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

 

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

A. Approval of Minutes 
 1.   September 13, 2011 Regular Meeting 
 
 

IV. PUBLIC FORUM 
 
 
V. TYPE III PUBLIC HEARINGS 

A.   PLANNING ACTION: #2011-01174    
DESCRIPTION: A proposal to amend the zoning map and Ashland Land Use Ordinance 
(ALUO) to create a Pedestrian Places Overlay Zone and accompanying ordinance 
amendments designed to support and build unique neighborhood character by 
promoting concentrations of housing and businesses grouped in a way to support more 
walking, bicycling and transit use.  
 

B. PLANNING ACTION: #2011-01175 
DESCRIPTION: A proposal to amend the Ashland Land Use Ordinance including 
Development Standards for Wireless Communication Facilities in Chapter 18.72. The 
proposed code amendments are intended to reflect the Council’s interpretation and 
application of collocation provisions reflected in their decision of a wireless 
communication facility in November 2010 (PA #2009-01244) 

 
 
VI. ADJOURNMENT   
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ASHLAND PLANNING COMMISSION 

REGULAR MEETING 
MINUTES 

September 13, 2011 
 

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

Commissioners Present:  Staff Present: 
Michael Dawkins 
Eric Heesacker 
Debbie Miller  
Melanie Mindlin 

 Maria Harris, Planning Manager 
Brandon Goldman, Senior Planner 
April Lucas, Administrative Supervisor 
 

   
Absent Members:  Council Liaison: 
Pam Marsh  
Mick Church 

 Russ Silbiger, absent 

 
CONSENT AGENDA 
A. Approval of Minutes. 

1. August 9, 2011 Regular Meeting. 
2. August 23, 2011 Special Meeting. 
3. August 23, 2011 Study Session. 

 
Commissioners Miller/Dawkins m/s to approve the minutes for the August 9, 2011 Regular Meeting and August 23, 2011 
Special Meeting. Voice Vote: all AYES. Motion passed 4-0. 
 
Commissioner Mindlin noted a correction request was received from Colin Swales regarding the public testimony he provided at the 
August 23, 2011 Study Session.  
 
Commissioners Miller/Heesacker m/s to approve the minutes for the August 23, 2011 Study Session with the following 
sentence added to Mr. Swales’ testimony: “Swales stated there is already plenty of R-2 and R-3 land within the City that is 
underdeveloped (often a single family home on a large lot). No rezoning is required or needed.” Voice Vote on minutes as 
amended: all AYES. Motion passed 4-0. 
 
PUBLIC FORUM 
No one came forward to speak. 
 
TYPE III PUBLIC HEARINGS 
A. PLANNING ACTION: #2011-01001   

APPLICANT: City of Ashland 
DESCRIPTION: Application for approval of an ordinance amending the City of Ashland Comprehensive Plan to adopt 
the Buildable Lands Inventory (2011) as a supporting technical document to be included in the Comprehensive Plan 
Appendix entitled “Technical Report and Supporting Documents”. 

Senior Planner Brandon Goldman stated the Buildable Lands Inventory is a technical document that delineates the land within the 
city limits and urban growth boundary that has development potential, and provided a brief explanation of how these numbers are 
determined. Mr. Goldman added following the August 23rd Study Session, staff went back and took a second look at historic district 
properties over 6,500 sq. ft. in size and determined there were 26 additional properties that could accommodate further 
development. He stated staff has adjusted these figures in the proposed Buildable Lands Inventory accordingly.  
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Commissioner Dawkins commented on rezoning the north side of Lithia Way and asked what they would need to do to covert this 
area to high density residential. Mr. Goldman stated the City is nearing completion of the Housing Needs Analysis, which will 
provide data on what housing types are needed over the next 20-40 years. He stated once they have this data they could hold an 
informed discussion on whether additional high density residential land is needed.  
 
Public Testimony 
Colin Swales/143 Eighth Street/Commented on the Buildable Lands Inventory being used as a justification for annexation when 
there is not a real need. He commented on residential being looked at more holistically; and also stated some of the so-called 
buildable land is physically constrained and not really developable. Lastly, he noted the assessed values in Jackson County had 
been trending upward, however the newest assessment coming out this fall shows 25% of Jackson County properties have a real 
market value less than the assessed value, and questioned how this will impact the BLI’s determination of redevelopable land.   
 
Commissioner Mindlin closed the public hearing at 7:30 p.m. 
 
Deliberations & Decisions 
Mr. Goldman commented on the concern expressed in public testimony regarding the redevelopable calculation. He agreed that 
using assessed values can fluctuate the figures wildly, which is why Ashland uses a partially-vacant calculation instead. He clarified 
instead of an assessment based on value, Ashland uses an assessment based on zoning and how much of the land is buildable. 
Mr. Goldman also clarified staff did subtract out steep slopes and floodplains in order to get the most accurate numbers possible.  
 
Support was voiced for adopting the Buildable Lands Inventory as presented.  
 
Commissioners Dawkins/Miller m/s to approve PA #2011-01001. Roll Call Vote: Commissioners Dawkins, Heesacker, Miller 
and Mindlin, YES. Motion passed 4-0. 
 
DISCUSSION ITEMS 
A. Revisions to the Development Standards for Wireless Communication Facilities. 
Planning Manager Maria Harris stated this is a continuation of their agenda item from the last meeting and no new information has 
been presented. 
 
Jim Fong/759 Leonard Street and Rod Newton/1196 Timberline Terrace addressed the Commission and presented the 
following questions and suggestions regarding the proposed ordinance changes: 

• AMC 18.72.180.B: Asked what changes were made to the applicability chart; what the difference between the three 
categories are; and whether all wireless installations could be required to go through a CUP process regardless of the 
zone. 

• AMC 18.72.180.D(1.e): Asked for clarification on whether wireless facilities are allowed in residential zones. 
• AMC 18.72.180.D(2.a): Requested language be added to subsection (i) that clarifies a “significant service gap” exists 

when the City fails to meet its legal requirements under the 1996 Telecommunications Act. Mr. Fong clarified the City 
should better define “infeasible”, and stated the City is required to make services available but they are not required to 
accommodate every provider’s individual service needs. In regards to subsection (iii), they asked that language be added 
that clarifies it must not be physically possible to add to an existing structure (not that there are no limitations, but that 
those limitations cannot be overcome). And regarding subsection (v), asked that language be added that elaborates that 
some interference obstruction can occur as long as the City can meet its requirements under the 1996 law. 

Mr. Fong concluded their testimony by asking the Planning Commission to include a recommendation for an independent technical 
analysis fee with their recommendation to the City Council.  
 
Ms. Harris clarified no changes were made to the applicability table; in terms of flow staff felt it was better to move it to its proposed 
location. She added this chart has been in the ordinance since it was originally adopted and explained what the three table 
headings meant. Regarding 18.72.180.D(1.e), Ms. Harris stated this is not new language and clarified wireless facilities are allowed 
in residential zones if they are attached to existing structures, but the structure has to be over 45 ft in height. She added the 
maximum building height in a residential zone is 35 ft; and this language could allow for facilities on structures such as the 
university or high school’s stadium light towers.  
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Ms. Harris explained staff’s intention was to incorporate the Council’s decision but not change the other existing language in the 
ordinance. She stated the language in 18.72.180.D(2.a) is mostly new, and stated staff can look into the suggestions about tying 
this to the standards in the Federal Communications Act.  
 
Mr. Newton recommended the City also look into what it means to have coverage in an area and to seek legal guidance on whether 
they are required to accommodate a company’s desire for higher levels of data reception.  
 
The Commission voiced support for looking into whether the City is required to allow every provider to have coverage within the 
City, and whether cellular telephone service constitutes coverage, or if they need to accommodate data streaming.  

 
B. Pedestrian Places Proposed Code Amendments. 
Ms. Harris noted staff provided an update on this item at their last meeting and stated this is the Commission’s opportunity to 
discuss any outstanding issues before this comes back as a public hearing.  
 
Colin Swales/143 Eighth Street/Questioned why these code amendments would go before the Council separate from the TSP 
update. Mr. Swales also commented on the arterial setback requirements and voiced concern with some of the wording. He stated 
he does not believe it is un-conducive to pedestrian places to have small plazas on the street. He stated there is no public plaza 
space requirement in the ordinance and expressed concern with all new buildings being built to the minimum setback.  
 
Ms. Harris clarified the Pedestrian Places project is a subset of the TSP Update. She explained Planning staff had submitted a 
separate grant application for this project; however the State contacted the City and agreed to fold this into the TSP Update in order 
to receive the grant award. She stated it was always conceived as a separate project, and Public Works and the consultants have 
no problems with moving this ahead since the land use changes proposed do not impact how the main street network functions.  
 
Ms. Harris also clarified there is a public patio space requirement for large scale projects and this is an existing requirement in the 
detail site review zone. She commented on providing some flexibility in the code on where to locate that space and stated 
sometimes a plaza off the side street or on the side of a building is more desirable and conducive to a functioning pedestrian place; 
and commented on allowing the design professionals to design a plaza space that works for that particular building and location.  
 
Correction was noted to 18.56.040.E(3) and E(4). Staff clarified these two items should have been combined and indicated this 
would be corrected.  

 
UPDATE 
A. Grant Application for Unified Land Use Ordinance.  
Ms. Harris announced the City Council has authorized staff to apply for a Technical Assistance Grant to create a unified land use 
ordinance. She stated creating a more user-friendly land use code was a recommendation of the Siegel Report, and if awarded this 
project would: 1) incorporate the various standards documents into the land use code, 2) make the code more approachable by 
improving the organization, formatting and graphics, 3) integrate a form-based approach where feasible, and 4) incorporate some of 
the green code updates. She clarified this project is not focused on policy changes, but rather repackaging the land use code to 
make it more user friendly.   
 
Colin Swales/143 Eighth Street/Stated the first stage of the Siegel recommendation resulted in major changes to the code and 
stated the idea of streamlining the code worries him. He gave examples of previous streamlining that caused problems and 
recommended they not tinker with the code if it is working. Mr. Swales also spoke to the Commission quorum issue that has come 
up at recent City Council meetings and stated it is worrisome when major issues are decided by so few people.  
 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
Meeting adjourned at 9:00 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
April Lucas, Administrative Supervisor 
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ASHLAND PLANNING DIVISION 
STAFF REPORT 
October 11, 2011 

 
 
PLANNING ACTION: 2011-01174 
 
APPLICANT:  City of Ashland 
 
ZONE DESIGNATION:  R-3, C-1 and E-1 
 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN DESIGNATION: High-Density Multi-Family Residential, Commercial, 

Employment 
 
ORDINANCE REFERENCE: Chapter 18.08 Definitions, Chapter 18.12 Districts and Zoning Map, 

18.40 E-1 Employment District, 18.60 Airport Overlay Zone, 
Chapter 18.68 General Regulations, Chapter 18.72 Site Design 
Review, Chapter 18.88 Performance Standards Options, Chapter 
18.92 Off-Street Parking, Chapter 18.108 Procedures 

 
STATEWIDE PLANNING GOALS: Goal 2 - Land Use Planning 
 Goal 9 - Economic Development 
 Goal 10 - Housing 
 Goal 12 - Transportation 
      
OREGON REVISED STATUTES (ORS): Chapter 197 – Comprehensive Land Use Planning 

Coordination 
 
OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RULE (OAR): 660-012-0000 Transportation Planning 
 
REQUEST:  To amend the Ashland Zoning Map to include a Pedestrian Place Overlay, to amend 
the Ashland Land Use Ordinance (ALUO) to include a new Chapter 18.56 Overlay Zones, and to 
amend the Site Design and Use Standards and  multiple chapters of the ALUO to implement the 
recommendations of the Pedestrian Places Project. 
 
I. Relevant Facts 

A. Background 

Project History 
The Pedestrian Places project originated from a presentation on “Designing Great 
Arterial Streets” in September 2007 that was sponsored by the City of Ashland, 
and conducted by the Oregon Transportation and Growth Management (TGM) 
Program.  The workshop was held because city leaders and local residents were 
studying the ordinance requirements for the City’s five arterials (N. Main St., E. 
Main St., Lithia Way, Siskiyou Blvd. and Ashland St.).  In particular, the 
presenters noted how sections of Siskiyou Blvd. and E. Main St. seem to work 
well for pedestrians, bicyclists and motorists, but then reached a point where the 
more walkable neighborhoods ended.  The idea of creating pedestrian nodes or 

9



 
Planning Action PA #2011-01174  Pedestrian Places Project Ashland Planning Division – Staff Report  
Applicant:  City of Ashland Page   2 of 10  

places in these transitional areas was suggested as a way to begin extending 
walkable neighborhoods to other locations in Ashland.   
 
The Planning Commission expressed interest in the suggestion, and Community 
Development Department staff pursued obtaining funding for the project.  The 
City of Ashland received a grant from the Transportation and Growth 
Management (TGM) Program to partially fund a Transportation System Plan 
(TSP) update.  The Pedestrian Places study is a component of the TSP project.  
The TGM program is a joint program of the Oregon Department of Transportation 
(ODOT) and the Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD), 
and is designed to integrate transportation planning with the statewide land use 
planning program.  The TGM program is supported by state and federal funds.  
Ultimately, the City Council affirmed the project as part of the Transportation 
System Plan (TSP) update in June 2010.  

 
Plan Development Process 
Beginning in October 2010, the planning process involved a series of public 
workshops (10.27.10, 12.9.10, 2.22.11), an on-line forum, key participant 
meetings and study sessions (3.29.11, 8.23.11, 9.13.11).  The workshops and on-
line forum used a three-step process where participants identified the qualities that 
make a successful pedestrian place, developed vision statements for the three 
study areas, and reviewed and revised plans illustrating an example of what 
development might look like in a key location.  The on-line forum (i.e. Open City 
Hall) was used to provide an opportunity for people to learn about the project and 
submit comments without having to physically attend a public meeting.  The 
Open City Hall reports and written comments received during the plan 
development process are attached.   

 
The illustration plans and a review of the zoning and the land use ordinance were 
presented to the Planning Commission on March 29, 2011, and the Commission indicated 
agreement with working toward implementation of the recommended revisions.  
 
The review of the zoning and land use ordinance determined the existing zoning and 
design standards to be largely supportive of creating pedestrian places in terms of transit-
supportive densities and pedestrian-oriented design standards.  The final report included 
several recommended revisions to the zoning map and ordinance to further support the 
development of pedestrian places.  The recommendations included developing an overlay 
as a tool to implement standards that supplement the base zoning district, and ordinance 
amendments in five key areas:  1) increased allowable floor area ratio (FAR), 2) 
maximum building setbacks, 3) minimum building height, 4) revised landscaped area 
requirements and 5) reduced parking standards.  Additionally, staff identified pedestrian 
and vehicular circulation through sites, particularly parking areas, as an area that needs 
improvement.   

B. Description of the Proposal 

The Pedestrian Places Overlay Zone and accompanying ordinance amendments 
are designed to support the development of small walkable nodes that provide 
concentrations of housing and businesses grouped in a way to encourage more 
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walking, cycling and transit use.  The revisions are based on the recommendations 
from the report on the review of the zoning and land use ordinance completed as 
part of the Pedestrian Places Project by Otak (memo dated March 21, 2011). 

 
Pedestrian Places Overlay 
The attached map delineates the Pedestrian Places Overlay corresponding to the three 
study areas, and the packet includes a draft Chapter 18.56 Overlay Zones.  The Pedestrian 
Places Overlay is proposed in three locations surrounding the intersections of N. 
Mountain Ave./E. Main St., Walker Ave./Ashland St., and Tolman Creek Rd./Ashland St.  
The overlay boundaries are based on areas within a five-minute walk which are 
designated as Detail Site Review Zone in the Walker Ave./Ashland St. and Tolman Creek 
Rd./Ashland St. study areas, and a core area around the intersection for the N. Mountain 
Ave./E. Main St. study area.   
 
Pedestrian Places Code Revisions 
In addition to the new Overlay Zones chapter, the packet includes amendments to 
implement the Pedestrian Places Project recommendations to multiple sections of the 
ALUO including Chapter 18.08 Definitions, Chapter 18.12 Districts and Zoning Map, 
18.68 General Regulations, Chapter 18.72 Site Design Review, Chapter 18.88 
Performance Standards Options, Chapter 18.92 Off-Street Parking, and Chapter 18.108 
Procedures.  Additionally, there are a few housekeeping items included in the attached 
revisions that are not related to the Pedestrian Places Project.   
 
The proposed changes are included in the attached draft ordinances – An Ordinance 
Adding a New Chapter 18.56, An Ordinance Amending AMC 18.72.080 Site Design and 
Use Standards, and An Ordinance Amending Miscellaneous Chapter of the AMC/ALUO.  
A summary of the draft revisions follows.  

   
Pedestrian Places Overlay Zone and Chapter 18.56 Overlay Zones 

• The zoning map is revised to include a Pedestrian Places Overlay in three 
locations surrounding the intersections of N. Mountain Ave./E. Main St., Walker 
Ave./Ashland St., and Tolman Creek Rd./Ashland St.   

• A new Overlay Zones chapter is added to the ALUO including a Pedestrian 
Places Overlay (PP Overlay).  The overlay zone would implement additional uses 
and standards that supplement the base zoning district. 

• The following uses are allowed in the PP Overlay in addition to the permitted uses 
in the base residential zoning district (applicable to the N. Mountain Ave./E. Main 
St. location):  professional offices and personal service establishments, stores, 
shops and offices supply commodities and performing services, and restaurants.  
These additional uses can be a maximum of 2,500 square feet in size, need to be 
located within a building or group of buildings including a mixture of housing and 
businesses, and provided along with the required minimum number of housing 
units in the development.  

• Developments in a base residential zoning district that include a mixture of 
housing and businesses will be required to obtain Site Review Approval in the PP 
Overlay (applicable to the N. Mountain Ave./E. Main St. location).  Currently, 
multi-family housing projects (2 or more residential units) are required to obtain 
Site Review Approval. 
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• New structures other than single-family homes and related accessory buildings are 
required to have a minimum Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of .50, and a maximum yard 
abutting a street of five feet.  FAR is the gross floor area of all buildings on a lot 
divided by the total lot area, and is a measure of the intensity of the site being 
developed.   

• A provision is added allowing outdoor seating areas, plazas and other useable 
paved surfaces to be counted toward meeting up to 50% of the landscaping ratio 
in the PP Overlay. 

• The Airport Overlay and Residential Overlay are transferred from Chapter 18.40 
E-1 Employment District and Chapter 18.60 Airport Overlay Zone to the new 
Chapter 18.56 Overlay Zones. 

 
Site Design and Use Standards  

• In the Detail Site Review Zone, the Floor Area Ratio (FAR) minimum is 
increased from .35 to .50, and the maximum FAR is deleted.  Additionally, 
language added allowing a shadow plan that shows how the site will eventually 
reach the required minimum FAR.   

• In the Detail Site Review Zone, the allowed maximum setback from the public 
sidewalk is reduced from 20 feet to five feet, unless the area will be used for 
plazas or eating areas. 

• The standards addressing on-site circulation systems for vehicles, bicycles and 
pedestrians, pedestrian scale lighting on pathways, streetscape improvements to 
on-site circulation systems, credit for automobile parking and green surface 
parking are deleted from the Site Design and Standards and moved to Chapter 
18.92 Off-Street Parking. 

 
Chapter 18.68 General Regulations 

• The arterial street setback requirement requiring a setback from the center line of 
the street on E. Main St. and Ashland St., and requiring all new development on 
arterial streets to be set back no less than 20 feet is deleted from the ordinance.  
The Pedestrian Places Project report identified the requirements of 18.68.050 as 
“are not supportive of the desired qualities of this or any other pedestrian place.”    

 
Chapter 18.72 Site Design Review 

• Mixed-use buildings in residential zoning districts within the Pedestrian Places 
Overlay is added to the list of developments that require a development that 
requires Site Design Review. 

• The Administrative Variance from Site Design and Use Standards section revised 
to provide an option so that  applications that can either demonstrate that the 
existing criteria are met including “demonstrable difficulty” in meeting the 
requirements of the Site Design and Sue Standards, or that the proposal will result 
in a design that equally or better achieves the stated purpose of the Site Design 
and Use Standards. 

• The controlled access standards are deleted and moved to Chapter 18.92 Off-
Street Parking. 
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Chapter 18.88 Performance Standards Options 
• The P-Overlay is amended to the PSO-Overlay to reflect the title of the Chapter, 

and to help distinguish this existing overlay from the new Pedestrian Places 
Overlay (PP Overlay). 

 
Chapter 18.92 Off-Street Parking 

• The existing Disabled Persons Parking Places section (formerly 18.92.030) is 
moved up after the section covering the number of spaces required by use.  
Language added clarifying the van accessible parking space requirement.   

• The on-street parking credit section is expanded to a Parking Management 
Strategies section which includes provisions to reduce the required off-street 
parking through measures such as providing alternative vehicle parking, 
instituting individual Transportation Demand Management (TDM) plans, 
providing spaces in shared parking lots, and providing transit facilities.  
Additionally, the on-street parking credit is amended so that one off-street parking 
space credit can be received for one on-street parking space contiguous to the lot 
which contains the use. 

• The new section 18.92.080 is largely existing language from Chapter 18.92, 18.72 
and the Site Design and Use Standards reformatted and consolidated in one 
location.  The new language is limited to the following sections. 

o 18.92.080.B.4  “Green” surface parking requirements from the Croman 
Mill District Design Standards moved to Chapter 18.92.  This section 
requires minimizing the adverse environmental impacts of surface parking 
areas by either providing additional tree canopy or solar energy generating 
carports to shade surface parking lots, using porous paving surface for 
50% of the parking area, or using paving materials with a high solar 
reflectance.  Additionally, parking lots are required to be designed to treat 
storm water runoff in landscape medians and swales. 

o 18.92.080.C.1 and 2  Clarification added as to where access and 
circulation requirements apply and that a traffic study may be required to 
determine access, circulation and other transportation impacts. 

o 18.92.080.C.4.a  Second sentence beginning “Where necessary…” added 
to clarify when joint access may be required. 

• A section on Pedestrian Access and Circulation (18.92.090) is included with 
standards for safe, direct and convenient pedestrian circulation through new 
developments and connecting to existing or planned sidewalks.  Similarly 
intended standards are currently included in the Detail Site Review Standards and 
Large Scale Development standards.  

 
Chapter 18.108 Procedures 

• Mixed-use buildings in residential zoning districts within the Pedestrian Places 
Overlay are added to the list of Type I procedures subject to the Site Design 
Review Standards of Chapter 18.72. 

• The remainder of the amendments in this chapter are corrections of accidental 
omissions and typographical errors from the 2007 ordinance amendments. 
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II. Project Impact 
 

The purpose of the zoning and ordinance amendments is to support the development 
of small walkable nodes that provide concentrations of housing and businesses 
grouped in a way to encourage more walking, cycling and transit use.  The revisions 
are based on the recommendations from the report on the review of the zoning and 
land use ordinance completed as part of the Pedestrian Places Project by Otak (memo 
dated March 21, 2011).  The proposed zoning and ordinance amendments are 
consistent with local land use goals and policies, as well as with the Statewide 
Planning Goals.  The following discussion includes a review of local and state goals 
and policies. 

 
Chapter 18.108 allows for legislative amendments “in order to conform with the 
comprehensive plan or to meet other changes in circumstances or conditions.”  The 
Planning Commission is required to hold a public hearing, and make a 
recommendation on legislative amendments to the City Council.  Subsequently, the 
City Council is also required to hold a public hearing, and the City Council makes the 
final decision. 

 
In planning for future Pedestrian Places, there are two primary areas of consideration 
– integrating community-wide needs, and creating attractive and functional places for 
the people living in, working in, shopping and visiting the pedestrian place areas.  
Community-wide needs include addressing the City’s long range land use and 
transportation goals such as accommodating future population and employment 
growth, making streets convenient, safe, accessible and attractive for all users, and 
promoting livability in neighborhoods.   
 
Under the Oregon Statewide Planning System, Ashland is required to plan for 
population and employment changes in the future.  Population projections indicate 
that Ashland will grow by an average of 1% a year, or approximately 3,200 additional 
residents by 2030.  Employment projections show an average employment growth 
rate of .75% of year, or an additional 2,000 employees by 2027.  The City Council 
recently reaffirmed the long-standing community policy of accommodating growth 
with the City’s existing Urban Growth Boundary, as opposed to growing outward into 
surrounding farm and forest lands.  In balancing the projected population and 
employment growth with the community’s desire to retain a distinct boundary and 
prevent sprawling development, opportunities for using land more efficiently for 
residential and employment purposes are being examined.  Additionally, projects like 
the Pedestrian Places project allow the community to consider sustainable 
development measures such as encouraging a mix and intensity of uses on main travel 
corridors to support transit service and use, incorporating green street infrastructure 
that treats storm drainage in landscape medians and planting strips, integrating 
affordable housing opportunities, taking advantage of compact building design to 
reduce the footprint of new construction, and reducing carbon emissions by providing 
a variety of transportation options. 

 
Statewide Planning Program 
Oregon Statewide Planning Goal 2 – Land Use Planning, as well as Chapter 197 of 
the Oregon Revised Statues requires a land use planning process and policy 
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framework as a basis for all decision and actions related to use of land.  Specifically, 
plans and implementation measures such as ordinances controlling the use and 
construction are permitted as measures for carrying out Comprehensive Plans.   
 
Oregon Statewide Planning Goal 9 – Economic Development requires cities and 
counties to address providing adequate opportunities for a variety of economic 
activities for residents.  Oregon Statewide Planning Goal 10 – Housing requires cities 
and counties to provide for the housing needs of citizens of the state, including a 
range of types and price/rent levels, and allowing for flexibility of housing location, 
type and density.   
 
Oregon Statewide Planning Goal 12 – Transportation, as well as OAR 660-012-0000 
the “Transportation Planning Rule,” require transportation planning to be in 
coordination with land use planning.  Additionally, the rule requires local 
governments to adopt land use regulations that address a variety of land use and 
transportation issues, including the following items that are directly related to the 
proposed Pedestrian Place amendments. 

• In MPO areas, local governments are required to adopt regulations to reduce 
reliance on the automobile, specifically by allowing transit –oriented 
developments (TODs) on lands along transit routes.  

• In MPO areas, local governments are required to either adopt a parking plan 
that reduces parking spaces per capita, or revise ordinance requirements to: 

o  reduce minimum off-street parking requirements for non-residential 
uses, 

o allow provisions of on-street parking, long-term lease parking and 
shared parking to meet minimum off-street parking requirements, 
establish off-street parking maximums in appropriate locations, 

o exempt structured parking and on-street parking from parking 
maximums, and 

o require parking lot s over 3 acres in size to provide street like features 
along major driveways. 

• Adopt regulations requiring on-site facilities which accommodate safe and 
convenient pedestrian and bicycle access from within new subdivisions, multi-
family developments, planned developments, shopping centers, and 
commercial districts to adjacent residential areas and transit stops, and to 
neighborhood activity centers with one-half mile of development.   

• Adopt regulations requiring new office parks and commercial developments 
to provide internal pedestrian circulation through clustering of buildings, 
construction of accessways and, walkway and similar techniques. 

 
Ashland Comprehensive Plan 
A variety of Ashland Comprehensive Plan goals and policies support further refinement 
of the land use ordinance to support the development of small walkable nodes that 
provide concentrations of housing and businesses grouped in a way to encourage more 
walking, cycling and transit use. 
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Economy 
Goal  To ensure that the local economy increases in its health, and diversifies in the 
number, type and size of businesses consistent with the local social needs, public service 
capability and the retention of a high quality environment. 
Policy 2) The City shall design the Land Use Ordinance to provide for:   
c) Specific development guidelines which will ensure that:   

2) Development along Siskiyou Boulevard and Ashland Street will not primarily 
be automobile-oriented, but will also include attractive landscaping and designs 
that encourage pedestrian, bicycle, and mass transit forms of travel. 

e) Commercial or employment zones where business and residential uses are mixed.  This 
is especially appropriate as buffers between residential and employment or commercial 
areas, and in the Downtown 
 
Housing 
Goal Ensure a variety of dwelling types and provide housing opportunities for the total 
cross-section of Ashland’s population, consistent with preserving the character and 
appearance of the city. 
Policy 3) Regulation of residential uses shall be designed to complement, conserve and 
continue the aesthetic character of Ashland through use of the following techniques:   

c) Performance standards shall be used to regulate new development in Ashland 
so that a variety of housing types built on the site and imaginative residential 
environments may be used to reduce cost and improve the aesthetic character of 
new developments and decrease the use of traditional zoning ad subdivision 
standards. 

 
Transportation 
Street System Goal.  To provide all citizens with safe and convenient transportation 
while reinforcing the recognition of public rights-of-way as critical public spaces. 

Policy 1)  Provide zoning that allows for a mix of land uses and traditional 
neighborhood development, which promotes walking and bicycling. 
Policy 4)  Enhance the streetscape by code changes specific placement of critical 
design elements such a but not limited to windows, doorways, sigs and planting 
strips. 
Policy 7) Design the Land Use Ordinance to ensure Ashland Street is developed 
as a multi-modal corridor including attractive landscaping, sidewalks, bike lanes 
and controlled access.  Development along Ashland Street shall be compatible 
with and support a multi-modal orientation. 

Pedestrian and Bicycle Goal I.  To provide all citizens with safe and convenient 
transportation while reinforcing the recognition of public rights-of-way as critical public 
spaces. 

Policy 8) Require sidewalks and pedestrian access in all developments. 
Policy 15)  Pedestrian traffic should be separated from auto traffic on streets and 
in parking lots. 

Pedestrian and Bicycle Goal III. Emphasize environments which enhance pedestrian 
and bicycle usage. 

Policy 1) Maintain and improve Ashland’s compact urban form to allow 
maximum pedestrian and bicycle travel. 

Public Transit Goal.  To create a public transportation system that is linked to 
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pedestrian, bicycle and motor vehicle travel modes, and is as easy and efficient to use as 
driving a motor vehicle. 

Policy 2) Zoning shall allow for residential densities and a mix of commercial 
businesses within walking distance (one-quarter to one-half mile) of existing and 
planned public transit services which support use of public transportation. 

 
III. Procedural – Required Burden of Proof 
 

18.108.170 Legislative Amendments 
A. It may be necessary from time to time to amend the text of the Land Use Ordinance or make 
other legislative amendments in order to conform with the comprehensive plan or to meet other 
changes in circumstances and conditions. A legislative amendment is a legislative act solely within 
the authority of the Council. 
 
B. A legislative amendment may be initiated by the Council, by the Commission, or by application 
of a property owner or resident of the City. The Commission shall conduct a public hearing on the 
proposed amendment at its earliest practicable meeting after it is submitted, and within thirty days 
after the hearing, recommend to the Council, approval, disapproval, or modification of the proposed 
amendment. 
 
C. An application for amendment by a property owner or resident shall be filed with the Planning 
Department thirty days prior to the Commission meeting at which the proposal is to be first 
considered. The application shall be accompanied by the required fee. 
 
D. Before taking final action on a proposed amendment, the Commission shall hold a public 
hearing. After receipt of the report on the amendment from the Commission, the Council shall hold 
a public hearing on the amendment. Notice of time and place of the public hearings and a brief 
description of the proposed amendment shall be given notice in a newspaper of general circulation 
in the City not less than ten days prior to the date of hearing. 
 
E. No application of a property owner or resident for a legislative amendment shall be considered 
by the Commission within the twelve month period immediately following a previous denial of such 
request, except the Commission may permit a new application if, in the opinion of the Commission, 
new evidence or a change of circumstances warrant it. 
 
SECTION 18.08.345. Legislative amendment. 
An amendment to the text of the land use ordinance or the comprehensive plan or an amendment 
of the zoning map, comprehensive plan maps or other official maps including the street dedication 
map described in section 18.82.050, for land involving numerous parcels under diverse 
ownerships. 
 

IV. Conclusions and Recommendations 
 

The Pedestrian Places Project planning process took place in the Fall of 2010 and 
Spring/Summer of 2011, and involved a variety of participants including the general 
public, property owners and government agencies.  The recommended zoning and 
ordinance amendments that came out of the planning process are intended to support the 
development of small walkable nodes that provide concentrations of housing and 
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businesses grouped in a way to encourage more walking, cycling and transit use.  The 
proposed amendments provide more flexibility in building uses and site planning, clarify 
requirements for on-site circulation, and provide voluntary measures for decreasing the 
amount of area used for surface parking.  Staff recommends approval of the Pedestrian 
Places Overlay and ordinance amendments to implement the recommendations of the 
Pedestrian Places Project. 
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ORDINANCE NO.  __________ 
 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE CITY OF ASHLAND ZONING MAP TO ADD A 
PEDESTRIAN PLACE OVERLAY 

 
Annotated to show deletions and additions to the code sections being modified. 
Deletions are bold lined through and additions are in bold underline. 

 
 
WHEREAS, Article 2. Section 1 of the Ashland City Charter provides: 
 

Powers of the City The City shall have all powers which the constitutions, 
statutes, and common law of the United States and of this State expressly or 
impliedly grant or allow municipalities, as fully as though this Charter specifically 
enumerated each of those powers, as well as all powers not inconsistent with the 
foregoing; and, in addition thereto, shall possess all powers hereinafter 
specifically granted.  All the authority thereof shall have perpetual succession.  

 
WHEREAS, the above referenced grant of power has been interpreted as affording all 
legislative powers home rule constitutional provisions reserved to Oregon Cities. City of 
Beaverton v. International Ass’n of Firefighters, Local 1660, Beaverton Shop 20 Or. 
App. 293; 531 P 2d 730, 734 (1975); and  
 
WHEREAS, the City of Ashland is projected to grow by approximately 3,250 residents 
by 2030 and 2,000 employees by 2027, and the City Council reaffirmed the long-
standing policy of accommodating growth within the Ashland Urban Growth Boundary 
rather than growing outward into surrounding farm and forest lands in the Greater Bear 
Creek Valley Regional Problem Solving (RPS) planning process; and  
 
WHEREAS, the City of Ashland seeks to balance projected population and employment 
growth with the community goal of retaining a district boundary and preventing 
sprawling development, and to this end examines opportunities to use land more 
efficiently for housing and businesses; and  
 
WHEREAS, the City of Ashland continues the community’s tradition of integrating land 
use and transportation planning, and using sustainable development measures such as 
encouraging a mix and intensity of uses on main travel corridors to support transit 
service and use, integrating affordable housing opportunities, and reducing carbon 
emissions by providing a variety of transportation options; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City conducting a planning process involving a series of public 
workshops, on-line forum, key participant meetings and study sessions from October 
2010 through September 2011 involving a three-step process where participants 
identified the qualities that make a successful pedestrian place, developed vision 
statements for the three study areas, and reviewed and revised plans illustrating an 
example of what development might look like in a key location; and  
 

19



An Ordinance Adding PP Overlay  Page 2 

WHEREAS, the final report for the Pedestrian Place project included recommended 
amendments to the zoning map and land use ordinance which would support the 
development of the Pedestrian Places envisioned in the planning process being small 
walkable nodes that provide concentrations of housing and businesses grouped in a 
way to encourage more walking, cycling and transit use; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City of Ashland Planning Commission considered the above-referenced 
recommended amendments to the Ashland Zoning Map at a duly advertised public 
hearing on October 11, 2011, and following deliberations, recommended approval of the 
amendments by a unanimous vote; and  
 
WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Ashland conducted a duly advertised public 
hearing on the above-referenced amendments on November 1, 2011, following the 
close of the public hearing and record, deliberated and conducted first and second 
readings approving adoption of the Ordinance in accordance with Article 10 of the 
Ashland City Charter; and  
 
WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Ashland has determined that in order to 
protect and benefit the health, safety and welfare of existing and future residents of the 
City, it is necessary to amend the Ashland Zoning Map in manner proposed, that an 
adequate factual base exists for the amendments, the amendments are consistent with 
the comprehensive plan and that such amendments are fully supported by the record of 
this proceeding.  
 
THE PEOPLE OF THE CITY OF ASHLAND DO ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS: 
 
SECTION 1.   The above recitations are true and correct and are incorporated herein by 
this reference. 
 
SECTION 2.  The officially adopted City of Ashland Zoning Map, adopted and 
incorporated by Ashland Municipal Code Section 18.12.030, are hereby amended to 
add a Pedestrian Places (PP) Overlay designation to approximately 72 acres of land 
within the City limits, said overlay amendment is reflected on the revised Zoning Map, 
attached hereto as Exhibit A, and made a part hereof by this reference. 
 
SECTION 3.  Severability. The sections, subsections, paragraphs and clauses of this 
ordinance are severable. The invalidity of one section, subsection, paragraph, or clause 
shall not affect the validity of the remaining sections, subsections, paragraphs and 
clauses. 
 
SECTION 4.  Codification.  Provisions of this Ordinance shall be incorporated in the 
City Comprehensive Plan and the word “ordinance” may be changed to “code”, “article”, 
“section”, or another word, and the sections of this Ordinance may be renumbered, or 
re-lettered, and amendments – including map amendments, combined, provided 
however that any Whereas clauses and boilerplate provisions and text descriptions of 
the map amendments (i.e. Sections 1, 2-8, 9-10) need not be codified and the City 
Recorder is authorized to correct any cross-references and any typographical errors.  
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The foregoing ordinance was first read by title only in accordance with Article X,  
Section 2(C) of the City Charter on the _____ day of ________________, 2010,  
and duly PASSED and ADOPTED this _____ day of ________________, 2010. 
 
 
 
_______________________________ 
Barbara M. Christensen, City Recorder 
 
 
SIGNED and APPROVED this         day of                 , 2010. 
 
 
 

___________________                                           
John Stromberg, Mayor 

 
Reviewed as to form: 
 
 
 
_________________________                                        
David Lohman, City Attorney 
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ORDINANCE NO.  __________ 
 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE ASHLAND MUNICIPAL CODE 
CREATING A NEW CHAPTER 18.56 OVERLAY ZONES, INCLUDING THE 

RESIDENTIAL OVERLAY AND AIRPORT OVERLAY 
 
WHEREAS, Article 2. Section 1 of the Ashland City Charter provides: 
 

Powers of the City The City shall have all powers which the constitutions, 
statutes, and common law of the United States and of this State expressly 
or impliedly grant or allow municipalities, as fully as though this Charter 
specifically enumerated each of those powers, as well as all powers not 
inconsistent with the foregoing; and, in addition thereto, shall possess all 
powers hereinafter specifically granted.  All the authority thereof shall 
have perpetual succession.  

 
WHEREAS, the above referenced grant of power has been interpreted as 
affording all legislative powers home rule constitutional provisions reserved to 
Oregon Cities. City of Beaverton v. International Ass’n of Firefighters, Local 
1660, Beaverton Shop 20 Or. App. 293; 531 P 2d 730, 734 (1975); and  
 
WHEREAS, the City of Ashland is projected to grow by approximately 3,250 
residents by 2030 and 2,000 employees by 2027, and the City Council 
reaffirmed the long-standing policy of accommodating growth within the Ashland 
Urban Growth Boundary rather than growing outward into surrounding farm and 
forest lands in the Greater Bear Creek Valley Regional Problem Solving (RPS) 
planning process; and  
 
WHEREAS, the City of Ashland seeks to balance projected population and 
employment growth with the community goal of retaining a district boundary and 
preventing sprawling development, and to this end examines opportunities to 
use land more efficiently for housing and businesses; and  
 
WHEREAS, the City of Ashland continues the community’s tradition of 
integrating land use and transportation planning, and using sustainable 
development measures such as encouraging a mix and intensity of uses on 
main travel corridors to support transit service and use, integrating affordable 
housing opportunities, and reducing carbon emissions by providing a variety of 
transportation options; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City conducting a planning process involving a series of public 
workshops, on-line forum, key participant meetings and study sessions from 
October 2010 through September 2011 involving a three-step process where 
participants identified the qualities that make a successful pedestrian place, 
developed vision statements for the three study areas, and reviewed and revised 
plans illustrating an example of what development might look like in a key 
location; and  
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WHEREAS, the final report for the Pedestrian Place project included 
recommended amendments to the zoning map and land use ordinance which 
would support the development of the Pedestrian Places envisioned in the 
planning process being small walkable nodes that provide concentrations of 
housing and businesses grouped in a way to encourage more walking, cycling 
and transit use; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City of Ashland Planning Commission considered the above-
referenced recommended amendments to the Ashland Municipal Code and 
Land Use Ordinances at a duly advertised public hearing on October 11, 2011, 
and following deliberations, recommended approval of the amendments by a 
unanimous vote; and  
 
WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Ashland conducted a duly advertised 
public hearing on the above-referenced amendments on November 1, 2011; and 
following the close of the public hearing and record, deliberated and conducted 
first and second readings approving adoption of the Ordinance in accordance 
with Article 10 of the Ashland City Charter; and  
 
WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Ashland has determined that in order 
to protect and benefit the health, safety and welfare of existing and future 
residents of the City, it is necessary to amend the Ashland Municipal Code and 
Land Use Ordinance in manner proposed, that an adequate factual base exists 
for the amendments, the amendments are consistent with the comprehensive 
plan and that such amendments are fully supported by the record of this 
proceeding.  
 
THE PEOPLE OF THE CITY OF ASHLAND DO ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS: 
 
SECTION 1.    The above recitations are true and correct and are incorporated 
herein by this reference. 
 
SECTION 2.    A new Chapter 18.56 of the Ashland Municipal Code creating a 
overlay zones chapter [OVERLAY ZONES] set forth in full codified form on the 
attached Exhibit A and made a part hereof by this reference, is hereby added to 
the Ashland Municipal Code. 
 
SECTION 3.  AMC Chapter 18.40.030.E [E-1 Employment District - Special 
Permitted Uses] is hereby amended to read as follows: 
 
SECTION 18.40.030  Special Permitted Uses. 
The following uses and their accessory uses are permitted outright subject to the 
requirements of this section, including all requirements of 18.72, Site Design and 
Use Standards. 
A. Bottling plants, cleaning and dyeing establishments, laundries and 

creameries. 
1. All objectionable odors associated with the use shall be confined to the lot 

upon which the use is located to the greatest extend feasible. For the 
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purposes of this provision, the standard for judging "objectionable odors" 
shall be that of an average, reasonable person with ordinary sensibilities 
after taking into consideration the character of the neighborhood in which 
the odor is made and the odor is detected. 

2. The use shall comply with all requirements of the Oregon Department of 
Environmental Quality. 

B. Wholesale storage and distribution establishments. Provided, however, that 
for the uses specified in subsection A and B above, no deliveries or 
shipments shall be made from 9pm to 7am where the property on which the 
use is located is within 200 feet of any residential district. 

C. Recycling depots, provided the use is not located within 200’ of a residential 
district. 

D. Kennels and veterinary clinics where animals are housed outside, provided 
the use is not located within 200’   of a residential district. 

E. Residential uses.  As indicated as R-Overlay on the official zoning map, 
and in conformance with the Overlay Zones chapter 18.56. 
1. At least 65% of the total gross floor area of the ground floor, or at 

least 50% of the total lot area if there are multiple buildings shall be 
designated for permitted or special permitted uses, excluding 
residential. 

2. Residential densities shall not exceed 15 dwelling units per acre. For 
the purpose of density calculations, units of less than 500 square 
feet of gross habitable floor area shall count as 0.75 of a unit. 

3. Residential uses shall be subject to the same setback, landscaping, 
and design standards as for permitted uses in the E-1 District. 

4. Residential uses shall only be located in those areas indicated as R-
Overlay within the E-1 District, and shown on the official zoning 
map. 

5. If the number of residential units exceed 10, then at least 10% of the 
residential units shall be affordable for moderate income persons in 
accord with the standards established by resolution of the Ashland 
City Council through procedures contained in the resolution. The 
number of units required to be affordable shall be rounded down to 
the nearest whole unit. 

F. Cabinet, carpentry, machine, and heating shops, if such uses are located 
greater than 200’   from the nearest residential district. 

G. Manufacture of food products, but not including the rendering of fats or oils.  
For any manufacture of food products with 200’   of a residential district: 
1. All objectionable odors associated with the use shall be confined to the lot 

upon which the use is located, to the greatest extent feasible. For the 
purposes of this provision, the standard for judging “objectionable odors” 
shall be that of an average, reasonable person with ordinary sensibilities 
after taking into consideration the character of the neighborhood in which 
the odor is made and the odor is detected. Odors which are in violation of 
this section include but are not limited to the following: 
 a. Odors from solvents, chemicals or toxic substances. 
 b. Odors from fermenting food products. 
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 c. Odors from decaying organic substances or human or animal 
waste. 

2. Mechanical equipment shall be located on the roof or the side of a 
building with the least exposure to residential districts. Provided, however, 
that it may be located at any other location on or within the structure or lot 
where the noise emanating from the equipment is no louder, as measured 
from the nearest residential district, than if located on the side of the 
building with least exposure to residential districts. Mechanical equipment 
shall be fully screened and buffered. 

H. Cold Storage Plants, if such uses are located greater than 200’   from the 
nearest residential district. 

I. Automobile and truck repair facilities, excluding auto body repair and paint 
shops. All cars and trucks associated with the use must be screened from 
view from the public right-of-way by a total sight obscuring fence. Facilities of 
3 bays or larger shall not be located with in 200’   of a residential district. 

 
SECTION 4.   AMC Chapter 18.60 [Airport Overlay Zone] is hereby deleted as 
follows: 
 

CHAPTER 18.60 

AIRPORT OVERLAY ZONE 

SECTIONS: 

18.60.010 Purpose. 
18.60.020 A-1 Overlay Zone. 
18.60.030 General Provisions. 
 
SECTION 18.60.010  Purpose. 
This overlay zone is intended to be applied to properties which lie within 
close proximity to the Ashland Airport where aircraft are likely to be flying 
at relatively low elevations. Further, the zone is intended to prevent the 
establishment of airspace obstructions in such areas through height 
restrictions and other land use controls. Application of the zone does not 
alter the requirements of the parent zone except as specifically provided 
herein. The overlay zone is shown on the Zoning Map. 
 
SECTION 18.60.020  A-1 Overlay Zone. 
A. Permitted uses shall not include residential uses unless approved 

under the procedure outlined for conditional uses. 
B. Maximum height of structures, trees or other airspace obstructions 

shall be twenty (20) feet. 
C. All planning actions will require, as a condition or approval, that the 

applicant sign an agreement with the City agreeing that airport noise is 
likely to increase in the future and that they waive all rights to complain 
about airport noise. 
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SECTION 18.60.030  General Provisions. 
A. The City may top any tree which is in excess of those maximum heights 

listed in Section 18.60.020, or locate appropriate lights or markers on 
those trees as a warning to the operators of aircraft. 

B. No use shall be made of land or water within any of this zone in such a 
manner as to create electrical interference with navigational signals or 
radio communication between airport and aircraft, make it difficult for 
pilots to distinguish between airport lights and others, result in glare in 
the eyes of pilots using the airport, impair visibility in the vicinity of the 
airport, or otherwise create a hazard which may in any way endanger 
the landing, takeoff, or maneuvering of aircraft using the airport.   

 
SECTION 5.  Severability. The sections, subsections, paragraphs and clauses 
of this ordinance are severable. The invalidity of one section, subsection, 
paragraph, or clause shall not affect the validity of the remaining sections, 
subsections, paragraphs and clauses. 
 
SECTION 6.  Codification.  Provisions of this Ordinance shall be incorporated 
in the City Code and the word “ordinance” may be changed to “code”, “article”, 
“section”, or another word, and the sections of this Ordinance may be 
renumbered, or re-lettered, provided however that any Whereas clauses and 
boilerplate provisions, and text descriptions of amendments (i.e. Sections 1-4) 
need not be codified and the City Recorder is authorized to correct any cross-
references and any typographical errors.  
 
The foregoing ordinance was first read by title only in accordance with Article X,  
Section 2(C) of the City Charter on the _____ day of ________________, 2010,  
and duly PASSED and ADOPTED this _____ day of ________________, 2010. 
       
 
 
_______________________________ 
Barbara M. Christensen, City Recorder 

 
 
 
SIGNED and APPROVED this         day of                 , 2010. 

 
 
 

___________________                                          
John Stromberg, Mayor 

 
Reviewed as to form: 
 
 
_________________________                                        
David Lohman, City Attorney 
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CHAPTER 18.56 

Overlay Zones 

SECTIONS: 

18.56.010 Purpose. 
18.56.020 Applicability of Other Sections of the Land Use Ordinance. 
18.56.030 A-1 Airport Overlay. 
18.56.040 Pedestrian Place Overlay. 
18.56.050 Residential Overlay. 
 
 
SECTION 18.56.010  Purpose. 
Overlay zones are intended to provide special regulations and standards that supplement the 
base zoning district and standards.  
 
SECTION 18.56.020  Applicability of Other Sections of the Land Use Ordinance. 
Development located within an overlay zone is required to meet all other applicable sections of 
the Land Use Ordinance, except as otherwise provided in this Chapter. 
 
SECTION 18.56.030  A Airport Overlay. 
A. Purpose. This overlay zone is intended to be applied to properties which lie within close 
proximity to the Ashland Airport where aircraft are likely to be flying at relatively low elevations. 
Further, the zone is intended to prevent the establishment of airspace obstructions in such 
areas through height restrictions and other land use controls. Application of the overlay zone 
does not alter the requirements of the parent zone except as specifically provided herein.  The 
Airport Overlay applies to all property where A is indicated on the Ashland Zoning Map. 
 
B. A Airport Overlay.  

1. Permitted uses shall not include residential uses unless approved under the procedure 
outlined for conditional uses. 

2. Maximum height of structures, trees or other airspace obstructions shall be twenty (20) 
feet. 

3. All planning actions will require, as a condition or approval that the applicant sign an 
agreement with the City agreeing that airport noise is likely to increase in the future and 
that they waive all rights to complain about airport noise. 

 
C. General Provisions.  

1. The City may top any tree which is in excess of those maximum heights listed in Section 
18.60.020, or locate appropriate lights or markers on those trees as a warning to the 
operators of aircraft. 

2. No use shall be made of land or water within any of this zone in such a manner as to 
create electrical interference with navigational signals or radio communication between 
airport and aircraft, make it difficult for pilots to distinguish between airport lights and 
others, result in glare in the eyes of pilots using the airport, impair visibility in the vicinity 
of the airport, or otherwise create a hazard which may in any way endanger the landing, 
takeoff, or maneuvering of aircraft using the airport.  
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SECTION 18.56.040  PP Pedestrian Place Overlay. 
A. Purpose of Pedestrian Place Overlay. The Pedestrian Place Overlay is intended to direct 

and encourage development of small walkable nodes that provide concentrations of 
gathering places, housing, businesses and pedestrian amenities situated and designed in a 
way to encourage more walking, bicycling and transit use. 

 
B. Applicability.  

1. Location. The Pedestrian Place Overlay applies to all property where PP is indicated on 
the Ashland Zoning Map.  

2. Planning Actions. The Pedestrian Place Overlay requirements apply to proposed 
development located in the Pedestrian Place Overlay that requires a planning 
application approval, and involves development of new structures or additions other than 
single-family dwellings and associate accessory structures and uses. 

3. Other Sections of the Land Use Ordinance. The provisions of the Pedestrian Place 
Overlay supplement those of the applicable base zoning district and applicable Chapter 
18 requirements. Where the provisions of this Chapter conflict with comparable 
standards described in any other ordinance or regulation, the provisions of the 
Pedestrian Place Overlay shall apply. 

 
C. Conformance with Pedestrian Place Plan.  Concept plans (i.e. site plan, development 

summary and building illustrations) are for the purpose of providing an example of 
development that conforms to the standards, and do not constitute independent approval 
criteria.  Concept plans are attached to the end of this chapter. 
 

D. Special Permitted Uses in Residential Zoning Districts within Pedestrian Place 
Overlay. In addition to the permitted uses in the base residential zoning district, the 
following uses and their accessory uses are permitted outright subject to the requirements of 
this section and the requirement of Chapter 18.72, Site Design and Use Standards.   
1. Special Permitted Uses. 

a. Professional, financial, business and medical offices, and personal service 
establishments. 

b. Stores, shops and offices supplying commodities or performing services. 
c. Restaurants. 

2. Limitations. 
a. The maximum gross floor area occupied by a special permitted use shall be 2,500 

square feet.  
b. Special permitted uses shall be allowed in a building or in a group of buildings 

including a mixture of businesses and housing. At least 50% of the total gross floor 
area of a building or of multiple buildings shall be designated for housing. 

c. The development shall meet the minimum housing density requirements of the base 
zoning district. 

 
E. Development Standards. In addition to the requirements of the base zoning district, the 

following standards shall apply. 
1. Building Setbacks. 

a. The maximum yard abutting a street is five feet, except to allow for areas occupied 
by outdoor restaurant seating area or a plaza. 

b. The solar access setback in Chapter 18.70 Solar Access applies only to those lots 
abutting a residential zone to the north. 
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2. Mixed-Use Buildings in Residential Zones. Mixed-use buildings in a residential base 
zoning district require Site Review approval in accordance with Chapter 18.72, and are 
subject to the standards in Chapter 18.72, the Basic Site Review Standards for 
Commercial Development (section II-C-1), Parking Lot Landscaping and Screening 
Standards (section D) and Street Tree Standards (section E). 

3. Floor Area Ratio. Developments shall have a minimum Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of .50.  
Plazas and pedestrian areas shall count as floor area for the purposes of meeting the 
minimum FAR.  The development shall achieve the required minimum FAR, or provide a 
shadow plan that demonstrates how development may be intensified over time to meet 
the required minimum FAR. 

4. Plazas and Landscaping Ratio. Outdoor seating areas, plazas and other useable 
paved surfaces may be applied toward meeting the landscaping area requirements in 
Section18.72.110, but shall not constitute more than 50% of the required area. 

 
SECTION 18.56.050  R Residential Overlay. 
The Residential Overlay applies to all property where R is indicated on the Ashland Zoning Map. 
The Residential Overlay requirements are as follows. 
A. At least 65% of the total gross floor area of the ground floor, or at least 50% of the total lot 

area if there are multiple buildings shall be designated for permitted or special permitted 
uses, excluding residential. 

B. Residential densities shall not exceed 15 dwelling units per acre. For the purpose of density 
calculations, units of less than 500 square feet of gross habitable floor area shall count as 
0.75 of a unit. 

C. Residential uses shall be subject to the same setback, landscaping, and design standards 
as for permitted uses in the E-1 District. 

E. If the number of residential units exceeds 10, then at least 10% of the residential units shall 
be affordable for moderate income persons in accord with the standards established by 
resolution of the Ashland City Council through procedures contained in the resolution.  The 
number of units required to be affordable shall be rounded down to the nearest whole unit. 
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T S P  U p d a t e

N .  M o u n t a i n  A v e n u e  a n d  E .  M a i n  S t r e e t 
P e d e s t r i a n  P l a c e

M a r c h  2 0 1 1

Potential for growth as a neighborhood center with civic, educational and arts uses plus affordable in-fill housing. 

Revised June 2011
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Current Property Lines
(Typical)

Pedestrian Crossing

Parkrow with Potential 
for Stormwater Planters

Proposed Retaining Wall
Gathering Space 

with Outdoor Art

Potential Stormwater 
Treatment Area

Future Neighborhood  
Connections

Existing Trees

Existing Arts 
Academy Building

Building A Building B

Building C

Ashland High 
School Field

Adaptive Use of 
Existing Historic 
Home as Art 
Gallery

Concept Plan.  

This conceptual development plan provides a hypothetical example 
thatserves to illustrate how a property could develop to balance resi-
dential and commercial uses through implementing the Pedestrian 
Places building blocks.

Development Summary

Building A: 2-Story Apartment Building
•	 8 Apartments

Building B: 2-Story Mixed-use Building
•	 General Retail Space – 1-2 shops (4500sq.ft)
•	 16 Apartments

Building C: 2-Story Mixed-use Building
•	 General Retail Space – 1-2 shops (4500sq.ft)
•	 16 Apartments

Historic Home as Potential Studio / Gallery Space

Flexible Parking Standards
•	 Residential Parking:   0.75 spaces per dwelling
•	 General Retail Parking: 1.5 spaces per 1000sq.ft.

Achievable Density
•	 22 – 24 duelling units / acre (With preservation of  historic home
•	 FAR= 0.66:1

Arts, Education and Affordability
•	 Adaptive re-use of  buildings to support local art
•	 Outdoor spaces for installation of  public art
•	 Modestly sized, affordable apartments 
•	 Civic and educational uses nearby

Transportation and Streetscape Improvements
•	 Enhanced sidewalks and intersection 
•	 Opportunities for additional neighborhood connectivity
•	 Transit-supportive densities for restoring bus service
•	 Reduced parking areas
•	 Pedestrian-friendly building design
•	 Transportation and Streetscape Improvements
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Streetscape and Public Art

Pedestrian Place Streetscape Features

Street Lighting (Per City 
Standard)
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Designing the Public Realm

Display Windows

Storm Water Treatment

Sidewalk
6’

Furnishing, Parkrow,  and Storm 
Water Treatment Zone

7’

Street Furnishing Zone (Bus 
Shelter, Bike Rack etc.)

Public Realm Features
Primary	streetscape	character	elements	are	the	Green	Street	design	with	flow-through	stormwater	planters	and	building	articulations	with	ground	floor	windows	for	the	
shops	located	near	the	intersection	and	residential	units	located	near	mid-block.		The	residential	units	could	be	artist	live/work	spaces	with	ground	floor	galleries	visible	
from street. Near the intersection a paved sidewalk furnishing zone accommodates a bus shelter, bike racks and outdoor seating across from a revitalized Arts Academy.

Bicycle Lane
6’

Weather protection
(Rain or Sun)
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Potential to become a university district neighborhood hub. 

Revised June 2011
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Long Term Concept Plan

Building A Building B

Building 
C

Building G

Building 
D

Building E

Parking

Parking

Parking

Building F

2-3 Story Mixed-use Building On-street Parking with Stormwater Planters

Plaza

Bus Stop

Festival Street

2 Story Residential Building 3 Story Mixed-use Building

Grocery Store

Development Summary

Building A: 2-3 Story Mixed-use
•	 7	shops
•	 30	apartments

Building B: 1 Story Retail
•	 1-2	shops

Building C: 1 Story Retail 
•	 1-2	shops

Building D: 2 Story Residential
•	 16	apartments

Building E: 3 Story Mixed-use
•	 6	shops
•	 34	apartments

Building F: 1-2 Story Grocery Store
•	 20,000-30,000	sf.

Building G: 2 Story Fitness Club
•	 8,000	sf.

Parking:
•	 Reduced	parking	ratios.

FAR= 0.59:1

W
al

ke
r A

ve
nu

e

Ashland Street

Siskiyou Blvd.

1 Story Retail Building

Fitness Club

Shared Space Street

Creating a University Hub
•	 Multiple,	affordable	housing	choices	and	

locations	not	currently	available
•	 New	retail,	grocery	and	entertainment	uses
•	 Potential	to	complement	SOU	long-term	

master	plan
•	 Festival	street	for	public	gathering

Transportation and Streetscape         
Improvements
•	 Enhanced	sidewalks	and	intersection	
•	 Enhanced	connectivity	and	street	crossings
•	 Transit-supportive	densities	for	frequent	

service
•	 Reduced	parking	areas
•	 Pedestrian-friendly	building	design	
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Ashland Street

Siskiyou Blvd.
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Current Property Lines
(Typical)

Potential Outdoor Space, 
Complementary to the 
Festival Street

Shared Space for Truck 
Delivery and Occasional 
Festivals (See Note 1)

Walker Avenue Festival Street 
with Flush Curbs

Potential for Future 
Development

Existing Wall

Vendors, Carts or Booths

Special Intersection Pavement

Potential SOU Building and 
Plaza, Complementary to 
Festival Street

Parkrow with Potential 
for Stormwater Planters

Proposed Pedestrian 
Crossing Enhancement

Potential Pedestrian 
Walkway (See Note 2)

Shared Space for 
Pedestrians and Cars
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Restaurant / Video 
Rental

Fit
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ss

Near Term Concept Plan

Note	1:	Location	of 	vendors,	carts	or	booths	
coordinated	with	delivery	schedules	of 	market.	Truck	
ingress	and	egress	from	Walker	Street.	

Note	2:	Scenario	assumes	re-development	and	re-
configuration	of 	all	parking	to	promote	new	pedestrian	
connections

Creating a University Hub
•	 Potential	to	complement	SOU	long-term	master	plan
•	 Plaza	space	for	food	carts	and	vendors
•	 Festival	street	for	public	gathering

Transportation and Streetscape Improvements
•	 Enhanced	sidewalks	and	intersection	
•	 Improved	interior	pedestrian	and	vehicle	circulation
•	 Enhanced	connectivity	and	street	crossings
•	 Pedestrian-friendly	street	corners
•	 Shared	driveway	access	and	parking

Existing building with 
redevelopment potential 

Proposed Pedestrian 
Crossing Enhancement

 Future improvements 
contingent upon site 

redevelopment

Existing Buildings
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Festival Street and Intersection Design Features

Pedestrian Place Streetscape Features

Pedestrian Scalled Street 
Lighting (Per City Standard)
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P e d e s t r i a n  P l a c e

M a r c h  2 0 1 1

Creating a pedestrian-friendly environment requires improved pedestrian connectivity, and a balance between residential and commercial uses.

Revised June 2011
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0’-10’ Building Setback

Existing On-street 
Parking to Remain

Private Outdoor Space

Ashland Street

To
lm

an
 C

re
ek

 R
oa

d

Current Property Lines
(Typical)

Parkrow with Potential 
for Stormwater Planters

Additional 
Shared Parking 
Opportunities

(48 Reconfigured 
parking spaces to 
accommodate site 

access)

Pedestrian Crossing

Pedestrian 
Walkway

Building A

Building B

Existing 
Bakery

Concept Plan

This conceptual development plan provides a hypothetical 
example that serves to illustrate how a property could develop 

through implementing the Pedestrian Places building blocks.

Development Summary

Building A: 2-Story Apartment Building
•	 60 Apartments

Building B: 2-Story Mixed-use Building
•	 General Retail Space – 6-10 shops (15,000 sf)
•	 Office	Space	–	15,000	sf.	

Flexible Parking Standards
•	 Residential Parking:   0.75 spaces per dwelling
•	 General Retail Parking: 1.5 spaces per 1000 sq.ft.
•	 Office	Parking:	1	space	per	1000	sq.ft.

Achievable Density
•	 25 – 30 duelling units / acre
•	 FAR= 0.67:1

Balancing Residential and Commercial Uses
•	 Expand housing choices in core area and connectivity to 

existing residential neighborhoods
•	 Office	and	retail	complementary	to	existing	commercial	uses
•	 Modestly sized, affordable apartments 

Transportation and Streetscape Improvements
•	 Enhanced sidewalks and intersection 
•	 Opportunities for additional neighborhood connectivity
•	 Transit-supportive densities for frequent service
•	 Reduced parking areas
•	 Pedestrian-friendly building design
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Pedestrian Place Streetscape Features

Stormwater Planter with On-street ParkingStormwater Planter

Street Designs to meet City Street Standards

Special Intersection Pavement
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Pedestrian Scaled Street Light 
- Per City Standard

Cycle Lane

Corner Entry

Corner Architectural 
Treatment

Corner Plaza

Pedestrian Through Zone
8’

10’ Allowable Setback and 
Corner Plaza

10’ Allowable 
Setback for Seating/

Display

Furnishing and Storm Water 
Treatment Zone

7’

Street Furnishing Zone (Bus 
Shelter, Bike Rack etc.)

Storm Water Treament (Starts 
at 40’ From Intersection)

Streeetscape Character 
Elements

Weather Protection
(Rain or Sun)

Designing the Public Realm

Public Realm Features
Primary	streetscape	character	elements	are	the	Green	Street	design	with	flow-through	stormwater	planters,	ornamental	street	lights	with	banners	and	a	
paved sidewalk furnishing zone near the intersection to accommodate bus shelters, bike racks and outdoor seating. The corner entry and building setback, 
building	articulations	and	large	ground	floor	windows	help	create	a	more	comfortable	pedestrian	environment	alongside	an	inhospitable	street.
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An Ordinance Amending AMC 18.72.080 Site Design and Use Standards   Page 1  

ORDINANCE NO.  __________ 
 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING AMC 18.72.080 SITE DESIGN AND USE 
STANDARDS IMPLEMENTING THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE 

PEDESTRIAN PLACES PROJECT 
 
WHEREAS, Article 2. Section 1 of the Ashland City Charter provides: 
 

Powers of the City The City shall have all powers which the constitutions, 
statutes, and common law of the United States and of this State expressly 
or impliedly grant or allow municipalities, as fully as though this Charter 
specifically enumerated each of those powers, as well as all powers not 
inconsistent with the foregoing; and, in addition thereto, shall possess all 
powers hereinafter specifically granted.  All the authority thereof shall 
have perpetual succession.  

 
WHEREAS, the above referenced grant of power has been interpreted as 
affording all legislative powers home rule constitutional provisions reserved to 
Oregon Cities. City of Beaverton v. International Ass’n of Firefighters, Local 
1660, Beaverton Shop 20 Or. App. 293; 531 P 2d 730, 734 (1975); and  
 
WHEREAS, the City of Ashland is projected to grow by approximately 3,250 
residents by 2030 and 2,000 employees by 2027, and the City Council 
reaffirmed the long-standing policy of accommodating growth within the Ashland 
Urban Growth Boundary rather than growing outward into surrounding farm and 
forest lands in the Greater Bear Creek Valley Regional Problem Solving (RPS) 
planning process; and  
 
WHEREAS, the City of Ashland seeks to balance projected population and 
employment growth with the community goal of retaining a district boundary and 
preventing sprawling development, and to this end examines opportunities to 
use land more efficiently for housing and businesses; and  
 
WHEREAS, the City of Ashland continues the community’s tradition of 
integrating land use and transportation planning, and using sustainable 
development measures such as encouraging a mix and intensity of uses on 
main travel corridors to support transit service and use, integrating affordable 
housing opportunities, and reducing carbon emissions by providing a variety of 
transportation options; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City conducting a planning process involving a series of public 
workshops, on-line forum, key participant meetings and study sessions from 
October 2010 through September 2011 involving a three-step process where 
participants identified the qualities that make a successful pedestrian place, 
developed vision statements for the three study areas, and reviewed and revised 
plans illustrating an example of what development might look like in a key 
location; and  
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WHEREAS, the final report for the Pedestrian Place project included 
recommended amendments to the zoning map and land use ordinance which 
would support the development of the Pedestrian Places envisioned in the 
planning process being small walkable nodes that provide concentrations of 
housing and businesses grouped in a way to encourage more walking, cycling 
and transit use; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City of Ashland Planning Commission considered the above-
referenced recommended amendments to the Ashland Land Use Ordinance at a 
duly advertised public hearing on October 11, 2011, and following deliberations, 
recommended approval of the amendments by a unanimous vote; and  
 
WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Ashland conducted a duly advertised 
public hearing on the above-referenced amendments on November 1, 2011 and, 
following the close of the public hearing and record, deliberated and conducted 
first and second readings approving adoption of the Ordinance in accordance 
with Article 10 of the Ashland City Charter; and  
 
WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Ashland has determined that in order 
to protect and benefit the health, safety and welfare of existing and future 
residents of the City, it is necessary to amend the Ashland Land Use Ordinance 
in manner proposed, that an adequate factual base exists for the amendments, 
the amendments are consistent with the comprehensive plan and that such 
amendments are fully supported by the record of this proceeding.  
 
THE PEOPLE OF THE CITY OF ASHLAND DO ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS: 
 
SECTION 1.  The above recitations are true and correct and are incorporated 
herein by this reference. 
 
SECTION 2.   Site Design and Use Standards [C. COMMERCIAL, 
EMPLOYMENT, AND INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT – II-C-1 BASIC SITE 
REVIEW STANDARDS] is hereby amended to read as follows: 
 

II-C-1c) Landscaping 
1. Landscaping shall be designed so that 50% coverage occurs after 

one year and 90% coverage occurs after 5 years. 
2. Landscaping design shall utilize a variety of low water use and 

deciduous and evergreen trees and shrubs and flowering plant 
species. 

3. Buildings adjacent to streets shall be buffered by landscaped areas 
at least 10 feet in width, except in the Ashland Historic District and 
Detail Site Review Zone. Outdoor storage areas shall be screened 
from view from adjacent public rights-of-way, except in M-1 zones. 
Loading facilities shall be screened and buffered when adjacent to 
residentially zoned land. 

4. Irrigation systems shall be installed to assure landscaping success. 
5. Efforts shall be made to save as many existing healthy trees and 

shrubs on the site as possible. 
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SECTION 3.   Site Design and Use Standards [C. COMMERCIAL, 
EMPLOYMENT, AND INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT – II-C-2 DETAIL SITE 
REVIEW STANDARDS] is hereby amended to read as follows: 
 

II-C-2a) Orientation and Scale 
1. Developments shall have a minimum Floor Area Ratio of .50.35 and 

shall not exceed a maximum Floor Area Ratio of .5 for all areas 
outside the Historic District. Plazas and pedestrian areas shall 
count as floor area for the purposes of meeting the minimum Floor 
Area Ratio.  The development shall achieve the required 
minimum Floor Area Ratio, or provide a shadow plan that 
demonstrates how development may be intensified over time to 
meet the required minimum Floor Area Ratio. 

2. Building frontages greater than 100 feet in length shall have offsets, 
jogs, or have other distinctive changes in the building façade. 

3. Any wall which is within 30 feet of the street, plaza or other public 
open space shall contain at least 20% of the wall area facing the 
street in display areas, windows, or doorways. Windows must allow 
view into working areas or lobbies, pedestrian entrances or displays 
areas. Blank walls within 30 feet of the street are prohibited. Up to 
40% of the length of the building perimeter can be exempted for this 
standard if oriented toward loading or service areas. 

4. Buildings shall incorporate lighting and changes in mass, surface or 
finish to give emphasis to entrances. 

5. Infill or buildings, adjacent to public sidewalks, in existing parking 
lots is encouraged and desirable.  

6. Buildings shall incorporate arcades, roofs, alcoves, porticoes, and 
awnings that protect pedestrians from the rain and sun. 

 
II-C-2b) Streetscape 

1. Hardscape (paving material) shall be utilized to designate “people” 
areas. Sample materials could be unit masonry, scored and colored 
concrete, grasscrete, or combinations of the above.  

2. A building shall be setback not more than 5 20 feet from a public 
sidewalk unless the area is used for pedestrian activities such as 
plazas or outside eating areas. This standard shall apply to both 
street frontages on corner lots. If more than one structure is 
proposed for a site, at least 65% of the aggregate building frontage 
shall be within 5 20 feet of the sidewalk. (Amended September 23, 2003 
Ordinance # 2900) 

 
II-C-2c) Parking and On-site Circulation 
Protected raised walkways shall be installed through parking areas of 50 or 
more spaces or more than 100 feet in average width or depth. 

1. Parking lots with 50 spaces or more shall be divided into 
separate areas and divided by landscaped areas or walkways at 
least 10 feet in width, or by a building or group of buildings. 

3. Developments of one acre or more must provide a pedestrian 
and bicycle circulation plan for the site. One-site pedestrian 
walkways must be lighted to a level where the system can be 
used at night by employees, residents and customers. 
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Pedestrian walkways shall be directly linked to entrances and 
to the internal circulation of the building. 

 
II-C-2d2c) Buffering and Screening 

1. Landscape buffers and screening shall be located between 
incompatible uses on an adjacent lot. Those buffers can consist or 
either plant material or building materials and must be compatible 
with proposed buildings. 

2. Parking lots shall be buffered from the main street, cross streets and 
screened from residentially zoned land. 

 
II-C-2e) Lighting 

Lighting shall include adequate lights that are scaled for 
pedestrians by including light standards or placements of no 
greater than 14 feet in height along pedestrian pathways. 

 
II-C-2f2d) Building Materials 

1. Buildings shall include changes in relief such as cornices, bases, 
fenestration, fluted masonry, for at least 15% of the exterior wall 
area. 

2. Bright or neon paint colors used extensively to attract attention to the 
building or use are prohibited. Buildings may not incorporate glass 
as a majority of the building skin. 

 
SECTION 4.   Site Design and Use Standards [C. COMMERCIAL, 
EMPLOYMENT, AND INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT – II-C-3 ADDITIONAL 
STANDAREDS FOR LARGE SCAEL PROJECTS] is hereby amended to read 
as follows: 
 

II-C-3a) Orientation and Scale 
1. Developments shall divide large building masses into heights and 

sizes that relate to human scale by incorporating changes in building 
masses or direction, sheltering roofs, a distinct pattern of divisions 
on surfaces, windows, trees, and small scale lighting. 

2. Outside of the Downtown Design Standards Zone, new buildings or 
expansions of existing buildings in the Detail Site Review Zone shall 
conform to the following standards: (Amended September 23, 2003 Ordinance 
# 2900) 

a. Buildings sharing a common wall or having walls touching 
at or above  grade shall be considered as one building. 

b. Buildings shall not exceed a building footprint area of 
45,000 square feet as measured outside of the exterior 
walls and including all interior courtyards. For the purpose 
of this section an interior courtyard means a space 
bounded on three or more sides by walls but not a roof. 

c. Buildings shall not exceed a gross floor area of 45,000 
square feet, including all interior floor space, roof top 
parking, and outdoor retail and storage areas, with the 
following exception: 

 
 Automobile parking areas located within the building 
footprint and  in the basement shall not count toward the total 
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gross floor area.  For the purpose of this section, basement 
means any floor level  below the first story in a building. First story 
shall have the same  meaning as provided in the building code. 

d. Buildings shall not exceed a combined contiguous building 
length of 300 feet.  

 
Inside the Downtown Design Standards Zone, new buildings or 
expansions of existing buildings shall not exceed a building footprint 
area of 45,000 square feet or a gross floor area of 45,000 square 
feet, including roof top parking, with the following exception: 
 
Automobile parking areas locate within the building foot print and in 
the basement shall not count toward the total gross floor area. For 
the purpose of this section, basement means any floor level below 
the first story in a building. First story shall have the same meaning 
as provided in the building code.  

3. 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. 

4. All on-site circulation systems shall incorporate streetscape 
which includes curbs, sidewalks, pedestrian scale light 
standards and street trees.  

 
SECTION 5.   Site Design and Use Standards [SECTION VIII CROMAN MILL 
DISTRICT STANDARDS – B.  DESIGN STANDARDS ] is hereby amended to 
read as follows: 
 

VIII-B-2  Parking Areas and On-site Circulation 
1. Primary parking areas shall be located behind buildings with limited parking on 

one side of the building. 
2. Parking areas shall be shaded by deciduous trees, buffered from adjacent non-

residential uses and screened from non-residential uses.  
3. Parking areas shall meet the Parking Lot Landscaping and Screening Standards 

of Section II-D of the Site Design and Use Standards. 
 
Additional Parking Area and On-site Circulation Standards for Developments 
Adjacent to Active Edge Streets, or Within NC, MU and OE Overlays: 
 
4. Parking areas shall be located behind buildings. 
5. Protected raised walkways shall be installed through parking areas of 50 

or more spaces or more than 100 feet in average width or depth. 
6. Parking lots with 50 spaces or more shall be divided into separate areas 

and divided by landscaped areas or walkways at least ten feet in width, or 
by a building or group of buildings. 

7. Developments of one acre or more must provide a pedestrian and bicycle 
circulation plan for the site. On-site pedestrian walkways must be lighted 
to a level where the system can be used at night by employees, residents 
and customers. Pedestrian walkways shall be directly linked to entrances 
and to the internal circulation of the building. 

 
VIII-B-3   Automobile Parking 
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With the exception of the standards described below, automobile parking shall be 
provided in accordance with the Off-Street Parking chapter 18.92, Section VIII-C 
Croman Mill District Green Development Standards, and Section II–D Parking Lot 
Landscaping and Screening Standards of the Site Design and Use Standards. 
 
1. Credit for Automobile Parking. The amount of required off-street parking 

shall be reduced by not more than 50%, through application of the 
following credits. 
a. On-Street Credit: One off-street parking space credit for every on-street 

space. 
b. TDM Plan Credit: Through implementation of an individual 

Transportation Demand Management (TDM) plan that demonstrates a 
reduction of long term parking demand by a percentage equal to the 
credit requested. 

c. Mixed Use Credit: Through a mixed-use parking arrangement that 
demonstrates the peak parking demands are offset. The credit shall 
reduce the off-street parking requirement by a percentage equal to the 
offset in parking demand. 

d. Shared Parking Credit: One off-street parking space credit for every 
space constructed in designated off-site shared parking areas, or 
through payment of in-lieu-of-parking fees for a common parking 
structure(s) upon establishment of a parking management strategy for 
the Croman Mill District. 

2. 1. Maximum On-Site Surface Parking. After a parking management strategy for 
the Croman Mill District is in place, a maximum of 50% of the required off-street 
parking can be constructed as surface parking on any development site. The 
remaining parking requirement can be met through one or a combination of the 
credits for automobile parking in VIII-B-3(1) 18.92.025. 

 
SECTION 6.   Site Design and Use Standards [SECTION VIII CROMAN MILL 
DISTRICT STANDARDS – B.  GREEN DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS ] is 
hereby amended to read as follows: 
 

VIII-C-4   Design Green Surface Parking 
A maximum of 25% of the project area shall be used for surface parking 
Parking areas shall be designed to minimize the adverse environmental and 
microclimatic impacts of surface parking through design and material selection. All 
parking areas shall meet the following standards, and shall comply with the with 
the Off-Street Parking chapter 18.92, with Section VIII-B Croman Mill Design 
Standards, and Section II–D Parking Lot Landscaping and Screening Standards of 
the Site Design and Use Standards.  
 
1. Use a maximum of 25% of the project area for surface parking. 
2. Use at least one of the following strategies for the surface parking area, or 

put 50% of parking underground. 
a. Use light colored paving materials with a high solar reflectance (Solar 

Reflective Index (SRI) of at least 29) to reduce heat absorption for a 
minimum of 50% of the parking area surface. 

b. Provide porous solid surfacing or an open grid pavement system that 
is at least 50% pervious for a minimum of 50% of the parking area 
surface. 
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c. Provide at least 50% shade from tree canopy over the surface lot within 
five years of project occupancy. 

 
 

VIII-C-5   Manage and Reuse of Stormwater Run-Off 
Reduce the public infrastructure costs and adverse environmental effects of 
stormwater run-off by managing run-off from building roofs, driveways, parking 
areas, sidewalks and other hard surfaces through implementation of the following 
standards.   
1. Design grading and site plans to capture and slow runoff. 
2. Design parking lots and other hard surface areas in a way that captures 

and treats runoff with landscaped medians and swales. 
3. 2.Use pervious or semi-pervious surfaces that allow water to infiltrate the soil. 
4.3.Direct discharge storm water runoff into a designated green street and 
neighborhood storm water treatment facilities. 
5.4.Retain rainfall on-site through infiltration, evapotranspiration or through capture 
and reuse techniques.  

 
SECTION 7.  Severability. The sections, subsections, paragraphs and clauses 
of this ordinance are severable. The invalidity of one section, subsection, 
paragraph, or clause shall not affect the validity of the remaining sections, 
subsections, paragraphs and clauses. 
 
SECTION 8.  Codification.  Provisions of this Ordinance shall be incorporated 
in the City Code and the word “ordinance” may be changed to “code”, “article”, 
“section”, or another word, and the sections of this Ordinance may be 
renumbered, or re-lettered, provided however that any Whereas clauses and 
boilerplate provisions, and text descriptions of amendments (i.e. Sections 1-4) 
need not be codified and the City Recorder is authorized to correct any cross-
references and any typographical errors.  
 
The foregoing ordinance was first read by title only in accordance with Article X,  
Section 2(C) of the City Charter on the _____ day of ________________, 2010,  
and duly PASSED and ADOPTED this _____ day of ________________, 2010. 
       
 
 
 
_______________________________ 
Barbara M. Christensen, City Recorder 

 
 
 
SIGNED and APPROVED this         day of                 , 2010. 

 
 
 

___________________                                          
John Stromberg, Mayor 
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Reviewed as to form: 
 
 
 
_________________________                                        
David Lohman, City Attorney 
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ORDINANCE NO.  __________ 
 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING AMC 18.08.651, 18.12,020, 18.68.050, 
18.72.030, 18.72.080, 18.72.090, 18.88, 18.080, 18.92, 18.108.060 AND 

18.108.080 OF THE ASHLAND MUNICIPAL CODE AND LAND USE 
ORDINANCE IMPLEMENTING THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE 

PEDESTRIAN PLACES PROJECT 
  

 
WHEREAS, Article 2. Section 1 of the Ashland City Charter provides: 
 

Powers of the City The City shall have all powers which the constitutions, 
statutes, and common law of the United States and of this State expressly 
or impliedly grant or allow municipalities, as fully as though this Charter 
specifically enumerated each of those powers, as well as all powers not 
inconsistent with the foregoing; and, in addition thereto, shall possess all 
powers hereinafter specifically granted.  All the authority thereof shall 
have perpetual succession.  

 
WHEREAS, the above referenced grant of power has been interpreted as 
affording all legislative powers home rule constitutional provisions reserved to 
Oregon Cities. City of Beaverton v. International Ass’n of Firefighters, Local 
1660, Beaverton Shop 20 Or. App. 293; 531 P 2d 730, 734 (1975); and  
 
WHEREAS, the City of Ashland is projected to grow by approximately 3,250 
residents by 2030 and 2,000 employees by 2027, and the City Council 
reaffirmed the long-standing policy of accommodating growth within the Ashland 
Urban Growth Boundary rather than growing outward into surrounding farm and 
forest lands in the Greater Bear Creek Valley Regional Problem Solving (RPS) 
planning process; and  
 
WHEREAS, the City of Ashland seeks to balance projected population and 
employment growth with the community goal of retaining a district boundary and 
preventing sprawling development, and to this end examines opportunities to 
use land more efficiently for housing and businesses; and  
 
WHEREAS, the City of Ashland continues the community’s tradition of 
integrating land use and transportation planning, and using sustainable 
development measures such as encouraging a mix and intensity of uses on 
main travel corridors to support transit service and use, integrating affordable 
housing opportunities, and reducing carbon emissions by providing a variety of 
transportation options; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City conducting a planning process involving a series of public 
workshops, on-line forum, key participant meetings and study sessions from 
October 2010 through September 2011 involving a three-step process where 
participants identified the qualities that make a successful pedestrian place, 
developed vision statements for the three study areas, and reviewed and revised 
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plans illustrating an example of what development might look like in a key 
location; and  
 
WHEREAS, the final report for the Pedestrian Place project included 
recommended amendments to the zoning map and land use ordinance which 
would support the development of the Pedestrian Places envisioned in the 
planning process being small walkable nodes that provide concentrations of 
housing and businesses grouped in a way to encourage more walking, cycling 
and transit use; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City of Ashland Planning Commission considered the above-
referenced recommended amendments to the Ashland Municipal Code and 
Land Use Ordinances at a duly advertised public hearing on October 11, 2011, 
and following deliberations, recommended approval of the amendments by a 
unanimous vote; and  
 
WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Ashland conducted a duly advertised 
public hearing on the above-referenced amendments on November 1, 2011 and 
on subsequent public hearing continuance dates, and following the close of the 
public hearing and record, deliberated and conducted first and second readings 
approving adoption of the Ordinance in accordance with Article 10 of the 
Ashland City Charter; and  
 
WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Ashland has determined that in order 
to protect and benefit the health, safety and welfare of existing and future 
residents of the City, it is necessary to amend the Ashland Municipal Code and 
Land Use Ordinance in manner proposed, that an adequate factual base exists 
for the amendments, the amendments are consistent with the comprehensive 
plan and that such amendments are fully supported by the record of this 
proceeding.  
 
THE PEOPLE OF THE CITY OF ASHLAND DO ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS: 
 
SECTION 1.    The above recitations are true and correct and are incorporated 
herein by this reference. 
 
 
SECTION 2.   AMC Chapter 18.08.651 [Definitions – Setback, Special] is hereby 
deleted as follows: 
 
SECTION 18.08.651 Setback, Special. 
The distance between the center line of a street and the special base line setback 
from which yard measurements are made, measured horizontally and at right 
angles from said center line. 
 
 
 
 

54



 

 
An Ordinance Amending Misc. Section of Ch.18       Page 3  

SECTION 3.   AMC Chapter 18.12.020 [Classification of Districts] is hereby 
amended to read as follows: 
 
18.12.020 Classification of Districts. 

For the purpose of this Title, the City is divided into zoning districts designated as 
follows: 

 

Zoning Districts and Overlays Map Symbol and 
Abbreviated Designation 

Airport Overlay A 
Residential - Rural RR 
Residential - Single Family R-1 
Residential - Low Density Multiple Family R-2 
Residential - High Density Multiple Family R-3 
Commercial C-1 
Commercial - Downtown C-1-D 
Employment E-1 
Industrial M-1 
Woodland Residential WR 
SOU - Southern Oregon University SOU 
Performance Standards (P) – Options 
Overlay 

PSO 

Pedestrian Place Overlay PP 
Detail Site Review Zone DSR 
Health Care Services Zone HC 
North Mountain Neighborhood NM 
Croman Mill District Zone CM 
Residential Overlay R 
Freeway Sign Overlay F 

 
 
SECTION 4.   AMC Section 18.68.050 [Arterial Street Setback Requirements] is 
hereby deleted as follows: 
 
SECTION 18.68.050  Arterial Street Setback Requirements. 
To permit or afford better light, air and vision on more heavily traveled streets 
and on streets of substandard width, to protect arterial streets, and to permit the 
eventual widening of hereinafter named streets, every yard abutting a street, or 
portion thereof, shall be measured from the special base line setbacks listed 
below instead of the lot line separating the lot from the street. 
 

Street  Setback 
East Main Street, between City limits and Lithia Way 35 feet 
Ashland Street (Highway 66) between 
City limits and Siskiyou Boulevard 65 feet 

 
Also, front yards for properties abutting all arterial streets shall be no less than 
twenty (20) feet, with the exception of the CM and C-1-D districts and properties 
abutting Lithia Way in the C-1 district. 
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SECTION 5.   AMC Chapter 18.72.030 [Applicability] is hereby amended to read 
as follows: 
 
SECTION 18.72.030  Applicability. 
Site design standards shall apply to all zones of the city as outlined below. 
 
A. Applicability. The following development is subject to Site Design Review: 

1. Commercial, Industrial, Non-Residential and Mixed uses: 
a. All new structures, additions or expansions in C-1, E-1, HC, CM and M-1 

zones. 
b. All new non-residential structures or additions (e.g. public buildings, schools, 

churches, etc.). 
c. Mixed-use structures or developments containing commercial and 

residential uses in residential zoning districts within the Pedestrian 
Places Overlay. 

c d.Expansion of impervious surface area in excess of 10% of the area of the 
site or 1,000 square feet, whichever is less. 

d e.Expansion of parking lots, relocation of parking spaces on a site, or other 
changes which alters or affects circulation on adjacent property or a 
public right-of-way. 

e f. Any change of occupancy from a less intensive to a more intensive 
occupancy, as defined in the City building code, or any change in use which 
requires a greater number of parking spaces. 

f g. Any change in use of a lot from one general use category to another general 
use category, e.g., from residential to commercial, as defined b the zoning 
regulations of this Code. 

g h.Any exterior change to a structure which is listed on the National Register of 
Historic Places or to a contributing property within an Historic District on the 
National Register of Historic Places that requires a building permit, or 
includes the installation of Public Art. 

h i. Mechanical equipment not otherwise exempt from site design review per 
Section 18.72.030(B). 

j. Installation of wireless communication facilities in accordance with 
Section 18.72.180. 

2. Residential uses: 
a. Two or more residential units on a single lot. 
b. Construction of attached single-family housing (e.g. town homes, 

condominiums, row houses, etc.) in all zoning districts. 
c. Residential development when off-street parking or landscaping, in 

conjunction with an approved Performance Standards Subdivision required 
by ordinance and not located within the boundaries of the individual unit 
parcel (e.g. shared parking). 

d. Any exterior change to a structure individually listed on the National Register 
of Historic Places that requires a building permit, or includes the installation 
of Public Art. 

e. Mechanical equipment not otherwise exempt from site design review per 
Section 18.72.030(B). (Ord 2984, amended, 05/19/2009; Ord 2951, 
amended, 07/01/2008; Ord 3036, amended, 08/17/2010) 

f. Installation of wireless communication facilities in accordance with 
Section 18.72.180. 
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B. Exemptions. The following development is exempt from Site Design Review 
application and procedure requirements provided that the development complies 
with applicable standards as set forth by this Chapter. 
 1. Detached single family dwellings and associated accessory structures and 

uses. 
 2. Land divisions regulated by the following chapters:  Partitioning (18.76), 

Subdivisions  (18.80), Manufactured Housing (18.84) and Performance 
Standards (18.88). 

 3. The following mechanical equipment: 
a. Private, non-commercial radio and television antennas not exceeding a 

height of seventy (70) feet above grade or thirty (30) feet above an 
existing structure, whichever height is greater and provided no part of 
such antenna shall be within the yards required by this Title. A building 
permit shall be required for any antenna mast, or tower over fifty (50) feet 
above grade or thirty (30) feet above an existing structure when the 
same is constructed on the roof of the structure. 

b. Not more than three (3) parabolic disc antennas, each under one (1) 
meter in diameter, on any one lot or dwelling unit.  

c. Roof-mounted solar collection devices in all zoning districts, with the 
exception of Employment and Commercial zoned properties located 
within designated historic districts.  The devices shall comply with solar 
setback standards described in 18.70 and height requirements of the 
respective zoning district. 

d. Installation of mechanical equipment not exempted by (a, b, c) above or 
(e) below, and which is not visible from a public right-of-way or adjacent 
residentially zoned property and consistent with other provisions of this 
Title, including solar access, noise, and setback requirements of Section 
18.68.140(c). 

e. Routine maintenance and replacement of existing mechanical equipment 
in all zones. (Ord 2951, amended, 07/01/2008) 

 
 
SECTION 6.   AMC Chapter 18.72.080 [Site Design Standards] is hereby 
amended to read as follows: 
 
SECTION 18.72.080  Site Design Standards. 
A. The Council may adopt standards by ordinance for site design and use. These 

standards may contain: 
1. Additional approval criteria for developments affected by this Chapter. 
2. Information and recommendations regarding project and unit design and layout, 

landscaping, energy use and conservation, and other considerations regarding 
the site design. 

3. Interpretations of the intent and purpose of this Chapter applied to specific 
examples. 

4. Other information or educational materials the Council deems advisable. 
 

B. Before the Council may adopt or amend the guidelines standards, a public hearing 
must be held by the Planning Commission and a recommendation and summary of 
the hearing forwarded to the Council for its consideration.   

 
C. The Site Design and Use Standards adopted by Ordinance No’s. 2690, 2800, 2825, 

2900 and 3031, shall be applied as follows: 
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1.  The Multi-family Residential Development Standards in Section II.B shall be 
applied to the construction of attached single-family housing (e.g. town homes, 
condominiums, row houses, etc.). 

2.  The Commercial, Employment, and Industrial Development standards in Section 
II.C. shall be applied to non-residential development (e.g. public buildings, 
schools, etc.) 

 
 
SECTION 7.   AMC Chapter 18.72.090 [Administrative Variance from Site 
Design and Use Standards] is hereby amended to read as follows: 
 
SECTION 18.72.090 Administrative Variance from Exception to the Site Design 
and Use Standards. 
An administrative variance exception to the requirements of this chapter may be 
granted with respect to the requirements of the Site Design Standards adopted under 
section 18.72.080 if, on the basis of the application, investigation and evidence 
submitted, all of the following circumstances are found to exist: 
 
A. There is a demonstrable difficulty in meeting the specific requirements of the 
Site Design and Use Standards due to a unique or unusual aspect of the proposed use 
of a site, an existing structure or proposed use of the site; and approval of the 
exception will not substantially negatively impact adjacent properties; and 
approval of the exception is consistent with the stated purpose of the Site Design 
and Use Standards; and the exception requested is the minimum which would 
alleviate the difficulty; or 
 
 
B. Approval of the variance will not substantially negatively impact adjacent 
properties; 
 
C. Approval of the variance is consistent with the stated purpose of the Site 
Design and Use Chapter; and  
 
D. The variance requested is the minimum variance which would alleviate the 
difficulty. 
 
B. There is no demonstrable difficult in meeting the specific requirements, 
but granting the exception will result in a design that equally or better achieves 
the stated purpose of the Site Design and Use Standards. 
 
 
SECTION 8.   AMC Chapter 18.72.120 [Controlled access] is hereby deleted as 
follows: 
 
SECTION 18.72.120 Controlled access. 
A. Any partitioning or subdivision of property located in an R-2, R-3, C-1, E-1, CM 

or M-1 zone shall meet the controlled access standards set forth below. If 
applicable, cross access easements shall be required so that access to all 
properties created by the land division can be made from one or more points. 

 
B. Street and driveway access points in an R-2, R-3, C-1, E-1 or M-1 zone shall be 

limited to the following: 
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1. Distance between driveways.   
On arterial streets - 100 feet;  
on collector streets - 75 feet;  
on residential streets - 50 feet. 

2. Distance from intersections.   
On arterial streets - 100 feet;  
on collector streets - 50 feet;  
on residential streets - 35 feet. 

 
C.   Street and driveway access points in the CM zone are subject to the 

requirements of the Croman Mill District Standards. (Ord 3036, added, 
08/17/2010) 

 
D. Access Requirements for Multi-family Developments. 

1. All multi-family developments which will have automobile trip generation 
in excess of 250 vehicle trips per day shall provide at least two driveway 
access points to the development. Trip generation shall be determined by 
the methods established by the Institute of Transportation Engineers. 

2. Creating an obstructed street, as defined in 18.88.020.G, is prohibited.    
 

 
SECTION 9.   AMC Section 18.88 [Sections] is hereby amended to read as 
follows: 
 

CHAPTER 18.88 

PERFORMANCE STANDARDS OPTIONS 

SECTIONS: 

18.88.010 Purpose and Intent. 
18.88.020 Definitions. 
18.88.030 Procedure for Approval. 
18.88.040 Performance Standards for Residential Developments. 
18.88.050 Street Standards. 
18.88.060 Parking Standards. 
18.88.070 Setbacks. 
18.88.080 PSO-Overlay Zone. 
18.88.090 Performance Standards Guidelines. 
18.88.100 Applicability of Other Sections of the Land Use Development 

Ordinance. 
 
 
SECTION 10.   AMC Section 18.88.080 [Sections] is hereby amended to read as 
follows: 
 
SECTION 18.88.080  PSO-Overlay Zone. 
A. The purpose of the PSO-overlay zone is to distinguish between those areas which 

have been largely developed under the subdivision code, and those areas which, 
due to the undeveloped nature of the property, topography, vegetation, or natural 
hazards, are more suitable for development under Performance Standards. 
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B. All developments, other than partitionings, which involve the division of land, or 
development of individual living units, in the PSO-overlay areas, shall be processed 
under this Chapter of the Land Use Ordinance. The minimum number of dwelling 
units for a Performance Standards Subdivision within residential zoning districts 
shall be three. (Ord 3036, amended, 08/18/10) 

 
C. In a PSO-overlay area, the granting of the application shall be considered an 

outright permitted use, subject to review by the Commission for compliance with the 
standards set forth in this Ordinance and the guidelines adopted by the Council. 

 
D. If a parcel is not in a PSO-overlay area, then development under this Chapter may 

only be approved if one or more of the following conditions exist: 
1. The parcel is larger than two acres and is greater than 200 feet in average 

width; or 
2. That development under this Chapter is necessary to protect the environment 

and the neighborhood from degradation which would occur from development to 
the maximum density allowed under subdivision standards, or would be equal in 
its aesthetic and environmental impact; or 

3. The property is zoned R-2, R-3 or CM. 
 
 

SECTION 11.   AMC Chapter 18.92 [Off-Street Parking] is hereby amended to 
read as follows: 
 

CHAPTER 18.92 

OFF-STREET PARKING, ACCESS AND CIRCULATION 

SECTIONS: 

18.92.010 Generally Purpose. 
18.92.020 Applicability. 
18.92.020030 Automobile Parking Spaces Required. 
18.92.040 Disabled Person Parking Places. 
18.92.025050 Credit for On-street Automobile Parking Management Strategies. 
18.92.030 Disabled Person Parking Places. 
18.92.040060 Bicycle Parking. 
18.92.050 Compact Car Parking. 
18.92.055070 Variances for Commercial Buildings in the Historic District. 
18.92.060 Limitations, Location, Use of Facilities. 
18.92.070080 Automobile Parking Design RequirementsParking, Access and 

Circulation Design Requirements. 
18.92.090 Pedestrian Access and Circulation. 
18.92.080100 Construction. 
18.92.090110 Alterations and Enlargements. 
18.92.120 Availability of Facilities. 
 
 
SECTION 18.92.010  GenerallyPurpose. 
In all districts, except those specifically exempted, whenever any building is 
erected, enlarged, or the use is changed, off-street parking shall be provided as 
set forth in this Chapter.  The purpose of this chapter is to provide standards for 
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development of vehicle and bicycle parking, and to ensure developments provide 
safe and effective access and circulation for pedestrians, bicyclists and vehicles. 
 
SECTION 18.92.020  Applicability. 
In all districts, except those specifically exempted, whenever any building 
is erected or enlarged, parking or access is reconfigured, or the use is 
changed, parking, access and circulation shall be provided as set forth in 
this chapter. 
 
SECTION 18.92.020030  Automobile Parking Spaces Required. 
Uses and standards are as follows: 
 
A. Residential Uses. For residential uses the following automobile parking spaces are 

required. 
 1. Single family dwellings. Two spaces for the primary dwelling unit and the 

following for  accessory residential units: 
a. Studio units or 1-bedroom units less than 500 sq. ft. -- 1 space/unit. 
b. 1-bedroom units 500 sq. ft. or larger -- 1.50 spaces/unit. 
c. 2-bedroom units --1.75 spaces/unit. 
d. 3-bedroom or greater units -- 2.00 spaces/unit. 

2. Multi-family dwellings.   
a. Studio units or 1-bedroom units less than 500 sq. ft. -- 1 space/unit. 
b. 1-bedroom units 500 sq. ft. or larger -- 1.50 spaces/unit. 
c. 2-bedroom units -- 1.75 spaces/unit. 
d. 3-bedroom or greater units -- 2.00 spaces/unit. 
e. Retirement complexes for seniors 55-years or greater -- One space per 

unit. 
3. Clubs, fraternity and sorority houses, rooming and boarding houses, dormitories. 

Two spaces for each three guest rooms; in dormitories, 100 square feet shall be 
equivalent to a guest room. 

4. Hotels and motels.   
One space for each guest room, plus one space for the owner or manager. 

5. Manufactured housing developments.   
Parking requirements are as established in Chapter 18.84. 

 
6. Performance Standards Developments.   

Parking requirements are as established in Chapter 18.88. 
 

B. Commercial Uses. For commercial uses the following automobile parking spaces 
are required. 
1. Auto, boat or trailer sales, retail nurseries and other open-space uses.   

One space per 1,000 square feet of the first 10,000 square feet of gross land 
area; plus one space per 5,000 square feet for the excess over 10,000 square 
feet of gross land area; and one per two employees. 

2. Bowling Alleys.   
Three spaces per alley, plus additional spaces for auxiliary activities set forth in 
this section. 

3. Business, general retail, person services.   
General - one space for 350 square feet of gross floor area. Furniture and 
appliances - one space per 750 square feet of gross floor area. 
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4. Chapels and mortuaries.   
One space per four fixed seats in the main chapel.   

5. Offices.   
Medical and dental - one space per 350 square feet of gross floor area. General 
- one space per 500 square feet of gross floor area. (Ord 3034, amended, 08/17/10) 

6. Restaurants, bars, ice cream parlors and similar uses.   
One space per four seats or one space per 100 sq. ft. of gross leasable floor 
area, whichever is less.  

7. Skating rinks.   
One space per 350 sq. ft. of gross building area.   

8. Theaters, auditoriums, stadiums, gymnasiums and similar uses.   
One space per four seats. 
 

C. Industrial Uses. For industrial uses the following automobile parking spaces are 
required. 
1. Industrial and Warehousing uses.   

One space per 1,000 square feet of gross floor area or for each two employees, 
whichever is less, plus one space per company vehicle. 

2. Public utilities (gas, water, telephone, etc.), not including business offices.  
One space per two employees on the largest shift, plus one space per company 
vehicle; a minimum of two spaces is required. (Ord 3034, amended, 08/17/10) 
 

D. Institutional and Public Uses. For institutional and public uses the following 
automobile parking spaces are required. 
1. Child care centers having 13 or more children.   

One space per two employees; a minimum of two spaces is required. 
2. Churches.   

One space per four seats.   
3. Golf courses, except miniature.   

Eight spaces per hole, plus additional spaces for auxiliary uses set forth in this 
section.  Miniature golf courses -four spaces per hole. 

4. Hospitals.   
Two spaces per patient bed. 

5. Nursing and convalescent homes.   
One space per three patient beds. 

6. Rest homes, homes for the aged, or assisted living.   
One space per two patient beds or one space per apartment unit. 

7. Schools, elementary and junior high.   
One and one-half space per classroom, or the requirements for public assembly 
areas as set forth herein, whichever is greater. 

8. High schools.   
One and one-half spaces per classroom, plus one space per 10 students the 
school is designed to accommodate, or the requirements for public assembly as 
set forth herein, whichever is greater. 

9. Colleges, universities and trade schools.   
One and one-half spaces per classroom, plus one space per five students the 
school is designed to accommodate, plus requirements for on-campus student 
housing. 
 

E. Unspecified Uses. Where automobile parking requirements for any use are not 
specifically defined in this section, such requirements shall be determined by the 
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Staff Advisor based upon the most comparable use specified in this section, and 
other available data. 
 

F. Maximum Allowable Number of Automobile Parking Spaces. The number of 
spaces provided by any particular use in ground surface lots shall not exceed the 
required number of spaces provided by this ordinance by more than 10%. Spaces 
provided on-street, or within the building footprint of structures, such as in rooftop 
parking, or under-structure parking, or in multi-level parking above or below surface 
lots, shall not apply towards the maximum number of allowable spaces.   

 
 
SECTION 18.92.040  Disabled Person Parking Places. 
The total number of disabled person parking spaces shall comply with the 
following: 
 

Total in Parking Lot Required Minimum Number  
of Accessible Spaces 

     1 to 25 1 
     26 to 50  2 
     51 to 75 3 
     76 to 100  4 
     101 to 150  5 
     151 to 200  6 
     201 to 300  7 
     301 to 400  8 
     401 to 500  9 

 
One in every eight accessible spaces, but not less than one, must be van 
accessible.  A van accessible parking space is required to be at least nine 
feet wide and have an adjacent access aisle that is at least eight feet wide. 
Required Disabled Person Parking spaces shall be designed in accord with all 
requirements of the State of Oregon, including minimum widths, adjacent aisles, 
and permanent markings.  Disabled Person Parking space designs are included 
at the end of this chapter. 
 
 
SECTION 18.92.025050  Credit for On-street Automobile Parking Management 
Strategies. 
The amount  of required off-street parking may be reduced up to 50% through the 
application of the following credits. 
A. On-Street Parking Credit. The amount of off-street parking required shall be 

reduced by the following credit provided for on-street parking:  one off-street parking 
space credit for every twoone on-street spaces up to four credits, thereafter one 
space credit for each on-street parking space. 
 
B.1.Dimensions. On-street parking shall follow the established configuration of 

existing on-street parking, except that 45 degree diagonal parking may be 
allowed with the approval of the Public Works Director, taking into account traffic 
flows and street design, with the parking spaces designed in accord with the 
standards on file with the Public Works Department. The following shall 
constitute an on-street parking space: 
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1.a.Parallel parking, each 24 22 feet of uninterrupted curb. 
2.b 45 degree diagonal, each 13 12 feet of uninterrupted curb. 

 
2. Location.  

C.a.Curb space must be contiguous to the lot which contains the use which 
requires the parking. 
 

D.b.Parking spaces may not be counted that are within 20 feet measured along 
the curb of any corner or intersection of an alley or street, nor any other 
parking configuration that violates any law or standard of the City or State. 
 

E.c.Parking spaces located on arterials and collectors may only receive credit if 
the arterial or collector is greater in width than the minimums established by 
the Street Standards in Chapter 18.88, Performance Standards Options. (Ord 
2836 S14, 1999) 

 
F.d.Parking spaces may not be counted that are within 200 feet of a C-1-D or 

SO zone. 
 

G.3.Availibility. On-street parking spaces credited for a specific use shall not be 
used exclusively by that use, but shall be available for general public use at all 
times. No signage or actions limiting general public use of on-street spaces shall 
be permitted. 

  
B. Alternative Vehicle Parking.  Alternative vehicle parking facilities may 

be substituted for up to 25 percent of the required parking space on 
site. 
1. Motorcycle or scooter parking.  One off-street parking space credit 

for four motorcycle or scooter parking spaces. 
2. Bicycle parking.  One off-street parking space credit for five 

additional, non-required bicycle parking spaces. 
 
C. Mixed Uses. In the event that several users occupy a single structure or 

parcel of land, the total requirements for off-street automobile parking 
shall be the sum of the requirements for the several uses computed 
separately unless it can be shown that the peak parking demands are 
offset. In such case, the mixed-use credit shall reduce the off-street 
parking requirement by a percentage equal to the reduced parking 
demand. 

 
D. Joint Use of Facilities. Required parking facilities of 2 or more uses, 

structures, or parcels of land may be satisfied by the same parking 
facilities used jointly, to the extent that it can be shown by the owners 
or operators that the need for the facilities does not materially overlap 
(e.g., uses primarily of a daytime vs. nighttime nature) and provided 
that such right of joint use is evidenced by a deed, lease, contract, or 
similar written instrument establishing such joint use. 
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E. Shared Parking.  One off-street parking space credit for every space 
constructed in designated off-site shared parking areas, or through 
payment of in-lieu-of-parking fees for a common parking. 

 
F. TDM Plan Credit. Through implementation of an individual 

Transportation Demand Management (TDM) plan that demonstrates a 
reduction of long term parking demand by a percentage equal to the 
credit requested. 

 
G. Transit Facilities Credit.  Sites where at least 20 spaces are required, 

and where at least one lot line abuts a street with transit service may 
substitute transit-supportive plazas for required parking as follows. 
1. Pedestrian and transit supportive plazas may be substituted for up 

to ten percent of the required parking spaces on site. 
2. A street with transit service shall have a minimum of 30-minute peak 

period transit service frequency. 
3. Existing parking areas may be converted to take advantage of these 

provisions. 
4. The plaza must be adjacent to and visible from the transit street.  If 

there is a bus stop along the site’s frontage, the plaza must be 
adjacent to the bus stop. 

5. The plaza must be at least 300 square feet in area and be shaped so 
that a ten foot by ten foot square will fit entirely in the plaza. 

6. The plaza must include all of the following elements: 
a. A plaza that is open to the public.  The owner must record a 

public access easement that allows public access to the plaza; 
b. A bench or other sitting area with at least five linear feet of 

seating; 
c. A shelter or other weather protection. The shelter must cover at least 20 

square feet and the plaza must be landscaped.  This landscaping is in 
addition to any other landscaping or screening required for parking 
areas by the Code. 

 
SECTION 18.92.030  Disabled Person Parking Places. 
The total number of disabled person parking spaces shall comply with the 
following: 
 

Total in Parking Lot Required Minimum Number  
of Accessible Spaces 

     1 to 25 1 
     26 to 50  2 
     51 to 75 3 
     76 to 100  4 
     101 to 150  5 
     151 to 200  6 
     201 to 300  7 
     301 to 400  8 
     401 to 500  9 
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Required Disabled Person Parking spaces shall be designed in accord with all 
requirements of the State of Oregon, including minimum widths, adjacent aisles, 
and permanent markings.  Disabled Person Parking space designs are included 
at the end of this chapter. 
 
 
SECTION 18.92.040060  Bicycle Parking. 
A. All uses, with the exception of detached single-family residences and uses in the C-

1-D zone, shall provide a minimum of two sheltered bike parking spaces. 
 

B. Every residential use of two units or more per structure, and not containing a 
garage, shall provide bicycle parking spaces as follows:  
 

 Multi-Family Residential: One sheltered space per studio and 1-bedroom unit 
1.5 sheltered spaces per 2-bedroom unit 
2.0 sheltered spaces per 3-bedroom unit 

 Senior Housing:   One sheltered space per 8 units (80% of the occupants 
are 55 or  

        older) 
 

C. In addition, all uses which require off street parking, except as specifically noted, 
shall provide one bicycle parking space for every 5 required auto parking spaces. 
Fractional spaces shall be rounded up to the next whole space. Fifty percent of the 
bicycle parking spaces required shall be sheltered from the weather. All spaces 
shall be located in proximity to the uses they are intended to serve. (Ord 2697 S1, 
1993) 
 

D. All public and commercial parking lots and parking structures shall provide a 
minimum of one bicycle parking space for every five auto parking spaces. 
 

E. Elementary, Junior High, Middle and High Schools shall provide one sheltered 
bicycle parking space for every five students.  

 
F. Colleges, universities, and trade schools shall provide one bicycle parking space for 

every five required auto parking spaces, of which one half is to be sheltered. 
 
G. No bicycle parking spaces required by this standard shall be rented or leased, 

however, a refundable deposit fee may be charged.  This does not preclude a bike 
parking rental business. 

 
H. The required bicycle parking facilities shall be constructed when an existing 

residential building or dwelling is altered or enlarged by the addition or creation of 
dwelling units, or when a non-residential use is intensified by the addition of floor 
space, seating capacity, or change in use. 

 
I. Bicycle Parking Design Standards 

1. The salient concern is that bicycle parking be visible and convenient to cyclists 
and that it provides sufficient security from theft and damage.   

2. Bicycle parking requirements can be met in any of the following ways: 
a. Providing a bicycle storage room, bicycle lockers, or racks inside the 

building. 
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b. Providing bicycle lockers or racks in an accessory parking structure, 
underneath an awning or marquee, or outside the main building. 

c. Providing bicycle racks on the public right of way.  This must be approved by 
City of Ashland Public Works Department. 

d. Providing secure storage space inside the building. 
3. All required exterior bicycle parking shall be located on site within 50 feet of well-

used entrances and not farther from the entrance than the closest motor vehicle 
parking space. Bicycle parking shall have direct access to both the public right-
of-way and to the main entrance of the principal use. For facilities with multiple 
buildings, building entrances or parking lots (such as a college), exterior bicycle 
parking shall be located in areas of greatest use and convenience for bicyclists.   

4. Required bicycle parking spaces located out of doors shall be visible enough to 
provide security. Lighting shall be provided in a bicycle parking area so that all 
facilities are thoroughly illuminated and visible from adjacent walkways or motor 
vehicle parking lots during all hours of use. Bicycle parking shall be at least as 
well lit as automobile parking. 

5. An aisle for bicycle maneuvering shall be provided and maintained between 
each row of bicycle parking. Bicycle parking shall be designed in accord with the 
illustrations used for the implementation of this chapter. 

6. Each required bicycle parking space shall be accessible without moving another 
bicycle. 

7. Areas set aside for required bicycle parking shall be clearly marked and 
reserved for bicycle parking only. 

8. Parking spaces configured as indicated in the figure at the end of this chapter 
meet all requirements of this chapter and is the preferred design. Commercial 
bike lockers are acceptable according to manufacturer's specifications. A bicycle 
parking space located inside of a building for employee bike parking shall be a 
minimum of six feet long by 3 feet wide by 4 feet high, unless adequate room is 
provided to allow configuration as indicated in the figure at the end of this 
chapter.   

9. Sheltered parking shall mean protected from all precipitation and must include 
the minimum protection coverages shown in the figure at the end of this chapter. 

10. Bicycle parking shall be located to minimize the possibility of accidental damage 
to either bicycles or racks. Where needed, barriers shall be installed. 

11. Bicycle parking shall not impede or create a hazard to pedestrians. They shall 
not be located so as to violate vision clearance standards. Bicycle parking 
facilities should be harmonious with their environment both in color and design. 
Facilities should be incorporated whenever possible into building design or 
street furniture. 

 
J. Bicycle Parking Rack Standards. 

1. All required bicycle parking racks installed shall meet the individual rack 
specifications shown in the figure at the end of this chapter. Single and multiple 
rack installations shall conform with the minimum clearance standards shown in 
the figures at the end of this chapter. Alternatives to the above standard may be 
approved after review by the Bicycle Commission and approval by the Staff 
Advisor. Alternatives shall conform with all other applicable standards of this 
section. Bicycle parking racks or lockers shall be anchored securely. 

2. The intent of this Subsection is to ensure that required bicycle racks are 
designed so that bicycles may be securely locked to them without undue 
inconvenience and will be reasonably safeguarded from intentional or accidental 
damage. 
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a. Bicycle racks shall hold bicycles securely by means of the frame. The frame 
shall be supported so that the bicycle cannot be pushed or fall to one side in 
a manner that will damage the wheels. 

b. Bicycle racks shall accommodate: 
i. Locking the frame and both wheels to the rack with a high-security U-

shaped shackle lock, if the bicyclists removes the front wheel; and 
ii. Locking the frame and one wheel to the rack with a high-security U-

shaped shackle lock, if the bicyclists leaves both wheels on the bicycle; 
and 

iii. Locking the frame and both wheels to the rack with a chain or cable not 
longer than 6 feet without removal of the front wheel. 

c. Paving and Surfacing. Outdoor bicycle parking facilities shall be surfaced in 
the same manner as the automobile parking area or with a minimum of two 
inch thickness of hard surfacing (i.e., asphalt, concrete, pavers, or similar 
material) and shall be relatively level. This surface will be maintained in a 
smooth, durable, and well-drained condition. 

 
 
SECTION 18.92.050  Compact Car Parking. 
Up to 50% of the total automobile parking spaces in a parking lot may be 
designated for compact cars. Minimum dimensions for compact spaces shall be 8 
x 16 feet. Such spaces shall be signed or the space painted with the words 
"Compact Car Only." 
 
 
SECTION 18.92.055070  Variances for Commercial Buildings in the Historic 
District. 
In order to preserve existing structures within the Ashland Historic District, while 
permitting the redevelopment of property to its highest commercial use, a variance of up 
to 50% of the required automobile parking may be granted to commercial uses within 
the Ashland Historic District as a Type I Variance. It is the intent of this clause to 
provide as much off-street parking as practical while preserving existing structures and 
allowing them to develop to their full commercial potential. Additionally, to identify 
redevelopment of existing commercial and residential buildings for commercial use 
within the Ashland Historic District as an exceptional circumstance and unusual 
hardship for the purposes of granting a variance. 
 
 
SECTION 18.92.060  Limitations, Location, Use of Facilities. 
A. Location. Except for single and two-family dwellings, required automobile 

parking facilities may be located on another parcel of land, provided said 
parcel is within 200 feet of the use it is intended to serve. The distance from 
the parking lot to the use shall be measured in walking distance from the 
nearest parking space to an access to the building housing the use, along a 
sidewalk or other pedestrian path separated from street traffic. Such right to 
use the off-site parking must be evidenced by a deed, lease, easement, or 
similar written instrument establishing such use, for the duration of the use.   

 
B. Except as allowed in 18.92.060.F and except in the M-Industrial District, 

required automobile parking shall not be located in a required front and side 
yard setback area abutting a public street, except alleys. 
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C. Mixed Uses. In the event that several users occupy a single structure or parcel 
of land, the total requirements for off-street automobile parking shall be the 
sum of the requirements for the several uses computed separately unless it 
can be shown that the peak parking demands are offset. In such case the Staff 
Advisor may reduce the total requirements accordingly, but not by more than 
35%. 

 
D. Joint Use of Facilities. Required parking facilities of 2 or more uses, 

structures, or parcels of land may be satisfied by the same parking facilities 
used jointly, to the extent that it can be shown by the owners or operators that 
the need for the facilities does not materially overlap (e.g., uses primarily of a 
daytime v. nighttime nature) and provided that such right of joint use is 
evidenced by a deed, lease, contract, or similar written instrument 
establishing such joint use. 

 
E. Availability of Facilities. All automobile and bicycle parking shall be available 

for parking of residents, customers and employees only, and shall not be 
used for the storage or display of vehicles or materials. 

 
F. In all residential zones, all off-street parking of automobiles, trucks, trailers 

and recreational vehicles in the front yard shall be limited to a contiguous 
area which is no more than 25% of the area of the front yard, or a contiguous 
area 25 feet wide and the depth of the front yard, whichever is greater. Since 
parking in violation of this section is occasional in nature, and is incidental to 
the primary use of the site, no vested rights are deemed to exist and 
violations of this section are not subject to the protection of the 
nonconforming use sections of this ordinance. However, a 24-hour warning 
notice of violation shall be provided prior to the issuance of a citation to 
appear in Municipal Court, and it shall be rebuttably presumed that the vehicle 
was parked with permission of the person in control of the property.  
Subsequent violations shall not require a warning notice. (Ord 2320, 1984) 

 
 
SECTION 18.92.070080  Automobile Parking, Access and Circulation Design 
Requirements. 
A. Parking Location.  

1. Except for single and two-family dwellings, required automobile 
parking facilities may be located on another parcel of land, provided 
said parcel is within 200 feet of the use it is intended to serve. The 
distance from the parking lot to the use shall be measured in 
walking distance from the nearest parking space to an access to the 
building housing the use, along a sidewalk or other pedestrian path 
separated from street traffic. Such right to use the off-site parking 
must be evidenced by a deed, lease, easement, or similar written 
instrument establishing such use, for the duration of the use.  

2. Except as allowed in Section 18.92.070.A.3, automobile parking shall 
not be located in a required front and side yard setback area 
abutting a public street, except alleys. 

3. In all residential zones, all off-street parking of automobiles, trucks, 
trailers and recreational vehicles in the front yard shall be limited to a 
contiguous area which is no more than 25% of the area of the front 
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yard, or a contiguous area 25 feet wide and the depth of the front yard, 
whichever is greater. Since parking in violation of this section is 
occasional in nature, and is incidental to the primary use of the site, no 
vested rights are deemed to exist and violations of this section are not 
subject to the protection of the nonconforming use sections of this 
ordinance. However, a 24-hour warning notice of violation shall be 
provided prior to the issuance of a citation to appear in Municipal 
Court, and it shall be rebuttably presumed that the vehicle was parked 
with permission of the person in control of the property.  Subsequent 
violations shall not require a warning notice. 

 
A.B.Size and AccessParking Area Design. All rRequired parking areas shall be 

designed in accordance with the parking layout chart at the end of this 
Chapterfollowing standards and dimensions.  

 
1. Parking spaces shall be a minimum of 9 x 18 feet, except that 50% of the 

spaces may be compact spaces in accord with 18.92.050.   
2. Up to 50% of the total automobile parking spaces in a parking lot 

may be designated for compact cars. Minimum dimensions for 
compact spaces shall be 8 x 16 feet. Such spaces shall be signed or 
the space painted with the words "Compact Car Only." 

3. Parking spaces shall have a back-up maneuvering space no less than twenty-
two (22) feet, except where parking is angled, and which does not necessitate 
moving of other vehicles. 

4. Green Surface Parking. Parking areas shall be designed to minimize the 
adverse environmental and microclimatic impacts of surface parking 
through design and material selection. Parking areas of more than seven 
parking spaces shall meet the following standards. 
a. Use at least one of the following strategies for the surface parking area, 

or put 50% of parking underground. 
i Use light colored paving materials with a high solar reflectance 

(Solar Reflective Index (SRI) of at least 29) to reduce heat 
absorption for a minimum of 50% of the parking area surface. 

ii. Provide porous solid surfacing or an open grid pavement system 
that is at least 50% pervious for a minimum of 50% of the parking 
area surface. 

iii. Provide at least 50% shade from tree canopy over the parking area 
surface within five years of project occupancy. 

iv. Provide at least 50% shade from solar energy generating carports, 
canopies or trellis structures over the parking area surface. 

b. Design parking lots and other hard surface areas in a way that captures 
and treats runoff with landscaped medians and swales. 

C. Vehicular Access and Circulation. The intent of this section is to 
manage access to land uses and on-site circulation, and to preserve 
the transportation system in terms of safety, capacity and function. 
1. Applicability. This section applies to all public streets within the City 

of Ashland and to all properties that abut these streets. The 
standards apply when developments are subject to a planning 
action (e.g. Site Review, Conditional Use Permit, Land Partition, 
Performance Standards Subdivision). 
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2. Traffic Study Requirements. The City may require a traffic study 
prepared by a qualified professional to determine access, circulation 
and other transportation impacts. 

3. Site Circulation. New development shall be required to provide a 
circulation system that accommodates expected traffic on the site. 
All on-site circulation systems shall incorporate street-like features 
as described in Section 18.92.090.A.3.c. Pedestrian connections on 
the site, including connections through large sites, and connections 
between sites and adjacent sidewalks must conform to the 
provisions of Section 18.92.090. 

4. Intersection and Driveway Separation. The distance from a street 
intersection to a driveway, or from a driveway to another driveway 
shall meet the minimum spacing requirements for the street’s 
classification in the Ashland Transportation System Plan (TSP). 
a. In no case shall driveways be closer than 24 feet as measured 

from the bottom of the existing or proposed apron wings of the 
driveway approach. 

b. Any partitioning or subdivision of property located in an R-2, R-3, 
C-1, E-1, CM or M-1 zone shall meet the controlled access 
standards set forth below. If applicable, cross access easements 
shall be required so that access to all properties created by the 
land division can be made from one or more points. 

c. Street and driveway access points in an R-2, R-3, C-1, E-1 or M-1 
zone shall be limited to the following: 

 
1. Distance between driveways.   
On arterial streets - 100 feet;  
on collector streets - 75 feet;  
on residential streets - 50 feet. 
 
2. Distance from intersections.   
On arterial streets - 100 feet;  
on collector streets - 50 feet;  
on residential streets - 35 feet. 

 
d. Street and driveway access points in the CM zone are subject to 

the requirements of the Croman Mill District Standards. (Ord 3036, added, 
08/17/2010) 

e. Access Requirements for Multi-family Developments. 
i. All multi-family developments which will have automobile trip 

generation in excess of 250 vehicle trips per day shall provide 
at least two driveway access points to the development. Trip 
generation shall be determined by the methods established by 
the Institute of Transportation Engineers. 

ii. Creating an obstructed street as defined in Section 
18.88.020.G is prohibited. 

4. Shared Use of Driveways and Curb Cuts. 
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a. Plans submitted for developments subject to a planning action 
shall indicate how driveway intersections with streets have been 
minimized through the use of shared driveways and shall 
indicate all necessary access easements.  Where necessary from 
traffic safety and access management purposes, the City may 
require joint access and/or shared driveways in the following 
situations. 
i. For shared parking areas; 
ii. For adjacent developments, where access onto an arterial is 

limited; and 
iii For multi-family developments, and developments on multiple 

lots.  
b. Developments subject to a planning action shall remove all curb 

cuts and driveway approaches not shown to be necessary for 
existing improvements or the proposed development. Cuts and 
approaches shall be replaced with standard curb, gutter or 
sidewalk as appropriate. All replacement shall be done under 
permit of the Engineering Division. 

c. If the site is served by a shared access or alley, access for motor 
vehicles must be from the shared access or alley and not from 
the street frontage. 

 
B.D.Driveways and Turn-Arounds Design. Driveways and turn-arounds providing 

access to parking areas shall conform to the following provisions: 
1. A driveway for a single dwelling shall have a minimum width of nine feet, and a 

shared driveway serving two units shall have a width of 12 feet. 
2. Parking areas of more than seven parking spaces per lot shall be provided with 

adequate aisles or turn-around areas so that all vehicles may enter the street in 
a forward manner. 

3. Parking areas of more than seven parking spaces shall be served by a driveway 
20 feet in width and constructed to facilitate the flow of traffic on or off the site, 
with due regard to pedestrian and vehicle safety, and shall be clearly and 
permanently marked and defined. Parking areas of seven spaces or less shall 
be served by a driveway 12 feet in width.  

4. Shared Use of Driveways and Curb Cuts. 
a. Developments subject to a planning action or divisions of property, 

either by minor land partition or subdivision, shall minimize the 
number of driveway intersections with streets by the use of shared 
driveways with adjoining lots where feasible. In no case shall 
driveways be closer than 24 feet as measured from the bottom of the 
existing or proposed apron wings of the driveway approach. 

b. Plans for property being partitioned or subdivided or for multi-family 
developments shall indicate how driveway intersections with streets 
have been minimized through the use of shared driveways and shall 
indicate all necessary access easements.  

c. Developments subject to a planning action shall remove all curb cuts 
and driveway approaches not shown to be necessary for existing 
improvements or the proposed development. Cuts and approaches 
shall be replaced with standard curb, gutter or sidewalk as appropriate. 
All replacement shall be done under permit of the Engineering Division. 
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C.4 Vertical Clearances. Driveways, aisles, turn-around areas and ramps shall 
have a minimum vertical clearance of 13'6" for their entire length and width. 

D.5.Vision Clearance. No obstructions may be placed in the vision clearance area 
except as set forth in Section 18.68.020. 

 
E. Parking and Access Construction Development and Maintenance. The 

development and maintenance as provided below, shall apply in all cases, except 
single-family dwellings. 
1. Paving. All required parking areas, aisles, turn-arounds and driveways shall be 

paved with concrete, asphaltic, pervious paving, or comparable surfacing, 
constructed to standards on file in the office of the City Engineer. 

2. Drainage. All required parking areas, aisles and turn-arounds shall have 
provisions made for the on-site collection of drainage waters to eliminate sheet 
flow of such waters onto sidewalks, public rights-of-way, and abutting private 
property. 

3. Driveway approaches. Approaches shall be paved with concrete surfacing 
constructed to standards on file in the office of the City Engineer. 

4. Marking. Parking lots of more than seven spaces shall have all spaces 
permanently and clearly marked. 

5. Wheel stops. Wheel stops shall be a minimum of four inches in height and width 
and six feet in length. They shall be firmly attached to the ground and so 
constructed as to withstand normal wear. Wheel stops shall be provided where 
appropriate for all spaces abutting property lines, buildings, landscaping, and no 
vehicle shall overhang a public right-of-way. 

6. Walls and Hedges. 
a. Where parking abuts upon a street, a decorative masonry wall or evergreen 

hedge screen of 30-42 inches in height and a minimum of 12" in width shall 
be established parallel to and not nearer than two feet from the right-of-way 
line. Screen planting shall be of such size and number to provide the 
required screening within 12 months after installation. The area between the 
wall or hedge and street line shall be landscaped. All vegetation shall be 
adequately maintained by a permanent irrigation system, and said wall or 
hedge shall be maintained in good condition. The required wall or screening 
shall be designed to allow for free access to the site and sidewalk by 
pedestrians. 

b. In all zones, except single-family zones, where parking facilities or driveways 
are located adjacent to residential or agricultural zones, school yards, or like 
institutions, a sight-obscuring fence, wall, or evergreen hedge not less than 
five feet, nor more than six feet high shall be provided on the property line as 
measured from the high grade side. Said wall, fence or hedge shall be 
reduced to 30 inches within required setback area, or within 10 feet of street 
property lines, and shall be maintained in good condition. Screen plantings 
shall be of such size and number to provide the required screening within 12 
months after installation. Adequate provisions shall be made to protect walls, 
fences or plant materials from being damaged by vehicles using said parking 
areas. 

7. Landscaping. In all zones, all parking facilities shall include landscaping to cover 
not less than 7% of the area devoted to outdoor parking facilities, including the 
landscaping required in subdivision 6(a) above. Said landscaping shall be 
uniformly distributed throughout the parking area, be provided with irrigation 
facilities and protective curbs or raised wood headers. It may consist of trees, 
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plus shrubs, ground cover or related material. A minimum of one tree per seven 
parking spaces is required. 

8. Lighting of parking areas within 100 feet of property in residential zones shall be 
directed into or on the site and away from property lines such that the light 
element shall not be directly visible from abutting residential property. (Ord 2951, 
amended, 07/01/2008) 

 
SECTION 18.92.090  Pedestrian Access and Circulation. 
A. Site Layout and Design.  To ensure safe, direct, and convenient 

pedestrian circulation, all developments, except single-family dwellings 
on individual lots and accessory uses and structures, shall provide a 
continuous walkway system. The walkway system shall be based on 
the standards in subsections 1-4, below: 

 
1. Continuous Walkway System.  Extend the walkway system 

throughout the development site and connect to all future phases of 
development, and to existing or planned off-site adjacent sidewalks, 
trails, public parks, and open space areas to the greatest extent 
practicable.  The developer may also be required to connect or stub 
walkway(s) to adjacent streets and to private property for this 
purpose. 

 
 2. Safe, Direct, and Convenient.  Provide safe, reasonably direct, 

and convenient walkway connections between primary building 
entrances and all adjacent streets, based on the following 
definitions: 

 
 a. Reasonably direct.  A route that does not deviate 

unnecessarily from a straight line or a route that does not involve 
a significant amount of out-of-direction travel for likely users. 

 
 b. Safe and convenient.  Routes that are reasonably free from 

hazards and provide a reasonably direct route of travel between 
destinations. 

 
 c. "Primary entrance" for commercial, industrial, mixed use, 

public, and institutional buildings is the main public entrance to 
the building.  In the case where no public entrance exists, street 
connections shall be provided to the main employee entrance. 

 
 d. "Primary entrance" for residential buildings is the front door 

(i.e. facing the street).  For multifamily buildings in which each 
unit does not have its own exterior entrance, the “primary 
entrance” may be a lobby, courtyard, or breezeway which serves 
as a common entrance for more than one dwelling. 
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and walkways shall provide direct routes to primary building 
entrances. 

 
5. Provide pedestrian scale lighting in conformance with City 

standards along pedestrian facilities. 
 
 
 
 
SECTION 18.92.080100  Construction. 
The required parking, access and circulations facilities, including design standards, 
shall be installed prior to a release of a certificate of use and occupancy or a release of 
utilities, and shall be permanently maintained as a condition of use. However, the 
Building Official may, unless otherwise directed by the Planning Commission or Staff 
Advisor, release a temporary certificate of use and occupancy and a temporary release 
of utilities before the installation of said facilities provided: (1)  there is proof that the 
owner has entered into a contract with a reputable installer for the completion of the 
parking, including design standards, with a specified time, and that there remains 
nothing for the owner to do prior to installation; or (2) the owner has posted a 
satisfactory performance bond to ensure the installation of said parking facilities within a 
specified time. 
 
 
SECTION 18.92.110  Alterations and Enlargements. 
The required parking, access and circulation facilities shall be constructed when an 
existing building or dwelling is altered or enlarged by the addition or creation of guest 
rooms or dwelling units, or when a use is intensified by the addition of floor space, 
seating capacity, or change in use.(Ord 2659, 1991; Ord 2777, 1996) 
 
 
SECTION 18.92.120  Availability of Facilities. 
Required parking, access and circulation shall be available for use by residents, 
customers and employees only, and shall not be used for the storage or display 
of vehicles or materials. 
 
 
SECTION 12.   AMC Section 18.104 [Type I Procedure – Actions Included] is 
hereby amended to read as follows: 
 
SECTION 18.108.040   Type I Procedure. 
A. Actions Included. The following planning actions shall be subject to the Type I 

Procedure: 
1. Site Design Review. The following developments that are subject to the 

Site Design Review Standards outlined in 18.72 shall follow the Type I 
permit procedures.   
a. Downtown Design Standards Zone. Any development which is less 

than 2,500 square feet or ten percent of the building’s square footage, 
whichever is less. 

b. Detail Site Review. Any development in the Detail Site Review Zone, as 
defined in the Site Review Standards adopted pursuant Chapter 18.72, 
which is less than 10,000 square feet in gross floor area.  
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c. Commercial, Industrial and Non-residential Uses. 
i. All new structures, additions or expansions in C-1, E-1, HC and M 

zones, not within the Downtown Design Standards zone, that do not 
require new building area in excess of 20% of an existing building’ s 
square footage or 10,000 square feet of gross floor area, whichever 
is less.  

ii. All new structures or additions less than 15,000 square feet of gross 
floor area in the CM zoning district. (Ord 3036, added, 08/17/10) 

iii. Mixed-use buildings and developments containing commercial 
and residential uses in residential zoning district with the 
Pedestrian Place Overlay. 

iii. iv.Expansion of impervious surface area in excess of 10% of the 
area of the site or 1,000 square feet, whichever is less 

iv. v.Expansion of parking lots, relocation of parking spaces on a site, 
or other changes which alters circulation affecting adjacent property 
or public right-of-way. 

v. viAny change of occupancy from a less intensive to a more intensive 
occupancy, as defined in the City building code, or any change in 
use which requires a greater number of parking spaces. 

vi. viiAny change in use of a lot from one general use category to 
another general use category, e.g., from residential to commercial, 
as defined by the zoning regulations of this Code. 

vii. viiiAny exterior change to a structure which requires a building 
permit and is listed on the National Register of Historic Places or to 
a contributing property within an Historic District on the National 
Register of Historic Places. 

ix. Mechanical equipment not otherwise exempt from site design 
review per Section 18.72.030.B. 

x. Installation of wireless communication facilities in accordance 
with Section 18.72.180. 

d. Residential. 
i. Two or more residential units on a single lot. 
ii. All new structures or additions less than 10,000 square feet of gross 

floor area, other than single-family homes or accessory uses on 
individual lots 

iii. Construction of attached single-family housing (e.g. town homes, 
condominiums, row houses, etc.) in all zoning districts. 

iv. Off-street parking or landscaping, in conjunction with an approved 
Performance Standards Subdivision required by ordinance and not 
located within the boundaries of the individual unit parcel (e.g. shared 
parking). 

v. Any exterior change to a structure which requires a building permit 
and is listed on the National Register of Historic Places. 

vi. Mechanical equipment not otherwise exempt from site design 
review per Section 18.72.030.B. 

vii. Installation of wireless communication facilities in accordance 
with Section 18.72.180. 

2. Miscellaneous Actions.   
a. Amendments or modification to conditions of approval for Type I 

planning actions.  
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b. Amendment or modification to conditions of approval for Type II actions 
where the modification involves only changes to tree removal and/or 
building envelopes. planning actions. 

c. Physical and Environmental Constraints Review permits as allowed in 
Chapter 18.62. 

d. Tree removal permits as required by Section 18.61.042(D). 
e. Limited Activities and Use permits as allowed in Chapter 18.63. 
f. Water Resource Protection Zone Reductions of up to 25% as allowed 

in Chapter 18.63. 
3. Conditional Use Permits. The following conditional use permits are subject 

to Type I review procedures: 
a. Conditional use permits involving existing structures or additions to 

existing structures, and not involving more than three (3) residential 
dwelling units. 

b. Installation of wireless communication facilities in accordance 
with Section 18.72.180. 

b. c.Temporary uses. 
c. d.Enlargement, expansion, etc. of nonconforming structures in 

accordance with Section18.68.090(2). 
d. e.Government signs per Section 18.96.150. 
e. f.The following uses in Residential zones: 

i. Accessory residential units 
ii. Daycare centers. 
iii. Public and public utility buildings, structures and uses less than 

2,500 square feet in building footprint and disturbs less than 7,500 
square feet of land. 

iv. Structures in excess of 35 feet in R-3 zone. 
v. All new structures, additions or expansions that exceed MPFA in 

historic district up to 25%, but the addition is no larger than 300 s.f. 
or 10% of the existing floor area, whichever is less.   

vi. Hostels. 
vii. Public Parking Lots in the NM-C zone. 
viii. Community Services in the NM-R15 zone. 

f. g.The following uses in Commercial or Industrial zones: 
i. Electrical substations 
ii. Outdoor storage of commodities. 

g.  h.The following uses in the Health Care Services Zone: 
i. Limited personal service providers in the home, such as beauticians 

and masseurs. 
ii. Professional offices for an accountant, architect, attorney, designer, 

engineer, insurance agent or adjuster, investment or management 
counselor or surveyor. 

iii. Any medically-related use, located on City-owned property that is not 
specifically allowed by the Ashland Community Hospital Master 
Facility Plan. 

h.  i.Conditional uses in the Southern Oregon University District. 
4. Variances for: 

a. Sign placement. 
b. Non-conforming signs, when bringing them into conformance as described in 

Section 18.96.130.D. 
c. Up to 50% reduction of standard yard requirements. 
d. Parking in setback areas. 
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e. Up to 10% reduction in the number of required parking spaces. 
f. Up to 10% reduction in the required minimum lot area. 
g. Up to 10% increase in the maximum lot coverage percentage. 
h. Up to 20% reduction in lot width or lot depth requirements. 
i. Up to 50% reduction for parking requirements in Ashland's Historic District 

as described in Section 18.92.055. 
j. Up to 10% variance on height, width, depth, length or other dimension not 

otherwise listed in this section. 
k. Site Design and Use Standards as provided in Section 18.72.090. 

5. Partitions and Land Divisions. 
a. Partitions which require no variances or only variances subject to Type I 

procedures. 
b. Creation of a private way, as allowed in Section 18.80.030.B. 
c. Final Plan Approval for Performance Standards Subdivisions. 

6. Any other planning action designated as subject to the Type I Procedure. 
7. Prior to the Staff Advisor providing notice of application and making a decision, 

applicants or the Staff Advisor may request planning actions subject to a Type I 
procedure be heard by the Commission or Hearings Board. In such case, the 
Staff Advisor shall not make a decision and shall schedule a hearing before the 
Commission or Hearings Board to be heard as provided in Section 18.108.050. 

 
 
SECTION 13.   AMC Section 18.108.060 [Type III Procedures] is hereby 
amended to read as follows: 
 
SECTION 18.108.060  Type III Procedures. 
A.  The following planning actions shall be subject to the Type III Procedure: 

1. Zone Changes or Amendments to the Zoning Map or other official maps, except 
for legislative amendments. 

2. Comprehensive Plan Map Changes or changes to other official maps, except for 
legislative amendments. 

3.  Annexations. 
4. Urban Growth Boundary Amendments 

B.  Standards for Type III Planning Actions. 
1. Zone changes, zoning map amendments and comprehensive plan map changes 

subject to the Type III procedure as described in subsection A of this section 
may be approved if in compliance with the comprehensive plan and the 
application demonstrates that one or more of the following: 
a. The change implements a public need, other than the provision of affordable 

housing, supported by the Comprehensive Plan; or 
b.   A substantial change in circumstances has occurred since the existing 

zoning or Plan designation was proposed, necessitating the need to adjust to 
the changed circumstances; or 

c. Circumstances relating to the general public welfare exist that require such 
an action; or 

d. Proposed increases in residential zoning density resulting from a change 
from one zoning district to another zoning district, will provide 25% of the 
proposed base density as affordable housing consistent with the approval 
standards set forth in Section 18.106.030(G); or 

e. Increases in residential zoning density of four units or greater on 
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commercial, employment or industrial zoned lands (i.e. Residential Overlay), 
will not negatively impact the City of Ashland's commercial and industrial 
land supply as required in the Comprehensive Plan, and will provide 25% of 
the proposed base density as affordable housing consistent with the 
approval standards set forth in Section 18.106.030(G).  

 The total number of affordable units described in sections D or E shall be 
determined by rounding down fractional answers to the nearest whole unit. A 
deed restriction, or similar legal instrument, shall be used to guarantee 
compliance with affordable criteria for a period of not less than 60 years. 
Sections D and E do not apply to council initiated actions. 
 

C.  Type III Procedure. 
1. Applications subject to the Type III Procedure shall be process as follows: 

a. Complete applications shall be heard at the first regularly scheduled 
Commission meeting which is held at least 45 days after the submission of 
the application. 

b. Notice of the hearing shall be mailed as provided in Section 18.108.080. 
c.  A public hearing shall be held before the Commission as provided in Section 

18.108.100. 
2. For planning actions described in section 18.108.060.A.1 and 2, the 

Commission shall have the authority to take such action as is necessary to 
make the amendments to maps and zones as a result of the decision without 
further action from the Council unless the decision is appealed.  The decision of 
the Commission may be appealed to the Council as provided in Section 
18.108.110. 

3. For planning actions described in Section 18.108.060.A.3 and 2 4, the 
Commission shall make a report of its findings and recommendations on the 
proposed action. Such report shall be forwarded to the City Council within 45 
days of the public hearing. 
a. Upon receipt of the report, or within 60 days of the Commission hearing, the 

Council shall hold a public hearing as provided in Section 18.108.100. 
Public notice of such hearing shall be sent as provided in Section 
18.108.080. 

b. The Council may approve, approve with conditions, or deny the application. 
 
 

SECTION 14.   AMC Section 18.108.080 [Public Hearing Notice] is hereby 
amended to read as follows: 
 
SECTION 18.108.080   Public Hearing Notice. 
Public notice for hearings before the Staff Advisor, Hearings Board or Commission for 
planning actions shall be given as follows: 
 
A. Notices shall be mailed at least 10 days prior to the hearing to: 

1. The applicant or authorized agent,  
2. The subject property owner, and 
3. All owners of record of property on the most recent property tax assessment roll 

within 200 feet of the subject property. 
 

81



 

 
An Ordinance Amending Misc. Section of Ch.18       Page 30  

B. Mailed notices shall contain the following information, provided, however, that 
notices for hearings before the Council shall not contain the statements specified in 
paragraphs 8 and 9: 
1. Explanation of the nature of the application and the proposed use or uses which 

could be authorized. 
2. List of the applicable criteria from the ordinance and the plan that apply to the 

application at issue. 
3. The street address or other easily understood geographical reference to the 

subject property. 
4. The name of a local government representative to contact and the telephone 

number where additional information may be obtained. 
5. A statement that a copy of the application, all documents and evidence relied 

upon by the applicant and applicable criteria are available for inspection at no 
cost and will be provided at reasonable cost. 

6. The date, time and location of the hearing or of the meeting, if no hearing is 
involved. 

7. A statement that failure of an issue to be raised in a hearing, in person or by 
letter, or failure to provide sufficient specificity to afford the decision maker an 
opportunity to respond to the issue precludes an appeal to the Land Use Board 
of Appeals (LUBA) based on that issue. 

8. A statement that if additional documents or evidence is provided in support of 
the application, any party shall be entitled to a continuance of the hearing. 

9. A statement that unless there is a continuance, if a participant so requests 
before the conclusion of the hearing, the record shall remain open for at least 
seven days after the hearing. 
 

C. Posted Notice. A notice, as described in this subsection, shall be posted on the 
subject property by the city in such a manner as to be clearly visible from a public 
right-of-way at least 10 days prior to the date of the hearing. Failure by the city to 
post a notice, or post in clear view from a public right-of-way shall be considered an 
incomplete application. The city shall certify, for the record of the hearing, that the 
posting was accomplished. The failure of the posted notice to remain on the 
property shall not invalidate the proceedings. The posted notice shall only contain 
the following information: planning action number, brief description of the proposal, 
phone number and address for contact at Ashland Planning Department. 

 
D. Additional Requirements for Type II and III Public Notice. In addition to the notice 

specified in section 18.108.080.A, B and C, notice for Type II and III procedures 
shall be published in a newspaper of general circulation in the City at least 10 days 
prior to the date of the hearing before the Commission. 

 
E. The failure of a property owner to receive notice as provided in this section shall not 

invalidate such proceedings if the City can demonstrate by affidavit that such notice 
was mailed. The failure to receive notice shall not invalidate the decision after the 
action is final if a good faith attempt was made to notify all persons entitled to 
receive notice. 

 
F. Whenever it is demonstrated to the Staff Advisor that: 

1. The city did not mail the notice required in §18.108; 
2. Such error adversely affected and prejudiced a person's substantial rights; and 
3. Such person notified the Staff Advisor within 21 days of when the person knew 

of should have known of the decision, the Staff Advisor shall schedule a hearing 
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for the next regular Commission or Hearings Board meeting allowing adequate 
time to comply with the notice requirements of Section 18.108.080. The public 
hearing shall be conducted as provided in §18.108.100.  

 
 If a hearing is conducted under this section, the decision of the Commission or 
 Hearings Board shall supersede the previous decision. 
 

G. Whenever it is demonstrated to the Staff Advisor that: 
1. The city did not comply with the notice requirements in §18.108.080.A through 

E; 
2. Such error adversely affected and prejudiced a person's substantial rights; and 
3. Such person notified the Staff Advisor within 21 days of when the person knew 

or should have known of the decision, the Staff Advisor shall schedule a hearing 
before the Board, Commission or Council that heard or would have heard the 
matter involving the defective notice.  
a. The Staff Advisor shall notify by mail all persons who previously appeared in 

the matter and all persons who were entitled to mailed notice but were not 
mailed such notice. 

b. The hearing shall be conducted as provided in §18.108.100 if it is a hearing 
before the Board or Commission, except that the record of the previous 
hearing shall be reviewed and considered by the Board or Commission. If it 
is an appeal before the Council, the Council may hear such matters as are 
permitted in §18.108.110. 

 
 A decision made after the hearing shall supersede the previous decision. 
 

H. Notwithstanding the period specified in subsections F.3 and G.3 of this section, the 
period for a hearing or appeal shall not exceed three years after the date of the 
initial decision. 

 
 
SECTION 15.  Severability. The sections, subsections, paragraphs and clauses 
of this ordinance are severable. The invalidity of one section, subsection, 
paragraph, or clause shall not affect the validity of the remaining sections, 
subsections, paragraphs and clauses. 
 
 
SECTION 16.  Codification.  Provisions of this Ordinance shall be incorporated 
in the City Code and the word “ordinance” may be changed to “code”, “article”, 
“section”, or another word, and the sections of this Ordinance may be 
renumbered, or re-lettered, provided however that any Whereas clauses and 
boilerplate provisions, and text descriptions of amendments (i.e. Sections 1, 22-
23) need not be codified and the City Recorder is authorized to correct any 
cross-references and any typographical errors.  
 
 
The foregoing ordinance was first read by title only in accordance with Article X,  
Section 2(C) of the City Charter on the _____ day of ________________, 2010,  
and duly PASSED and ADOPTED this _____ day of ________________, 2010. 
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_______________________________ 
Barbara M. Christensen, City Recorder 
 
 
SIGNED and APPROVED this         day of                 , 2010. 
 
 

___________________                                          
John Stromberg, Mayor 

 
Reviewed as to form: 
 
 
_________________________                                        
David Lohman, City Attorney 
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Zoning and Land Use Ordinance Review and Recommendations 
 
Ashland’s existing zoning and City of Ashland Land Use Ordinance provisions were review with 
regard to support or hindrance of the opportunity sites and design concepts for pedestrian places. 
The opportunities and redevelopment concepts are illustrated in the design for each of the three 
major intersection locations studied: North Mountain Avenue and East Main Street, Ashland Street 
and Tolman Creek Road, and Ashland Street and Walker Avenue. Suggested amendments to the 
Ashland Land Use Ordinance follow our analysis of each area and of development standards 
common to all districts in the city. In completing our analysis, we kept in mind best practices 
observed for areas which are transit-supportive and/or pedestrian oriented, as well as, the ‘building 
blocks’ for pedestrian places identified through community workshops associated with this project. 
 
Our review resulted in four general conclusions: 
 
• Transit-supportive densities for frequent bus service can be achieved under current zoning for 

the five-minute walk areas for each place. Commercial development opportunities are also 
allowed in order to achieve mixed use. Mixed use meets the objective of creating a place where 
people live and people work. We recommend no changes to the underlying zoning within the 
five-minute walk areas for the pedestrian places.  

• Some modifications to the development standards applicable to the pedestrian places and their 
five-minute walk areas should be considered.  

• An overlay zone is probably the best implementation measure for achieving desired changes and 
development character. Key features of that overlay zone has been outlined. 

To: Maria Harris and Brandon Goldman, City of 
Ashland  
 

From: Tom Litster and Jerry Offer, Otak 

Copies: Jim Olson, City of Ashland

Date: March 21, 2011

Subject: Zoning Review and Recommendations 

Project : City of Ashland Transportation System Plan 
Update/Otak Project No. 15702   
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• Ashland’s Site Design and Use Standards Manual contain excellent standards for promoting 
pedestrian-friendly development and transit-supportive uses, especially the standards for the 
Croman Mill district. These standards can be adopted for use in an overlay zone.  

 
Our recommendations for amendments is based on our understanding of a number of current best 
development code practices for supporting pedestrian and transit-supportive development, including 
but not limited to, transit-supportive and pedestrian oriented parking reduction standards from the 
City of Portland’s Zoning Code. The recommendations are summarized below, followed by a review 
of zoning applicable to each of the Pedestrian Place areas and a more detailed explanation of the 
recommendations. 
 
 
Create a Pedestrian Place Overlay Zone 
 
We recommend creation of a Pedestrian Place overlay zone as described below. Key elements of 
that overlay are outlined below. 
 
Uses 
All uses of the underlying zoning districts should be allowed, except that the Pedestrian Place 
overlay zone should exclude permitted uses, special permitted uses, and conditional uses allowed by 
the underlying zoning district if those uses are deemed counter to the desired types of uses. Our 
recommendation is that the overlay zone should prohibit the following uses, which are generally not 
supportive of the pedestrian place concept: 
 
• All uses, other than grocery stores, with over 10,000 square feet on any one floor. 
• All drive-up uses. 
• Crematoriums and mausoleums. 
• Commercial laundry, cleaning, and dyeing establishments. 
• Bowling alleys, auditoriums, skating rinks, and miniature golf courses.  
• Automobile fuel sales, and automobile and truck repair facilities. 
• Kennel and veterinary clinics where animals are housed outside. 
• Electrical substations. 
• New and used car sales, boat, trailer, and recreational vehicles sales and storage areas. 
• Outdoor storage of commodities associated with a permitted, special permitted or conditional 

use. 
• Building material sales yards. 
• Freestanding wireless communication facilities (co-located facilities would be permitted). 
• Electrical, furniture, plumbing shop, printing, publishing, lithography, or upholstery. 
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• Light manufacturing, assembly, fabricating, or packaging of products from previously prepared 
materials, such as cloth, plastic, wood (not including saw, planing, or lumber mills or molding 
plants), paper, cotton, or precious or semi-precious metals or stone. 

• Manufacture of electric, electronic, or optical instruments and devices. 
• Bakeries without retail sales. 
• Public and quasi-public utility and service buildings and yards, structures. 
• Manufacture of pharmaceutical and similar items. 
• All special-permitted uses and conditional uses in the E-1 district. 
• Hospitals, rest, nursing, or convalescent homes. 
• Public, parochial, and private schools, including nursery schools, kindergartens, dancing, trade, 

technical, or similar schools. 
• Recreational uses and facilities, including country clubs, golf courses, outdoor swimming clubs, 

tennis clubs, driving range, race track, or amusement park, but not including intensive 
commercial recreational uses as fully enclosed health and fitness clubs. 

• Public and quasi-public halls, lodges, and clubs. 
• Freestanding disc antenna for commercial use. 
 
A Pedestrian Place overlay zone for the North Mountain Avenue and East Main Street area would 
be applied to areas of R-3 zoned properties. The overlay should specify that the following uses are 
permitted within a mixture of commercial and residential uses within one building, subject to a 
maximum size limit of 2,500 square feet per business:  
 
• Professional, financial, business and medical offices, and personal service establishments such as 

beauty and barber shops, launderette, and clothes and laundry pick-up stations. 
• Stores, shops, and offices supplying commodities or performing services. 
• Restaurants.  

 
Require Mixed-Uses. Allow mixing of uses without being prescriptive with regard to uses required.  
 
Excluding Uses. Exclude permitted uses, special permitted uses, and conditional uses allowed by the 
underlying zone which would be counter-productive to the objectives of Pedestrian Place 
development. Prohibit drive-up use permits from being transferred onto sites within designated 
Pedestrian Places. 
 
Development Standards 
Setbacks. Allow a front building setback of five feet or greater only where that setback area is 
occupied by a sidewalk café or plaza, or where the site has more than one street frontage and the 
standard maximum building setback is met along the other street. Alternatively, the City should 
determine if there are specific properties which should be mapped to have specific build-to lines in 
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order to cause buildings on those lots to be near the street. A specific building line map should be 
incorporated in the Land Use Ordinance in the Pedestrian Place overlay district. This map should 
not be separate from the Ordinance. 
 
Floor Area Ratio (FAR). Increase the maximum FAR to 1.0 or greater. 
 
Building Heights. Set a minimum building height of two stories. 
 
Landscaping. The overlay should not supersede the minimum landscaping coverage requirements of 
underlying zones except in R and E zones where landscape area requirements are at 25 percent or 
greater. In those zones, the requirement should be useable open space, which may be comprised of 
outdoor seating areas, plazas, and other useable paved surfaces as well as landscaping. 
 
Parking. Getting the parking right is a critical aspect of pedestrian places. Reduced parking increases 
the amount of land available for buildings and will help meet the recommended FAR target. More 
buildings means increased residential units and leasable amounts of employment and retail space. 
For instance, at three parking spaces per thousand square feet you begin to use more land for 
parking than for useable building space. For residential uses, each added parking space significantly 
impacts the number of dwelling units that can be provided. At the most affordable levels of housing, 
one parking space and the circulation space required (approximately 300 to 330 square feet) could 
instead be an efficiency apartment.  
 
Our recommendation is that the Land Use Ordinance or Site Design and Use Standards Manual 
incorporate additional parking provisions modeled on the Croman Mill parking standards of the Site 
Design Standards for designated pedestrian places and potentially elsewhere in the city, or 
alternatively, that such provisions be included within the Pedestrian Place overlay zone standards. 
These parking reduction provisions should allow a reduction in off-street parking standards for a 
particular use or development by not more than 50 percent through allowing a development to 
obtain parking space credits for:  
 
• Providing on street parking. 
• Implementing a Transportation Demand Management Plan. 
• Utilizing a mixed-use parking agreement credit. 
• Allowing parking space credits for every parking space a developer constructs in a designated 

off-site shared parking area. 
• Although such a program is not currently in existence, the City could consider a program which 

allows developers to pay a fee-in-lieu-of-parking with such fees to be used for constructing 
shared parking areas. This would require the City to develop plans for such parking structures, 
or more likely, shared parking lots. After plans for a shared parking structure or parking lot are 
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completed, a development might only be allowed to build up to 50 percent of their required 
parking on their own site with the remainder of the parking to be provided for in the shared 
structure or lot. The City could also allow no parking in these areas once shared parking lots are 
established and require the fee-in-lieu-of-parking instead of making participation optional.  

 
These parking provisions listed above, most which are already used in Ashland, could be 
supplemented by additional parking space reduction factors utilized by cities elsewhere in Oregon: 
 
• The availability of transit with a stop within 500 feet of the site, if the transit is provided with a 

specific frequency (Portland requires 20-minute peak period transit service frequency for a total 
elimination of required parking).  

• Providing transit improvements like a bus stop or bus shelter. (Tigard allows up to a 20 percent 
reduction in minimum parking requirements, if a development provides a transit shelter, bus 
pull-out, or bus stop). 

• Providing alternative transportation facilities, such as additional non-required bicycle parking (or 
non-required covered bicycle parking) or motorcycle and scooter parking. (Portland allows five 
bicycle parking spaces to substitute for one auto parking spaces, with a maximum reduction of 
required auto spaces of 25 percent. Gresham allows two bicycle parking spaces to substitute for 
one auto space. Portland allows four motorcycle parking spaces to substitute for one required 
auto space with a maximum reduction of five required auto parking spaces, or five percent of 
required parking—whichever is less. Portland considers scooters as motorcycles). 

• Providing plaza improvements or pedestrian or transit amenities in lieu of providing some or all 
of the required parking. Portland’s Zoning Code provides for the following: 
 
Sites where at least 20 parking spaces are required, and where at least one street lot line abuts a transit street may 
substitute transit-supportive plazas for required parking, as follows. Existing parking areas may also be converted 
to take advantage of these provisions:  

 
a) Pedestrian and transit-supportive plazas may be substituted for up to 10 percent of the required parking 

spaces on the site; 
b) The plaza must be adjacent to and visible from the transit street. If there is a bus stop along the site’s 

frontage, the plaza must be adjacent to the bus stop;  
c) The plaza must be at least 300 square feet in area and be shaped so that a 10'x10' square will fit entirely 

in the plaza; and 
d)  The plaza must include all of the following elements: 

 
i. A plaza that is open to the public. The owner must record a public access easement that allows public 

access to the plaza; 
ii. A bench or other sitting area with at least 5 linear feet of seating; 
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iii. A shelter or other weather protection. The shelter must cover at least 20 square feet and the plaza must 
be landscaped. This landscaping is in addition to any other landscaping or screening required for parking 
areas by the Code. 

 
Our suggestion is that the City discusses which of these options they are comfortable with, and 
whether they want to make them available to all developments, or to put limits on parking 
reductions. For example, the City may want developments which normally would require four or 
fewer parking spaces to be able to be fully absolved of providing onsite parking spaces or paying a 
fee-in-lieu-of-parking. In other development scenarios, the City may not want to allow larger parking 
demand uses to reduce their onsite parking beyond a certain percentage unless offsite parking is 
provided on-street or is provided in a shared parking lot.  
 
Parking Lot Design. While the City is extending parking reduction standards to the pedestrian places 
(and potentially other locations within the city), it is recommended that the City also adopt 
regulations similar to the parking area design standards of Section VIII-B-2 of the Croman Mill 
Design Standard and the Green Development Section VII-C of the same standards, especially the 
green parking area and green street provisions. The standards based upon these Croman Mill 
standards should either be adopted city-wide through Chapter 18.92 or for just pedestrian places 
through incorporation in the Pedestrian Place overlay zone. It is noted that the Performance 
Standard Bonuses of Section VIII-C-13 need not be adopted for the pedestrian place areas because 
these bonuses should be unnecessary with regard to additional density or building heights. 
 
Apply the Pedestrian Place Overlay Zoning District  
Option 1. Apply the overlay district only to opportunity areas shown on Otak plans. However, 
applying the overlay zone only to the selected opportunity sites may fall short of achieving the type 
of development desired if owners of these limited properties are not interested in redevelopment 
within a reasonable time.  
 
Option 2. Apply the overlay district to the entire five-minute walk zones shown for the three 
pedestrian places. We believe this approach would be way too broad. There would be little gained by 
applying the overlay zone to areas which are currently zoned for primarily low density or medium 
density residential uses or institutional uses.  
 
Option 3 – Our Recommendation. Apply the overlay to areas within those five-minute walk areas 
which are already designated Detailed Site Review Zones as designated on the City’s Site Design 
Zones map. For the North Mountain Avenue/East Main Street pedestrian place, the overlay should 
be applied to areas which are already zoned R-3. In all three pedestrian place areas, the City has 
already made determinations by the application of the Detailed Site Review Zone or the R-3 district 
that those properties are anticipated to have a fairly intensive level of development. 
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Zoning Review for Walker Avenue and Ashland Street Pedestrian Place 
  
C-1 Zone 
All of the identified opportunity sites around this intersection are zoned C-1.  
 
Uses 
Currently Allowed Uses. The C-1 zone allows all desired uses for a pedestrian place, including mixed 
use development with residential. Considerations for changing the uses in this district include 
requiring that uses on each site or particular site be mixed, or excluding certain uses that are allowed 
by the C-1 district which may not be supportive of pedestrian place objectives.  
 
Require Mixed-Uses. Based on other cities’ experiences, requiring mixed uses on a site or within a 
particular area can be politically difficult to implement. A given development may find too little 
market demand for a required use, but ample demand for the other use(s) in the district. Forcing a 
financially troubling decision upon a prospective developer to take on an undesirable use (at least at 
that time) will not help stimulate redevelopment.  
 

Recommendation: Allow mixing of uses without being prescriptive towards uses to be 
required. Strictly requiring mixed use on a parcel-by-parcel basis may be difficult to 
administer in a way that encourages redevelopment and achieves the goal of mixed use at a 
neighborhood or district scale. On any given parcel, there may be unique site characteristics 
or current market conditions overwhelmingly favorable to one use over another. Setting 
clear mixed use goals and using a variety of incentives may be better tools for getting a 
balance of places to live, work, and shop within the overlay areas. 

 
Exclude Certain Uses. An overlay zone could specifically exclude some of the permitted uses, special 
permitted uses, and conditional uses allowed by the C-1 underlying zone, which would be counter-
productive to the objectives of Pedestrian Place development.  
 

Recommendation: Prohibit larger-sized boxes and uses which usually are located in large 
buildings and/or have large parking lots or surface storage areas, such as car sales, building 
material sales, etc. The City’s Land Use Ordinance currently prohibits uses over 45,000 
square feet. An overlay zone may want to be more restrictive than the prohibition within the 
five-minute walk area surrounding the designated pedestrian places.  

 
The City limits total drive-up uses within the city to twelve separate businesses, based upon the 
number of drive-up uses at the time the ordinance was adopted. The drive-up use allowance is 
transferable to another site, including onto sites which are zoned C-1 and currently onto sites which 
are being planned as pedestrian places.  
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Recommendation: An overlay zone could specifically prohibit drive-up use permits from 
being transferred onto sites within designated pedestrian places or within the surrounding 
five-minute walk areas.  

 
Dimensional Standards 
Building Heights. The primary dimensional standard in the C-1 zone is a 40-foot maximum building 
height, except where a property abuts a residential district where lesser heights are allowed. These 
standards are not a problem for the Pedestrian Place concepts. Additional building height beyond 40 
feet is problematic since the uses accommodated by that additional height may make it difficult to 
provide adequate parking without surface parking areas much larger than those envisioned in the 
concept plans. Alternative parking strategies to surface parking could be tuck-under parking spaces 
or a parking area under a building podium. These options raise construction costs for the desired 
buildings and, therefore, work against other goals, such as providing affordable housing. 
 

Recommendation: No change.  
 
Development Standards 
Landscaping Coverage. An overlay district could supersede the current minimum 15 percent 
landscaping coverage requirement of the C-1 zone if the City wants each site to include more 
landscaping. However, increasing the landscaped areas of a new development may be counter to the 
higher intensity of development and mix of uses desired characterized by closely spaced buildings, 
useable outdoor gathering spaces, and setbacks with storefront activities.  
 

Recommendation: No change.  
 
Other Zones within the 5-Minute Walking Area 
Most of the rest of the five-minute walk area surrounding the Walker Avenue and Ashland Street 
pedestrian place is zoned with the R-1 districts or is part of the Southern Oregon University (SOU) 
campus. Uses, densities, dimensional, and development standards related to these districts are 
summarized below. 
 
R-1-7.5 Zone. Much of the five-minute walk area south of Siskiyou Boulevard is zoned R-1-7.5, 
along with some area within the eastern portion of the five-minute walk area. The target density for 
this district is 3.6 units per acre, which is at the low end of the typical density range supportive of 
local bus service. Detached single-family residences and multi-family residences are among the 
permitted uses. Dimensional standards are typical of this density. Since this zone is applied on the 
opposite side of Siskiyou Boulevard and includes the SOU overlay zone, it is not ripe for major 
redevelopment. 
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R-1-5 Zone. Much of the five-minute walk area north of Ashland Street is zoned R-1-5. The target 
density for this district is 4.5 units per acre, which is at the low end of the typical density range 
supportive of local bus service. Detached single-family residences and multi-family residences are 
among the permitted uses. Dimensional standards are typical of this density. Since this area is fully 
developed and within the outer portion of the five-mute walk area, it is not ripe for major 
redevelopment. 
 

Recommendation: Since the target densities for both the R-1-7.5 and R-1-5 districts are at the 
low end of the transit-supportive density scale, it is recommended that the City consider 
seeking increased densities in these areas through allowing Accessory Residential Uses as 
permitted uses within the five-minute walk areas surrounding pedestrian places.  

 
 
Zoning Review for Tolman Creek Road/Ashland Street Pedestrian Place 
 
C-1 Zones 
All of the opportunity sites within the Tolman Creek Road/Ashland Street pedestrian area are zoned 
C-1, except for the western-most portion of opportunity site C along Tolman Creek Road and a 
small area of portion of opportunity site F just to the north. This area is zoned E-1 with a residential 
overlay. Similar comments apply as above regarding how the C1 district supports or conflicts with 
the pedestrian place objectives. 
 
E-1 Zone, with Residential Overlay  
The E-1 zoning district is a mixed commercial and employment district. This zone allows a great 
variety of office, commercial, and manufacturing uses. Some of the allowed commercial and 
industrial uses may be fairly land extensive or low in development intensity. Lower intensity uses 
such as these may be counter productive to the pedestrian place objectives, if not modified by the 
recommended pedestrian place overlay. Residential development can occur as part of a mixed use 
development in the E-1 district only if the property is designated with the residential overlay, as is 
the case for the E-1 zoned properties along Tolman Creek Road. The residential overlay allows 
residential uses as a special use in the E-1 district at a maximum density of 15 units per acre, with 
special additional density provisions for small units. Residential uses are allowed only if at least 65% 
of the total gross floor area of a building’s ground floor, or at least 50% of the total lot area if there 
are multiple buildings, are occupied by permitted or other special permitted uses, excluding 
residential.  
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Recommendation: The Pedestrian Place overlay district could also be applied to the E-1 
zoned area within the five-minute walk area in order to implement use/size restrictions to 
prohibit non-supportive uses, and to add design and potential parking reduction measures 
which are supportive of pedestrian places.  

 
Other Zones Within the 5-minute Walk Area 
The YMCA site, and areas to the north and west, are zoned R-2, with most of them also including 
the Performance Standards overlay, which has flexibility with regard to development standards. 
Development standards for a particular development site are determined through the site plan 
review process, similar to a planned development.  
 
R-2 Zone. The uses, maximum and bonus densities, are consistent with transit-supportive goals. The 
maximum density is 13.5 d.u./acre. R-2 Bonus Points for density allow up to 40 percent additional 
density to approximately 19 d.u./acre. The bulk regulations would not appear to discourage 
development at higher densities.  
 
E-1 Zone, without the Residential Overlay  
The 5-minute walk area includes other properties to the south and east of opportunity site C, which 
are also zoned E-1, but without the residential overlay. As noted above, the E-1 zoning district 
allows a great variety of office, commercial, and manufacturing uses. Maintaining application of this 
zone in this area appears reasonable given the employment value of the uses which are already 
established here. 
 

Recommendation: Maintain the existing underlying zoning within the five-minute walking 
area with no additional changes. 

 
Parking 
Since much of the development which is within this area is relatively large buildings with large 
parking lots and other portions of this area are undeveloped, it is additionally important that limiting 
the amount of parking be planned for and that parking areas be well designed. Recommendations 
for parking standards for all pedestrian places are addressed separately, beginning on page 7. 
 
 
Zoning Review for North Mountain Avenue and East Main Street Pedestrian Place 
 
R-3 Zone 
The densities are supportive of pedestrian-friendly and transit-oriented development. Most of the 
North Mountain Avenue and East Main Street pedestrian place area, including opportunity sites A 
through E, is zoned R-3. The R-3 district is a high density residential district with a target density of 
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20 dwelling units per acre, with bonus density provisions to allow an additional 40 percent or a 
maximum of 28 dwelling units per acre. Permitted uses in the R-3 district are all manner of 
residential uses, as well as public schools. Limited commercial uses are allowed as conditional uses, 
including professional offices or clinics for an accountant, architect, attorney, dentist, designer, 
doctor or other practitioner of the healing arts, engineer, insurance agent or adjuster, investment or 
management counselor, or surveyor; limited personal service establishments in the home, such as 
beauticians, and masseurs; travelers accommodations which are also occupied by the owner of the 
business; and hostels.  
 

Recommendation: In order to provide for mixed-use development within these R-3 zoned 
areas, the R-3 zoning district permitted or conditional uses will need to be amended to 
include additional desired commercial uses. Alternatively, the City could apply the 
recommended Pedestrian Place overlay zone discussed below to the R-3 district zoned 
properties within the five-minute walk area and structure the overlay zone to allow certain 
commercial uses in places where the underlying zone does not permit those uses.  

 
Other Zones 
Opportunity sites F and G are zoned E-1, which is a mixed commercial and employment district. As 
noted above, this zone allows a great variety of office, commercial, and manufacturing uses. Zoning 
is not recommended to be changed in any of these areas.  
 

Recommendation: The City may wish to add the recommended Pedestrian Place overlay zone 
to these and other similarly zoned areas within the five-minute walk area.  

 
 
Review of Development Standards Common to All Districts 
 
Special Setbacks 
Section 18.68.050 requires large setbacks along arterial streets which are not supportive of the 
desired qualities of this or any other pedestrian place. A minimum setback of 65 feet from the road’s 
centerline is required along Ashland Street, a minimum 35-foot setback from centerline is required 
on East Main Street, and minimum 20-foot setbacks from right-of-way boundaries are required 
along all other arterials. The overlay district should supersede these requirements by specifying 
maximum building setbacks from right-of-way boundaries or special build-to lines in order to cause 
buildings to be located near the street. Our recommendation is building setbacks of five feet or 
greater from a street property line be permitted only where the building setback area is occupied by a 
customer-serving area like a sidewalk café or by a plaza, or where the site has more than one street 
frontage and the standard maximum setback is met along the other street.  
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Other Standards/Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 
The Basic and Detailed Site Review Standards of the Site Design and Use Standards Manual were 
reviewed. Most seem to be supportive of, or at least not detrimental to, Pedestrian Place objectives. 
One potential exception is the maximum floor area ratio (FAR) standard. The maximum FAR 
standard for buildings outside of the Historic District is 0.50:1 (Standard II-C-2a). The Detailed Site 
Design Standards currently require a minimum FAR of 0.35:1. This is a low FAR for the type of 
redevelopment illustrated in the Pedestrian Place concept plans which have FARs ranging from .60:1 
to .70:1. The existing conditions at the Ashland Street/Walker Avenue location (the only one of the 
selected sites that is currently built-out) appears to barely reach the 0.35:1 minimum and has a higher 
parking ratio than is being recommended. 
 

Recommendation: Increase the maximum allowable FAR to at least 1.0 in order to encourage 
more intensive use of individual parcels through reduced onsite parking and decreased 
setbacks from the street. This reduces the unproductive footprint of parking lots and large 
setbacks in favorable of buildings and useable pedestrian space. 
  
Complementary Recommendation: Some zoning codes specify higher minimum FARs, 
minimum building heights, or a minimum lot coverage standard in order to promote 
intensify development in transit or pedestrian areas. Of those types of practices, we 
recommend setting a minimum building height of two stories. Choosing to implement 
higher minimum FAR and minimum lot coverage standards may discourage innovative 
building and site designs which otherwise could also result in desirable gathering spaces 
supportive of pedestrian-oriented development. High minimum FAR and lot coverage 
standards are also often difficult to satisfy on unusually shaped parcels but two- or three-
story buildings can still meet the objective of more intensive use of the site. 

 
Parking Standards 
The concept plans included in the accompanying graphics package illustrate parking that is 
significantly lower than the current minimum for off-street parking space standards of Section 
18.92.20. The current minimums for detached and multi-family residential uses (based upon number 
of bedrooms), general retail (1 space per 350 square feet), and for eating and drinking establishments 
(1 space per 100 square feet or 1 space per 4 seats) do not appear to be supportive of the key aspects 
for pedestrian place development, such as increased FAR, reduced building setbacks from the street 
and achieving transit-supportive densities. The Ashland Land Use Ordinance already provides 
options to reduce minimum parking space requirements. Some options can currently be utilized 
within the proposed overlay zone areas. Other options provided by the Land Use Ordinance are 
currently only allowed elsewhere in the city.  
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Recommendation: Extend all of the options addressed below to pedestrian places. Continue 
the maximum allowed number of parking spaces at 110 percent of the minimum required. 

 
On-Street Parking. Land Use Ordinance Section 18.92.025 applies city-wide. This section allows a 
reduction of required off-street parking based upon credits for on-street parking provided by the 
development. A credit of one required off-street parking space for every two on-street general use 
parking spaces is provided. A development can obtain up to four credits at that ratio. After four 
credits are earned, a development can receive a one off-street parking space credit for each 
additional on-street space provided. (Note: the Croman Mill area provisions of the Site Design and 
Use Standards Manual allows a one on-street parking space for one on-site space ratio without the 
initial one for two qualifier) This is a progressive tool for reducing onsite parking lot areas and 
increasing FAR and density. 
 
Bicycle Parking. Section 18.92.040 requirements are clear, appropriate, and generally supportive of 
pedestrian place objectives. However, there currently is no provision for reducing auto parking 
requirements if additional bike parking or bicyclist serving amenities are provided. There is no 
scooter parking requirement. Adding this requirement should be considered. 
 
Mixed Use Parking Credits. The Land Use Ordinance allows a credit for a reduction of up to 35 
percent of required off-street parking for the total minimum parking required for multiple uses on 
the same site when it can be demonstrated that the uses have different peak parking demand 
periods. 
 
Croman Mill Parking Standards of the Site Design and Use Standards Manual  
The Croman Mill parking standards of the Site Design and Use Standards Manual provides for the 
amount of required auto parking to be reduced by not more than 50 percent through application of 
credits for:  
 
• Providing on-street parking (actually, a one on-street for one onsite parking space substitution), 

as described above; 
• Implementation of a Transportation Demand Management Plan; 
• A mixed use credit, as described above; and 
• A shared parking space credit for every space a developer constructs in a designated offsite 

shared parking area, or for payment of a fee-in-lieu-of parking with such fees to be used for 
constructing a shared parking area. Further, after plans for a shared parking structure are 
completed, a development will only be allowed to build up to 50 percent of their required 
parking on their own site with the remainder of the parking to be provided for in the shared 
structure through use of one or more of the bulleted items above. 
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Recommendation: Consider extending similar standards and credits to pedestrian places.  
 

Downtown Overlay Zone Parking 
The Downtown overlay zone does not require off-street parking for all uses other than hotels, 
motels, and hostels. This overlay zone applies only within the downtown area and, thus, does not 
apply to any of the Pedestrian Places currently under study.  
 

Recommendation: It is not recommended that this same approach be taken in the Pedestrian 
Place areas. We recommended the reduced parking standards. The possibility of waiving the 
requirements and allowing a development with no off-street residential parking could be 
considered but several factors seem to work against that. First, these Pedestrian Places are on 
collector and arterial streets which do not currently allow on-street parking. That is not 
favorable for retail uses. Second, the local development community may not feel the market 
will support them in offering residential units without some parking. Lastly, a high density 
development without parking may not be acceptable to the surrounding neighborhood 
because of concerns about over-utilization of the neighborhood supply of on-street parking 
by residents of the new development. 

 
Street Standards/Parking Area Design Standards  
At present, typical City of Ashland street improvement standards would apply within the Pedestrian 
Place.  
 

Recommendation: In the interest of promoting green street style street improvements, the 
City could designate certain streets within a pedestrian district as green streets and require 
streets to meet certain special design standards; much like the Site Design and Use Standards 
Manual does for streets within the Croman Mill District (Section VIII-C-3). The same could 
be done for green parking lots (like Section VIII-C-4 of the Site Design Manual) and green 
streets.  
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Pedestrian Places Part 1 (Closed)




What do you think makes a successful Pedestrian Place?



Introduction


The City of Ashland is studying three locations for future Pedestrian 
Places – Tolman Creek Rd./Ashland St., Walker Ave./Ashland St., and 
N. Mountain Ave./E. Main St.  



Pedestrian Places are small walkable nodes that provide a concentration 
of gathering places, housing, businesses and pedestrian amenities 
grouped in way to encourage more walking, bicycling and transit use. 
The land uses and building in and around Pedestrian Places are typically 
a mix of housing and services to provide a variety of places within easy 
walking distance.



Amenities may include plazas, bus shelters, shade and seating, drinking 
fountains, public art, landscaping, information displays, and bicycle 
parking. Pedestrian Places can help create vibrant, livable places where 
people congregate, and can function as neighborhood centers.



Background



The Pedestrian Places Project originated from a presentation on 
"Designing Great Arterial Streets" in September 2007 in which 
discussions noted how sections of Siskiyou Boulevard and East Main 
Street seem to work well for pedestrians, bicyclists and motorists, but 
then reached a point where the more walkable neighborhoods ended. 
The idea of creating Pedestrian Places in these transitional areas was 
suggested as a way to begin extending walkable neighborhoods to other 
locations in Ashland.



Citizen Input



The City is seeking citizen input on the project, and held the first public 
workshop on October 27, 2010 at the Ashland Middle School 
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Commons.  At the first workshop, participants had an opportunity to 
learn about the project and help develop ideas for the Pedestrian Places.  
(link to presentation video from first workshop) A second workshop is 
scheduled on December 8, 2010 to present draft concepts and ideas 
contributed at the first workshop.  A follow-up meeting to review the 
refined draft concept plans will be held at the Planning Commission on 
February 2, 2011.  For information about future meeting dates, time and 
location see  www.ashland.or.us/pedplaces.



Participants at the first public workshop were asked to answer the 
following questions for each of the three locations - Tolman Creek 
Rd./Ashland St., Walker Ave./Ashland St., and N. Mountain Ave./E. 
Main St.



Building Blocks:  Do you think some building blocks for a Pedestrian 
Place are much more important than others?

Great Streets

Gathering Places

New Shops/Offices

Transit Improvements

Public Art

New Housing



Neighborhood Character:  Are there characteristics or features here 
today that we should build on?

Unique Buildings

Plazas or Parks

Civic Uses

Shops

Schools



Priorities for Improvements:  In theory, if we could start next year, what 
would be the first improvements you would like to see?

Sidewalks/Planting

Improved Transit Stop

More Walking routes

Stormwater Treatment

Public Plaza

Safer Street Crossing


2 of 14

www.PeakDemocracy.com/551

Public comments as of March 24, 2011, 3:21 PM from all participants.103





What Else Would Make a Great Place:  Should we consider any other 
‘building blocks’ or physical improvements at these locations?

    





Thank you for your time and feedback.
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Pedestrian Places Part 1 (Closed)




What do you think makes a successful Pedestrian Place?

As of March 24, 2011, 3:21 PM, this forum had:


Attendees: 179
Participants: 23
Hours of Public Comment: 1.2



As with any public comment process, participation in Open City Hall is voluntary.  The 
statements in this record are not necessarily a representative sample of the whole population, nor 
do they reflect the opinions of any government agency or elected officials.
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Steve Ryan inside Ashland December 8, 2010, 3:31 PM
Wow, I for one am extremely encouraged by the level of citizen involvement here and I regret I 
had to miss the first charette. I want to explore the possible rather than restrict innovation or 
focus on why ideas can't be done. Please continue shelling us with all the suggestions you can 
muster: Just have at'er, cynical, serious, speculative and spectacular: Thank you for this 
guidance and keep the comments coming, Ashland! What I see so far, is that many residents feel 
our commissions should take a 'no build' Ped Node option very seriously, but yet many also 
agree at the same time, that our traffic system is critically dysfunctional. What else? Fix what 
we have first? Let's reach some consensus. These are not mutually exclusive, in my view. See 
you at AMS tonight 7 p.m. 100 Walker, and comnent on the TSP update too, see the City Web 
page~


Semi-anonymous outside Ashland December 5, 2010, 6:18 PM
I think that other things should be taken into account when creating pedestrian areas, and that is 
that having pedestrians and bikes in proximity with cars put both in danger. So pedestrian and 
bike specific paths and areas would help the safety of both. It is important to keep these areas so 
that they are not  built around our major arterial streets, as it would put people in danger and 
slow traffic down of both the cars and the pedestrians. Instead, put areas so that they are more 
accessible by pedestrian-specific paths, like the Ashland bike path. Of all of the ideas, I like the 
idea of a small plaza, with shops and restaurants. After that, other things may be added, but the 
plaza and shops really set a framework for everything else. After taking these into account, I 
would say that the Ashland Street/Tolman Creek area would be the best spot for a place like 
this, especially if it was closer to the Ashland Bike path for better pedestrian access and farther 
from the  Interstate to reduce road noise. In fact, road noise should be taken into account when 
creating the plaza and placing the buildings around it. There are also a few bus stops in the area 
for people wishing to use the bus. || I would also like to say that I agree with the opinion of 
having the plaza blocked off from cars and having the traffic re-routed down an expanded Lithia 
way, maybe letting a truck or two in to deliver supplies to some of the stores. It could be really 
beneficial to the traffic flow of the street, pedestrian safety in the plaza, and the general 
atmosphere of the plaza. Some outside parking could be created and  rickshaws or low speed 
electric vehicles could ferry people around. 


tony Henthorn inside Ashland December 3, 2010, 10:43 PM
great idea to make places more pedestrian/bike oriented.how about finishing sidewalks as on 
S.Mountain and N Main instead of flowerbeds. Maybe lights on crosswalks that actually 
illuminate darkly-clothed pedestrians on rainy winter evenings.maybe reclaim unused railway 
right of ways per the reclamation of O & C lands and put a whole neighborhood serving foot 
and pedal traffic.Make the planning process more adaptable to changing times and needs so that 
asking for variations becomes a customer friendly process instead of an expensive gamble. What 
about a parking structure on the Wells Fargo parking lot and reduce parking on the main street 
and Plaza


Morgan Paull inside Ashland November 29, 2010, 6:45 PM
Enough! Plaza should be Pedestrian center.I agree with Gregg M.


Sally McKirgan inside Ashland November 27, 2010, 11:15 AM
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What makes a great pedestrian place is slow traffic!  We recently visited Danville, CA and they 
have traffic on their main street however, they have lights imbedded in the street cross walk 
areas.  The lights flash when pedestrians have the right to cross in the walkway!  They also have 
stop lights.  Please do not entertain noisy twittering or tweeting devices that indicate when cross 
walks are available.  Mt. Dora, Florida has them and they are IRRITATING to hear.  Also 
Carlsbad, CA has a 3ft strip of bricks imbedded in the street prior in cross walk areas.  They are 
better than speed bumps and they make driving through town annoying.  They also have stop 
lights of course. Maybe this is an option as it slows traffic.  Slow traffic equals sanity.  


Michael G Knox inside Ashland November 19, 2010, 9:20 AM
I enjoyed Mayor Stromberg's insight and observations.



I wonder why the North Main area was left out? It seems to me there are two possible nodes out 
this way: the Wimer/Hersey/Main intersection, and the Maple/Main intersection.



Of course Ashland partially screwed itself by accepting the ODOT offer to widen N. Main to 5 
lanes in the Maple St area, and not to the south or north of this intersection, thereby creating a 
"large particle (aka vehicles) venturi effect" which encourages high speed traffic in the N. Main 
area.



Pedestrian Plazas could be a Godsend to interrupt this dangerous high speed traffic flow both in 
and out of Ashland to the north. 



A pedestrian plaza or round-about at the Wimer/Hersey/Main area could spur development of an 
area on residential consumer shops which could serve this commercially underserved area.



Lastly, as one who has devoted his life to assisting seniors and the disabled, I find it 
dumbfounding that the city of Ashland has so severely limited access to those who cannot ride 
bikes or drive cars.  This policy has made the task of completing the activities of daily living an 
impossible task for many.


Ken Deveney inside Ashland November 18, 2010, 10:48 AM
I like the general idea of public places will people will enjoy hanging out and not rushing on.  
But our rising taxes make it obvious that the city doesn't have the money even to do all the 
"must-do" projects.  Let's not lose sight of priorities


Colin Swales inside Ashland November 14, 2010, 7:09 AM
It is unclear why these particular three auto-centric locations were chosen other than the nearby 
potential for increased development on adjacent vacant lots. (The already pedestrian-rich 
Boulevard location opposite SOU was dropped in favor of the Tolman intersection.)



Our Downtown Plaza and Main Street, already vibrant "pedestrian Places" in need of many 
improvements, are totally ignored.



Nevertheless, others have already solved such problems by using  the concept of "Shared 
Space":
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"...Shared space is an urban design concept aimed at integrated use of public spaces. It 
encourages traffic engineers, urban planners and experts from other fields to consult with users 
of public space when planning and designing streets and squares in both built and non-built 
environments. The concept shares some characteristics with Living streets.



Shared space removes the traditional segregation of motor vehicles, pedestrians and other road 
users. Conventional road priority management systems and devices such as kerbs, lines, signs 
and signals are replaced with an integrated, people-oriented understanding of public space, such 
that walking, cycling, shopping and driving cars become integrated activities.



The term 'shared space' was coined by Ben Hamilton-Baillie while preparing a European co-
operation project in 2003.[1] The idea itself was pioneered and promoted by Hans 
Monderman,[2] based on the observation that individuals' behaviour in traffic is more positively 
affected by the built environment of the public space than it is by conventional traffic control 
devices and regulations.[1] The goal of shared space is an improvement in road safety, 
encouraging negotiation of shared areas at appropriate speeds and with due consideration for the 
other users, using simple rules like giving way to the right..."



For further Reading see:



http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Shared_space



http://www.hamilton-baillie.co.uk/



http://www.bendigo.vic.gov.au/Files/Rod_Tolley_Bendigo_Final_report.pdf



http://www.howwedrive.com/



http://ashland-blog.blogspot.com/



Videos:



http://www.youtube.com/user/Sharedspace#p/u



http://daily.sightline.org/daily_score/archive/2010/03/25/an-american-woonerf



http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=wn2NfUH0G-Q (Bern, Switzerland)







Gabe Dawson inside Ashland November 12, 2010, 10:47 AM
Designated bike lanes on all roads.  Narrow streets and wide sidewalks.  Signage must be clear 
and visible to all. A designated bike path seperate from pedestrians would increase safety while 
decreasing conflcits between the 2 groups.  Max. speed limits of 20 mph on all streets.  More 
bike parking.  


Semi-anonymous inside Ashland November 8, 2010, 2:26 PM
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I prefer the N. Mountain/E. Main spot.  It is the most likely to have pedestrian traffic, and the 
most likely to decrease on congestion of vehicle traffic.  The area between the bike path and E. 
Main on N. Mountain could be much more conducive to foot traffic than it is now.  


Semi-anonymous inside Ashland November 7, 2010, 2:46 PM
How about a plan to connect the bike path from Bear Creek to the established path that runs 
from the railroad district to Tolman Creek Road?  Oak Street is particularly dangerous for 
cyclists and pedestrians (lack of continuous sidewalk). How about a bridge over Bear Creek at 
Nevada Street, connecting up to Mountain for access to N. MT Park and the bike path?  How 
about bike lanes on Oak Street to bring folks into downtown?  Railroad district streets are also 
dangerous for cyclists- too many cars on constricted and congested streets.


Diane Werich inside Ashland November 6, 2010, 7:12 AM
I have a small thing to contribute. Portland has many neighborhoods that I feel very good in.I 
think these places feel good to be in because they all have little benches, some mud, some 
covered, a few with coloring books in tables for kids. This says...don't hurry through this 
place...stay and be with us for awhile.


Semi-anonymous inside Ashland November 5, 2010, 8:32 PM
All three spots have great potential. I think we need more than just benches or a mini park... 
something that brings in more people, like a coffee kiosk or food kiosk (like all the fun ones in 
Portland) to give more folks an additional reason to stop and hang a few minutes. This would 
make the spots an attraction and destinations to walk to. Just brainstorming ... what if there were 
a kiosk or two or three plus some benches. Or what if there were a kiosk and a mini dog park at 
one of the locations... the rent from the kiosk paying for upkeep of the dog park. Folks could 
walk their dogs and get a coffee or snack too. I know this isn't a really heavy philosophical idea 
but it is practical if you want to motivate community members to go to a place and gather and 
hey, it could create a job or two. If enough citizens can be drawn to the areas then if a few 
"recreational homeless" settle in they won't 'own' the spot like has happened to some areas 
downtown.


Semi-anonymous inside Ashland November 4, 2010, 4:04 PM
I like the idea of more pedestrian focused areas but also feel that there are currently existing 
areas needing attention for pedestrian sidewalks first. It is amazing to me that the street that the 
Ashland Food Store Co-op is on has no sidewalk! That is one of the busiest spots in town and it 
seems it would be priority to make that a more walking friendly area with the growing 
businesses developing there... Ace Hardware, Ashland Recycled Furniture, DJ's Video, Indika, 
Etc... foot traffic in that area instead of motor traffic would be much better but there is no 
sidewalk. I have to put my stroller on the street to get down there. Doesn't make any sense to 
me. Why has that not been fixed yet?


gregg marchese inside Ashland November 4, 2010, 9:35 AM
I'm humbly reminded of the legal, social, and policy overlays under which this idea labors. 
Western settlement policies created centuries ago to prevent the creation of viable public 
gathering places, and zoning laws and the demonization of socialism at the beginning of the past 
century, plus automobile advertising and emergent cultural norms make even the simple, 
sensical idea of a semi-self-sufficient mixed-use node radical. Not so much in this town, but 
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how many parks throughout the cities and towns of this nation are gathering places for none but 
the disenfranchised, desperate and defiant? Families do not feel safe there. Some (1?) of our 
public places/parks are well used, but others, like that little triangle where E Main splits off from 
Siskiyou, which is so well and i'm sure expensively done, gets virtually no visits--though it is 
kind of nice to see as I drive by, instead of a coffee kiosk. We might include Triangle Park for 
that matter (although a few tiny protest marches seem to gather and begin there annually). Any 
public place where you can't get away from the car presence and noise, is not one people are 
going to visit, except at night, and for perhaps reasons we might not want to promote. 



I need to remember that someone gets paid for these social and cityscape experiments. Do we 
the citizens get back what we really need? 



What do we need? This town is so small, I think it as a self-contained node already. I can easily 
walk to some of my destinations, more easily bike, and even more easily drive anywhere I need 
to go in--relatively --no time. And that's not often to see a movie, browse books, buy an 
expensive non-organic meal (with tax), and lounge around sipping wine or mocha lattes. Bring 
back Harrisons! 



Now there's an idea: tax breaks and other incentives for truly functional, fundamentally useful 
stores downtown. That's our node, so let's stock it with places that are truly functionally, 
practically useful to locals.



How about incentives for purchases of those little electric cars? Or better yet, meet your 
neighbors, offer them carpool rides, accept their offers of same, offer to pick them up something 
to save a trip--more neighborhood support. Though this doesn't need any organized government 
involvement. 



Maybe the best that can be done with this node idea is to create expensive museum-like 
demonstration projects, that bring in Civic Ecology students from OSU, Eco-tourists, and aging 
ecotopian dreamers who can die content knowing that Something has been tried. And they can 
buy lattes and wine, have an expensive meal (with tax), pick up a book on Eco-cities, and see a 
movie about the apocalyptic future after the tour. 

Or leave the nodes fallow for future generations who might truly need them to grow food. 



I hope you can tolerate the informed cynicism. I do appreciate your efforts, but must accept that 
it is all embedded in a juggernaut of a dysfunctional system no one can truly derail. 

Hey, what about light rail? Just grasping at dreams...



Oops, is this a disruptive statement?



julian spalding outside Ashland November 3, 2010, 4:04 PM
I'd like to see discussion about closing downtown main st., making it a pedestrian mall, re-
routing traffic on a two way Lithia St.


Alma Alvarez inside Ashland November 3, 2010, 1:53 PM
I was excited to hear the Walker/Ashland St. area considered for a pedestrian place, particularly 
since it is in my neighborhood and I often walk to the local coffee shop or the supermarket. 
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However, one of the items that must be considered is safety. Yesterday a young woman legally 
crossing at the crosswalk was hit by a motorist making a left-hand turn. It seems that we need to 
consider some sort of option like having all motorist signals red when pedestrians are crossing. 
The saftety of the crossing spaces are crucial to creating viable and attractive pedestrian spaces. 


Semi-anonymous inside Ashland November 3, 2010, 12:01 PM
Unfortunately, as a result of the aging demographics of Ashland, walking isn't an easy task for 
many of us traveling to the grocery store, doctor office visits and drug store visits.  Considering 
the decling numbers in school age children and the increase in aging Ashlanders, make sure we 
don't make access to our businesses more difficult and/or time consuming, while spending hugh 
sums of money for feel good social engineering.  Also is this another example of creating the 
perception of the need for "pedestrian places",when the need isn't that high relative to other 
aspects of City government and its funding? What about adequate fire protection and police 
protection as priorities for public funding? Who pays for these "nice to do" programs, given our 
other "need to do" programs? Expensive art displays, social gathering places other than private 
secter facilities would be another public expense adding to the City of Ashland general fund... 
which is hugh. The bottom line should be pedestrian safety particularly for our children, but lets 
don't create a champagne project with a beer budget.  Or stated anotherway, is this another 
glitter project to romance tourists at Ashland citizens expense? Also if the proposal creates 
traffic bottle necks interrupting traffic flow to the college will be a problem 


Melanie Mindlin inside Ashland November 2, 2010, 8:34 AM
I believe that pedestrian "nodes" are important to create the sustainable Ashland of the future.  
Designing Ashland so that areas of 1/4-1/2 mile in diameter include housing, services, stores, 
jobs and public places can create vibrant city life without car travel.  Public transportation would 
link these "nodes" with the rest of the city and points beyond.



Ashland is already committed to a policy of infill rather than sprawl.  This means increasing the 
density of both housing and employment within the City.  We need a new vision to accomplish 
this gracefully, bringing high quality of life to living closer together.



What will make this higher density housing a desirable living environment?  People want light 
(especially sunlight), natural ventilation and at least a little garden.  Apartments without south-
facing windows will be appreciated by only a few.  We need sunlight in the winter to reduce 
SAD, and to warm our homes naturally.  We need natural ventilation to reduce toxic indoor air 
and the need for summer air conditioning, and keep us in touch with the natural world.  Most 
people need a little garden, even if it’s just a few tomatoes or a delicious-smelling rose bush.  
Public landscaping does not provide this same connection and satisfaction.  Here are a few ideas 
that could be incorporated in standards for higher density residential housing in our pedestrian 
zones, as well as open space (parks) that would support them.



- South-facing windows, natural ventilation, and balconies.

- Roof gardens to increase outdoor living space in higher density areas.

- Community gardens in easy walking distance.

- Open space with wild and intimate areas, preserving or recreating natural features, in easy 
walking distance.  People can go further for active recreation, like ball fields and hiking 
trails.
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- Safe, car-free areas immediately outside the building for children and social interactions.



In order to have a comfortable and attractive pedestrian place, it needs to be away from cars due 
to noise, safety and combustion fumes.  I can appreciate a vision of the future where our entire 
town has little or slow car traffic. I don't think that time is coming quickly enough to focus our 
pedestrian areas on our current arterials.  I think it would be best to make our arterials be 
boulevards, like Siskiyou, with plenty of buffer between people and cars, bike lanes and 
narrower pedestrian crossings.  The plazas, benches and other pedestrian amenities should be 
concentrated on existing side streets or new narrow or pedestrian only "streets" adjacent to 
public transportation routes on the arterials.  In the cleaner, slower future of our grandchildren, 
they can reclaim parts of the roadway and make them into the additional public spaces they will 
need in their high density zones.



In order to plan Ashland for transit-oriented development and a sustainable future that is better 
than what we have now, we need to think much larger than the streetscape of 3 Ashland corners.


John Stromberg inside Ashland November 1, 2010, 11:37 PM
My comments are about the workshop on pedestrian places, as follows:



1.  I think many of us participants found it difficult to let go of our acceptance of the way 
vehicular traffic dominates our cityscape.  We're so used to accepting it as a given we can't 
easily create different mental pictures of how a pedestrian node might look. We're like those 
elephants who have been tied with a rope to a stake as infants and still believe that simple rope 
can hold them when they are adults.



Obviously this is an impediment to the kind of thinking the workshop was trying to 
encourage.



2.  People who live or own property within the concentric circles that define a pedestrian node 
are IMHO really threatened by anyone's speculative ideas about how the land uses within the 
circles might be changed, and I can understand why.  This is_their_place, they are used to it, in 
fact it is an unconscious part of their security.



3.  Somehow, in order to create a real transit oriented design for Ashland (for want of a better 
term) someone is going to have to overcome #1 and #2 above.



There were some moments at the workshop when this occurred and the results were very 
interesting.  Also I think some people felt exhilarated.  To me this suggests how important this 
project is to the future of our city because it's an indication of how distorted from a life-
affirming experience the current configuration of these nodes are.



4.  So someone, somewhere is going to have to take some chances and entertain wild ideas on 
the pathway to discovering or inventing the new Ashland for which these nodes are the growing 
points.  And this is going to have to take place out of the public eye (creation of the wild 
experimental ideas) lest they generate such opposition that we'll never make it through to 
ideas/designs that are both creative and feasible.
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4.  During the workshop I saw many, many instances in which one participant or facilitator 
matter-of-factly squelched a new idea because it_obviously_couldn't be done.  Nobody was 
being mean or bad; they just felt it was an obvious fact that had to be pointed out.



5.  The rest of my ideas are going to be presented in the spirit of uncensored, if infeasible, 
possibilities - with the hope that they may contribute to a fundamental qualitative change in the 
three nodes presented at the workshop.



6.  Traffic absolutely_pours_through this town on all its arterial streets and intersections and it is 
powerful and intimidating.  There's no way I would venture on foot out into that irresistible flow 
of metal, glass, plastics, rubber and engines when it's fully in motion, for example when just 
released by a stop light turning green - and so my experience of this otherwise peaceful and 
human-sized community is sliced through and across with these streams of motorized 
machinery.



Somehow we've got to slow these streams down, make them move more slowly, take them out 
of their straight-line paths, divert them into smaller streams, etc. or create total bypasses for 
them, like piping hot gases in impermeable hoses and pipes.  Human beings on foot and non-
propelled machines should set the normal pace of transportation and motor vehicle traffic should 
be subordinated to it.



I don't know how that will occur but one could imagine taking E. Main St. by the Plaza, tearing 
out the Plaza and making a big piazza, with no traffic lanes or signs and having just one rule: 
non-motorized movement has the absolute right of way.  



Imagine how different that would feel.  It would be like one of those parade days, just after the 
parade is over, when people are filling the streets and just a few cars have found their way in but 
are driving very slowly and carefully so as to avoid hitting anyone.



That's the kind of feeling we need in these pedestrian nodes and/but I wouldn't ban motorized 
vehicles so long as they were completely subordinated - then they would be OK.  But if there 
were too many and they started moving together and making people feel unsafe, that would be 
the limit and the space sharing wouldn't work.



7.  Once we've got movement in the node adjusted to human-tempo then we need to cluster 
stores, shops, restaurants, storefront offices, karate dojos, nail salons, toy stores, book stores, 
etc., again on a scale that is not physically daunting to the pedestrian traffic.  If one store isn't 
big enough add another one somewhere else in the node.  (In a way that's what malls used to do 
before they were gobbled up by name brand franchises and corporations.)  So the stores, shopes, 
etc. should be locally owned and maybe there should be living facilities above, behind or nearby 
for the owners and workers.  



This is closer to the original idea of mixed use housing, before 'the market' decided to make 
more profit by creating housing for people who did not work in or own the stores.



8.  Before continuing this line of thinking, a word about markets.  "Markets" and "Market 
Economy" have become sacred cows, and counterpoised to "Communism" and "Socialism" as 
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good vs evil.  But I think the solution that actually builds healthy communities is markets-within-
structures so they are not exploited (think the gigantic speculation in financial derivatives that 
may have irreparably damaged our economy) but perform their functions of coordinating and 
facilitating economic activity.



As an example, perhaps there should be a maximum shop size and every shop should have 
living space as part of the same unit.  In other words, truly mixed housing rather than co-existing 
mixed housing.  Only in certain districts maybe (out of control regulation can become 
dehumanizing too)...



9.  Once we start clustering the shops-with-housing along streets and plazas, we need to think of 
open space, community amenities, gardens, quiet places, view sites, access for deliveries, etc.  
(I'm not trying to map everything out;  it's obvious at this point, once the proper core has been 
established and, anyway, the designers can do it better.)



But we do need to think about public places as well as community places and we especially need 
to think about privacy.  I don't know how to_require_that buildings be designed for privacy and 
contact with nature, when they're clustered.  Maybe they go up (vertical) in the clustered areas.  
They definitely need quality design and construction ('quality', not necessarily 'fancy').



The overall node needs to relate to its natural environment and, in Ashland, invite that natural 
world into the pedestrian clusters and center.  Also the public places need to include markets, 
entertainment, culture, sports, etc. And thirdly, the pedestrian nodes need to take their propoer 
place in the layout of the town and in relation to each other.  (I'm just sketching here and will go 
on to one more point...)



10.  The process by which these nodes are cultivated, developed and guided needs to be 
something other than what we currently use in our land use ordinance.  We can't encourage and 
protect something this organic and cultural (even the economics are cultural in the sense that 
they are interwoven with the feel and character of the local node-community).  I don't know 
how to achieve this but I'd start by creating special nodal zones within which the land use 
ordinance wouldn't apply.  The balance would be shifted from rules towards process, from 
control towards support, and all of it towards quality of the living, traveling, exchanging, etc. 
environment.  A nice balance would need to be struck between community and individual values 
and experience.  



At the same time, the whole node-community needs to be in balance economically, both in its 
normal daily existence and in its development.



Last thing:  this process of moving from the condition in which we now find ourselves - 
essentially a beautiful town that has a transportation system that is out of balance with the 
wonderful human scale nature of the core of the town as a whole - towards the growth and 
development of these nodal neighborhoods, will need to evolve over years and also have 
different phases as it moves towards a stage of maturity, which may eventually evolve into 
something else or be changed.  But this would be over a long period of time, maybe the lifetimes 
of today's children at least.
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11.  As the transportation system comes into better balance with the pedestrian nature of the 
town and nodes grow into neighborhood communities along the public transit routes (with their 
own 'mass transit' systems that also should be attuned and scaled to Ashland) the land between 
nodes and stretching out towards the UGB will be affected by the development of the nodal 
neighborhoods and orient towards them, especially in terms of transportation ('travel'?) 
routes.



Plus localized fruit/nut/vegetable growing, animal husbandry and food production would gather 
around and interpenetrate the urban pattern - as the town as a whole moves to a more sustainable 
settlement.



That's enough for now...


Rick Bleiweiss outside Ashland October 31, 2010, 4:28 PM
I like this whole concept, but it seems to me that the location at Mountain and East Main does 
not have the concentration of services, facilities, businesses and other things that would make it 
into what this initiative is trying to achieve, whereas the other two locations do. Has the possible 
impact on traffic and transportation been taken into account when picking these locations? I 
don't think we should create either hazards for pedestrians nor significant traffic congestion that 
would create more pollution.


Sophia Bogle inside Ashland October 31, 2010, 2:34 PM
Ashland St and Walker makes the most sense to start with. It has the solid bones to make a good 
framework for other improvements. The Beanery, The Theater, Deja Vu are just a few elements 
that make it a great place to hang out.Also it has the perfect development spot for new shops and 
housing and it is comfortably near schools and neighborhoods.


Tom Burnham inside Ashland October 28, 2010, 7:45 PM
Subject: Pedestrian Places



Access by the greatest number of people should be a primary concern.



Too Bad quiet Village area was left out along with areas above Siskiyou Blvd - Green Meadows 
on the east, walker Street neighborhoods on the south/east.  Also the Hospital area on the 
west.



Why was the Transportation Commission left completely out of the decision for choosing the 3 
Pedestrian Places?
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Pedestrian Places Part 2 (Closed)




What are your thoughts on the vision statements, opportunity sites and 
illustration plans for the Pedestrian Place locations?
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Pedestrian Places Part 2 (Closed)




What are your thoughts on the vision statements, opportunity sites and 
illustration plans for the Pedestrian Place locations?



Introduction


We're midway through the planning process, at the "design studio" 
stage.  For each of the three locations - N. Mountain  Ave./E. Main St., 
Walker Ave./Ashland St., and Tolman Creek Rd./Ashland St. - there is 
a preliminary vision, opportunity sites map and an illustration plan for 
one site.
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Pedestrian Places Part 2 (Closed)




What are your thoughts on the vision statements, opportunity sites and illustration plans for the 
Pedestrian Place locations?

As of March 24, 2011, 3:20 PM, this forum had:


Attendees: 152
Participants: 9
Minutes of Public Comment: 27



As with any public comment process, participation in Open City Hall is voluntary.  The 
statements in this record are not necessarily a representative sample of the whole population, nor 
do they reflect the opinions of any government agency or elected officials.
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Semi-anonymous in Ashland January 18, 2011, 6:26 PM
I realize that this comment does not have to do with the Pedestrian locations mentioned, 
however, I am not sure where else to address this concern about the current bike path across 
town.



I ride my  bike along the bike path from the Railroad district to the YMCA. There is a place 
where East Main Street intersects this path near Garfield Park that is in urgent need of a sign for 
drivers to slow down and be aware of the bike path. Unlike the other streets that intersect the 
bike path the high volume of traffic here makes it very unsafe.


Semi-anonymous in Ashland January 15, 2011, 1:00 PM
In view of the current and future economic climate of our state, nation and the world, why are 
we spending more money just to have more vacant homes, condos and retail space. Those of us 
in the neighborhood who choose to walk do so already, we don't need a pretty tree to encourage 
us to keep our cars at home. Once again i feel this is irresponsible government spending!!


Semi-anonymous in Ashland January 13, 2011, 12:24 PM
My comment is probably more appropriate for Part 1 but I feel it is immediately important to 
facilitate and encourage walking for both the health of the citizens and to reduce auto traffic, 
especially downtown. I would like to see the sidewalks in neighborhoods around down town 
better maintained. This includes smooth, even and continuous surfaces and removal of intrusive 
shrubs. There are trip hazards in the upheaved and broken concrete and intermittent patches of 
no sidewalk. Elderly, baby strollers and just folks walking side by side would find a more 
inviting and safer travel with well maintained sidewalks. Could more aggressive enforcement of 
the current codes make immediate improvements? Thanks for the venue to comment and for the 
foresight to do the long term planning with the Pedestrian Places project.  


Semi-anonymous in Ashland January 9, 2011, 8:18 PM
Since the purpose of these sites is to encourage bicycling, and an interactive location for 
services and entertainment, I would hope that noise abatement issues will be addressed through 
code enforcement or augmentation. Also, keeping night lighting levels down so as not to 
obscure the night sky. For some of us who already walk through our neighborhoods, has anyone 
considered how this is going to change the population in the proposed areas, especially at night? 
Ashland has this tendency to present things in a "too good to be true" fashion and I hope this 
isn't one of them.

My worst case scenario for this program, and I'm being a bit paranoid here, is, this is just a ruse 
to shift the homeless and the panhandling transients away from the Plaza. But Ashland wouldn't 
do that.



My residence is a couple of blocks from the corner of Tolman Creek and Ashland. I'm aware of 
a bit of undeveloped property there, but what services could be provided in a windswept, noisy 
area that aren't already provided by current local businesses? Wouldn't that impact those 
already there who are struggling to make it in business?



I also agree with a contribution made which suggests a dog park on this end of town. Not having 
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to drive to walk your dog off-leash would be a blessing.


Ben B in Ashland January 8, 2011, 7:59 PM
I'm pleased to see these progressive plans put forward to encourage the necessary community 
support. We deserve a few visible successes that raise the bar on sound design without breaking 
"out of character" for the context, or overreaching on feasibility.



The improvements overlayed on the map area as per the Legend demonstrate agreeable 
priorities: non-vehicular circulation/connections, streetscape enhancement, gathering places, and 
crossways. I would also put forward Greenspace as a general principle for balancing artificial 
features with ecological elements, which may include productive "green" systems for 
water/waste management, food/fiber/forage, atmosphere and shelter.



Future development/redevelopment ideas are appealing, if wishful and a bit generic. I suppose 
that's what policy/incentive can do for the moment; let's keep focused on advancing 
infrastructure so that sensible investment projects like these become more likely based on 
market demand. In that vein, I hope it's clear to the council that bike transit improvements need 
real attention in many places around town for safer, smoother traffic in that most economical 
and accessible mode of travel...



I, for one, see a sane "middle road" of wise growth opening up ahead, that steers around 
economic ruts and potholes to build on all the assets we do have in this extraordinary town 
towards the sustainable future that is manifesting in many other parts of the globe. It'll go 
slower than most of us would like. There will probably still be smelly cars around 15+ years 
from now; alongside lots of compact electric or pneumatic, possibly shared ownership vehicles, 
and maybe a few more options for mass transit.



How much can we really plan for though? Let's pick a few principles the majority of us can get 
behind right now, as seems to be in evidence with these proposals, then truly see them through 
for good demonstration works while leaning forward to brighter possibilities ahead. Rural 
subsistence communities have a future. Ashland has pretty good odds. The rest of the world, 
well, there's hope, and hard work. Where do you choose to wake up?



As a relative newcomer spared from any prior conflict or disappointment here, I'll endorse this 
vision and look for the chance to lend some creative touches on future projects, especially 
neighborhood-based initiatives where a little more variety and inspiration may come forward. 
Appreciation to the team at work though; and a few recent tips from TheCityFix to point out for 
all concerned: http://thecityfix.com/new-years-resolutions-for-cities-10-keys-to-sustainability-
planning-success/


Semi-anonymous in Ashland January 7, 2011, 12:31 AM
I note your scheme presumes to make plans for private property. What do the property owners 
think of your plan? Considering the disastrous financial situation of the nation, the state, the 
county and ultimately every city in this nation, what are we doing looking for new ways to 
spend money we don't have?
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I hate to rain on anyone’s parade but we need to think about a near future with $20 per gallon 
gasoline. Think about what that does to the price of everything else, everything that gets to us by 
truck, ship or plane.



Wake up people! I don’t care if the money is already allocated, I really don’t know, but if it is 
give it back. Spending a dime on any project that does not increase our self sufficiency like 
promoting local food production, local power production or finding ways to become more 
efficient are dimes we will wish we had when the trucks stop arriving to stock the shelves of our 
stores.



Call me crazy now… you’ll have to call me right tomorrow.



Semi-anonymous in Ashland January 6, 2011, 6:58 PM
Please keep in mind we need a leash-free dog park on this side of town. It doesn't need any 
expensive development and doesn't need to be as big as the Quiet Village dog park. We just 
need a fence and a trash can.  Thanks!


Joyce A. Woods in Ashland January 3, 2011, 2:09 PM
It has been a bit sad to watch to beautiful views of the hills surrounding Ashland disappear over 
the last 30 years. There was a time, not so long ago, that the citizens of Ashland convinced the 
planners to preserve the view of the mountains as they built. Thus, the former McDonald's 
Restaurant was required to build in such a way it did not impede the view. 

Now, from A Street to Ashland Street, builders and planners running amuck are destroying one 
of unique characteristics of our beautiful city - the view. 

Yes, I know... in fill, in fill, in fill. The mantra of the "square footage-rules" mentality.  It may 
make sense for the banks and realtors trying to make the most of an investment scarfing up land 
instead of creating green space. But, it is destroying part of the character of the town. 

Certainly we can improve pedestrian and traffic flow without excessive concrete and mortar in 
three dimensions.


julian spalding in Talent December 22, 2010, 8:15 AM
Let's move ahead with roundabouts. I've driven in Europe where they are ubiquitous. They 
make so much sense and work so well. Get rid of traffic lights wherever possible.

5 of 5

Pedestrian Places Part 2 (Closed)
What are your thoughts on the vision statements, opportunity sites and illustration plans for the 
Pedestrian Place locations?

All Statements

www.PeakDemocracy.com/576

Public comments as of March 24, 2011, 3:20 PM from all participants.122



Pedestrian Places Part 3

What are your thoughts on the draft concept plans for the Pedestrian Place
locations?

Public comments as of August 22, 2011, 11:24 AM

All Participants around Ashland

As with any public comment process, participation in Open City Hall is voluntary.  The statements in this record are not
necessarily representative of the whole population, nor do they reflect the opinions of any government agency or elected
officials.  
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Pedestrian Places Part 3

What are your thoughts on the draft concept plans for the Pedestrian Place
locations?

Introduction

We're finishing up the design process of developing illustrations of what the Pedestrian Places might
look like in the future.  For each of the three locations - N. Mountain Ave./E. Main St., Walker
Ave./Ashland St., and Tolman Creek Rd./Ashland St. - there is a draft concept plan including
illustrations of a catalyst opportunity site as well as suggested streetscape features and
improvements.

Page 1 of 9Public comments as of August 22, 2011, 11:24 AM http://www.peakdemocracy.com/629
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Pedestrian Places Part 3
What are your thoughts on the draft concept plans for the Pedestrian Place
locations?

As of August 22, 2011, 11:24 AM, this forum had:

Attendees: 97
Participants around Ashland: 11
Minutes of Public Comment: 33
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Michael Church inside Ashland April  8, 2011,  3:05 PM

My comments relate to the two concepts along Ashland Street.  

1.  I think that these cannot be 'places' where people will walk to and congregate unless Ashland
Street becomes something other than an expressway.  It is too wide and way too pedestrian
unfriendly to leave as-is.

2.  The major intersection corners need to have two-story structures, preferably at the back of
sidewalk.  Even with such buildings making corner statements, I think the street widths need to be
reduced to make the 'place' feel like a cohesive whole.

Name not shown inside Ashland April  5, 2011, 10:19 AM

It is ridiculous that there is no mention in this project of the blocking of pedestrian and bike traffic by
the railroad between A Street and the communities to the north of the rails.

If the project is to create "pedestrian places" then this should be a priority.  There is a large demand
by citizens hurting by the lack of the passage and there is little cost involved.

The RR blockage is an offense to anyone from the Town side of Ashland who attends
music, dance or art events in the buildings on Hersey Stand and to the residents of the North side
who would walk or bike to town to work and shop.

If there is any City-sanctioned policy or project promoting biking and walking it needs to start with a
campaign to the owners of that property that their manner and use of the property violates any notion
of freedom of movement for Ashland residents. A letter should be signed by the appropriate City
officials and demand they make a passage available or face further action from the City.

Jonathan Landes

Name not shown inside Ashland March 12, 2011,  9:45 AM

Generally speaking I am in favor of pedestrian spaces, but to narrow arteries to and from downtown is
discriminatory towards those who live above the boulevard and those who are elderly or disabled and
can not walk easily.  I fervently wish that instead of spending large sums of money on outside
consulting firms the city would spend a little time and money doing a thorough survey of every
household in Ashland asking them if they want any of these proposed ideas implemented.  I will bet
that the majority of Ashlanders would not want to have their ability to move easily from their home to
their work or to the grocery store or to the downtown area impeded in any way.  For those who want to
ride bikes, ride them on the back streets that are free of as many cars or on the greenway which goes
through the entire city.  For those who want to walk, there are already adequate sidewalks on all major
arteries. Please stop trying to legislate my choice of mobility!!!!! You have to ask what percentage of
the population live where it is easy to walk to the necessary amenities versus what percentage of the
population GENUINELY plans to walk or bike to the necessary amenities?  The common sense that
would result from that information would say leave the arteries to and from the center of Ashland
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alone!

Adrian Horvath inside Ashland March 11, 2011,  4:24 PM

There are great ideas in here for improving the walkability of streets intersecting Ashland St., but not
enough, in my opinion, improvement to the walkability of Ashland St. itself. 
I think five lanes is just too much to create any kind of desire to stroll Ashland St.. Could the center
turn lane be converted into a parklane with occasional left turn-outs instead of one long, unending
open lane? 
I think this would give the street a slightly more intimate feel (still a long way from intimate) and also
do a lot to improve traffic flow, as many of us have experienced bottlenecks in the open turn lane due
to its undirected nature.

thanks, Adrian

Philip Gagnon inside Ashland March 11, 2011,  9:46 AM

The pedestrian/bicycle concept is an admirable one.  Portland, Seattle, Boulder, New York City
already lead the way with this concept. Retailers are said to love it as more people are out of their
cars meandering about, sitting in their street patios and very engaged with the settings. Store visits
increase. 

Think of the transition that's taken place with coffee houses. They've become  social meccas. Street
patios can also become that. An example I read about tells of the positive changes in Times Square
since all traffic is re-routed and street patios made to flourish. Wow!  Changing times!

I drive a tricycle and would love to see improvements made on the N. Main St area where I have to
squeeze in the car lane as there is no shoulder for me to hug. How ancient is this stretch? I'm excited
about the proposed changes and heartedly endorse them.

Brian Comnes inside Ashland March 10, 2011,  9:27 AM

I participated in 2 of the 3 workshops.  I think the process was a good one and I learned a lot. The
goals of the group are quite admirable. 

However, I want to make one emphatic statement.  Dressing up parking lots does NOT make for or
create pedestrian friendly places as you desire them.  The best pedestrian places are car free -
period. They don't have to be large. A single block long length of street can do it. 

My wife and I recently were in the 500 block area of Washington St, and the development there is
very reminiscent of all three proposals put out by the City planners.  They are curbside attractive
buildings with an off-street parking area in the center.  The parking area center is attractively
landscaped with plants trees and benches.  All three proposals proffered by the planners had similar
design philosophies.  But the fact of the matter is you are simply surrounded by the presence of cars
and asphalt. In the summer (when you want to be outdoors) all that asphalt will generate intolerable
radiant heat.  Cars are also noisy. Maybe for smokers or people taking a lunch break area it's better
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than nothing , but it is not conducive to draw people as a pedestrian place. I wouldn't choose to sit
there at all.

Of the three areas studied, the Walker area near SOU offered the best opportunity to add a car free
zone.  Shut down that whole block of Walker to car traffic allowing a short stub for truck entry on the
North side to the grocery store and you create a pedestrian place. Think Calle Guanajuato which is a
pedestrian place. 

The Ashland/Tolman site should also be able to shunt cars to one side, not make them the
centerpiece of the development. 

The E. Main, Mountain site unfortunately has traffic going through it in 4 directions. I don't think you
can really do much there. The Washington Street style may be your only option.  Although, maybe the
whole of the Emerick House site on the SW corner could be made a park with a history museum in
the house and food carts in a park made from the rest of the property. I'd walk to that for sure.

Sincerely
Brian Comnes
Ashland resident

Name not shown inside Ashland March  8, 2011,  5:54 PM

I am a 38 year Ashland resident and live on Pinecrest Terrace above Walker. Although the overall plan
looks aesthetically pleasing and there are some good elements, there are obvious issues that are not
even addressed by OTAK to anyone who has lived here for any length of time.  This is another
fundamental reason why it is absurd for the City to hire expensive, out-of-town, consultants to develop
long and short term development plans that are typically "big city" type concepts, and not necessarily
applicable nor practical to implement in a small, unique town like Ashland.  

First off, the idea of narrowing Ashland Street to just one lane of vehicular traffic in each direction is
absolutely insane! There are only two major arterials in Ashland with four lanes; Ashland Street and
Siskiyou Blvd/North Main.  These are the only streets that access the primary routes in and out of
town, either by Highway 99 or Interstate 5. These streets are already running a capacity most of the
day and to eliminate two lanes is going to cause complete gridlock with cars backed up all the way
through town. Cars pollute the most while idling and that is not a very "green" concept. Julia Sommer
should be removed from the Transportation Committee for suggesting that "if it did get backed up
people would have less incentive to drive." The notion that "if we build it they won't drive" is not a
reason, nor a solution, to clog up our main artery in the south half of town to access the freeway
where almost everybody coming or going to Ashland needs to get through. Whether we like it or not,
most people in town don't have many practical options to driving to work or transporting food or kids
home. In downtown Portland or Seattle (yes, big cities....)walking, biking and mass-transit is practical.
In rural, small town communities, not so much unless you live and work in the "flat" areas of Ashland. 
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For half of Ashland's population that lives "above the boulevard," we need a car to get to work, haul
our groceries or transport anything bigger than a day pack and to imply that we are going to have to
sit in bumper to bumper traffic (like a big city) just so we can have some cutesie streetscape is
unacceptable.  The whole "Festival Street" idea is similiarly impractical which blocks off Walker and
makes everyone that needs to use that block to detour through someone else's residential
neighborhood that isn't designed for such traffic or kid safety. 

The entire block between Siskiyou Blvd, Ashland Street & Walker Avenue is private property with
numerous different ownerships that are unlikely to all agree with, approve or otherwise pay for the
substantial costs of this particular comprehensive plan.  Which begs to ask, why are we taxpayers
spending hundreds of thousands of dollars for a plan without first getting "buy-in" from these private
landowners and business owners? Nowhere do I see mention of who or how any of this is going to be
paid for, nor any estimated costs that these plans will require to implement. A small town like Ashland
is never going to be able to afford nor even need or want this large scale urban renewal type of
project. Anybody remember the Northlight project downtown which was also based on this kind of
mixed use, pedestrian friendly environment that kept getting shot down?

One of the biggest impediments to this particular project is that a majority of the "neighborhood" are
residents like me that live up one of the steep many collector streets in Ashland (Walker, Park,
Tolman, Mountain, etc.). As another poster, Joanne, mentioned in her comments, it is in no way
practical for the hundreds of people living in this neighborhood to walk or bike up and down Walker
with anything more than a small bag of groceries without having to drive, so where in this "Pedestrian
Place" are people going to park their vehicles? Is our "big city plan" going to propose building large
expensive underground parking garages for this little area to encourage a few pedestrians? Not going
to happen! Unfortunately, Joanne's suggestion about having people park on Walker in a residential
area, then try to hitch a ride back up the hill with others and be delivered to wherever they live is not a
workable nor practical solution, for individual time scheduling reasons if nothing else.  I think this
whole concept needs to be scaled way back to something more realistic instead of this pie in the sky,
utopian fantasy, which may be nice if it involved unused land rather than demolishing all the recent
improvements.  As I said, there are some good elements right at the corner of Walker & Ashland
Street, but I really don't believe this area is generally going to be where people are going to want to
just "hang out". The same goes for the Tolman & Ashland Street site. Personally, I'll be going
downtown or to Lithia Park to hang out where there is actually something to do. This area of the
neighborhood is where locals go food shopping, not to hang out.

There are already so many vacant commercial properties all over town and many still undeveloped
areas that have already been designated for multi-use growth, such as the railroad district land by
Clear Creek Drive, Croman Mill property on Mistletoe, the Northlight (Copeland Lumber) site, the old
Handyman Hardware (Forest Service office)site next to Shop N Kart that are unused.  If fact, the old
bowling alley building behind Market of Choice, now converted to commercial space, is empty except
for Anytime Fitness right in this project zone! Are these "pedestrian places" just going to end up in a
fat report collecting dust like the rest of these unbuilt "planning" studies? I think we need to be saving
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our tax money to do smaller, affordable improvement projects for now and quit hiring big city planners
from Portland that have no idea what really works or flies in small town Ashland. 

Name not shown inside Ashland March  8, 2011,  4:07 PM

So far, from seeing the drafts of the proposed sites, I'd say they are mostly another nod in the
direction of a form of affordable housing. There's not a lot of green space, or places to just relax and
put your feet up, read a book, (buy a book), sit in the sun, etc. And where's the dog park we need on
this end of town?
I would hope that SOU will be tapped to foot some of the bill with all of this since their students will be
occupying most of the apartments. It's time that SOU stepped up and paid their share of the services
they enjoy thanks to the general population. They are State funded. 
Another point is that participants should limit their comments from 350 to 500 words per article.

Sophia Bogle inside Ashland March  8, 2011, 10:30 AM

I like the Walker proposal. The festival street idea is nice but would they really do booths and such on
such a steep hill? They all need more green space.

Name not shown inside Ashland March  8, 2011,  9:14 AM

A good example of what sort of projects have been proposed for the Pedestrian Place locations is
located at the fairly new development located just off Ashland St. on the east side of Washington St.
(500 block). The buildings are set along the sidewalk, with parking located behind them. In the center
of the parking lot is a mini-green space with picnic table and seating. Seeing this confirmed my
husband's and my impressions, looking at the drawings which were presented at the Pedestrian
Places meeting recently, that this sort of development contains way too much pavement and is far
more car-friendly than pedestrian-friendly.  Unless you were a smoker working in one of the buildings
and needing a place to smoke, we could not see why one would want to sit in the middle of a parking
lot on a tiny island of green space.  Significantly less asphalt and a much larger green space located
adjacent to the buildings would be more pedestrian friendly.

We live off of North Mountain Ave.

Joanne Kliejunas inside Ashland March  6, 2011, 12:34 PM

I'm new to this concept, because I just learned about it.  I think it is exciting to think about how to
improve neighborhoods in Ashland by providing places to congregate and meet basic needs.  I
applaud the effort and have some comments to add.  I will attend the Meeting on March 29 to hear
more in person and share my thoughts there.

I live in the hills above SOU, so the Walker/Ashland Street Ped Place is the one that captures my
attention first.  I have a few comments about the concept paper posted on this site and the drawings
for the Walker Street Place.
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The five bullets naming the land use developments that are typical to move Ped Places forward may
be necessary, but they are not sufficient conditions for the success of such development.  One key
factor not listed is that "neighborhood residents are drawn to the Ped Place for services and can get
there and to their homes more easily than to other commercial areas in town."  

Let me try to explain.  At this time, in my neighborhood, getting to Walker and Ashland streets (most
likely to go to Market of Choice) usually entails getting in a car, because of the challenge of getting
back up the hill to one's home with groceries.  Once in a car, unless the selection of services at
Walker and Ashland are comparable or better than those elsewhere in town, one is more likely to
drive right past the would be Ped Place to a larger concentration of services downtown or out on
Ashland and Tolman.  I go from my home to Walker/Ashland St. for Market of Choice only when a
supermarket stop is the only errand on my list.  As I see it, once I'm in my car, all commercial options
are at my disposal and I'm likely to consolidate errands until I'm using that drive for more than just
grocery shopping. To have a sufficient neighborhood draw, Walker/Ashland St. would have to have
BOTH a competitive array of services and the ability to get neighbors to and from the Ped Place
WITHOUT USE OF A CAR.  As I said, if I'm in my car, I'll go anywhere in town that has the BEST
commercial options for my errands.

I do have a idea that could be useful for the WITHOUT USE OF A CAR part of my comment.  Many of
us living on the hill above SOU could be expected to leave our cars at home when running errands, if
we had an easy way to get up [most of] the hill as we come home.  I often walk down (to go to Market
of Choice or downtown), but need to arrange a ride back up, if I'm carrying groceries or packages.
So, I usually end up driving.

However, other neighbors are driving up and down the hill at all times of the day for various reasons.
If I had a way of riding up with them, without having to call someone and arrange a meeting place at a
particular time, I'd be able to walk far more often. ( In addition, if I had a place to safely lock a bike at
the bottom of the hill --say at the Ped Place at Walker & Ashland-- I could walk down, unlock my bike
and ride it around town, then relock it at the Ped Place -- if I could get a ride up the hill.)

I believe we could set up informal networks to support pedestrians and bikers  to and from Ped Places
and significantly reduce the need to use our cars every time we run errands. A system of drivers,
peds, and bikers could be set up along major arterial streets (like upper Walker in my case), which
almost everyone uses for at least part of their drives.  If there were marked stops along those arterials
where peds heading up or down the hill could be picked up by neighborhood drivers, the need to drive
one's own car could be greatly reduced.  Those able to walk down could do so or get down faster with
a driver who picks them up at a marked stop.  Their return trip up would originate on a lower marked
stop on Walker and they would get out at another stop closer to their home farther up the hill.  

Such a system could be administered easily, it seems, with drivers and peds registering as residents
of that neighborhood (registering perhaps for a particular arterial's route).  Drivers would have a card
in their right front window identifying them "Walker Ave. Drivers" (or whatever) indicating they are
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neighbors and know the route to take.   Registered pedestrians would carry a card that identifies them
as "Walker Ave. Pedestrians" -- neighbors who are safe to pick up for a ride up or down the hill.
Anyone who registered for the network, would, obviously, get both driver and pedestrian identification
cards, since the same people could one day be drivers and another day pedestrians.  

Once down at the Walker Ped Place, the ped might walk, or unlock their bike and ride, elsewhere in
town -- or make use of services at the Ped Place.  In the short run, even before the full development
of the Ped Place, Walker & Ashland Streets could become a hub for informal transportation
connections.  This idea has the important side benefit of creating more neighborhood identification
and communication as rides are shared with previously unmet neighbors.  This can only be a good
thing for Ashland's safety and cohesiveness in the years ahead.  

One final comment on the plans I saw for Walker/Ashland St. Ped Place.  It makes no sense to me
that the architect's plan is based on the removal of relatively new buildings to develop newer ones.
Wouldn't it be possible to conceive of a workable Ped Place created by renovating large expensive
buildings that are already on the site?  For example, The Market of Choice building could be an
anchor that is reconfigured as an asset to the site.  

I'll see you at the March 29 meeting.
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Ashland Planning Commission 
September 13, 2011 

Page 3 of 3 

Ms. Harris explained staff’s intention was to incorporate the Council’s decision but not change the other existing language in the 
ordinance. She stated the language in 18.72.180.D(2.a) is mostly new, and stated staff can look into the suggestions about tying 
this to the standards in the Federal Communications Act.  
 
Mr. Newton recommended the City also look into what it means to have coverage in an area and to seek legal guidance on whether 
they are required to accommodate a company’s desire for higher levels of data reception.  
 
The Commission voiced support for looking into whether the City is required to allow every provider to have coverage within the 
City, and whether cellular telephone service constitutes coverage, or if they need to accommodate data streaming.  

 
B. Pedestrian Places Proposed Code Amendments. 
Ms. Harris noted staff provided an update on this item at their last meeting and stated this is the Commission’s opportunity to 
discuss any outstanding issues before this comes back as a public hearing.  
 
Colin Swales/143 Eighth Street/Questioned why these code amendments would go before the Council separate from the TSP 
update. Mr. Swales also commented on the arterial setback requirements and voiced concern with some of the wording. He stated 
he does not believe it is un-conducive to pedestrian places to have small plazas on the street. He stated there is no public plaza 
space requirement in the ordinance and expressed concern with all new buildings being built to the minimum setback.  
 
Ms. Harris clarified the Pedestrian Places project is a subset of the TSP Update. She explained Planning staff had submitted a 
separate grant application for this project; however the State contacted the City and agreed to fold this into the TSP Update in order 
to receive the grant award. She stated it was always conceived as a separate project, and Public Works and the consultants have 
no problems with moving this ahead since the land use changes proposed do not impact how the main street network functions.  
 
Ms. Harris also clarified there is a public patio space requirement for large scale projects and this is an existing requirement in the 
detail site review zone. She commented on providing some flexibility in the code on where to locate that space and stated 
sometimes a plaza off the side street or on the side of a building is more desirable and conducive to a functioning pedestrian place; 
and commented on allowing the design professionals to design a plaza space that works for that particular building and location.  
 
Correction was noted to 18.56.040.E(3) and E(4). Staff clarified these two items should have been combined and indicated this 
would be corrected.  

 
UPDATE 
A. Grant Application for Unified Land Use Ordinance.  
Ms. Harris announced the City Council has authorized staff to apply for a Technical Assistance Grant to create a unified land use 
ordinance. She stated creating a more user-friendly land use code was a recommendation of the Siegel Report, and if awarded this 
project would: 1) incorporate the various standards documents into the land use code, 2) make the code more approachable by 
improving the organization, formatting and graphics, 3) integrate a form-based approach where feasible, and 4) incorporate some of 
the green code updates. She clarified this project is not focused on policy changes, but rather repackaging the land use code to 
make it more user friendly.   
 
Colin Swales/143 Eighth Street/Stated the first stage of the Siegel recommendation resulted in major changes to the code and 
stated the idea of streamlining the code worries him. He gave examples of previous streamlining that caused problems and 
recommended they not tinker with the code if it is working. Mr. Swales also spoke to the Commission quorum issue that has come 
up at recent City Council meetings and stated it is worrisome when major issues are decided by so few people.  
 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
Meeting adjourned at 9:00 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
April Lucas, Administrative Supervisor 
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ASHLAND PLANNING DIVISION 
STAFF REPORT 
October 11, 2011 

 
 
PLANNING ACTION: 2011-001175 
 
APPLICANT:  City of Ashland 
 
ZONE DESIGNATION:  Legislative Ordinance Amendment 
 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN DESIGNATION: Legislative Ordinance Amendment 
 
ORDINANCE REFERENCE: Chapter 18.72.180 Site Design Review 
  Development Standards for Wireless Communication 
 
REQUEST:  To amend the development standards and submittal requirements for wireless 
communication facilities in Chapters 18.72.180 of the Ashland Land Use Ordinance (ALUO). 
 
I. Relevant Facts 

A. Background 

Project History 
On November 2, 2010 the City Council made a final decision regarding a planning 
application to install rooftop wireless communication facilities at 1644 Ashland Street by 
Goodman Networks, Inc. for AT& T Wireless, LLC (PA 2009-01244). Upon review of 
the application and applicable development standards the Council found the standards to 
be ambiguous, and interpreted the Preferred Designs section (18.72.040C2) to be 
intended to outline a stepped hierarchy in which an application must demonstrate the first 
collocation standard is not feasible before moving on to the next design option.  The 
Council went on to define “feasible”, and said that a demonstration of feasibility requires 
a substantial showing that a design option is not capable of being done, rather than an 
applicant simply saying it would be difficult to make use of an alternative.  Finally, the 
Council found that the collocation study submitted with an application must demonstrate 
the applicant made a reasonable effort to locate other potential collocation sites that meet 
the applicant’s service objections and clearly identify why those sites are also not 
feasible. 
 
The Planning Commission held a study session on August 23, 2011 to review proposed 
ordinance amendments to Chapter 18.72, and continued their discussion to the regular 
Commission meeting on September 13, 2011. Public testimony was provided at the study 
session and is reflected in the attached minutes.   
 
The Federal Telecommunications Act of 1996 (TCA)  preserves state and local authority 
over zoning and land use decisions for personal wireless service facilities, but sets forth 
specific limitations on that authority. Specifically, a state or local government may not 
unreasonably discriminate among providers of functionally equivalent services, may not 
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regulate in a manner that prohibits or has the effect of prohibiting the provision of 
personal wireless services, must act on applications within a reasonable period of time, 
and must make any denial of an application in writing supported by substantial evidence 
in a written record. The statute also preempts local decisions premised directly or 
indirectly on the environmental effects of radio frequency (RF) emissions, assuming that 
the provider is in compliance with the Commission's RF rules.  
 
Within the local authority over zoning and land use decisions provided for in the Act, the 
proposed ordinance revisions have been drafted to provide amendments consistent with 
the stated purpose and intent of the ordinance to “establish standards that regulate the 
placement, appearance and impact of wireless communication facility while providing 
residents with the ability to access and adequately utilize the services that these facilities 
support”.  Such amendments will help ensure applicant submittals contain sufficient 
information to make a finding of compliance with the City’s Development Standards for 
Wireless Facilities in compliance with the TCA of 1996. 

B. Description of the Proposal 

The November 2, 2010 findings relating to the denial of the application for a wireless 
facility identified a number of code provisions that could be further clarified in keeping 
with the declared purpose and intent described in ALUO 18.72.180.A.  The ordinance 
amendments proposed address each of these areas to provide greater clarity to applicants 
to ensure future applications for wireless facilities provide an adequate collocation study 
and recognize that the Preferred Design standards in Chapter 18.72.180 are rigorously 
applied to establish a stepped hierarchy regulating placement, appearance and impact of 
wireless communication facilities. 

 
Feasibility 
The development standards outlined in Chapter 18.72.180 include a Preferred Design 
section.  This section  includes the word “feasible” but this term is not explicitly defined 
within the ALUO.  In their review of the above referenced planning action for a wireless 
facility the City Council defined feasible as being “capable of being done, executed or 
effected; possible of realization” Further the Council determined that in order to evaluate 
the feasibility of collocation sites an that an application shall demonstrate that a preferred 
design can or cannot be accomplished.  These definitions are incorporated into the 
proposed ordinance amendments in section 18.72.180.D.2. 
 
Collocation Study 
Co-location refers to the situation in which the operator of an existing wireless facility 
(e.g., tower) leases space on the facility to allow another carrier to add new cell 
attachments.  Consistent with the Council’s determination that an applicant shall 
demonstrate that a preferred design can or cannot be accomplished a collocation 
feasibility study is required to ensure opportunities for collocation have been thoroughly 
examined before a new wireless facility can be located within the City.  The proposed 
ordinance expands the submittal requirements for a collocation feasibility study to more 
explicitly state what a collocation study shall contain (18.72.180D.3 as proposed). 
Review of a collocation study’s findings and verifying that the determination that a 
“significant gap” in coverage exists requires technical expertise.  As such expertise may 
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not exist on staff with the City, the new ordinance language also provides for professional 
third party verification of the provider’s data. The third party professional verification is 
subject to City approval prior to the commencement of the work.  
 

 Miscellaneous Amendments 
In revising the ordinance to address the Council directives Staff has taken the opportunity 
to re-order the ordinance sections, correct for past scribers errors, and add minor 
provisions to maintain consistency within the ALUO.  Such changes have not been 
presented to introduce new requirements. These changes include the following: 
 
The “Applicability” section  (18.72.180.B.1 as proposed) has been relocated to 
immediately follow the Purpose and Intent section (18.72.180.A) for clarity. The specific 
requirements applicable to each zone either prohibiting installation of a wireless 
communication system, requiring a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) or requiring  Site 
Review, have not been changed.    
 
The “Additional Provisions” section  (18.72.180.B.2. as proposed)  was a section of code 
that had been included in the Ashland Land Use Ordinance prior to adoption of Ord. 2951 
effective 7/1/08.  Prior to that ordinance amendment these “Additional Provisions”  were 
originally included as footnotes to the table provided in 18.72.108.B.1.  The footnote 
references were retained in the table itself,  however the provisions themselves were 
inadvertently omitted from the final text. As proposed the ordinance amendment re-
inserts these provisions as a specific section of code.  These Additional Provisions 
include needed protections to ensure that the installation of wireless communication 
facilities is limited to only existing structures with a height exceeding 45’in residential 
zones (including replacement of existing poles, stadium lights, and towers), and upon 
buildings with a height of 50’ in the downtown commercial zone.    Without such 
provisions wireless communication facilities could potentially be located on any existing 
structure regardless of height.   
 
The “Exemptions Section” (18.72.180B3 as proposed) is effectively new language in the 
ordinance although it was drafted to replace the preexisting Collocation Standards 
18.72.040.D.5 which were stricken.  This existing provision  established that additions to 
existing wireless facilities that increased the height of the facility by more than ten were 
subject to site review.  Inversely, additions to existing wireless facilities that do not create 
an increase in height of the  facility more than ten feet have been considered exempt form 
site review, and the new section more explicitly clarifies this provision.  Further this new 
section now contains explicit language affirming that prior conditions of approval 
applicable to the existing wireless facility remain valid. 

 
 

II. Project Impact 
  

Providing greater clarity within the ordinance should function to better guide applicants  
through preparation of submittal information and as such streamline the Planning 
Application process. Collocation studies that adequately respond to the question of the 
feasibility of alternatives, with the data verified by a City approved third party, will better 
enable the Planning Commission and or City Council to determine whether applicable 

199



 
Planning Action PA #2011-01175 
 Ashland Planning Division – Staff Report  
Applicant:  City of Ashland Page   4 of 5  

standards are met when reviewing future wireless communication facility proposals.  
 
Approval of the ordinance amendments to Ch 18.72.180 as proposed will have no 
financial impact to the City.   
 
Statewide Planning Program 
Oregon Statewide Planning Goal 2 – Land Use Planning, as well as Chapter 197 of the 
Oregon Revised Statues requires a land use planning process and policy framework as a 
basis for all decision and actions related to use of land.  Specifically, plans and 
implementation measures such as ordinances controlling the use and construction are 
permitted as measures for carrying out Comprehensive Plans.   

 
III. Procedural – Required Burden of Proof 
 

18.108.170 Legislative Amendments 
A. It may be necessary from time to time to amend the text of the Land Use Ordinance or make 
other legislative amendments in order to conform with the comprehensive plan or to meet other 
changes in circumstances and conditions. A legislative amendment is a legislative act solely within 
the authority of the Council. 
 
B. A legislative amendment may be initiated by the Council, by the Commission, or by application 
of a property owner or resident of the City. The Commission shall conduct a public hearing on the 
proposed amendment at its earliest practicable meeting after it is submitted, and within thirty days 
after the hearing, recommend to the Council, approval, disapproval, or modification of the proposed 
amendment. 
 
C. An application for amendment by a property owner or resident shall be filed with the Planning 
Department thirty days prior to the Commission meeting at which the proposal is to be first 
considered. The application shall be accompanied by the required fee. 
 
D. Before taking final action on a proposed amendment, the Commission shall hold a public 
hearing. After receipt of the report on the amendment from the Commission, the Council shall hold 
a public hearing on the amendment. Notice of time and place of the public hearings and a brief 
description of the proposed amendment shall be given notice in a newspaper of general circulation 
in the City not less than ten days prior to the date of hearing. 
 
E. No application of a property owner or resident for a legislative amendment shall be considered 
by the Commission within the twelve month period immediately following a previous denial of such 
request, except the Commission may permit a new application if, in the opinion of the Commission, 
new evidence or a change of circumstances warrant it. 
 
SECTION 18.08.345. Legislative amendment. 
An amendment to the text of the land use ordinance or the comprehensive plan or an amendment 
of the zoning map, comprehensive plan maps or other official maps including the street dedication 
map described in section 18.82.050, for land involving numerous parcels under diverse 
ownerships. 
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IV. Conclusions and Recommendations 
 

The proposed revisions to the Development Standards for Wireless Communication 
Facilities in Chapter 18.72 are based on the November 2, 2010 decision of City Council.  
The changes are limited in scope to specifically remedy deficiencies in the clarity of the 
ordinance that were exposed during the review of Planning Action 2009-01244.  
 
 It is understood that the wireless communication industry is rapidly changing as is the 
technology utilized to provide such services.  In the future, as technological changes 
continue to alter the methods by which wireless services are provided, the City may need 
to further explore revisions to the Development Standards for Wireless Communication 
to respond to such a change in conditions. Although the Planning Commission has 
received public testimony requesting an expansion of the scope of the amendments at this 
time, to more comprehensively reevaluate the ordinance in total, the proposed changes 
are limited to those amendments necessary to enact the Council’s prior decision.   
 
The City Council is scheduled to hold a public hearing on November 1, 2011 to review 
the proposed ordinance amendments. 
 
Staff recommends approval and that the Commission recommend to the City Council 
adoption of revisions to the Development Standards for Wireless Communication 
Facilities  (Chapter 18.72.180 ) as attached.   
 

 
Attachments: 
18.72.108 Draft ordinance amendments 
Planning Commission Minutes 8/23/2011 and 9/13/2011 
City Council PA#2009-01244 Findings dated Nov. 2, 2010 
Respect Ashland coalition letter dated 9/13/2011 
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ORDINANCE NO.  __________ 
 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS FOR 
WIRELESS COMMUNICATION FACILITIES IN 18.72.180 OF THE ASHLAND 

MUNICIPAL CODE AND LAND USE ORDINANCE 
 
 

Annotated to show deletions and additions to the code sections being modified. 
Deletions are bold lined through and additions are in bold underline. 

 
 
WHEREAS, Article 2. Section 1 of the Ashland City Charter provides: 
 

Powers of the City The City shall have all powers which the constitutions, 
statutes, and common law of the United States and of this State expressly 
or impliedly grant or allow municipalities, as fully as though this Charter 
specifically enumerated each of those powers, as well as all powers not 
inconsistent with the foregoing; and, in addition thereto, shall possess all 
powers hereinafter specifically granted.  All the authority thereof shall 
have perpetual succession.  

 
WHEREAS, the above referenced grant of power has been interpreted as 
affording all legislative powers home rule constitutional provisions reserved to 
Oregon Cities. City of Beaverton v. International Ass’n of Firefighters, Local 
1660, Beaverton Shop 20 Or. App. 293; 531 P 2d 730, 734 (1975); and  
 
WHEREAS, the City of Ashland City Council found AMC 18.72.180.C.2 to be 
ambiguous on its face, and interpreted this standard in the final decision on 
November 2, 2010 for the appeal of a Planning Action 2009-01244, a request to 
install rooftop wireless communications facilities on the existing building located 
at 1644 Ashland Street; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City of Ashland Planning Commission considered the above-
referenced recommended amendments  to the Ashland Municipal Code and 
Land Use Ordinances based on the final decision of the City Council on 
Planning Action 2009-01244 at a duly advertised public hearing on October 11, 
2011, following deliberations, recommended approval of the amendments 
unanimously; and  
 
WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Ashland conducted a duly advertised 
public hearing on the above-referenced amendments on November 1, 2011; and  
 
WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Ashland, following the close of the 
public hearing and record, deliberated and conducted first and second readings 
approving adoption of the Ordinance in accordance with Article 10 of the 
Ashland City Charter; and  
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WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Ashland has determined that in order 
to protect and benefit the health, safety and welfare of existing and future 
residents of the City, it is necessary to amend the Ashland Municipal Code and 
Land Use Ordinance in manner proposed, that an adequate factual base exists 
for the amendments, the amendments are consistent with the comprehensive 
plan and that such amendments are fully supported by the record of this 
proceeding.  
 
THE PEOPLE OF THE CITY OF ASHLAND DO ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS: 
 
SECTION 1.    The above recitations are true and correct and are incorporated 
herein by this reference. 
 
SECTION 2.   AMC Chapter 18.72.180 [Development Standards for Wireless 
Communication Facilities] is hereby amended to read as follows: 
 
SECTION 18.72.180  Development Standards for Wireless Communication 
Facilities. 
A. Purpose and Intent - The purpose of this section is to establish standards 

that regulate the placement, appearance and impact of wireless 
communication facilities, while providing residents with the ability to access 
and adequately utilize the services that these facilities support. 

 
 Because of the physical characteristics of wireless communication facilities, 

the impact imposed by these facilities affect not only the neighboring 
residents, but the community as a whole.   

 
 The standards are intended to ensure that the visual and aesthetic impacts of 

wireless communication facilities are mitigated to the greatest extent 
possible, especially in or near residential areas. 

 
B. Applicability. 

1. All installation of wireless communication systems shall be subject 
to the requirements of this section in addition to all applicable Site 
Design and Use Standards and are subject to the following approval 
process: 

 

Zoning Designations 
 

Attached to 
Existing  

Structures 

Alternative 
Structures 

 

Freestanding 
Support 

Structures 
Residential Zones CUP Prohibited Prohibited 
C-1 CUP CUP Prohibited 
C-1-D (Downtown) CUP Prohibited Prohibited 
C-1 - Freeway overlay Site Review Site Review CUP 
E-1 Site Review Site Review CUP 
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M-1 Site Review Site Review CUP 
SOU Site Review CUP CUP 
NM (North Mountain) Prohibited Prohibited Prohibited 
Historic District CUP Prohibited Prohibited 
A-1 (Airport Overlay) CUP CUP CUP 
HC (Health Care) CUP Prohibited Prohibited 
CM-NC CUP CUP CUP 
CM-OE Site Review Site Review CUP 
CM-CI Site Review Site Review CUP 
CM-MU CUP CUP CUP 
CM-OS Prohibited Prohibited Prohibited 

 
2. Additional Provisions. 

a. In residential zoning districts, wireless communication facilities 
are permitted on existing structures greater than 45 feet in 
height. For the purposes of this section, existing structures shall 
include the replacement of existing pole, mast or tower 
structures (such as stadium light towers) for the combined 
purposes of their previous use and wireless communication 
facilities. 

b. In the Downtown Commercial zoning district (C-1-D), wireless 
communication facilities are permitted on existing structures 
with a height greater than 50 feet.   

c. With the exception of the C-1-D zoning district as described 
above, wireless communication facilities are prohibited in the 
Historic Districts, as defined in the Comprehensive Plan. 

3. Exemptions.  Replacement of previously approved wireless 
communication facility components are permitted outright with an 
approved building permit, and are allowed without a Site Review or 
Conditional Use Permit as specified in the preceding subsection, 
provided that these actions: 
a. Do not create an increase in the height of the facility more than 

ten feet; and 
b. Conforms with the conditions of the previously approved 

planning action; and 
c. Do not cause the facility to go out of conformance with the 

standards of Section 18.72.180.D. 
 
B C. Submittals - In addition to the submittals required in sSection 18.72.060, 

the following items shall be provided as part of the application for a wireless 
communication facility. 
1. A photo of each of the major components of a similar installation, 

including a photo montage of the overall facility as proposed. 
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2. Exterior elevations of the proposed wireless communication facility (min 
1"=10'). 

3. A set of manufacturers specifications of the support structure, antennas, 
and accessory buildings with a listing of materials being proposed 
including colors of the exterior materials. 

4. A site plan indicating all structures, land uses and zoning designation 
within 150 feet of the site boundaries, or 300 feet if the height of the 
structure is greater than 80 feet. 

5. A map that includes the following information: 
a. the coverage area of the proposed wireless communication 

facility; and  
b. A map showing the existing and approved wireless communication 

facility sites operated by the applicant, and all other wireless 
communication facilities within a 5 mile radius of the proposed site. 

6. Details and specifications for exterior lighting. 
6 7.A collocation feasibility study that adequately indicates collocation 

efforts were made and states the reasons collocation can or cannot 
occuraddressing the Collocation Standards in Section 18.72.180.D.3. 

8. For applications not involving collocation, a third party professional 
verification analysis providing an independent evaluation of the 
applicant’s data, engineering analysis, and collocation study.  Prior 
to commencement of work on the third party verification analysis, 
the Community Development Director shall approve either the firm 
or consultant responsible for preparing the professional verification 
analysis 

7 9.A copy of the lease agreement for the proposed site showing that the 
agreement does not preclude collocation.  

8 10.Documentation detailing the general capacity of the tower in terms of 
the number and type of antennas it is designed to accommodate. 

9 11.Any other documentation the applicant feels is relevant to comply with 
the applicable design standards. 

10 12.Documentation that the applicant has held a local community meeting 
to inform members of the surrounding area of the proposed wireless 
communication facility.  Documentation to include: 
a. a copy of the mailing list to properties within 300' of the proposed 

facility. 
b. a copy of the notice of community meeting, mailed one week prior to 

the meeting. 
c. a copy of the newspaper ad placed in a local paper one week prior to 

the meeting. 
d. a summary of issues raised during the meeting. 

13. Findings addressing the design standards in Section 18.72.180.D. 
 

C D. Design Standards - All wireless communication facilities shall be 
located, designed, constructed, treated and maintained in accordance with 
the following standards: 
1. General Provisions  
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a. All facilities shall be installed and maintained in compliance with the 
requirements of the Building Code.  At the time of building permit 
application, written statements from the Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA), the Aeronautics Section of the Oregon 
Department of Transportation, and the Federal Communication 
Commission that the proposed wireless communication facility 
complies with regulations administered by that agency, or that the 
facility is exempt from regulation. 

b. All associated transmittal equipment must be housed in a building, 
above or below ground level, which must be designed and landscaped 
to achieve minimal visual impact with the surrounding environment. 

c. Wireless communication facilities shall be exempted from height 
limitations imposed in each zoning district.  

d. WCF Wireless communication facilities shall be installed at the 
minimum height and mass necessary for its intended use.  A submittal 
verifying the proposed height and mass shall be prepared by a 
licensed engineer. 

e. Lattice towers are prohibited as freestanding wireless 
communication support structures. 

e f. Signage for wireless communication facilities shall consist of a 
maximum of two non-illuminated signs, with a maximum of two square 
feet each stating the name of the facility operator and a contact phone 
number. 

f g.Applicant is required to remove all equipment and structures from the 
site and return the site to its original condition, or condition as 
approved by the Staff Advisor, if the facility is abandoned for a period 
greater than six months. Removal and restoration must occur within 
90 days of the end of the six month period. 

h. All new wireless communication support structures shall be 
constructed so as to allow other users to collocate on the facility. 

2. Preferred Designs.  The following preferred designs are a stepped 
hierarchy, and the standards shall be applied in succession from 
subsection a to e, with the previous standard exhausted before 
moving to the following design alterative. 

 
For the purpose of Section 18.72.180, feasible is defined as capable 
of being done, executed or effected; possible of realization.  A 
demonstration of feasibility requires a substantial showing that a 
preferred design can or cannot be accomplished. 

 
a. Collocation.  Where possible, the use of existing WCF sites for 

new installations shall be encouraged.  Collocation of new facilities 
on existing facilities shall be the preferred option.  Where technically 
feasible, collocate new facilities on pre-existing structures with 
wireless communication facilities in place, or on pre-existing 
towers. 
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b. Attached to Existing Structure.  If (a) above is not feasible, WCF 
wireless communication facilities shall be attached to pre-existing 
structures, when feasible. 

c. Alternative Structure.  If (a) or (b) above are not feasible, alternative 
structures shall be used with design features that conceal, camouflage 
or mitigate the visual impacts created by the proposed WCF wireless 
communication facilities. 

d. Freestanding Support Structure.  If (a), (b), or (c) listed above are 
not feasible, a monopole design shall be used with the attached 
antennas positioned in a vertical manner to lessens the visual impact 
compared to the antennas in a platform design. Platform designs shall 
be used only if it is shown that the use of an alternate attached 
antenna design is not feasible.   

e. Lattice towers are prohibited as freestanding wireless 
communication support structures. 

3. Collocation Standards.   
a. The collocation feasibility study shall:  1) document that 

alternative sites have been considered and are technologically 
unfeasible or unavailable; 2) demonstrate that a reasonable effort 
was made to locate collocation sites that meet the applicant’s 
service coverage area needs; and 3) document the reasons 
collocation can or cannot occur. 

b. Relief from collocation under this section may be granted at the 
discretion of the approving authority, upon submittal of a third 
party professional verification analysis of the applicant’s data or 
engineering evaluation that demonstrates collocation is not 
feasible because one or more of the following conditions exist: 
i. a significant service gap in coverage area 
ii. sufficient height cannot be achieved by modifying existing 

structure or towers 
iii. structural support requirements cannot be met 
iv. collocation would result in electronic, electromagnetic, 

obstruction or other radio frequency interference 
c. Prior to commencement of work on the third party verification 

analysis, the Community Development Director shall approve 
either the firm or consultant responsible for preparing the 
professional verification analysis. 

3 4.Landscaping. The following standards apply to all WCF wireless 
communication facilities with any primary or accessory equipment 
located on the ground and visible from a residential use or the public 
right-of-way.  
a. Vegetation and materials shall be selected and sited to produce a 

drought resistant landscaped area. 
b. The perimeter of the WCF wireless communication facilities shall 

be enclosed with a security fence or wall. Such barriers shall be 
landscaped in a manner that provides a natural sight obscuring screen 
around the barrier to a minimum height of six feet. 
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c. The outer perimeter of the WCF wireless communication facilities 
shall have a 10 foot landscaped buffer zone. 

d. The landscaped area shall be irrigated and maintained to provide for 
proper growth and health of the vegetation.   

e. One tree shall be required per 20 feet of the landscape buffer zone to 
provide a continuous canopy around the perimeter of the WCF 
wireless communication facilities. Each tree shall have a caliper of 
2 inches, measured at breast height, at the time of planting. 

4 5.Visual Impacts 
a. Antennas, if attached to a pre-existing or alternative structure shall be 

integrated into the existing building architecturally and, to the greatest 
extent possible, shall not exceed the height of the pre-existing or 
alternative structure.  

b. Wireless communication facilities shall be located in the area of 
minimal visual impact within the site which will allow the facility to 
function consistent with its purpose.  

c. Antennas, if attached to a pre-existing or alternative structure shall 
have a non-reflective finish and color that blends with the color and 
design of the structure to which it is attached. 

d. WCF Wireless communication facilities, in any zone, must be set 
back from any residential zone a distance equal to twice its overall 
height.  The setback requirement may be reduced if, as determined by 
the Hearing Authority, it can be demonstrated through findings of fact 
that increased mitigation of visual impact can be achieved within of the 
setback area.  Underground accessory equipment is not subject to the 
setback requirement. 

e. Exterior lighting for a WCF wireless communication facility is 
permitted only when required by a federal or state authority. 

f. All wireless communication support structures must have a non-
reflective finish and color that will mitigate visual impact, unless 
otherwise required by other government agencies. 

g. Should it be deemed necessary by the Hearing Authority for the 
mitigation of visual impact of the WCF wireless communication 
facility, additional design measures may be required. These may 
include, but are not limited to: additional camouflage materials and 
designs, facades, specific colors and materials, masking, shielding 
techniques.  

5. Collocation standards 
a. Each addition of an antenna to an existing WCF requires a 

building permit, unless the additional antenna increases the 
height of the facility more than ten feet. 

b. Addition of antennas to an existing WCF that increases the 
overall height of the facility more than ten feet is subject to a site 
review. 

 
D. All installation of wireless communication systems shall be subject to 

the requirements of this section in addition to all applicable Site Design 
and Use Standards and are subject to the following approval process: 
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Zoning Designations 
 

Attached to 
Existing  

Structures 

Alternative 
Structures 

 

Freestanding 
Support 

Structures 
Residential Zones(1) CUP Prohibited Prohibited 
C-1 CUP CUP Prohibited 
C-1-D (Downtown)(2) CUP Prohibited Prohibited 
C-1 - Freeway overlay Site Review Site Review CUP 
E-1 Site Review Site Review CUP 
M-1 Site Review Site Review CUP 
SOU Site Review CUP CUP 
NM (North Mountain) Prohibited Prohibited Prohibited 
Historic District(2) CUP Prohibited Prohibited 
A-1 (Airport Overlay) CUP CUP CUP 
HC (Health Care) CUP Prohibited Prohibited 
CM-NC CUP CUP CUP 
CM-OE Site Review Site Review CUP 
CM-CI Site Review Site Review CUP 
CM-MU CUP CUP CUP 
CM-OS Prohibited Prohibited Prohibited 

 
  
SECTION 3.  Severability. The sections, subsections, paragraphs and clauses 
of this ordinance are severable. The invalidity of one section, subsection, 
paragraph, or clause shall not affect the validity of the remaining sections, 
subsections, paragraphs and clauses. 
 
SECTION 4.  Codification.  Provisions of this Ordinance shall be incorporated 
in the City Code and the word “ordinance” may be changed to “code”, “article”, 
“section”, or another word, and the sections of this Ordinance may be 
renumbered, or re-lettered, provided however that any Whereas clauses and 
boilerplate provisions, and text descriptions of amendments (i.e. Sections 1, 22-
23) need not be codified and the City Recorder is authorized to correct any 
cross-references and any typographical errors.  
 
The foregoing ordinance was first read by title only in accordance with Article X,  
Section 2(C) of the City Charter on the _____ day of ________________, 2011,  
and duly PASSED and ADOPTED this _____ day of ________________, 2011. 
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_______________________________ 
Barbara M. Christensen, City Recorder 
 
 
SIGNED and APPROVED this         day of                 , 2011. 
 
 

___________________                                          
John Stromberg, Mayor 

 
Reviewed as to form: 
 
 
_________________________                                        
David Lohman, City Attorney 
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Ashland Planning Commission 
August 23, 2011 

Page 3 of 3 

James Fong/759 Leonard/Commented briefly on solar parking shading and recommended they contact a local associate. Mr. 
Fong also spoke to the cell tower decision and codifying the Council’s decision in the land use code. He stated he has met with City 
staff regarding this and warned they are nearing the one year anniversary of the decision date. Mr. Fong stated they initially 
discussed this element coming forward with the next “housekeeping” ordinance, but since that was delayed they are now asking 
this get codified with the other changes they are considering for this chapter. He added AT&T will be able to come back and 
resubmit an application after the year is up and urged the Commission to adopt this language. He also commented on determining 
“feasibility”, and recommended the City require applicants to provide a fee that the City could use to hire consultants to perform an 
independent analysis.  
 
Comment was made questioning if staff and the Council had considered adding this fee. Ms. Harris explained staff is looking into 
this and felt at a minimum we needed to get the Council’s interpretation into the ordinance since we are nearing the year 
anniversary. She stated in the mean time staff will be looking into the suggestion to charge an independent analysis fee. She added 
this is more of a policy decision and the City’s Finance and Legal departments will need to be consulted to flush out how this fee 
would be collected and returned.   
 
Cate Hartzell/892 Garden Way/Voiced her appreciation for getting the Council’s decision into the code as quickly as possible, 
however she would like to see the fee adopted as well. Ms. Hartzell stated the current proposal is bare bones and would like to 
have a larger discussion as a community about how they want to handle these types of applications.  
 
Staff clarified that a fee for independent review would need to be charged up front, and if any money remains after the analysis is 
complete it would be returned to the applicant. Commissioner Marsh voiced her opinion that the Commission should define their 
role as narrowly as the wording in front of them, and stated the Commission does not have the authority to enact new fees. No 
objections were voiced to the code amendments as presented, and it was agreed that the public hearing on the code changes 
would be held on October 11, 2011. Comment was made that the addition of a fee should be researched by staff and brought 
before the City Council for discussion.  
 
B. North Normal Avenue Neighborhood Grant 
Senior Planner Brandon Goldman announced the City of Ashland has received a grant for the Normal Street project. He stated the 
City Council voted to move forward and gave their direction for an Intergovernmental Agreement. Mr. Goldman stated the next 
steps will be drafting the project scope and selecting a consultant, and staff expects this project to start at the beginning of the year.  
 
C. Buildable Lands Inventory Update 
Senior Planner Brandon Goldman provided a brief presentation on the Buildable Lands Inventory Update. He reviewed the purpose, 
land availability, demographics and land supply figures.   
 
Colin Swales/143 Eighth Street/Voiced concern that partially vacant land is not accounted for and hopes this can be updated. Mr. 
Swales stated there is already plenty of R-2 and R-3 land within the City that is underdeveloped (often a single family home on a 
large lot) and no rezoning is required or needed. He added he would like to see more emphasis placed on infill and not annexing.  
 
ADJOURNMENT 
Meeting adjourned at 10:15 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
April Lucas, Administrative Supervisor 
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Ashland Planning Commission 
September 13, 2011 

Page 2 of 3 

Commissioner Dawkins commented on rezoning the north side of Lithia Way and asked what they would need to do to covert this 
area to high density residential. Mr. Goldman stated the City is nearing completion of the Housing Needs Analysis, which will 
provide data on what housing types are needed over the next 20-40 years. He stated once they have this data they could hold an 
informed discussion on whether additional high density residential land is needed.  
 
Public Testimony 
Colin Swales/143 Eighth Street/Commented on the Buildable Lands Inventory being used as a justification for annexation when 
there is not a real need. He commented on residential being looked at more holistically; and also stated some of the so-called 
buildable land is physically constrained and not really developable. Lastly, he noted the assessed values in Jackson County had 
been trending upward, however the newest assessment coming out this fall shows 25% of Jackson County properties have a real 
market value less than the assessed value, and questioned how this will impact the BLI’s determination of redevelopable land.   
 
Commissioner Mindlin closed the public hearing at 7:30 p.m. 
 
Deliberations & Decisions 
Mr. Goldman commented on the concern expressed in public testimony regarding the redevelopable calculation. He agreed that 
using assessed values can fluctuate the figures wildly, which is why Ashland uses a partially-vacant calculation instead. He clarified 
instead of an assessment based on value, Ashland uses an assessment based on zoning and how much of the land is buildable. 
Mr. Goldman also clarified staff did subtract out steep slopes and floodplains in order to get the most accurate numbers possible.  
 
Support was voiced for adopting the Buildable Lands Inventory as presented.  
 
Commissioners Dawkins/Miller m/s to approve PA #2011-01001. Roll Call Vote: Commissioners Dawkins, Heesacker, Miller 
and Mindlin, YES. Motion passed 4-0. 
 
DISCUSSION ITEMS 
A. Revisions to the Development Standards for Wireless Communication Facilities. 
Planning Manager Maria Harris stated this is a continuation of their agenda item from the last meeting and no new information has 
been presented. 
 
Jim Fong/759 Leonard Street and Rod Newton/1196 Timberline Terrace addressed the Commission and presented the 
following questions and suggestions regarding the proposed ordinance changes: 

• AMC 18.72.180.B: Asked what changes were made to the applicability chart; what the difference between the three 
categories are; and whether all wireless installations could be required to go through a CUP process regardless of the 
zone. 

• AMC 18.72.180.D(1.e): Asked for clarification on whether wireless facilities are allowed in residential zones. 
• AMC 18.72.180.D(2.a): Requested language be added to subsection (i) that clarifies a “significant service gap” exists 

when the City fails to meet its legal requirements under the 1996 Telecommunications Act. Mr. Fong clarified the City 
should better define “infeasible”, and stated the City is required to make services available but they are not required to 
accommodate every provider’s individual service needs. In regards to subsection (iii), they asked that language be added 
that clarifies it must not be physically possible to add to an existing structure (not that there are no limitations, but that 
those limitations cannot be overcome). And regarding subsection (v), asked that language be added that elaborates that 
some interference obstruction can occur as long as the City can meet its requirements under the 1996 law. 

Mr. Fong concluded their testimony by asking the Planning Commission to include a recommendation for an independent technical 
analysis fee with their recommendation to the City Council.  
 
Ms. Harris clarified no changes were made to the applicability table; in terms of flow staff felt it was better to move it to its proposed 
location. She added this chart has been in the ordinance since it was originally adopted and explained what the three table 
headings meant. Regarding 18.72.180.D(1.e), Ms. Harris stated this is not new language and clarified wireless facilities are allowed 
in residential zones if they are attached to existing structures, but the structure has to be over 45 ft in height. She added the 
maximum building height in a residential zone is 35 ft; and this language could allow for facilities on structures such as the 
university or high school’s stadium light towers.  
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Ms. Harris explained staff’s intention was to incorporate the Council’s decision but not change the other existing language in the 
ordinance. She stated the language in 18.72.180.D(2.a) is mostly new, and stated staff can look into the suggestions about tying 
this to the standards in the Federal Communications Act.  
 
Mr. Newton recommended the City also look into what it means to have coverage in an area and to seek legal guidance on whether 
they are required to accommodate a company’s desire for higher levels of data reception.  
 
The Commission voiced support for looking into whether the City is required to allow every provider to have coverage within the 
City, and whether cellular telephone service constitutes coverage, or if they need to accommodate data streaming.  

 
B. Pedestrian Places Proposed Code Amendments. 
Ms. Harris noted staff provided an update on this item at their last meeting and stated this is the Commission’s opportunity to 
discuss any outstanding issues before this comes back as a public hearing.  
 
Colin Swales/143 Eighth Street/Questioned why these code amendments would go before the Council separate from the TSP 
update. Mr. Swales also commented on the arterial setback requirements and voiced concern with some of the wording. He stated 
he does not believe it is un-conducive to pedestrian places to have small plazas on the street. He stated there is no public plaza 
space requirement in the ordinance and expressed concern with all new buildings being built to the minimum setback.  
 
Ms. Harris clarified the Pedestrian Places project is a subset of the TSP Update. She explained Planning staff had submitted a 
separate grant application for this project; however the State contacted the City and agreed to fold this into the TSP Update in order 
to receive the grant award. She stated it was always conceived as a separate project, and Public Works and the consultants have 
no problems with moving this ahead since the land use changes proposed do not impact how the main street network functions.  
 
Ms. Harris also clarified there is a public patio space requirement for large scale projects and this is an existing requirement in the 
detail site review zone. She commented on providing some flexibility in the code on where to locate that space and stated 
sometimes a plaza off the side street or on the side of a building is more desirable and conducive to a functioning pedestrian place; 
and commented on allowing the design professionals to design a plaza space that works for that particular building and location.  
 
Correction was noted to 18.56.040.E(3) and E(4). Staff clarified these two items should have been combined and indicated this 
would be corrected.  

 
UPDATE 
A. Grant Application for Unified Land Use Ordinance.  
Ms. Harris announced the City Council has authorized staff to apply for a Technical Assistance Grant to create a unified land use 
ordinance. She stated creating a more user-friendly land use code was a recommendation of the Siegel Report, and if awarded this 
project would: 1) incorporate the various standards documents into the land use code, 2) make the code more approachable by 
improving the organization, formatting and graphics, 3) integrate a form-based approach where feasible, and 4) incorporate some of 
the green code updates. She clarified this project is not focused on policy changes, but rather repackaging the land use code to 
make it more user friendly.   
 
Colin Swales/143 Eighth Street/Stated the first stage of the Siegel recommendation resulted in major changes to the code and 
stated the idea of streamlining the code worries him. He gave examples of previous streamlining that caused problems and 
recommended they not tinker with the code if it is working. Mr. Swales also spoke to the Commission quorum issue that has come 
up at recent City Council meetings and stated it is worrisome when major issues are decided by so few people.  
 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
Meeting adjourned at 9:00 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
April Lucas, Administrative Supervisor 
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