedestrian, bicycle, and mass 
transit use are considered beneficial regardless of 
capacity of facilities. 
3. Architectural compatibility with the impact area. 
4. Air quality, including the generation of dust, odors, or 
other environmental pollutants. 
5. Generation of noise, light, and glare. 
6. The development of adjacent properties as envisioned 
in the Comprehensive Plan. 
7. Other factors found to be relevant by the Hearing 
Authority for review of the proposed use. 

Proposed: 
That the conditional use will have no greater adverse 
material effect on the livability of the impact area when 
compared to the development of the subject lot with the 
target use of the zone. When evaluating the effect of the 
proposed use on the impact area, the following factors of 
livability of the impact area shall be considered in relation 
to the target use of the zone: 
1. Similarity in scale, bulk, and coverage. 
2. Generation of traffic and effects on surrounding 
streets. Increases in pedestrian, bicycle, and mass 
transit use are considered beneficial regardless of 
capacity of facilities. 
3. Architectural compatibility with the impact area. 
4. Air quality, including the generation of dust, odors, or 
other environmental pollutants. 
5. Generation of noise, light, and glare. 
6. The development of adjacent properties as envisioned 
in the Comprehensive Plan. 
7. 

7

The cumulative effect of the proposed conditional 
use with other conditional uses in the vicinity of the 
subject site. The cumulative effect is measured by 
evaluating the concentration of conditional uses 
within 500 feet of the subject site. 

8.. Other factors found to be relevant by the Hearing 
Authority for review of the proposed use. 

Policy Objectives: To provide a measurable standard for evaluating the impact of a proposed conditional use on the 
surrounding neighborhood considering the existing impacts imposed on the neighborhood by other conditional uses 
that are already in place. 
Comments: The proposed amendment adds an eighth factor that the can be considered in evaluating a conditional 
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use application. Specifically, the new factor involves evaluating the impacts of adding a conditional use to a 
neighborhood considering the existing conditional uses that are already in place in the neighborhood. Examples of 
conditional uses in residential zones are professional offices and traveler’s accommodations. 
 
In the early 1990’s, residents of the railroad district expressed concern regarding the number of houses being 
converted to commercial conditional uses, and the resulting lack of a residential presence in the evening and on the 
weekends. The issue was also recently discussed in the review of the short-term rental ordinance amendments with 
concerns expressed specifically regarding the concentration of conditional uses and the potential impact on 
neighborhood character. 
 

Three written comments were received addressing the porous pavement exemption in residential 
zones, accessory residential unit review process, building height in commercial zones, and parapet 
exemption in the commercial and employment zones.  

PUBLIC COMMENTS RECEIVED 

 
The draft land use ordinance includes an exemption for parapets to be erected up to three feet above 
the maximum building height in the commercial and employment zones (see Table 18-2.6.030 on page 
2-59).  The proposed amendment is intended to encourage architectural variation, to screen mechanical 
equipment, and to provide an option for meeting fire separation requirements in the building code. The 
site design standards for the Croman Mill district allow parapets to be erected up to five feet above the 
maximum buildings height. The letter submitted suggests including the parapet exemption up to five 
feet above the maximum building height in commercial and employment zones. In staff’s opinion, 
allowing parapets to be five feet above the maximum building height is a reasonable approach and is 
consistent with the intent of the proposed amendment. 
 

N/A 
FISCAL IMPLICATIONS: 

 

If there are proposed amendments that are of concern to the Council, staff recommends Council direct 
staff to remove those items from the draft and bring back a revised draft for a continued public hearing 
and first reading at a future meeting. Any amendments that are removed from the draft could then be 
reviewed separately if the Council so wishes while the revised land use ordinance moves forward. If 
there are amendments that are removed and the Council wants further review, any direction the 
Council could provide the Planning Commission and staff about areas of concern would be helpful.  

STAFF RECOMMENDATION AND REQUESTED ACTION: 

 

I move to direct staff to remove (or change) the following amendments from the draft land use 
ordinance (list amendments to be pulled), and to bring back a revised draft for a continued public 
hearing and first reading at a future meeting. 

SUGGESTED MOTION: 

 
I move to direct the Planning Commission to continue the review of the following potential land use 
ordinance amendments: (list amendments).   
 

1. Planning Commission Report, September 9, 2014 
ATTACHMENTS: 

2.  Public Comments Received  



 
 

Planning Commission Report 
 

DATE:  September 9, 2014 

TO:  Ashland City Council 

FROM: Ashland Planning Commission 

RE: Identification of Key Amendments 

 Unified Land Use Ordinance (ULUO)   

 

 

Summary 

The City Council requested that the Planning Commission identify the key land use ordinance 

amendments that have the most significant impact on the community. The Planning Commission 

discussed the proposed changes to the land use ordinance at the September 9, 2013 meeting and 

identified nine key amendments.  

 

The key amendments identified by the Planning Commission include: 1) cottage housing; 2) 

solar orientation standards; 3) affordable housing density bonus; 4) total density bonus; 5) side 

yard setback abutting residential zones; 6) building height in the commercial zones; 7) building 

separation in large-scale commercial development; 8) accessory residential unit review process; 

and 9) threshold for public hearing for review of new buildings and additions in commercial and 

employment zones.  

 

Background 

The Planning Commission respectfully submits nine key amendments for the City Council’s 

consideration. The Commission has done its best in proposing a revised land use ordinance that 

is reformatted to be a more user-friendly document, and that includes amendments which balance 

managing future population and employment growth with preserving the character of the 

community. The Commission forwarded the reformatted and amended land use ordinance with 

the expectation that this living document will need periodic fine tuning as well as future 

amendments to adapt to trend and policy changes. The Commission recognizes that there are a 

variety ways to implement the goals and policies of the community, and that land use decisions 

that impact current and future residents and business owners can be some of the most 

challenging issues to address.  

 

A. Criteria for “most significant impact to the community” 

The Planning Commission discussed how to define or identify the amendments with the most 

significant impact to the community as directed by the City Council. The Commission agreed 

that the intent was most likely to identify the amendments that will either create a tangible 
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physical change in the neighborhood or development pattern of the community, or 

significantly impact the planning application procedures.  

 

B. Framework for amendments 

The Planning Commission used Council goals and the Regional Plan Element of the Ashland 

Comprehensive Plan to guide the scope and intent of the proposed land use ordinance 

amendments. Specifically, the 2011-2012 City Council goals included the following goals. 

 

“Adopt land use codes, building codes, green building standards, and fee structures 

that create strong incentives for development that is energy, water, and land efficient 

and supports a multi-modal transportation system.”   

 

“Increase the clarity, responsiveness, and certainty of the development process.  

Develop a specific action plan to respond to the recommendation of the 2006 Zucker 

and Siegel reports.”  

 

The project included an evaluation of green development standards. The evaluation identified 

strengths and weaknesses of the current ordinance and determined that the current code 

addresses many elements of green development including items such as connected 

neighborhoods, walkable streets, reduced parking footprint, tree-lined and shaded streets, 

preservation and reuse of historic buildings, wetland and creek conservation, and 

preservation of steep slopes to minimize erosion. The evaluation also included additional 

code options for encouraging “development that is energy, water, and land efficient and 

supports a multi-modal transportation system.”  

 

After review and discussion of the evaluation, the Planning Commission decided to move 

forward with the recommendations to incorporate provisions for cottage housing and solar 

orientation standards. The amendments involving the accessory residential unit review 

process, side yard setback abutting residential zones, and building height in the commercial 

zones that were underway at the time also addressed green development. Specifically, the 

evaluation looked at accommodating development in the city’s existing boundaries as a 

fundamental aspect of green development because this pattern conserves land, protects 

farmland and wildlife habitat, and provides transportation options and efficiency. 

 

The project also included an evaluation of the planning application procedures to addresses 

the Council goal concerning the clarity, responsiveness, and certainty of the development 

process. The Planning Commission also relied on the Economic Development Strategy (July 

2011) that identifies improving the land use development process as one of seven top priority 

actions.  Specifically, the action says to “manage physical development process to ensure 

understandable requirements with timely and predictable results while safeguarding and 

improving the quality of the environment and the community.” 

 

The planning application evaluation determined the City’s procedures meet the statutory 

requirements and recommended amendments to improve to the timeliness and predictability 

of the land use procedures. From the group of procedural amendments, the Planning 
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Commission believes the amendment concerning the change in the threshold for public 

hearing for review of new buildings and additions in commercial and employment zones is 

substantial in nature.      

 

The Council goal referenced implementation of the Siegel report. To that end, the Planning 

Commission reviewed and recommended amendments to address the list of policy issues 

identified in the 2006 Land Use Ordinance Review. Five of the nine key amendments 

identified by the Commission are identified in the 2006 report including affordable housing 

density bonus, total density bonus in multi-family zones, side yard setback abutting 

residential zones, building height in the commercial zones, and accessory residential unit 

approval process. 

 

Finally, the Planning Commission’s work on the ULUO began at the same time the City 

adopted the performance indicators from the Greater Bear Creek Valley Regional Plan into 

the Ashland Comprehensive Plan.  The City committed to evaluating innovative land use 

strategies to accommodate future residential and employment growth within the City’s 

existing boundaries rather than identifying Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) expansion areas. 

The following performance indicators were included in the new Regional Plan Element of 

the Ashland Comprehensive Plan: 1) reaching residential densities in annexed land or 

meeting the density requirements by increasing the residential densities within the city limits; 

2) achieving targets for dwelling units and employment in mixed-use/pedestrian-friendly 

areas; and 3) participating in a regional housing strategy that strongly encourages a range of 

housing types. 

 

As a result of their work on the regional plan and the adoption in August 2012 by the City 

Council, the Planning Commission considered many of the substantial amendments in the 

context of the regional plan performance indicators. The intention was also to provide the 

flexibility to create developments that promote a variety of transportation choices (e.g., 

walking, bicycling) and increase the concentration of employment opportunities and 

residential units on transit corridors. The creation of smaller units, whether as part of a 

mixed-use building in a commercial zone or a small home in a cottage housing development, 

provides a different housing type. In addition smaller units are generally considered to be 

more affordable, and if located properly, can generate walking, bicycling and transit trips.  

  

C. Key Amendments 

A summary of the key amendments identified by the Planning Commission follows and 

includes a code reference for the existing and proposed land use ordinance requirements, a 

summary of the existing land use ordinance and proposed amendments, the policy objective 

of the proposed change, and comments regarding the proposed amendment. 
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1. Cottage Housing 
Existing: N/A Draft Land Use 

Ordinance: 
18-2.2.030 
18-2.3.090 
18-3.9.050.B.5 

Existing: 
Density bonuses are currently in place for providing 
additional open space, providing recreational facilities, 
developing energy and water conserving units, and 
providing affordable housing.  
 
 
Subdivisions in the single-family zones are subject to the 
following development and design requirements. 

• Developments must include a minimum of three lots, 
but are not subject to a limit on the maximum 
number of homes outside of the density 
requirements. 

• There is no maximum square footage for a home. 

• Maximum building height is 2 ½ stories and 35 feet, 
except that building height in the Historic Districts 
overlay is limited to a maximum of 30 feet. 

• Duplexes are limited to corner lots. 

• Lot coverage must meet the requirements of the 
underlying zone. 

• Each home requires two off-street parking spaces. 

• Parking is located on the individual lot with the 
home. 

• Subdivisions of four or more homes are required to 
install public streets, and at least one parking space 
per home is required on the street. 

• A minimum of five percent of the total site area is 
required as common open space for developments 
over ten homes, but there isn’t a minimum square 
footage requirement for usable private yard space. 

• Specific building design and architectural elements 
are not required. 

Proposed: 
Subdivisions in the single-family zones (R-1-10, R-1-7.5, 
R-1-5 and R-1-3.5) and developed under the 
performance standards option in Ch. 18-3.9 have the 
option to use a cottage housing density bonus. The 
cottage housing density bonus allows two cottage units 
in place of each single-family unit allowed if the 
development meets a set of site and building design 
standards in 18-2.3.090. Some of the key development 
standards area: 

• Developments must include a minimum of four and a 
maximum of 16 cottages, and be at least 1,000 feet 
from any other cottage housing developments. 

• Maximum gross floor area for a cottage is 800 
square feet. 

• Maximum building height is 1 ½ stories and 18 feet. 

• Up to two cottages can be attached. 

• Lot coverage must meet the requirements of the 
underlying zone. 

• Each cottage requires 1.25 off-street parking 
spaces. 

• Parking is consolidated in a surface parking or 
common structure. 

• Unless a street connection is on the Street 
Dedication Map or is determined to be essential for 
the function of the transportation system, the 
approval authority may reduce or waive the 
requirement to install public streets if the 
development meets connectivity and block length 
standards by providing public access for pedestrians 
and bicyclists connecting the pubic street to 
adjoining properties. 

• A minimum of 20 percent of the total lot area is 
required as common open space, and each cottage 
must have at least 300 square feet of usable private 
cottage space. 

• Units are required to have a covered main entry 
porch, exterior trim elements consistent with 
traditional cottage design, and a minimum of 12-inch 
eaves. 

• See 18-2.3.090 on pages 2-19 – 2-24 for complete 
list of development standards. 

Policy Objectives: To provide alternative types of housing for small households; provide high quality infill 
development which maintains traditional cottage amenities and proportions and contribute to neighborhood 
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character; efficiently use residential land supply; and meet regional plan commitment to accommodate future 
population growth within the City’s existing boundaries. 

Comments: Cottage housing developments are a group of small homes oriented around an open space that are 
pedestrian-oriented and minimize the visibility of off-street parking by providing a consolidated parking area (see 
illustration on page 2-23 in draft land use ordinance). 
 
Cottage housing is considered an innovative housing type that provides opportunities for creative, diverse, and high 
quality infill development that preserves the scale and character of existing single-family neighborhoods. Cottage 
housing offers a choice for those wanting to remain in a single-family neighborhood and desiring home ownership, 
and the units are of a size and function suitable for a single person or small families. Cottage housing if generally 
considered more affordable because of small unit and lot sizes. 
 
The proposed amendment allows cottage housing in the single-family zones because the homes are designed to be 
compatible with a single-family environment, the multi-family zones currently allow densities and design that allows 
cottage housing,  and the largest surplus of residentially zoned land in Ashland is in the single-family zones. The 
2011 Buildable Land Inventory identified over ten times the acreage available in the city limits in the single-family 
zones compared to the multi-family zones (144.3 acres vs. 13.2 Acres).  
 
The maximum cottage size is based on the median size of 1,853 square feet of new single-family homes in Ashland 
over the five-year period from July 2008 to June 2012. Since two cottages are allowed in place of every single-family 
home, the rationale is that the cottages should be half the size or smaller than a typical single-family home. Cottage 
housing development codes usually limit building mass to 1,000 square feet or less in order to ensure that the 
cottages are a clear alternative to the larger single-family homes that are permitted under existing development 
regulations. 

 

2. Solar Orientation Standards 
Existing: VIII-C-9, Section VIII 

Croman Mill District 
Standards, Site Design 
and Use Standards 
 
Chapter 18.70 Solar 
Access 

Draft Land Use 
Ordinance: 

18-4.8.050 

Existing: 
In the Croman Mill district, buildings are required to be 
oriented with the long sides facing north and south where 
the site and location permit. Passive and active solar 
strategies are incorporated in the design and orientation 
of buildings. 
 
A solar access standard has been in place for several 
decades which protects the south side of buildings from 
shading by adjacent structures (also referred to as the 
solar setback). 

Proposed: 
Land division in residential zones must meet the solar 
orientation standards where site and location permit. 

• Layout new streets as close to possible to a north-
south and east-west axis so that lots and buildings 
within the development have south facing sides for 
maximum solar access. 

• Orient buildings so that the long sides face north 
and south. 

• Design habitable structures so primary living spaces 
are located on south sides of buildings, rather than 
less frequently used areas such as utility rooms, 
closets, or garages. 

• Design habitable structures so 30 percent of the roof 
acre faces within 15 degrees of south in order to 
provide surface area for solar collection. 
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Policy Objectives: To reduce energy consumption through protection of property owner’s access to solar energy. 

Comments: The Commission felt it was important to be clear that the proposed solar orientation standards impact 
street, lot, and building orientation, as well as the design of individual homes. 

 

3. Affordable Housing Density Bonus 
Existing: 18.24.040.B.3.d 

18.28.040.B.3.d 
Draft Land Use 
Ordinance: 

18-2.5.080.F.3.d 
18-3.9.050.B.4 

Existing: 
The method for calculating the affordable housing 
density bonus is for every affordable unit provided, a 
density bonus of one market rate unit is allowed. 
 
Subdivisions in the single-family zones (WR, RR, and R-
1) developed under the performance standards option in 
Chapter 18.88 are allowed an affordable housing density 
bonus of up to 35 percent. 
 
Developments in the multi-family zones (R-2 and R-3) 
are allowed an affordable housing density bonus of up to 
25 percent. 

Proposed: 
The method for calculating the affordable housing 
density bonus for any type of residential development is 
amended so that for every affordable unit provided, a 
density bonus of two market rate units are allowed. 
 
Subdivisions in the single-family zones (WR, RR, and R-
1) and developments in the multi-family zones (R-2 and 
R-3) are allowed an affordable housing density bonus of 
up to 35 percent. 
 

Policy Objectives:  

• For the method of calculating the affordable housing bonus: to promote the construction of affordable 
housing by increasing the incentive to incorporate affordable housing in market rate projects. 

• For the increase in maximum affordable housing bonus from 25 to 35 percent in the multi-family zones: to 
provide consistency between the affordable housing density bonus allowed in the single-family and multi-
family zones. 

Comments: Density bonuses are currently in place for: 1) providing additional open space (up to 10 percent bonus); 
2) providing recreational facilities (up to 10 percent bonus); 3) developing energy and water conserving units (up to 
15 percent bonus); and 4) providing affordable housing (up to 25 percent in multi-family zones and up to 35 percent 
in single-family zones).  
 
One concern expressed during the Planning Commission discussion and deliberation was whether the affordable and 
total density bonuses were intentionally lower in the multi-family zones because of the higher base densities that are 
allowed. In a review of the past ordinance amendment files, staff did not find information addressing the rationale or 
reasoning behind the difference in the density bonuses in the single-family and multi-family zones. 

 

4. Total Density Bonus 
Existing: 18.24.040.B.2 

18.28.040.B.2 
18.88.040.B.2 

Draft Land Use 
Ordinance: 

18-2.5.080.F.2 

Existing: 
Subdivisions in the single-family zones (WR, RR, and R-
1) developed under the performance standards option in 
Chapter 18.88 are allowed a total density bonus of up to 
60%. 
 
Developments in the multi-family zones (R-2 and R-3) 
are allowed a total density bonus of up to 40%. 

Proposed: 
Subdivisions in the single-family zones (WR, RR, and R-
1) and developments in the multi-family zones (R-2 and 
R-3) are allowed a total density bonus of up to 60%. 
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Policy Objectives: To provide consistency between the total density bonus allowed in the single-family and multi-
family zones. 

Comments: See comments in 3. Affordable Housing Density Bonus above. 
 

 

5. Side Yard Setback Abutting Residential Zones 
Existing: 18.32.040 

18.40.050 
Draft Land Use 
Ordinance: 

18-2.6.030 

Existing: 
In the commercial zones (C-1 and C-1-D), buildings must 
be setback from abutting residential zones ten feet for 
side yards and ten feet per story for rear yards. 
 
In the employment zone (E-1), buildings must be setback 
from abutting residential zones ten feet per story for side 
and rear yards. 

Proposed: 
The setback from abutting commercial zones in 
commercial zones (C-1 and C-1-D) does not change. 
 
In the employment zone ( E-1), buildings must be 
setback from abutting residential zones ten feet for side 
yards and ten feet per story for rear yards. 
 

Policy Objectives: To provide the flexibility to increase the concentration of jobs and residential units on transit 
corridors by increasing the allowable floor area; efficiently use employment land supply; meet regional plan 
commitment to accommodate future population and employment growth within the City’s existing boundaries; and 
provide consistency in setbacks in the commercial and employment zones. 

Comments: A single-family home in the residential zones can be up to 35 feet in height and is required to provide a 
six-foot side yard. Under the existing and proposed land use ordinance, buildings in the commercial and employment 
zones that are adjacent to residential zones can be up to 40 feet in height. 
 
The areas that are zoned E-1 tend to be adjacent to commercially zoned lands or buffered from residential zones by 
alleys or streets. In contrast, much of the area zoned C-1 and C-1-D zone directly abuts residential zones because 
the commercial areas are situated between the main streets and existing neighborhoods. 

 

6. Building Height in the Commercial Zones 
Existing: 18.24.040.B.3.d 

18.28.040.B.3.d 
Draft Land Use 
Ordinance: 

18-2.5.080.F.3.d 
18-3.9.050.B.4 

Existing: 
Maximum building height is 40 feet, except buildings in 
the downtown (C-1-D) may be up to 55 feet in height with 
an approved conditional use permit. 

Proposed: 
Maximum building height is 40 feet, except: 

• Buildings that are more than 100 feet from a 
residential zone may be up to 55 feet in height. 

• Buildings in the downtown (C-1-D) that are located 
within 100 feet of a residential zone may be up to 55 
feet in height with an approved conditional use 
permit.  

Policy Objectives: To provide the flexibility to increase the concentration of jobs and residential units on transit 
corridors by increasing the allowable floor area; efficiently use commercial land supply; encourage structured parking; 
and meet regional plan commitment to accommodate future population and employment growth within the City’s 
existing boundaries.  

Comments: If the amendment is approved, buildings in the commercial zones (C-1 and C-1-D) that are more than 
100 feet from residential zones could increase from the current limit of three stories to four stories in height. An 
additional story could be used for permitted commercial uses or for residential units. While new commercial buildings 
or additions require a planning application and approval (i.e., site design review), the building height increase would 
be permitted outright and would not require additional approvals.   
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The proposed 100-foot buffer from residential zones is approximately the depth of a typical residential lot in the R-1-5 
and R-1-7.5 single-family zones. Another example is the Siskiyou Boulevard street right-of-way is 100 feet in width. 
Examples of buildings that are 40 feet in height are the new buildings on either side of Lithia Way between Pioneer 
and First streets (e.g., 150 Lithia Way, 175 Lithia Way, 180 Lithia Way). An example of a 55-foot tall building in 
Ashland is the Elks Lodge at 247 E. Main St. The amendment would potentially allow four-story buildings on sites 
such as the vacant parcel across from the Wendy’s restaurant on Ashland Street or the vacant lots fronting Lithia 
Way across First St. from the post office. 

 

7. Building Separation in Large-Scale Commercial Development 
Existing: II-C-3a)3, Section II-C-3, 

Additional Standards for 
Large Scale Projects, Site 
Design and Use Standards 

Draft Land Use 
Ordinance: 

18-4.2.040.D.1.b 

Existing: 
Buildings not connected by a common wall shall be 
separated by a distance equal to the height of the tallest 
building. If buildings are more than 240 feet in length, the 
separation shall be 60 feet. 

Proposed: 
Buildings located on the same parcel and not 
connected by a common wall shall be separated by a 
distance equal to the height of the tallest building. If 
buildings are more than 240 feet in length, the separation 
shall be 60 feet. 

Policy Objectives: To provide consistency between the building placement, orientation, and design standards; and 
to efficiently use commercial land supply. 

Comments: This standard applies to developments in the commercial and employment zones that are greater than 
10,000 square feet in size or 100 feet in length and located in the Detail Site Review overlay. The Detail Site Review 
overlay includes the primary street corridors (e.g., N. Main St., downtown, Oak St., A St., Siskiyou Blvd., Ashland St.) 
– see maps on pages 4-16 – 4-19 of the draft land use ordinance. In the downtown, the building separation standard 
will likely impact new development and redevelopment on Lithia Way. 
 
The building separation standard can be problematic on narrower lots under different ownership (e.g., downtown). 
Specifically, if buildings are constructed at different times by different parties, it can result in one lot absorbing the 
entire amount of the required building separation. For example, the Swedenberg building at the northeast corner of E. 
Main and Second is over 100 feet in length and approximately 18,000 square feet in size. If the building were 
constructed today, it would be considered large scale development and required to meet the building separation 
standard. The building is two and a half stories in height and therefore would need to be separated from the adjacent 
building on Main St. by approximately 25 feet. If the entire amount of the required separation had to be absorbed by 
the Swedenberg lot, this would result in a roughly 20 percent or 3,600 square foot reduction in the size of the 
building. In addition, a sizable gap would be situated between the buildings.   
 
In terms of design, large gaps between buildings in the downtown disrupt the historic development pattern where the 
sides of buildings touch or are very close to the property line, interrupt the street wall and pedestrian environment, 
can result in difficulties meeting minimum floor area ratio (FAR) requirement, and may result in the placement of 
parking between buildings.  
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8. Accessory Residential Unit Review Process 
Existing: 18.16.030.J 

18.20.030.H 
18.24.040.A.1.a 
18.28.040.A.1.a 

Draft Land Use 
Ordinance: 

18-2.2.030 
18-2.3.040 

Existing: 

• In single-family zones (RR and R-1), accessory 
residential units require a conditional use permit. 

• In multi-family zones (R-2 and R-3), accessory 
residential units require site design review. 

Proposed: 
In single-family and multi-family zones (RR, R-1, R-2, 
and R-3), accessory residential units require a site 
design review. 

Policy Objectives: To encourage affordable housing units; efficiently use residential land supply; meet regional plan 
commitment to accommodate future population growth within the City’s existing boundaries; eliminate discretionary 
approval criteria that can be difficult to justify; and  provide consistency in planning application process in single-
family and multi-family zones. 

Comments: The Housing and Planning Commissions have discussed simplifying the approval process for accessory 
residential units as an infill and affordable housing strategy. 
 
Currently, the planning application process for accessory residential units is different in the single-family and multi-
family zones. Accessory residential units in the single-family zones require a conditional use permit and in the multi-
family zones require a site design review approval. In addition, accessory residential units must meet an additional 
set of special use standards (e.g., size limitation, parking requirements) regardless of the zone. Both types of 
applications are a Type 1 administrative decision, require the same application fee, are noticed, and can be called up 
to a public hearing.  
 
The primary difference between the review processes are the approval criteria because the conditional use permit 
are more discretionary. Accessory residential units in the single-family zones must meet the conditional use permit 
criteria which evaluate whether a development is compatible with the surrounding neighborhood compared with the 
“target use” of the property (see page 5-45). Accessory residential units in the multi-family zones must meet the site 
design review criteria which evaluate the site layout, landscaping, building orientation, and building materials. Both 
approval processes consider meeting the basic requirements of the zone such as setbacks and lot coverage. 
  
If the proposed amendment is approved, the ability to evaluate the architectural compatibility of the proposed unit 
with the surrounding area would be eliminated, except that accessory residential units in the Historic District overlay 
would have to continue to meet the Historic District Design Standards. The Historic District Design Standards 
address a variety of building design elements such as scale, massing, roof shape, rhythm of openings, and 
entrances.   
 
If the proposed amendment is approved, accessory residential units in the single-family zones would be permitted on 
any size lot in the single-family zones. Currently, accessory residential units in the single-family zones can have 
difficulty meeting the “target use” comparison requirement because the target use is tied to the allowed density of the 
lot. As a result, applicants typically justify adding an accessory residential unit on lots that are larger than the 
minimum lot size for the zone. In contrast, the existing ordinance allows accessory residential units in the multi-family 
zones on undersized lots that are not large enough to accommodate a second unit or to divide into separate lots.  
 
In the past 23 years, 140 accessory residential units have been approved and constructed. In 1991, accessory 
residential units were added as a conditional use in the R-1 zones as part of the land use ordinance changes to 
implement the “Affordable Housing in Ashland” report. Subsequently, accessory residential units were added as a 
conditional use in the RR zone in 2002, and as a permitted use in the R-2 and R-3 zones in 2008.  
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9. Change in Threshold for Public Hearing for Review of New Buildings and Additions 
in Commercial and Employment Zones 
Existing: 18.108.040.A.1 Draft Land Use 

Ordinance: 
18-5.2.030.B 

Existing: 
For basic site design review, a public hearing is required 
for structures larger than 10,000 square feet or additions 
of more than 20 percent to the existing building’s square 
footage. 

Proposed: 
For basic site design review, a public hearing is required 
for structures larger than 15,000 square feet or additions 
of more than 50 percent to the existing building’s square 
footage. 

Policy Objectives: To provide more expedited and less resource intensive procedure for economic development 
projects in the employment areas of Ashland that typically see basic light manufacturing and assembly business with 
general office space. 

Comments: The planning application procedures evaluation recommended considering processing economic 
development projects currently subject to a public hearing (Type II) through an administrative an administrative 
review (Type I). The evaluation considered the objectives and actions concerning the planning application process 
indentified in the Economic Development Strategy. Specifically, the strategy identifies improving the land use 
development process, creating incentives for development applications that meet pre-defined economic development 
eligibility criteria, and consider changes to the land use ordinance that may inhibit redevelopment or new 
construction. 
 
The Planning Commission reviewed past commercial and employment projects, and felt the types of businesses that 
require the Basic Site Review approval, such as Modern Fan, Oak Street Tank and Steel, and Darex, were more 
likely to create family-wage jobs and be considered economic development projects.  In contrast, the Commission felt 
the hearing thresholds should be retained for properties in the Detail Site Review and Downtown overlays because of 
the locations on primary street corridors and the proximity to residential neighborhoods. As a result, the proposed 
amendment impacts those properties subject to Basic Site Review which includes the areas on Hersey St., at N. 
Mountain Ave. and E. Main St., at the airport, at Washington St. and Jefferson Ave., on Benson Way, and on Tolman 
Creek Road. 
 
Prior to the 2008 land use ordinance revisions, all site design reviews were processed through an administrative 
review (Type I) except for large-scale development in the Detail Site Review overlay. The 2008 land use ordinance 
revisions added public hearing procedures to each design review overlay as outlined in the table below. 

Type of Site Review Pre-2008 Threshold 
for Type II Public Hearing 

Post-2008 Thresholds 
 for Type II Public Hearing 

Detail Site Review Exceeds 10,000  sq. ft.,  or longer than 100’ 
in length or width 

10,000 sq. ft. and larger 

Downtown Design Standards 
Zone 

NA 2,500 sq. ft. and larger, or 10% and greater 
of building square footage 

Basic Commercial Site Review NA Larger than 10,000 sq. ft., or more than 
20% of existing building’s square footage 

Croman Mill Site Review NA (Croman Mill district wasn’t in place at 
this time) 

New structures or additions 15,000 sq. ft. 
and larger 

Residential Site Review NA New structures or additions 10,000 sq. ft. 
and larger, other than single family 

The type of planning applications requiring a public hearing is the decision of the local jurisdiction. The Oregon 
Revised Statutes (ORS) outline the required elements of the planning application review process for an 
administrative review (Type I) and a public hearing (Type II) in chapters 197 and 227, but do not dictate in which 
situations the particular process must be used. 
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Maria Harris

From: Keith Baldwin [kbzray@netscape.net]
Sent: Tuesday, August 26, 2014 6:08 PM
To: harrism@ashland.or.us
Cc: mebaldw@yahoo.com
Subject: Impervious lot coverage in RR-0.5 zoning

Hi Maria - 

 

Judging from my own building experience and that of some of my neightbors, I'm sure the Planning Department 

hears a lot on the subject of the Ashland Municipal Code's limit of no more than 20% impervious lot coverage 

in RR-0.5 zoned areas such as where I live at 419 Strawberry Lane.  Considering the sizes of the houses built in 

this area that limit seems to me to be unreasonably low, so I'm requesting that the city raise the impervious 

coverage limit, subject to appropriate conditions. 

 

Allow me to explain my reasoning.  My understanding is that the primary reason for limiting impervious lot 

coverage is to limit erosion and prevent storm water runoff from unduly taxing the city's drainage system.  The 

concept is that by preserving enough undisturbed soil around improvements, storm water will mostly (or 

completely) be absorbed by the surrounding ground rather than running off into the storm drains. 

 

While house roofs are truly impervious, that's not the case where pavers or paving of various permeable, 

pervious, or porous types are concerned.  Those surfaces, if installed over a suitable underlayment and detention 

basin, will actually retain storm water in the detention basin and cause it to flow off to the surrounding ground 

more slowly than the storm water would on undisturbed ground.  That would certainly be the case where I live.  

My house is built on top of decomposed granite, which absorbs moisture very slowly.  Since the average annual 

rainfall in Ashland is only about 19", it wouldn't take a particularly deep detention basin to hold the water from 

any conceivable string of rain/snow storms and drain it more slowly to the surrounding soil. 

 

With a suitable underlayment, permeable surfaces (particularly in low traffic/low load areas like walks and 

patios) should retain their permeability indefinitely while slowing storm water runoff even more effectively than 

undisturbed soil - and certainly more effectively than the decks that might be the only viable patio surface 

available if the homeowner's 20% "impermeable" lot coverage limit has been reached. 

 

For these reasons, I ask that the city revise the Ashland Municipal Code to increase the percentage impermeable 

lot coverage allowed in RR-0.5 zoned land, subject to reasonable conditions. 

 

Thanks for your attention, 

 

Keith Baldwin 

419 Strawberry Lane 

Ashland, OR 97520 



1

Maria Harris

From: Amy Gunter [guntera@ashland.or.us]
Sent: Thursday, September 18, 2014 9:11 AM
To: 'Maria Harris'
Subject: FW: Additional Residential Units

 

 

From: jason eaton [mailto:jason@designbuildashland.com]  

Sent: Thursday, September 18, 2014 7:35 AM 
To: mike@council.ashland.or.us; rich@council.ashland.or.us; dennis@council.ashland.or.us; greg@council.ashland.or.us; 

carol@council.ashland.or.us; pam@council.ashland.or.us; amy gunter (city of ashland planner); 
john@council.ashland.or.us 

Subject: Additional Residential Units 

 

9/18/2014 

 

Ashland City Council, 

 

I am writing to encourage you to consider making “Additional Residential Units” an “Outright Permitted Use” 

in the city of Ashland.  

I believe these additional units offer many benefits to the community and individual homeowners. 

 

- ARUs offer additional housing stock to an already tight rental market.  

 

-The typically small footprint  of an ARU is inherently energy efficient, sustainable and green. 

 

-As our population continues to grow, encouraging homeowners to build an ARU could help us avoid 

expanding the urban growth boundary. 

 

-Legally constructed ARUs that conform to off-street parking regulations will help limit the illegal rental unit 

market that often forces tenants to use limited on-street parking spots. 
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-Income from renting an ARU could offer lower-income families an opportunity to purchase a home in Ashland 

they could otherwise not afford.  This could help alleviate the need for controversial, subsidized, “low-income 

housing”.  

 

Thank you for your time. 

Sincerely,  

Jason Eaton 

865 Henry St.  

Ashland, Ore.  

541-973-8889 
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September 29

th
, 2014 

 

Ashland City Council 

20 E. Main Street 

Ashland, OR 97520 

 

Subject: Proposed Unified Land Use Ordinance 

 

I appreciate the City Council’s goal to unify the City’s Land Use Codes by uniting years 

of amendments, re-amendments and various new code additions that have resulted in 

numerous inconsistencies and confusion for citizens, staff and decision makers. This is a 

monumental task that every City eventually needs to address, but rarely does as it’s 

extremely time consuming and expensive.  

 

In light of the proposed changes, I do have a two observations and recommendations as 

someone who has worked with the code for over 20 years on both the public and private 

sides of its administration. I’ve also been lucky enough to work on numerous projects in 

the City’s of Ashland, Talent and the rest of the Rogue Valley including many years 

participating in the Greater Bear Creek Valley Regional Problem Solving Plan (RPS). 

That said, I believe “we” as a community and society need to encourage, regulate and 

shape future development in a more vertical pattern as it’s by far the most 

environmentally friendly and sustainable solution to growth and its impacts on our planet 

(besides the Zero Population Growth alternative). 

 

As such, I would encourage the City Council to adopt the Unified Land Use Code with 

some form of the following language included: 

 

1) Structures greater than 40 feet in height, but less than 55 feet, may be permitted 

within the C-1, C-1-D, E-1 and M-1 zones with a Conditional Use Permit, as long as they 

are greater than 100’ from a residential zone. (underlined text is for emphasis) 

 

A similar provision is currently applied in the C-1-D (Downtown) zone already and the 

Ashland Planning Commission had recommended as expansion of this provision to other 

commercial zones as it is sound and environmentally conscious land use planning (See 

previous code language in Section 18-2.6.030). However, the language was proposed as 

an “outright” permitted use. Because of this, it was later suggested by a minority to be 
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“too controversial” and needing additional public vetting. In fairness, without the 

Conditional Use Permit provision as I’m suggesting, this probably is an issue needing 

additional education and public input. However, with the “Conditional Use Permit” 

provision added, the code is actually strengthened providing more public input and likely 

better outcomes than if it was an outright permitted use.  

 

Secondly, adopt code language allowing for: 

 

2) Parapet heights in the C-1, C-1-D and E-1 zones to extend up to 5’ above the 

zone’s maximum building height.  

 

In my opinion, the current code definition is unintentionally creating too much 

conformity with new buildings, particularly in the Downtown area, where applicants are 

building three story buildings and bumping into the height cap, leaving little to no room 

for fluctuation and architectural character. The end result is too similar of a mass along 

the street where as the historic pattern is varying roof volumes which help define 

Ashland’s “Main Street” appearance. With the adoption of the suggested language, the 

building’s actual height would NOT increase, but its parapet could.  

 

Beside’s allowing for a varying staggered building heights, this provision would also 

allow for additional architectural creativity, help hide mechanical equipment and in 

fairness, address an odd inconsistency with the height definition (see “Height of Building 

or Structure” graphic on Page 6-14).  

 

As such, I encourage the Mayor and City Council to be proactive on these issues and 

adopt language that allows for additional heights to buildings that support important infill 

opportunities aligning with Ashland’s various Comprehensive Plan Policies such as the 

adopted 2013 Regional Problem Solving Element, Population Projections, Housing, 

Public Services, Infrastructure, Transportation and Urbanization, but only with the 

Conditional Use Permit provision attached. The Comprehensive Plan’s policies embody 

years of community dialogue, Planning Commission and City Council input on how 

Ashland should manage its growth. 

 

Finally, I appreciate the efforts put forth by the Planning Commission, Citizen 

Involvement Committee and the Planning Department staff, specifically Maria Harris, 

who no doubt has worked many evening hours and lost lots of sleep in this immense and 

tedious endeavor. Thank you for your time, understanding and leadership on this 

important issue. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

 

Mark Knox 
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