
Conference Report 
 

CLIENT:  City of Ashland 

PROJECT:  Ashland Master Planning 

LOCATION:  Dept of Public Safety 

REPORT NO. 032708 

JOB NO.  0752 

DATE:   March 27, 2008 

UNLESS WRITTEN OBJECTION IS RECEIVED WITHIN SEVEN DAYS, WE ASSUME THE STATEMENTS CONTAINED HEREIN ARE ACCEPTED 
 

ATTENDEES:  Ogden, Zook, Seltzer, Broomfield, Navickas, Hardesty, Shostrom, Appicello(partial), Makin,  
Morrison, Olsen, Voisin, Woodley. 
 

I. PURPOSE OF MEETING:  Project Status Review Meeting 
• Needs List review 
• Available space update 

 
II. AGENDA: 
 

A. DEPARTMENT RELOCATION AND MODIFICATIONS UPDATE 
1. Ogden reiterated these responses are potential solutions for the “wish lists” provided by 

department heads.  As mentioned to each department head at the time of programming the 
ultimate wish list might not be provided due to budgetary and other constraints.  Overall city 
needs need to be taken into consideration along with how each department will need to 
interface with others.  Priorities will be determined by the committee and endorsed prior to 
final recommendation by ORW. 

2. Ogden explained these are just draft studies to determine if the overall square footage will fit 
into the designated spaces.  Floor plans have been prepared to confirm the layout will fit.  
These are not intended to be final solutions.  Ultimate final solutions will need further 
discussion with department heads.  Seltzer suggested all future printed material will be 
marked “draft”. 

3. Anne will distribute packets to department heads to gauge if the current direction is meeting 
the needs of those departments. (i.e. Joe Franell responded with needs for a public counter)  

4. Feedback and communication is necessary to move toward a plan that accommodates the 
needs of all departments during this early programming phase. 

5. This preliminary approach is an attempt to work within the existing space without the need 
for extensive demolition.  As we move forward, more aggressive solutions can be 
investigated.  These solutions also translate to higher construction costs. 

6. Departments with the most new program needs are being addressed first.  Parks, Com Dev 
and fire station #2 are still to be provided. 

 
B. MASTER PLAN DISCUSSION POINTS 

1. The Grove remodel can potentially accommodate Finance and provide “shared space” as a 
response to the desire for additional conference/meeting space for each department, i.e. gym 
conversion. 

2. Discussion of 2,600 sf expansion of council chambers with additional level as an option.  
Ogden explained support spaces for television is included in this square footage. 

3. As illustrated in the current scheme, the courts could abandon the hallway to make room for 
office and IT.   

4. Sign and welding needs approximately 50% more space and the current allotment is 
amenable to Maintenance. 

5. Concerns raised over space for recreation programs in the Grove – possible relocation to 
school facilities. 
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6. Consider opportunities to expand at yard property for new construction needs. 
C. AVAILABLE PROPERTY 

1. Approximately 10 acres needed for “yard” (Public works, electrical and maintenance). 
a. Important is the need for a single source site for “yard” to facilitate efficient “search and 

acquisition of materials/items”. 
2. Appropriate location should be outside of residential areas, i.e. industrial?. 
3. Potential locations: Ashland Gun club, ODOT property, Hardesty? 

a. ¾ of gun club property currently used by club.  The remainder is utilized by Public works – 
complaints about traffic at site are regular and the terrain does not lend itself to 
equipment storage (total lot is 23.5 acres).  Dale illustrated that this is also an historic site 
as a source of Lithia Springs. 

b. Hardesty property could have potential flood dangers 
c. ODOT not interested in sharing property with city. 
d. Ogden presented other options located at both the north and south ends of town, these 

properties have a significant acquisition cost of approximately $1,500,000.00 to 
$2,000,000.00 and up. 

4. A tour of potential sites including fire station and city building properties will be arranged. 
 

D. FIRE DEPARTMENT STATION #2 
1. Fire Station #2 needs a community solution. 
2. Current station is 2866 sf .12,000 sf has been  recommended by previous consultants for new 

facility. 
a. Recommend separating description into “Vehicle garage SF” and “Station needs SF”. 

3. Consider the benefits and constraints of both a new site and expansion on current site. 
a. A space needs survey was performed in ‘94 & ’04. 
b. A vacant property survey was done in ’06. 
c. Water line under Sherwood and access to property through neighborhood a challenge. 
d. Response time is an issue -4 minutes for ambulance is an ordinance.  5 minutes for fire is 

unofficial standard. 
4. Consider a middle ground between “wish list” and fiscally conservative. 
5. The location of this fire house does not warrant the same aesthetic standards as the downtown 

station and savings might be realized with this in mind. 
6. The Ross site would meet the needs but temporary corridors and transition would be an issue. 
7. Emergency vehicles are required to be secured (ambulance drugs, etc.) – 7 Vehicles total. 
8. Possibilities for Sherwood site are limited but a potential SOU property swap could be an 

option. 
 

E. COMMUNITY DISCUSSION 
1. Scheduled for April 4 – 6-7:30p 
2. Consider the information desired from community input. Community involvement should be 

actionable and substantive. 
3. Consider the community space needs - i.e. public building, meeting space, public restrooms, 

rental space? 
4. Emphasize a public understanding that the MP is addressing community needs while 

continuing a responsible stewardship of community funds. 
5. Specific Fire Station discussion addressing the needs and feasibility to gain public support.  

Include images of existing spaces to illustrate the needs for health and safety. 
 

F. GENERAL DISCUSSION 
1. Eric expressed interest in relocation of the asphalt yard and the possibility for community 

discussion – possibly Croman sites for yard? 
2. Consider moving Council Chambers and Police downtown. 
3. Investigate the potential for locating facilities at current parking lot sites. 
4. Investigate the possibility of breaking off some of the yard components to outlying site(s) 

such as telephone pole, aggregate and soil storage. 
5. Investigate the potential for a multi-level yard. 



 

G. NEXT MEETING 
1. Tentatively mid –late April. 
2. “Option II” illustrating a more aggressive plan including a new City Hall building and 

consolidation of some program elements. 
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