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ASHLAND PLANNING COMMISSION 
SPECIAL MEETING 

June 23, 2020 
AGENDA 

 
 

I.  CALL TO ORDER: 7:00 PM, Civic Center Council Chambers, 1175 E. Main Street 
 
 
II. ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 
 
III. PUBLIC FORUM 
 
 
IV. TYPE II PUBLIC HEARINGS CONT’D 

A.   PLANNING ACTION: #PA-T2-2020-00019 
SUBJECT PROPERTY: Vacant Tax Lots #10104 & #10105 on First Street (North of Lithia 
Way, Across from the Post Office) 
OWNER/APPLICANT:  Randy Jones for First Place Partners, LLC 
DESCRIPTION: A request to consolidate two vacant lots and construct a new 10,547 
square foot, three-story mixed use building as the third and final phase of the First Place 
subdivision. The building’s ground floor will be primarily commercial space, while the 
second floor will include three one-bedroom residential units and the third floor will have 
one two-bedroom residential unit.  The proposal includes modifications to the common 
area landscaping and parking configuration to provide more efficient access from the 
accessible parking to the entrances, and two requests for Exceptions to the Site 
Development & Design Standards’ "Downtown Design Standards" to allow for a 
staggered street setback and to allow vertical windows installed together in groups of 
three that are more horizontal than vertical.  COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 
DESIGNATION: Commercial; ZONING: C-1; ASSESSOR’S MAP: 39 1E 09BA; TAX 
LOTS: #10104 & #10105 

 
 
V. TYPE III PUBLIC HEARINGS CONT’D 

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

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

 

 

PLANNING ACTION:    PA-T2-2020-00019 
SUBJECT PROPERTY:  Vacant Tax Lots #10104 & #10105 on First Street (North of Lithia Way, Across from the Post Office) 

OWNER/APPLICANT:   Randy Jones for First Place Partners, LLC 
DESCRIPTION:  A request to consolidate two vacant lots and construct a new 10,547 square foot, three-story mixed use 
building as the third and final phase of the First Place subdivision. The building’s ground floor will be primarily commercia l 
space, while the second floor will include three one-bedroom residential units and the third floor will have one two-bedroom 
residential unit.  The proposal includes modifications to the common area landscaping and parking configuration to provide 
more efficient access from the accessible parking to the entrances, and two requests for Exceptions to the Site Development 
& Design Standards’ "Downtown Design Standards" to allow for a staggered street setback and to allow vertical windows 
installed together in groups of three that are more horizontal than vertical.  COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 
DESIGNATION: Commercial; ZONING: C-1; ASSESSOR’S MAP: 39 1E 09BA; TAX LOTS: #10104 & #10105 
 
ASHLAND PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING: Tuesday June 9, 2020 at 7:00 PM, Ashland Civic Center, 
1175 East Main Street 
 

 
   

Notice is hereby given that a PUBLIC HEARING on the following request with respect to the ASHLAND LAND USE ORDINANCE will be held before the ASHLAND PLANNING 
COMMISSION on meeting date shown above. The meeting will be at the ASHLAND CIVIC CENTER, 1175 East Main Street, Ashland, Oregon. 
The ordinance criteria applicable to this application are attached to this notice.  Oregon law states that failure to raise an objection concerning this application, either in 
person or by letter, or failure to provide sufficient specificity to afford the decision maker an opportunity to respond to the issue, precludes your right of appeal to the Land 
Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) on that issue.  Failure to specify which ordinance criterion the objection is based on also precludes your right of appeal to LUBA on that criterion. 
Failure of the applicant to raise constitutional or other issues relating to proposed conditions of approval with sufficient specificity to allow this Commission to respond to the 
issue precludes an action for damages in circuit court. 
A copy of the application, 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, if requested.  A copy of the Staff Report will be available for inspection seven days prior to the hearing and will be provided at reasonable cost, if requested.  
All materials are available at the Ashland Planning Department, Community Development and Engineering Services, 51 Winburn Way, Ashland, Oregon 97520. 
During the Public Hearing, the Chair shall allow testimony from the applicant and those in attendance concerning this request.  The Chair shall have the right to limit the length 
of testimony and require that comments be restricted to the applicable criteria.  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.  
In compliance with the American with Disabilities Act, if you need special assistance to participate in this meeting, please contact the City Administrator’s office at 541-488-
6002 (TTY phone number 1-800-735-2900).  Notification 72 hours prior to the meeting will enable the City to make reasonable arrangements to ensure accessibility to the 
meeting. (28 CFR 35.102.-35.104 ADA Title I). 
 
 If you have questions or comments concerning this request, please feel free to contact Derek Severson in the Ashland Planning Division, 541-488-5305.   

http://www.ashland.or.us/
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SITE DESIGN AND USE STANDARDS   
18.5.2.050  
 
The following criteria shall be used to approve or deny an application: 
 
A.  Underlying Zone: The proposal complies with all of the applicable provisions of the underlying zone (part 18.2), including but not limited to: building and 

yard setbacks, lot area and dimensions, density and floor area, lot coverage, building height, building orientation, architecture, and other applicable 
standards.  

B.  Overlay Zones: The proposal complies with applicable overlay zone requirements (part 18.3).  
C.  Site Development and Design Standards: The proposal complies with the applicable Site Development and Design Standards of part 18.4, except as 

provided by subsection E, below.  
D.  City Facilities: The proposal complies with the applicable standards in section 18.4.6 Public Facilities and that adequate capacity of City facilities for water, 

sewer, electricity, urban storm drainage, paved access to and throughout the property and adequate transportation can and will be provided to the subject 
property. 

E. Exception to the Site Development and Design Standards: The approval authority may approve exceptions to the Site Development and Design Standards 
of part 18.4 if the circumstances in either subsection 1 or 2, below, are found to exist. 

 
1. There is a demonstrable difficulty meeting the specific requirements of the Site Development and Design Standards due to a unique or unusual aspect 

of an existing structure or the proposed use of a 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 Development and Design; and the exception requested is the minimum 
which would alleviate the difficulty.; or 

2. There is no demonstrable difficulty 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 Development and Design Standards.  

 



Plaza North
PA-T2-2020-00019 requests to construct a new 10,547 square foot, three-story mixed use
building on the vacant lots across First Street from the Post Office. The building’s ground floor will
be commercial space, while the upper two floors will have a total of four residential units. The
proposal includes modifications to the common area landscaping and parking to move accessible
parking nearer to the building and provide a walkway from this parking to the First Street
entrance.

Proposal Details
Proposal
With the request, the First Place subdivision’s last two remaining vacant lots (Lots #4 and #5)
across from the Post Office would be consolidated, and a new three-story mixed-use building
constructed. The application includes two requests for Exceptions to the Site Development &
Design Standards’ Downtown Design Standards to allow for a staggered street setback to response
to the angled front property line along First Street, and to allow vertical windows to be grouped
in two’s and three’s on the upper floor so that, when considered together, they appear more
horizontal than vertical.

Site Description
The two lots here are Lots #4 and #5 of the First Place subdivision, which was originally approved
in 2007. Phase I of the subdivision was the applicant’s “Plaza West”, an 18,577 square foot mixed
use building which now contains Pony Espresso Coffeehouse and Washington Federal Bank and 10
residential units, which was approved in 2012. Phase II of the subdivision, the applicant’s “Plaza
East”, was approved in 2019 and is now under construction. When complete, it will include
ground floor commercial and 34 units of housing for artist’s with the Oregon Shakespeare Festival.
The currently proposed “Plaza North” will be the third and final phase of the subdivision.

Landscaping & Trees
Subdivision common areas, landscaping, parking, utilities and sidewalks were installed with the
subdivision infrastructure and subsequent first phase. The proposal here will protect the existing
street trees which were planted along First Street with the original subdivision work, and will
plant new landscaping in the parking lot median behind the building, in the common open space
area north of the building, and in planters along First Street.
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Plaza North
PA-T2-2020-00019 requests to construct a new 10,547 square foot, three-story mixed use
building on the vacant lots across First Street from the Post Office. The building’s ground floor will
be commercial space, while the upper two floors will have a total of four residential units. The
proposal includes modifications to the common area landscaping and parking to move accessible
parking nearer to the building and provide a walkway from this parking to the First Street
entrance.

Key Issues

Parking
The First Place subdivision includes 55 spaces of surface parking and an additional 27 spaces of
parking in private garage space accessed from the shared parking area behind the buildings. The
82 available parking spaces have been allocated between the proposed residential units and
commercial spaces in each building, and parking calculations have been provided to demonstrate
that the parking as proposed meets the City’s off-street parking requirements.

Exceptions
The Downtown Design Standards require buildings to maintain a zero setback from the sidewalk.
The building here steps back from the sidewalk in response to the angled front property line,
creating six vertical bays which step back from the sidewalk to respond to the angle of First Street.
The applicant suggests this eases the transition toward the Railroad District, is more in keeping
with the historic character and creates a more engaging streetscape.

The standards also seek upper floor window orientation that is primarily vertical. The applicant
proposes vertical windows in groups of two or three within a single bay, which when viewed
together seem more horizontal. The applicant asserts that this responds to the building’s vertical
divisions, compliments its architecture, and maintains the rhythm of openings sought in the
standards. The application further suggests that the intent of the standard was to insure that
individual windows were more vertical, and includes photos to illustrate similar groupings of
vertical windows on historic buildings in the downtown.
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Staff Recommendation
Staff recommends that the application be approved with the conditions detailed in 
the draft findings included in the Planning Commission’s June 9, 2020 meeting packet.  



Plaza North @ First Place

From B StreetFrom the Post Office

From Driveway

Vicinity Map

From Open Space



Previously Approved, Now Expired Design

As currently proposed…
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BEFORE THE PLANNING COMMISSION 

 July 14, 2020 

                                                                             

    IN THE MATTER OF PA-T2-2020-00019, A REQUEST FOR SITE DESIGN REVIEW ) 

    APPROVAL TO CONSTRUCT THE THIRD AND FINAL PHASE OF THE FIRST )     

    PLACE SUBDIVISION FOR THE PROPERTY LOCATED AT THE CORNER OF  )      

    LITHIA WAY AND FIRST STREET.  THE PROPOSED PHASE THREE    ) 

    REQUESTS SITE DESIGN REVIEW APPROVAL TO CONSTRUCT A NEW THREE) 

    STORY, MIXED-USE BUILDING - THE APPLICANT’S “PLAZA NORTH” - ON )  

    LOTS #4 AND #5, TWO VACANT LOTS AT THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF  )  

    THE SITE ALONG FIRST STREET, ACROSS FROM THE U.S. POST OFFICE. )  

    THE PROPOSAL INCLUDES CONSOLIDATION OF THE TWO LOTS AND  ) 

    CONSTRUCTION OF A 10,547 SQUARE FOOT, THREE-STORY MIXED USE ) FINDINGS, 

    BUILDING INCLUDING GROUND FLOOR COMMERCIAL SPACE AND FOUR ) CONCLUSIONS 

    RESIDENTIAL UNITS ON THE UPPER FLOORS.  THE APPLICATION  )  & ORDERS 

    REQUESTS TO MODIFY THE COMMON AREA LANDSCAPING AND PARK- ) 

    ING CONFIGURATION TO PROVIDE MORE EFFICIENT ACCESS FROM THE )  

    ACCESSIBLE PARKING TO THE ENTRANCES, AND EXCEPTIONS TO THE )  

    SITE DEVELOPMENT AND DESIGN STANDARDS’ “DOWNTOWN DESIGN  ) 

    STANDARDS” TO ALLOW A STAGGERED STREET SETBACK AND THE  ) 

    UPPERFLOOR WINDOWS TO BE INSTALLED IN GROUPS OF THREE WHICH ) 

    WHEN VIEWED TOGETHER ARE MORE HORIZONTAL THAN VERTICAL. )   

            ) 

APPLICANT/OWNER:  Randy Jones for First Place Partners, LLC    ) 

    --------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------   

     

RECITALS: 

 

1) Tax lots 10104 and 10105 of Map 39 1E 09 BA are located on First Street across from the U.S. 

Post Office, and are Lots #4 and #5 within the First Place Subdivision.  Both lots are zoned Commercial (C-

1).   

 

2) The applicant is requesting Site Design Review approval to construct the third phase of the First 

Place Subdivision, which is located at the corner of Lithia Way and First Street.   

 

Phase One included the construction of a three-story 18,577 square foot mixed-use building (designated 

as “Plaza West” by the applicants) with basement parking, commercial space on the first floor, and ten 

residential units split between the ground, second and third floors.  This building was approved for the 

subdivision’s Lot #1 by the Planning Commission in 2012, is now addressed as 175 Lithia Way, and is 

occupied by Pony Espresso Coffeehouse Café and Washington Federal Bank. 

 

Phase Two is now under construction and consists of a three-story mixed-use building, the applicant’s 

“Plaza East”, on Lots #2 and #3 of the subdivision, at the corner of Lithia Way and First Street. The 
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building is approximately 32,191 square feet, with basement parking, ground floor commercial, and 34 

residential units providing artist housing for the Oregon Shakespeare Festival distributed between the 

ground, second and third floors.   

 

Phase Three proposed here involves a request to consolidate the subdivision’s two remaining vacant lots 

(Lots #4 and #5) to construct a new 10,547 square foot, three-story mixed use building as the third and 

final phase of the First Place subdivision. The building’s ground floor will be primarily commercial 

space, while the second floor will include three one-bedroom residential units and the third floor will 

have one two-bedroom residential unit.  The proposal includes modifications to the common area 

landscaping and parking configuration to provide more efficient access from the accessible parking to 

the entrances, and two requests for Exceptions to the Site Design and Use Standards’ Downtown Design 

Standards to allow for a staggered street setback and to allow vertical windows to be grouped in threes 

on the upper floor so that they appear to be more horizontal than vertical.  

 

Proposed site improvements are outlined on the plans on file at the Department of Community 

Development. 

 

 3) The criteria for Site Design Review approval are described in AMC Chapter 18.5.2.050 as follows: 

 
A.  Underlying Zone. The proposal complies with all of the applicable provisions of the 

underlying zone (part 18.2), including but not limited to: building and yard setbacks, lot 

area and dimensions, density and floor area, lot coverage, building height, building 

orientation, architecture, and other applicable standards. 

B.  Overlay Zones. The proposal complies with applicable overlay zone requirements (part 

18.3). 

C.  Site Development and Design Standards. The proposal complies with the applicable Site 

Development and Design Standards of part 18.4, except as provided by subsection E, 

below. 

D.  City Facilities. The proposal complies with the applicable standards in section 18.4.6 

Public Facilities, and that adequate capacity of City facilities for water, sewer, 

electricity, urban storm drainage, paved access to and throughout the property, and 

adequate transportation can and will be provided to the subject property. 

E.  Exception to the Site Development and Design Standards. The approval authority may 

approve exceptions to the Site Development and Design Standards of part 18.4 if the 

circumstances in either subsection 1, 2, or 3, below, are found to exist. 

 

1.  There is a demonstrable difficulty meeting the specific requirements of the Site 

Development and Design Standards due to a unique or unusual aspect of an 

existing structure or the proposed use of a 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 Development and 

Design; and the exception requested is the minimum which would alleviate the 

difficulty; 
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2.  There is no demonstrable difficulty 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 Development and Design Standards; or 

3.  There is no demonstrable difficulty in meeting the specific requirements for a 

cottage housing development, but granting the exception will result in a design 

that equally or better achieves the stated purpose of section 18.2.3090 (Ord. 3147 

§ 9, amended, 11/21/2017).   
 

4) On April 15, 2020 Oregon Governor Kate Brown issued Executive Order #20-16 “Keep 

Government Working: Ordering Necessary Measures to Ensure Safe Public Meetings and Continued 

Operations by Local Government During Coronavirus (COVID-19) Outbreak.”  The Governor’s Order 

required that public bodies hold public meetings by telephone, video, or through some other electronic 

or virtual means,  whenever possible; that the public body make available a method by which the public 

can listen to or virtually attend the public meeting or hearing at the time it occurs; that the public body 

does not have to provide a physical space for the public to attend the meeting or hearing; that 

requirements that oral public testimony be taken during hearings be suspended, and that public bodies 

instead provide a means for submitting written testimony by e-mail or other electronic methods that the 

public body can consider in a timely manner. 
 

5) The Planning Commission, following proper public notice, held an electronic public hearing on 

June 9, 2020.  In keeping with Executive Order #20-16, this meeting was broadcast live on local television 

channel 9 and on Charter Communications channels 180 & 181, and was live-streamed over the internet 

on RVTV Prime at https://rvtv.sou.edu.  A copy of the application, including all documents, evidence 

and applicable criteria relied upon by the applicant, and a copy of the staff report were made available 

on-line at http://www.ashland.or.us/Agendas.asp?SectionID=0&CCBID=198  on June 2nd, seven days 

prior to the hearing.  The applicant was required to submit any presentation materials for consideration 

at the hearing by 3:30 p.m. on Friday, June 5th, and these materials were made available on-line and e-

mailed to Commissioners.  Those wishing to provide testimony were invited to submit written 

comments via e-mail to PC-public-testimony@ashland.or.us with the subject line “June 9 PC Hearing 

Testimony” by 10:00 a.m. on Monday, June 8, 2020, and these comments were made available on-line 

and e-mailed to Commissioners. The applicant was invited to provide written rebuttal to these public 

comments by 12:00 noon on Tuesday, June 9th and these arguments were posted on-line and e-mailed to 

Commissioners in advance of the electronic public hearing.  All written testimony received by the 

deadlines was made available for Commissioners to review before the hearing and has been included in 

the meeting record.   As provided in the Governor’s Executive Order #20-16, no oral public testimony 

was taken during the hearing.  Following the close of the hearing, the Planning Commission approved the 

application subject to conditions pertaining to the appropriate development of the site.  

 

 Now, therefore, the Planning Commission of the City of Ashland finds, concludes and recommends as 

follows: 

 

 

 

https://rvtv.sou.edu/
http://www.ashland.or.us/Agendas.asp?SectionID=0&CCBID=198
mailto:PC-public-testimony@ashland.or.us
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SECTION 1. EXHIBITS 

 

For the purposes of reference to these Findings, the following index of exhibits, data and testimony is used: 

 

   Staff Exhibits lettered with an "S" 

 

   Proponent's Exhibits, lettered with a "P" 

 

   Opponent's Exhibits, lettered with an "O" 

 

   Hearing Minutes, Notices, and Miscellaneous Exhibits lettered with an "M" 

  

SECTION 2. CONCLUSORY FINDINGS 

 

2.1 The Planning Commission finds that it has received all information necessary to make a 

decision based on the Staff Report, and the public testimony and exhibits received electronically. 

 

2.2  The Planning Commission finds that the proposal to construct the third and final phase of 

the First Place Subdivision for the property located at the corner of Lithia Way and First Street 

meets all applicable criteria for Site Design Review as described in AMC 18.5.2.050, and that 

the proposals for Exceptions to the Site Development and Design Standards’ “Downtown Design 

Standards” meet all applicable criteria for an Exception to the Site Development and Design 

Standards described in AMC 18.5.2050.E. 

  

2.3 The Planning Commission notes that the current application involves the development of the 

two remaining vacant lots created with the six-lot “First Place” subdivision of the parent parcels 

approved by the Planning Commission in October of 2012 as PA #2012-01122.  In conjunction with 

that approval, a Site Review permit to construct a three-story 18,577 square foot mixed-use building 

with a basement consisting of basement parking, commercial and residential space on the first floor 

and residential space on the second and third floors was approved as Phase I.  This building, now 

called “Plaza West” by the applicants, is complete and occupied with a bank and coffee shop on the 

ground floor, and a total of ten residential units.  The Commission further finds that site 

infrastructure including most utilities, paving of the driveway and parking areas, sidewalks, street 

trees, and streetlights were installed along both frontages with completion of the subdivision 

improvements and the subsequent development of Lot #1 as Plaza West.   

  

The Commission further notes that the proposed Phase Two of the First Place subdivision is now 

under construction and consists of a three-story mixed-use building, the applicants’ “Plaza East”, 

on Lots #2 and #3 of the subdivision, at the corner of Lithia Way and First Street. The building is 

approximately 32,191 square feet, with basement parking, ground floor commercial, and 34 units 

of artist housing for the Oregon Shakespeare Festival distributed between the ground, second and 

third floors.   
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The Commission finds that the proposed Phase Three of the First Place subdivision development 

requires Site Design Review approval to construct a new mixed-use building (the applicants’ 

“Plaza North”) on Lots #4 and #5 at the northeast corner of the site, with both lots fronting on 

First Street across from the U.S. Post Office parking area.  The proposal includes consolidation 

of the two lots to construct a 10,547 square foot, three-story mixed-use building including 

ground floor commercial space and four residential units above.  The application also includes 

requests to modify the common area landscaping and parking configuration to provide for more 

efficient circulation between the accessible parking and the building entrances by moving an 

accessible parking space nearer to the building and adding a walkway from the space to the First 

Street entrance, and two requests for Exceptions to the Site Design and Use Standards’ 

Downtown Design Standards to allow for a staggered street setback and to allow vertical 

windows to be installed in groups of three on the upper floors in a manner that appears more 

horizontal than vertical. 

 

2.4 The Planning Commission finds that the proposal involves a mix of permitted commercial 

uses (retail and office) and residential units. The commercial uses are outright permitted in the 

Retail Commercial (C-1) district, and residential units are a special permitted use in the district. C-1 

zoning regulations require a minimum of 65 percent of the gross floor area of the ground floor of 

the building be used for permitted or special permitted uses.  Here, the proposal designates 81.4 

percent of the ground floor area for Plaza North as commercial space, with the remaining 18.6 

percent of the ground floor and the full second and third floors dedicated to accommodating the four 

residential units.    

 

With the current application and the first two phases (Plaza West and Plaza East), 41 units of the 

parent parcel’s 43-unit residential density will be built on site.  The applicants propose to allocate 

parking between the proposed buildings, and have provided calculations demonstrating how the 

available 55 spaces of surface parking and 27 garage spaces are to be allocated between the 

buildings, as illustrated in the table below, along with calculations demonstrating that the 82 parking 

spaces as allocated will accommodate the proposed commercial and residential uses proposed.  e 

commercial uses in addition to the proposed residential units.  The proposed allocations are 

summarized in the table below.    

 

FIRST PLACE SUBDIVISION ALLOCATIONS 

BUILDING 
SURFACE PARKING 

(55 Spaces Available) 

GARAGE PARKING 

(27 Spaces Available) 

RESIDENTIAL UNITS 

(43-Unit Available Density) 

Plaza West (18,577 s.f.) 15 12 10 

Plaza East (32,191 s.f.) 26 14 27* 

Plaza North (10,547 s.f.) 14 1 4 

TOTAL 55 27 41 
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A condition has been recommended below requiring that revised parking allocation information be 

provided with each building permit as the commercial tenant spaces develop or tenant occupancies 

change to verify that the parking allocated will accommodate the parking required for all existing 

and proposed uses.    

 

The C-1 zoning district does not require standard setbacks from property lines unless a parcel abuts 

a residential zoning district, in which case a ten-foot per story rear yard setback and a ten-foot side 

yard setback are required.  The Commission finds that as proposed, the building lots here do not 

directly abut the R-2 residential zoning district to the north, however the common area parcel north 

of Plaza North abuts the R-2 zoning district and there is at least a 38-foot separation between the 

residential property and the proposed three-story Plaza North building.  Section drawings have been 

included on the applicant’s Sheet A.1 to demonstrate compliance with Solar Access Ordinance 

“Standard B” for the proposed Plaza North building.     

 

The proposed building height for the Plaza North building is 40 feet, which has been calculated 

based on an average of the finished grade on all four elevations.  40 feet is the maximum height 

permitted in the C-1 zone. The landscaping plan provided identifies 16.4 percent of the site as 

included in landscaped areas, which satisfies both the 15 percent requirement for the C-1 district and 

the required seven percent landscaping requirement for the parking area.   

 

The bicycle parking requirements in AMC 18.4.3.070 call for at least one bicycle parking space 

to be provided for every five automobile parking spaces, with fifty percent of these spaces to be 

covered, and that additional covered bicycle parking spaces be provided for each residential unit. 

For the 55 surface automobile parking spaces proposed, at least 11 bicycle parking spaces are 

required to be provided on site and half of these must be covered. Additionally, four covered 

spaces are required for the three residential units in Plaza North which do not have individual 

garages.  As originally approved, the subdivision proposal identified five “inverted U” racks for 

ten bicycle parking spaces in the plaza space to the west of Plaza West and three “inverted U” 

racks for six bicycle parking spaces adjacent to the walkway north of what is to be Plaza North.  

These eight racks would provide 16 bicycle parking spaces, exceeding the amount required.  As 

currently installed, only three racks for six spaces are in place adjacent to Plaza West and two 

racks for four spaces are in place near the proposed Plaza North.  A total of at least 15 spaces are 

required, and a total of ten of these much be covered.   A condition has been added below to 

require that the additional bicycle parking and coverage in keeping with the requirements of 

AMC 18.4.3.070.I & .J be identified in the building permits and installed prior to occupancy of 

the building proposed here.         

 

In keeping with the requirements of the Site Review Chapter, the application materials provided 

identify that both the required 15 percent landscaping and seven percent parking lot landscaping are 

to be provided with completion of the project.  The landscaping plans provided include full 

irrigation plans.  A new trash enclosure is illustrated in the parking lot behind Plaza North, and the 

application further notes that all lights are to be selected and placed to avoid direct illumination of 

adjacent residential properties.  Conditions to ensure that these items are installed and maintained 
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according to standards have been included below. 

 

The First Place subdivision lies within the Detail Site Review Zone, the Downtown Design 

Standards Zone, and the Downtown and Railroad historic districts.  As a result, the application is 

subject to the Basic Site Review Standards for Commercial Development, Detail Site Review 

Standards, Additional Standards for Large Scale Projects, the Downtown Design Standards and 

Historic District Design Standards.  The Planning Commission finds that because site layout, 

parking, pedestrian and vehicular access and circulation, and landscaping were largely addressed 

through the 2012 Subdivision and Site Review applications, the current review is focused largely on 

the design of the proposed new Plaza North building relative to the applicable design standards. 

 

The Commission finds that the proposed building designs meet the Basic Site Review Standards.   

Plaza North relates well to the First Street frontage.  Streetscape and landscape amenities are being 

provided in conformance with standards.  Parking and circulation are placed behind the buildings, 

and requisite parking lot landscaping and screening are detailed in the plans provided in a manner 

consistent with the original approvals and minor modifications here.  The application recognizes the 

requirements to address noise and glare, and notes that noise will be within limits typical of the 

permitted use and will not exceed standards, and that lighting will be appropriately placed and 

directed to avoid directly illuminating adjacent properties.     

 

The Commission also finds that the Detail Site Review Standards are fully addressed with the 

proposed Plaza North building.  The project is subject to meeting at least a 0.50 Floor Area Ratio 

(FAR), and the application includes calculations demonstrating that with the full build-out 

proposed, the subdivision FAR will be at approximately 1.26, while the Plaza North property is at 

an approximately 2.0 FAR.  The building’s mass is divided into vertical bays, and it has strong 

entries from the sidewalk emphasized through design elements.  Awnings are not proposed along 

the First Street façade due to the stepped setbacks and use of landscaped areas, but instead relies on 

two recessed entries to provide protection from the elements.  

 

The Plaza North building is subject to Large Scale Design Standards, as its floor area is greater than 

10,000 square feet.  The application explains that the building complies with the 45,000 square foot 

floor area limitation as applied within the Downtown Design Standards Zone, noting that the 

proposed building consists of 10,547 square feet of gross floor area.   

 

The proposed building’s design incorporates elements to the façade that are articulated to relate to 

the human scale, with the building’s length along First Street divided into six vertical bays in 

keeping with the historic downtown pattern, with two recessed entrances to provide pedestrians with 

protection from the elements and relate the building to a more human scale.  The Large Scale 

requirements call for one square foot of plaza or public space to be provided for every 10 square feet 

of gross floor area. The application notes that the development as proposed, including the floor area 

of all buildings, will have a combined floor area of 61,551 square feet which would require 6,155 

square feet of plaza or public space and that the project includes 6,211 square feet of public plaza 

space which is in excess of that required.  The application also notes that the plaza space provided 
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incorporates a mix of at least four of the six elements for plazas and public spaces as called for in 

the standards, with sitting areas, areas that provide sunlight and shade, protection from wind, trees, 

and potential outdoor eating areas.  Trash and recycling facilities are to be provided in an enclosure 

within the common parking lot behind the building 

 

The Commission further finds that other than the Exceptions requested, which are discussed more 

fully below, the building’s design complies with the Downtown Design Standards.  The applicant 

has proposed multi-story, downtown-style buildings which extend from side lot line to side lot line 

placed generally at the back of the sidewalk, and which incorporate large street-level windows and 

transparent doors. The building incorporates horizontal and vertical rhythms through divisions on 

the façade as required by the standards, and provides for some variation in parapet height to provide 

the traditional streetscape appearance sought by the standards.  The building incorporates varied 

architectural and material treatments to provide a base for a sense of strength, flat roofs with 

parapets, and creates a varied streetscape with distinct character which is in keeping with the 

standards seeking to maintain the traditional rhythms of the historic downtown.   

  

The Planning Commission finds that the proposed building designs are generally in keeping with 

the height, scale, massing, setbacks, roof forms, and rhythm of openings typical of the surrounding 

area and sought in the Historic District and Downtown Design Standards.  

The Planning Commission finds that public facilities and utilities were installed with the 

subdivision’s infrastructure following the Planning Commission’s approval of the project in 

2012.  These included: 

 

 Some electric infrastructure was extended in association with the 2007 Subdivision approval, 
and the 2012 subdivision infrastructure work and subsequent development of Plaza West 
completed the installation of transformers necessary to serve the site and first building.  Three-
phase electrical service is available to the site, and the Electric Department has previously 
indicated that there is adequate power available to serve the full development of the property 
with the extension of the necessary individual services for each of the proposed buildings.       

 Existing four-inch water mains are available in both Lithia Way and First Streets, and a new 
eight-inch water line was extended to provide a connection to B Street as part of the subdivision 
improvements in 2007.  Four-inch laterals were also extended to each of the individual lots with 
the 2007 subdivision work.   

 A six-inch sewer line in First Street was upgraded to eight-inches to serve the project as part of 
the 2007 subdivision improvements. 

 A private 12-inch storm drain line was installed on site, and a new 12-inch public storm drain 
line was installed in First Street to convey stormwater run-off from the site to the existing storm 
drain line at B and First Streets as part of subdivision improvements in 2007. With completion of 
the current request, 16.4 percent of the site is proposed to be landscaped, reducing run-off 
from the site, which was until the 2007 subdivision improvements entirely covered with 
pavement and buildings, and a bio-swale is to be installed in the northeastern portion of the 
common area lot to allow for on-site detention and filtration of stormwater before it enters the 
city storm sewer system. 
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 Paved access is provided directly from First Street and to Pioneer Street via an easement 
through the existing City of Ashland public parking lot.  With the subdivision’s initial site work in 
2007, two curb cuts were removed from Lithia Way and one from First Street in order to comply 
with city and state requirements for controlled access.  

 As part of the 2007 subdivision improvements, the existing public sidewalks along the project 
perimeter on both Lithia Way and First Street were widened.   The installation of street trees, 
tree grates, irrigation and streetlights complying with downtown streetlight spacing 
requirements were completed in conjunction with Phase One.     

 There is an existing transit stop located along Lithia Way nearby, between First and Second 
Streets, a short walk from the subject property.  

 

The Planning Commission finds that water, sewer, paved access to and through the development 

site, electricity, urban storm drainage and adequate transportation to and through the subject 

property can and will be provided, with site utilities completed with the subdivision 

infrastructure and individual services to the proposed buildings to be completed under the current 

request; vehicular access provided from existing fully-improved streets; sidewalks which are to 

be widened to meet current street standards along Lithia Way; and easements which were 

provided with the subdivision to increase vehicular and pedestrian connectivity to and through 

the site.  Conditions have been added below to require final electrical service and utility plans for 

the proposed building for the review and approval of the Planning, Building, Public Works and 

Electric Departments in conjunction with building permit review.   

 

2.5 The proposed Plaza North building, as the applicants Phase Three, includes two requests 

for Exceptions to the Site Development and Design Standards’ Downtown Design Standards.  

One of these would allow for a staggered street setback of the building relative to the First Street 

sidewalk, and the other would allow upper floor windows that are more horizontal than vertical.   

AMC 18.4.2.060.C.2.a states that, “Except for arcades, alcoves and other recessed features, 

buildings shall maintain a zero setback from the sidewalk or property line…  Areas having public 

utility easements or similar restricting conditions shall be exempt from this standard.” The 

proposed Plaza North building steps back from the sidewalk’s edge, and the application explains 

that this is due to the property, which is otherwise rectangular, having an acute angle with First 

Street.  The applicants go on to explain that this provided the opportunity to create a stepped façade 

that works better with the lot shape and which creates a more interesting streetscape.  The design 

places the corners of each step at or near the First Street sidewalk, steps back a prescribed distance, 

and then steps again at the point the front wall intersects with First Street sidewalk.  The applicant 

asserts that this stepping of the façade eases the transition from the commercial zone to the 

residential zone, and further explains that the alternative, a flat façade angled with the street, would 

be contrary to the character of the downtown.  The applicant emphasizes that the design here is 

based on a traditional building setting in the downtown rather than the shape of the lot.  Entrances 

are recessed in keeping with the standards (AMC 18.4.2.060.C.2.b) to emphasize their respective 

locations, and landscaping will be provided in the stepped back areas.  The applicants argue that the 

standard, and the majority of buildings in the downtown, are based on a 90 degree frontage and that 

the proposed design is an attempt to create a more traditional frontage treatment in response to what 

is roughly a 120 degree angled frontage, and which they believe is consistent with the intent of the 
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standard in seeking to create an engaging pedestrian streetscape. 

 

The application also requests Exception from AMC 18.4.2.060.C.4.c, which states that “Upper 

floor window orientation shall primarily be vertical (height greater than width).”  The applicant 

asserts that placing two or three vertical windows grouped in a single bay compliments the 

building’s architecture, which is divided into vertical bays that step down as the building gets 

closer to the residential zone to the north, and helps to maintain the rhythm of openings sought in 

the standards.  The applicant further suggests that the intent of the standard was to ensure that 

individual windows were more vertical.  The application includes photos to illustrate similar 

groupings of vertical windows on historic buildings within the downtown.   

 

The Commission concurs, and finds that these windows do not overwhelm the character of the 

façade.  AMC Figure 18.4.2.060.C.1 and C.6, referenced as recommended treatments in the 

standard, both illustrate similar groupings of vertical windows.  The Commission further finds 

that the efforts to step the building’s façade back with the angled frontage while stepping the 

building’s mass down as it gets nearer to the adjacent residential neighborhood provide an 

appropriate and effective transition. 

 

SECTION 3. DECISION 

 

3.1 Based on the record of the Public Hearing on this matter, the Planning Commission 

concludes that the proposal for Site Design Review approval to construct the third and final phase 

of the First Place Subdivision and for Exceptions to the Site Design and Use Standards’ 

Downtown Design Standards are supported by evidence contained within the whole record. 

 

The project poses a number of challenges in that it involves developing an entire block of the 

downtown under the same set of standards while maintaining contextual compatibility with a 

downtown that has developed and evolved organically over more than 150 years, and doing so 

while managing the transition between the intensity of the downtown core and an historic 

residential neighborhood literally just over the fence. 

 

During the 2012 review of the original Subdivision application and request for Site Review 

approval for Plaza West, it was noted that the project could result in a large, prominent 

downtown site which had stalled with the economy and languished for years developing to a 

degree beyond that required by city standards while providing increased vehicular and pedestrian 

connectivity, aesthetic improvements, and a significant reduction in stormwater run-off.  It was 

further suggested that the first proposed building, with ten residential units including one 

affordable unit, could inject a new vitality into the Lithia Way corridor while at the same time 

the subdivision could provide for a smooth transition between the intense commercial uses of the 

downtown and the less intense, residential character of the adjacent neighborhood.  With the 

Plaza West now occupied, Plaza East under construction with workforce housing for Oregon 

Shakespeare Festival’s artists, and the proposed completion here of Plaza North as the final 

phase to complete development of the site, the Commission finds that the applicants have 
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effectively met the challenges posed in designing buildings that, while compatible with one 

another, their surroundings and various design standards, still manage to maintain strong 

individual characters that contribute positively to the streetscape and the downtown.  Plaza North 

manages to balance this design compatibility with the buildings along Lithia Way while stepping 

back with the angle of First Street and down with its slope to blend the entire project smoothly 

into the Railroad District.   

 

The site layout, parking, pedestrian and vehicular access and circulation, and landscaping were 

largely completed with the 2012 Subdivision and Site Review approvals, and the current review 

focuses on the design of Plaza North relative to the applicable design standards.  For the 

Commission, the proposed Plaza North building can be found to satisfy the relevant approval 

criteria for Site Review and Exception to the Downtown Design Standards and merits approval.  

 

Therefore, based on our overall conclusions, and upon the proposal being subject to each of the 

following conditions, we approve PA-T2-2020-00019.  Further, if any one or more of the conditions 

below are found to be invalid, for any reason whatsoever, then PA-T2-2020-00019 is denied. The 

following are the conditions and they are attached to the approval: 

 

1. That all proposals of the applicant are conditions of approval unless otherwise modified 

herein.  

2. The windows on the ground floor of the proposed building shall not be tinted so as to 

prevent views from outside of the building into the interior of the building, and the 

commercial entrances adjacent to First Street shall remain functional and open to the 

public during all business hours.  

3. That prior to site work, storage of materials or building permit issuance, tree protection 

measures shall be installed, inspected and approved on site by the Staff Advisor through a 

Tree Verification Permit.   

4. That any necessary construction closure or detouring of the sidewalks shall be approved 

by the Ashland Engineering and Planning Departments prior to issuance of permits or 

work in the right-of-way.  

5. That a Fire Prevention and Control Plan addressing the General Fuel Modification Area 

requirements in AMC 18.3.10.100.A.2 of the Ashland Land Use Ordinance shall be 

provided prior to bringing combustible materials onto the property, and any new 

landscaping proposed shall comply with these standards and shall not include plants 

listed on the Prohibited Flammable Plant List per Resolution 2018-028. 

6. To obtain priority building permit plan check processing as provided in AMC 

15.04.092.2, the applicant shall provide the following documentation with the building 

permit submittals demonstrating the steps being taken in working 

towards LEED certification: a) hiring and retaining a LEED Accredited Professional 

(AP) as part of the project team throughout design and construction of the project; and b) 

providing the LEED checklist indicating the credits that will be pursued. Building permit 

submittals must clearly specify the materials, systems and strategies to be used in 

achieving the credits.  A final report shall be prepared by the LEED AP and presented to 
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the City upon completion of the project verifying that the project has met 

the LEED standard. 

7. Sign permits shall be obtained prior to installation of any new signage. All signage shall 

be consistent with the requirements of AMC 18.4.7. 

8. That prior to the issuance of a building permit: 

 

a) The plans submitted for the building permit shall be in conformance with those 

approved here.  If the plans submitted for the building permit are not in 

conformance with those approved as part of this application, an application to 

modify this Site Review approval shall be submitted and approved prior to 

issuance of a building permit. 

b) All easements shall be shown on the building permit submittals. 

c) That a final drainage plan shall be submitted at the time of a building permit for 

review and approval by the Engineering, Building, and Planning Divisions.  

Storm water from all new impervious surfaces and runoff associated with peak 

rainfalls must be collected on site and channeled to the City storm water 

collection system (i.e., curb gutter at public street, public storm pipe or public 

drainage way) or through an approved alternative in accordance with Ashland 

Building Division policy BD-PP-0029.  On-site collection systems shall be 

detailed on the building permit submittals. 

d) A final utility plan for the project shall be reviewed and approved by the 

Planning, Engineering, and Building Divisions prior to issuance of a building 

permit. The utility plan shall include the location of connections to all public 

facilities in and adjacent to the development, including the locations of water lines 

and meter sizes, sewer mains and services, manholes and clean-outs, storm 

drainage pipes and catch basins. 

e) The applicant shall submit a final electric design and distribution plan including 

load calculations and locations of all primary and secondary services including 

transformers, cabinets and all other necessary equipment for each building. This 

plan must be reviewed and approved by the Electric Department prior to building 

permit submittals. Transformers, cabinets and vaults shall be located in areas least 

visible from the street, while considering the access needs of the Electric 

Department. 

f) That mechanical equipment shall be screened from view from First Street.  The 

location and screening of mechanical equipment shall be detailed on the building 

permit submittals. 

g) Exterior lighting shall be shown on the building permit submittals and 

appropriately shrouded so there is no direct illumination of surrounding 

properties. 

h) That the building materials and the exterior colors shall be identified in the 

building permit submittals.  The information shall be consistent with the colors, 

texture, dimensions and shape of materials and building details proposed and 

approved as part of this land use application. Exterior building colors shall be 
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muted colors, as described in the application. Bright or neon paint colors shall not 

be used in accordance with AMC 18.4.2.040.C.4.b in the Detail Site Review 

Standards. 

i) Building permit submittals shall identify all required bicycle parking installations. 

 Inverted u-racks shall be used for the bicycle parking, and the building permit 

submittals shall verify that the bicycle parking spacing and coverage requirements 

are met in accordance with AMC 18.4.3.070.I & .J.  A total of at least 11 bicycle 

parking spaces shall be provided on the common area of the project, and at least 

six of these must be covered.  An additional four spaces of covered bicycle 

parking shall be identified and provided to serve the three residential units in 

Plaza North that do not have individual garages.  

j) Final solar setback calculations demonstrating that all new construction complies 

with Solar Setback Standard B in the formula [(Height – 16)/(0.445 + Slope) = 

Required Solar Setback] and elevations or cross section drawings clearly 

identifying the highest shadow producing point(s) and the height(s) from natural 

grade shall be included in building permit submittals. 

k) Prior to any work within the public rights-of-way, all necessary permits must be 

obtained from the Public Works/Engineering Department.  Prior to the issuance of 

permits or commencement of any site work in the Oregon Department of 

Transportation’s (ODOT) right-of-way for Lithia Way, the applicant shall provide 

proof of also having obtained required approvals and permits from ODOT.  The 

applicants shall maintain a vision clearance triangle that complies with ODOT 

and City of Ashland standards. 

l) Revised parking allocation information shall be provided with each building 

permit as the commercial tenant spaces develop and are occupied to verify that 

the parking allocated is sufficient for the uses proposed. 

 

7) That prior to the issuance of a certificate of occupancy: 

a) All landscaping and irrigation shall be installed according to the approved plans, 

inspected and approved by the Staff Advisor.  Landscaping and hardscaping in the 

common area north of Plaza North which has not been maintained or has been 

damaged shall be replaced according to the approved plans, and the northernmost 

street tree on First Street shall be replaced prior to issuance of the certificate of 

occupancy.   

b) All bicycle parking shall be installed in accordance with design, placement, 

coverage and rack standards in AMC 18.4.3.070.I & .J prior to the issuance of the 

certificate of occupancy.  A total of at least 11 bicycle parking spaces are to be 

provided on the common area of the project, and at least six of these must be 

covered.  An additional four covered bicycle parking spaces shall be provided for 

the three units in Plaza North which do not have individual garages. 

c) An opportunity to recycle site of equal or greater size than the solid waste 

receptacle for each building shall be included in the trash enclosure in accordance 
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with the Recycling Requirements of AMC 18.4.4.040. 

d) That all exterior lighting shall be directed on the property and shall not directly 

illuminate adjacent proprieties. 

e) The requirements of the Building Department shall be satisfactorily addressed, 

including but not limited to that the mixed-use occupancy is required to be fire 

sprinkled, that construction may not cross property lines, and that the site and 

structures are required to meet all accessibility requirements.  

f) The requirements of the Fire Department shall be satisfactorily addressed, 

including approved addressing; fire apparatus access including angle of approach, 

necessary easements, and review of any obstructions such as fences or gates; fire 

flow; fire hydrant distance, spacing, flow and clearance; fire department 

connection; and a “Knox Box” key box.   Fire Department requirements shall be 

included on the construction documents, and if a fire protection vault is required, 

the vault shall not be located in the sidewalk corridor. 

 

 

 

        July 14, 2020        

 Planning Commission Approval                                  Date 
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Memo 
 

 

Date:       

  

June 8, 2020 

From: Scott Fleury PE, Interim Public Works Director  

To: Planning Commission  

RE: Grand Terrace Annexation-Transportation Commission Comments  

 

Background: 

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

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

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

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

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

process as part of the system of approvals.  

 

TSP Goals:  

Goal #1: 

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

Objectives for Goal 1: 

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

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

improved lighting for bicycles and pedestrians. 

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

transportation focus and green infrastructure. 

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

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

1G. Implement environmentally responsible or green design standards. 

 

Goal #2: 

Make safety a priority for all modes of travel. 

Objectives for Goal 2: 

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

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

 

Goal #3: 

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

Objectives for Goal 3: 

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

for system users. 

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

supportive land uses within the City of Ashland. 

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

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

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

modes of travel throughout the City of Ashland. 

 

Goal #4: 

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

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

Objectives for Goal 4: 

4C. Upgrade pedestrian facilities to ADA compliant standards. 

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

modes with transit and travel by auto. 
 

Transportation Commission Comments: 
 

General: 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Speed: 

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

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

 (see comment regarding speed associated with bicycle connectivity below) 

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

99 intersection.  
 

Ingress/Egress: 

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

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

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

considered and installed to reduce conflicts and make drivers aware.  

 

Pedestrian connectivity: 

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

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

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

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

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

based on speed/volume).  
 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

crossing.  

Transit connectivity: 

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

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

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

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

reduction of speed limit to 35 mph. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 

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

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

  
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

Notice is hereby given that a PUBLIC HEARING with respect to the ASHLAND LAND USE ORDINANCE on the above described request will be conducted electronically by the 
ASHLAND PLANNING COMMISSION on the meeting date and time shown above.  In keeping with the Governor’s Executive Order #20-16, this meeting will be held 
electronically.  You can watch the meeting on local channel 9, on Charter Communications channels 180 & 181, or you can stream the meeting via the internet by going to 
rvtv.sou.edu and selecting ‘RVTV Prime’.   
 
The ordinance criteria applicable to this application are attached to this notice.  Oregon law states that failure to raise an objection concerning this application, or failure to 
provide sufficient specificity to afford the decision makers an opportunity to respond to the issue, precludes your right of appeal to the Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) on 
that issue.  Failure to specify which ordinance criterion the objection is based on also precludes your right of appeal to LUBA on that criterion. Failure of the applicant to raise 
constitutional or other issues relating to proposed conditions of approval with sufficient specificity to allow this Commission to respond to the issue precludes an action for 
damages in circuit court. 
 
A copy of the application, including all documents, evidence and applicable criteria relied upon by the applicant, and a copy of the staff report will be available on-line at 
http://www.ashland.or.us/Agendas.asp?SectionID=0&CCBID=198 seven days prior to the hearing.  Anyone wishing to provide testimony can submit comments via e-mail to 
PC-public-testimony@ashland.or.us with the subject line “June 9 PC Hearing Testimony” by 10:00 a.m. on Monday, June 8, 2020.  Written testimony received by this deadline 
will be available for Commissioners to review before the hearing and will be included in the meeting minutes.   
 
In compliance with the American with Disabilities Act, if you need special assistance to participate in this meeting, please contact the City Administrator’s office at 541-488-
6002 (TTY phone number 1-800-735-2900).  Notification 72 hours prior to the meeting will enable the City to make reasonable arrangements to ensure accessibility to the 
meeting. (28 CFR 35.102.-35.104 ADA Title I). 
 
If you have questions or comments concerning this application, please feel free to contact Senior Planner Derek Severson at 541-488-5305 or via e-mail to 
derek.severson@ashland.or.us .   

http://www.ashland.or.us/
http://www.rvtv.sou.edu/
http://www.ashland.or.us/Agendas.asp?SectionID=0&CCBID=198
mailto:PC-public-testimony@ashland.or.us
mailto:derek.severson@ashland.or.us
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ANNEXATIONS - Approval Criteria and Standards (AMC 18.5.8.050)   
An annexation may be approved if the proposed request for annexation conforms, or can be made to conform through the imposition of conditions, with all of 

the following approval criteria. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

these facilities. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

included with the application for annexation. 

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

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

and accessible bicycle facilities serving those destinations shall be indicated. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

structures on the annexed property. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

as calculated using the unit equivalency values set forth herein.  

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

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

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

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

1.5 unit. 

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

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

public corporation created under ORS 456.055 to 456.235. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 

  Table 18.5.8.050.G.3 

Unit Type Minimum Required Unit Floor Area (Square Feet) 

Studio 350 

1 Bedroom 500 

2 Bedroom 800 

3 Bedroom 1,000 

4 Bedroom 1,250 

 

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

development. 

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

and made available for occupancy, as follows. 

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

first 50 percent of the market rate units.  

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

issued certificates of occupancy.  

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

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

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

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

units  

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

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

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

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

more of the following. 

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

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

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

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

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

affordable housing units will be provided in a timely fashion. 

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

affordable housing project that provides onsite staff with supportive services.  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

year. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

crossing roadway.  
c.  The exception is the minimum necessary to alleviate the difficulty. 
d.  The exception is consistent with the Purpose and Intent of the Street Standards in subsection 18.4.6.040.A. 
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May 8, 2020 
 
 
RE: 2019-0001_T3 
Annexation and Zone Change for the Property at 1511 Hwy. 99 N 
Grand Terrace 
 
 
Dear Planning Commissioners and Planning Division Staff, 
 
This letter is intended to provide additional information for the record addressing the information that 
has been received by the City of Ashland and is provided for the Planning Commission May 12 Hearing 
in lieu of a 15 minute applicant presentation.  
 
Contiguous Property: 
The contiguity issue is not resolved at this point. The applicant and the City of Ashland have been in 
communication with the representatives of Genessee-Wyoming, the track owners, and Central Oregon 
and Pacific Railroad (CORP).   
 
Contiguity and the railroad is of major concern for the applicant and it should be a major concern for the 
City of Ashland as the Railroad’s position could prevent Ashland’s Long-Range Planning and 
Comprehensive Planning Efforts since the 1980s from ever being realized. If the Railroad refuses 
annexation, it appears that the Comprehensive Plan, the Housing Needs Analysis, Economic 
Development Plans, Regional Problem Solving efforts, Normal Avenue Neighborhood among others 
would need to be revised to alter Ashland’s growth areas to not include out-of-city Railroad Properties.  
 
The representative of the Railroad have requested detailed information as to what impacts there are to 
the railroad when their property is annexed. The attached map was shared with Gennesse-Wyoming 
Real estate Division Manager in January 2020. This issue is still being worked through and should not 
impact the Planning Commission Recommendations since the City Council is the approval authority.  
 
Access Easement and Driveway Construction:  
One of the accesses to the property is provided by a 30-foot wide ingress access easement. This is the 
secondary access with the primary access directly from the highway.  
 
Adequate transportation can be provided to the nearest public street (Hwy 99 N) via the use of the 
easement. The proposal does not include the creation of any new public rights-of-way, public or private 
streets, nor the creation of a private driveway. As per the code 18.5.8.050.E.1. the improvement of the 
public street (Hwy. 99 N) to city standards is requested.  
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The proposal seeks to improve the driveway within the easement area above and beyond the minimum 
improvement standards of a 20-foot paved width as required when driveways are greater than 50-feet 
in length and access more than seven parking spaces (AMC 18.4.3.080.D.3.) through the development 
of a driveway with street like features as required in AMC 18.4.3.080.4., which is most similar to a Shared 
Street standards. References to Shared Street are for illustrative purposes only because as stated in the 
application materials, no public streets or private streets are proposed nor is the dedication of public 
right-of-way, public streets or private streets or driveways required. 
 
The driveway on the north end of the development (accessed via the existing driveway) would be 
widened within the easement area to accommodate the proposed improvements.  The driveway is not 
proposed as the primary access as presented in the letter from Mr. Knox’s attorney. The northern 
driveway is intended to be a secondary access. The Ashland Municipal Code 18.4.3.080. Access 
Regulations for Multi-Family Developments, C. 3.d. requires that 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. There are more than 250 vehicle trips per day thus two 
driveways are required. In the event that it would be allowed, the applicant would be willing to reduce 
access to the north driveway to emergency vehicle or emergency vacation of the property by the tenants.  
Further, the municipal code requires driveways be shared (AMC 18.4.3.080.C.4) for developments where 
access to arterials is limited and for multi-family developments.  
 
Joe Kellerman, Hornecker Cowling LLP provided the attached assessment of the easement. The issues 
raised by Mr. Knox and his Attorney appear to be moot points as the Knox property is the servient 
easement holder and the encroachments into the easement that at present restrict the width are 
created and maintained by Mr. Knox.  
 
The “intent” of the easement expressed in the letter from the Van Dijk’s is not founded in the actual 
easement language. Additionally, in 1989, the subject property was within the City of Ashland Urban 
Growth Boundary Area as a future City of Ashland, Low-Density, Multi-Family Residential Comprehensive 
Plan area.  
 
Traffic Impact Analysis: 
ODOT has provided a preliminary review of the Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) and has provided 
formal review comments to the project team and to the City of Ashland. There are some minor 
suggestions and considerations to be made, for example the barrier and five-foot sidewalk under the 
trestle will be six-foot sidewalk with no barrier and the bus pull out taper needs to be increased. Both of 
these items will be addressed on the Civil Engineering documents that get submitted with the Site Design 
Review of the apartment complex development.  
 
Both driveways will be permitted as full movement driveways. This means Right in and Right out / Left 
in and Left out turning movements are allowed and no restrictions will be imposed.  
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Frontage Improvements:  
The proposal makes every attempt to provide sidewalk and landscape park row to the city of Ashland 
and ODOT standards from the connection at Schofield to and through the property that demonstrates 
compliance.  
 
Public sidewalk, landscape park row, bicycle lane and other physical improvements to the Hwy. 99 right-
of-way have been reviewed by the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT), and the Public Works 
Department. Where the Ashland standards need exception is to not provide landscape parkrow for the 
entirety of the sidewalk improvements, ODOT standards require an eight-foot curbside sidewalk, which 
is proposed.  
 
An email was received by Mr. Brian LeBlanc of Anderson Autobody regarding the frontage improvements 
along his street frontage and questioning their location on his property. Based on a review by the project 
surveyor (Polaris Land Surveying, surveyed subject property, Anderson Autobody property and Mr. 
Knox’s property) there is no encroachment of the proposed sidewalks and right-of-way improvements 
encroaching upon Anderson Autobody property.  
 
Conclusion: 
The project team finds that the continuity issue needs to be further explored and seeks legal advice from 
the city on the validity of the comprehensive plan maps when there is no connection to the city limits 
due to the presence of the railroad.   
 
The proposal demonstrates compliance with the standards for annexation of the last, large acre multi-
family residentially zoned land provided on in the city’s urban growth boundary. The proposed 
conceptual plans are generally consistent with applicable standards, and other than minor 
considerations with respect to the street standards, it can be found that with the requested exception 
to the street design standards as addressed in the application Findings of Fact and the Staff Report. The 
project team believes that it can be found that adequate vehicle, pedestrian, bicycle and transit facilities 
can be provided to service the annexed area.  
 
Many of the annexation criteria require concurrence of the Public Works Director, additionally, there 
has been verbal agreements regarding the extension of services and how to address the overlapping 
service district for the disposal of sanitary sewer and stormwater sewer. It is the property owners desire 
to have staff from Public Works present at the hearing to address any concerns regarding the proposed 
public infrastructure.  
 
Thank you,  
Amy 
 
Amy Gunter 
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Rogue Planning & Development Services, LLC 
Amygunter.planning@gmail.com 
 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
EXHIBIT A: Powerpoint presentation 
EXHIBIT B: Joe Kellerman, Attorney with Hornecker Cowling LLP letter regarding easement (attached as Exhibit D 
to letter) 
EXHIBIT C: ODOT TIA Review, Dated May 7, 2020 
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GRAND TERRACE 

ANNEXATION AND SITE DESIGN REVIEW 

FOR THE PROPERTY AT 1511 HWY. 99 N

The basic setbacks in the zone of six‐feet on each side, reducing the buildable width of the lot to 18‐feet 

outside dimension, interior dimension of 16‐feet which is very narrow for a new single family, residence.  
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ZONING AND COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

PROPOSED 
ZONING MAP
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DENSITY

• G. Except as provided in 18.5.8.050.G.7, below, 
annexations with a density or potential density of four 
residential units or greater and involving residential 
zoned lands, or commercial, employment or industrial 
lands with a Residential Overlay (R-Overlay) shall meet 
the following requirements.

• 1. The total number of affordable units provided to 
qualifying buyers, or to qualifying renters, shall be equal 
to or exceed 25 percent of the base density as calculated 
using the unit equivalency values set forth herein.

The project team contends that it was not intended that 
the number of affordable housing units be determined 
based on a density standard that is not achievable due to 
physical and access constraints that restrict the actual 
number of dwelling units able to be constructed. 

• 18.5.8.050 F. requires that all residential annexations
provide a plan demonstrating that development occur
at a minimum density that is 90 percent of the base
density in the zone unless a reduction in the total
number of units is necessary to accommodate
significant natural features, topography, access
limitations, or similar constraints.

The following section discusses the number of affordable
housing units based on the base density. This section
noted above though, provides that a reduction in the
number of units is allowed due to physical constraints,
and access limitations. Both of these apply to this
property. The applicant argues that the density as
described in 18.5.8.050.F determines the number of
affordable units as described in the following section.

CONCEPTUAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN
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ADDITIONAL HOUSING IS NEEDED



5/11/2020

5



5/11/2020

6

PUBLIC INFRASTRUCTURE

TRANSPORTATION IMPACT ANALYSIS

Kelly Sandow PE, of Sandow Engineering, LLC has evaluated the impacts of the proposal. 

Key findings of the TIA include – these are addressed in the Technical Memorandum and the TIA Review 
Response Letter from ODOT dated May 7, 2020: 

� The TIA shows all studied intersections (Hwy 99N at South Valley View, Highway 99N at Jackson Road, 
North Main Street at Jackson Road, North Main Street at Maple Street, and Hwy 99N at the project 
access points) will meet the mobility standards through the Year 2034 with the addition of the traffic 
associated with anticipated development of the subject property. 

� The addition of development traffic will not substantially increase queuing conditions over the 
background conditions. 

� All site driveways are projected to operate safely and efficiently. 

� The TIA recommends that Highway 99N be restriped to include a left-turn lane for vehicles entering 
the site. 

� The TIA review by ODOT concludes that the Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) has been met. 
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OREGON DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

SIDEWALK, PARK ROW, BIKE LANE 
IMPROVEMENTS

There are numerous variations in the topography, 
roadside improvements, uses of the frontage, etc. 
along the frontage of the property and within the 
public right-of-way for the highway frontage

The proposal seeks to come as close to the City of 
Ashland Street Standards and comply with ODOT 
standards when considering the topography and 
adjacent improvements.  The proposed 
improvements will provide additional measures of 
traffic calming and provide a safer pedestrian 
environment than presently found in the area. 
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ANDERSON AUTOBODY 
FRONTAGE

Concern that the improvements were encroaching 
onto Anderson Autobody property were raised. 

All sidewalk improvements are outside of the private 
property area and are approximatly six-inches outside 
of the easement that extends from Anderson Autobody 
into the ODOT ROW. 

In the event that public utilities within the easements 
along the frontage of the property are impacted, they 
will be restored to pre-construction condition.

EASEMENT
• The use of the existing easement by the proposed 

development is prohibited by the written word nor 
by the “intent” as expressed by the van Dijk’s. When 
the easement was granted the area was within the 
Comprehensive Planned Urban Growth Boundary 
and designated as multi-family. If the intent was to 
restrict the access to the single-family residence, 
that should have been recorded. 

• Additionally, according to the property owner’s 
attorney, the Knox Property is not the owner of the 
easement and is the servient user. 

• Staged photos should not be included in the record 
as evidence of the impacts of the proposed multi-
family residential development of the subject  
property. 
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ROGUE VALLEY 
TRANSIT DISTRICT

• The proposed south 
bound bus pull out area, 
the transit stop and the 
improvements were 
reviewed by RVTD and 
ODOT.  The standards 
differ slightly between the 
two organizations and a 
minor modification is 
necessary, but overall, 
RVTD supports the 
proposal. 







March 7, 2020 

Mr. Derek Severson 

City of Ashland – Community Development 

51 Winburn Way 

Ashland, OR 97529 

RE: PA-T3-2019-00001, 1511 Highway 99 North 

Dear Mr. Severson, 

Thank you for providing the Oregon Department of Transportation (the “Department” or “ODOT”) with the 

opportunity to provide comments associated with the zone change and annexation of approximately 16.87 acres 

at 1511 Highway 99 North (“Subject Property”).  ODOT has worked with the City and the applicant to try to 

find solutions which work for all parties.  Please find our comments below regarding this proposal.   

i. ODOT has reviewed the Traffic Impact Analysis (“TIA”) prepared by the Sandow Engineering

and believe that it satisfies the requirements of the Transportation Planning Rule (OAR 660-

012). 

ii. The proposed southbound bus pullout has satisfactory width, striping, and exit taper.  The

entrance taper requires an 8:1 taper rate and should be extended slightly from the 65’on sheet C.4

to approximately 80’.

iii. ODOT is amenable to the proposed median cut north of the intersection of N Main St. and

Highway 99.  A striped crosswalk would not be appropriate at this location given traffic speed

and sight visibility.

iv. ODOT will require a hydraulic report demonstrating the proposal will not adversely affect State

facilities.  We understand this will be conducted during the final engineering phase of the

project, after Planning Commission.  As such, approval of PA-T3-2019-00001 should be

conditioned on written approval from ODOT of a satisfactory hydraulics report.

v. ODOT is satisfied with the proposed sidewalk and bike facilities with the exception of the

sidewalk under the trestle which should be at least 6’ in width.

vi. Approval should be conditioned on the applicant obtaining a reservation indenture, access

permits and misc./utility permits from ODOT.  The applicant may begin these processes by

contacting Julee Scruggs at Julee.Y.Scruggs@odot.state.or.us.

Please feel free to contact me at Micah.HOROWITZ@odot.state.or.us or 541-774-6331 should you have any 

questions or concerns. 

Sincerely, 

Micah Horowitz, AICP 

Senior Transportation Planner 

Department of Transportation 
Region 3 Planning and Programming 

100 Antelope Drive 

White City, Oregon 97503 

Phone: (541) 774-6299 

mailto:Julee.Y.Scruggs@odot.state.or.us
mailto:Micah.HOROWITZ@odot.state.or.us
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Memo 

 

DATE: May 12, 2020 

 

TO:  Ashland Planning Commission   

 

FROM: Derek Severson, Senior Planner 

 

RE:  Grand Terrace Annexation 

 

 

During the Planning Commission’s initial public hearing for the Grand Terrace annexation proposal back 

in November, a number of issues were identified by the Planning Commission as needing to be further 

addressed by the applicant.  The Planning Commission continued the matter, and asked that the applicant 

work with the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) and Rogue Valley Transportation District 

(RVTD) to address some outstanding transportation items and then take the proposal back to the 

Transportation Commission for a recommendation before returning to the Planning Commission.    

 

The item was scheduled to be heard by the Transportation Commission in March, however with the 

COVID-19 pandemic and associated emergency declarations by the city and state, the March 

Transportation Commission meeting was canceled and subsequent advisory commission meetings have 

been suspended indefinitely.  Staff believed it was prudent at this point to bring the matter back to the 

Planning Commission for an evidentiary hearing to consider how each of the identified issues has been 

addressed, and identify where Commissioners believe more attention is still needed.  It is not staff’s intent 

that a decision be made at the meeting tonight, but rather that Commissioners have a chance to 

refamiliarize themselves with the proposal and the issues as they currently stand after six months, to 

provide any feedback, and to schedule the matter for a later meeting if Commissioners believe it is 

appropriate to do so at this stage.     

 

The issues identified by the Planning Commission are summarized below, along with a summary of the 

applicant’s response for each to date and any staff comments:     

 

 CONTIGUITY & THE RAILROAD PROPERTY        
During the initial public hearing it was noted that the property was separated from the city 
by railroad property which is not considered to be right-of-way and as such the property cannot 
be found to be "currently contiguous" to the city as required in AMC 18.5.8.050.C.  There was 
some discussion of the possibility of extending a “cherry stem” of Highway 99 right-of-way from 
the existing city limits to connect the property to the city limits.   
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Applicant Response 
In a January 28, 2020 letter responding to the outstanding issues, the applicant notes that 
railroads have historically been a quasi-public entity and that railroad right-of-way intersecting 
streets or highway has never prevented annexations as the railroad was built for public use similar 
to highway right-of-way, rather than as private land for development purposes.  This letter and 
its associated exhibits also speak to the history of donation land claims in the vicinity.  The 
applicant has also indicated that they are attempting to communicate with the railroad to 
obtain consent to annexation. 
 
Staff Comments 
The surveying unit from the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) has provided deed 
records indicating that the Highway 99 corridor under the railroad overpass crosses 
the railroad property via easement and as such, ODOT granting a "cherry stem" connection of 
their right-of-way along the property frontage is not an option to resolve the issue.   
 
In considering this issue, staff notes that AMC 18.5.8.060 provides that "When an annexation is 
initiated by a private individual, the Staff Advisor may include other parcels of property in the 
proposed annexation to make a boundary extension more logical and to avoid parcels of land 
which are not incorporated but are partially or wholly surrounded by the City. The Staff Advisor, in 
a report to the Planning Commission and City Council, shall justify the inclusion of any parcels other 
than the parcel for which the petition is filed. The purpose of this section is to permit the 
Commission and Council to make annexations extending the City’s boundaries more logical and 
orderly."   
 
Staff would further note that ORS 222.170 discusses "Annexation by consent before public 
hearing or order for election" in subsection 4, noting that "Real property... or railroad...  shall 
not be considered when determining the number of owners, the area of land or the assessed 
valuation required to grant consent to annexation under this section unless the owner of such 
property files a statement consenting to or opposing annexation with the legislative body of the 
city on or before a day described in subsection (1) of this section."    
 
Based on the above, the current hearing was re-noticed as including both the state highway right-
of-way and the railroad property abutting the property.  This notice was sent to representatives 
of the railroad.  Subsequent to mailing of the hearing notice, representatives of the railroad 
contacted staff via e-mail (see attached April 29, 2020 e-mail from CORP Railroad representative 
Chad Mullarkey) to indicate that, “Without having more information to go off of the railroad does 
not intend to allow its property to be annexed and does not approve of any developments that 
include railroad property at this time.”  Staff have e-mailed and left voicemail with an explanation 
of the situation seeking further discussion and are awaiting a response.  At this point, this issue 
has not been resolved.       
 

 AFFORDABILITY            
Several of the Planning Commissioners noted that the affordability requirement for annexations 
in AMC 18.5.8.050.G does not provide for the exclusion of unbuildable areas from the base density 
used in calculating the required number of affordable units.  Commissioners asked that the 
applicant address the affordability requirements based on the language in the Land Use 
Ordinance.   
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Applicant Response 
The applicant asserts that while the Municipal Code requires that the number of affordable 
housing units be determined by the base density of the property, where substantial areas of the 
property are undevelopable it should exclude those areas.  The applicant further emphasizes that 
the Oregon Revised Statutes in ORS 660-008-005 defines buildable land to mean “residentially 
designed land within the urban growth boundary, including both vacant and developed land likely 
to be redeveloped that is suitable, available and necessary for residential uses…. Land is generally 
considered suitable and available unless it: a) Is severely constrained by natural hazards as 
determined under Statewide Planning Goal 7; b) Is subject to natural resource protection measures 
determined under Statewide Planning Goals 5,6,15,16,17 or 18; c) Has slopes of 25 percent or 
greater; d) Is within the 100-year flood plan; or e) Cannot be provided with public facilities.”   The 
applicant emphasizes that buildable land is considered in preparing the city’s Buildable Lands 
Inventory (BLI), that the Housing Element of the Comprehensive Plan notes that density should 
decrease with an increase in slope to avoid excessive erosion and hillside cuts (Policy 17), and 
minimum density standards in AMC 18.2.5.080.B and 18.5.8.050.F provide for reductions in 
minimum densities for significant natural features.  The applicant argues that physically 
constrained areas are not considered to be buildable lands and as such should not be considered 
as part of the area for development for purposes of calculating density.  Here, a substantial area 
of the property has slopes of more than 35 percent, riparian drainages and wetlands that will 
prevent the extension of infrastructure and construction of dwellings and should be excluded 
from density calculations. 
 
Staff Comments 
In staff’s assessment, the issue for the Commission in November was not whether unbuildable 
lands were to be excluded from base density and minimum density calculations.  AMC 
18.5.8.050.F is clear in requiring a demonstration that development, “will ultimately occur at a 
minimum density of 90 percent of the base density for the zone, unless reductions in the total 
number of units is necessary to accommodate significant natural features, topography, access 
limitations, or similar physical constraints.”  The issue raised by Commissioners back in November 
was that AMC 18.5.8.050.G.1 reads, “The total number of affordable units provided to qualifying 
buyers, or to qualifying renters, shall be equal to or exceed 25 percent of the base density as 
calculated using the unit equivalency values set forth herein.”  There is no clear provision for a 
reduction in the base density when calculating the number of required affordable units for 
annexations as there is in calculating the minimum density requirement.   Staff would note that 
City regulations require that constrained lands (hillsides, water resource protection zones for 
streams and wetlands, and lands with significant natural features) be excluded from development 
and historically these lands have been excluded from the affordability calculations as well as from 
the minimum density.     
 
TRANSPORTATION ISSUES          
 

 Existing Easement 
Planning Commissioners asked that the applicant provide evidence that the existing 30-foot wide 
mutual access easement in place near the veterinary hospital will support the eventual access 
proposed in the conceptual development plan in terms of its width, location, any restrictions in 
easement language and ability to accommodate accessible improvements. 
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Applicant Response 
The applicant has indicated that access to the property is provided by a 30-foot wide ingress 
access easement and notes that there are no reservations or limits noted upon the easement.  
The applicant further explains that there is a 25-foot wide right of access to the highway from the 
easement, and that the applicant’s attorney has reviewed the easement and found no 
restrictions.  The applicant has included a survey noting the easement area along with the 
easement language.  
 
Staff Comments 
Multi-family zoned property is not required to provide dedicated public streets with 
development.  City standards in AMC 18.4.3.080.D.3 require that, “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; be clearly 
and permanently marked and defined; and provide adequate aisles or turn-around areas so that 
all vehicles may enter the street in a forward manner.”  In addition, AMC 18.4.4.030.F.2.a requires 
that areas for vehicle maneuvering, parking and loading have a five-foot wide landscaped 
screening strip where abutting a property line.  A 30-foot width would accommodate a 20-foot 
driveway with five feet of landscaping on each side.   
 

 Street Lighting 
The Planning Commissioners requested that the application include details for street-lighting to 
increase pedestrian safety along the corridor, with particular focus on the driveway 
locations.  Planning staff have also suggested that the applicant consider how they might more 
clearly delineate the northern driveway entrance at the street for drivers in conjunction with 
proposed frontage improvements.  
 
Applicant’s Response 
The applicant’s January 28, 2020 response letter indicates that an ODOT-standard cobra style 
street light or City-standard pedestrian-scaled streetlight will be placed near the improved 
driveway apron.  In addition, Exhibits C.3 and C.4 illustrate a total of five additional lights to be 
installed along the property frontage.   
 
Staff Comments 
The applicant has provided details of lighting placement along the frontage.   
   

 Southbound RVTD Bus Stop 
Planning Commissioners asked that the applicant work with RVTD and ODOT to provide design 
details for a southbound RVTD bus stop on the subject property’s frontage which would likely 
need to include a pull-out, shelter with lighting, sidewalk, accessible loading pad and accessible 
route to the site, any necessary retaining, and a merge lane for the bus to re-enter the travel lane 
at an appropriate speed. 
 
Applicant 
The applicant notes that the project team has met with RVTD and its Bus Stop Committee, and a 
new, southbound bus pull-out lane, bus stop pad and future electric conduit to provide low 
voltage power is proposed to be provided south of the main driveway entrance to the site.   
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Staff Comments 
The applicant’s Exhibit C.4 illustrates the proposed bus pull-out lane, shelter and street light 
placement, and a proposed walkway connecting from the shelter onto the project site.  It appears 
that this issue has been addressed.   
 

 Bicycle & Pedestrian Connectivity to Northbound RVTD Stop/s 
The Planning Commissioners asked that the applicant address safe bicycle and pedestrian 
connectivity to the existing northbound RVTD “flag stop” located south of the railroad bridge likely 
to include an enhanced crossing from the flag stop across Highway 99N, and also asked that the 
applicant address ODOT’s previous recommendation for an extra-wide shared use path generally 
from the enhanced crossing to the southern driveway on site.   (The approval criteria for 
annexation include that, “Likely pedestrian destinations from the project site shall be determined 
and the safe and accessible pedestrian facilities serving those destinations shall be indicated (AMC 
18.5.8.050.E.3).” 
 
Applicant Response 
In the January 28, 2020 letter, the applicant notes that there are two northbound RVTD stops 
within 1,800 to 2,00 feet of the property.  The first is near the intersection of North Main Street 
and Highway 99N, and the applicant emphasizes that it is a legal pedestrian crossing.  The 
applicant indicates that in conversation with ODOT traffic engineers, while they support that the 
intersection is a pedestrian crossing, it cannot be marked with new striping, rapid flash beacons 
(RRFB’s) or similar because the number of pedestrian crossings of the highway, volume of 
pedestrians, volume of vehicle traffic and vehicle speeds to rise to the threshold for allowing a 
marked crossing.  The applicant further indicates that ODOT does support a median refuge at the 
intersection of North Main and Highway 99N along with “Pedestrian Crossing” signage, and notes 
that the median in this area that would have provided a pedestrian refuge was recently removed 
to better enable vehicles crossing at this intersection.  A smaller median is in place south of the 
intersection, but improvements would be necessary to create an adequate pedestrian refuge.     
 
The other northbound stop is near the intersection of Valley View Road and Highway 99N.  This is 
a signaled intersection with a painted crosswalk in place on three of the four legs of the crossing.   
 
The applicant emphasizes that the subject property and its proximity to both northbound stops 
and the new proposed southbound stop are within Transit Supportive Areas in the RVTD 2040 
Transit Master Plan as the property is within the “quartermile walkshed” from transit stops.  This 
consists of areas that are within a typical five-minute walk at a normal walking pace.  The applicant 
concludes that like most areas in the community, there is not a northbound and southbound bus 
stop along the property frontage and this does not prevent commuters from crossing Highway 
99N (or Siskiyou Boulevard or Highway 66) to access transit stops where they are not directly 
connected via a crosswalk or signalized intersection.   
 
Staff Comments 
In conversations with ODOT staff, they have indicated that they do not believe any new pedestrian 
crossings of Highway 99 are appropriate given the speeds, traffic volumes, sight and stopping 
distances when weighed against the anticipated number of pedestrians.   
 
Staff have not seen designs drawings for any potential improvements to the existing median at 
the intersection of North Main Street and Highway 99N to provide pedestrian refuge and signage.   
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 Exception to Street Standards/Curbside Sidewalks 
At least one Planning Commissioner has questioned whether Exceptions to the Street Design 
Standards are merited, and others have inquired whether a curbside sidewalk is appropriate 
adjacent to a 45 MPH travel lane.  Staff have recommended that the applicant more clearly 
articulate the basis for the requested Exceptions to not provide standard parkrow in terms of the 
on-site conditions in specific sections of the roadway (i.e. based on available right-of-way, 
topography, existing constraints, etc.).  
 
Applicant Response 
In the January 28, 2020 response letter, the applicant speaks to frontage improvements, 
explaining that along the entire frontage of the subject property a standard sidewalk and parkrow 
configuration is proposed except where the installation of the bus pull-out lane and bus shelter 
instead necessitate an eight-foot curbside sidewalk.   The applicant discusses specific sidewalk 
sections in terms of the station numbers on the civil drawings. 
 

 Stations 1-16 (North of Land of Paws): An 8-foot curbside sidewalk is proposed.  The 
applicant explains that there is a large roadside ditch and private property belonging to 
Anderson Autobody which prevent parkrow installation, and this curbside sidewalk will 
connect to existing curbside sidewalk to the north.     

 Stations 16-23: A 3-foot bike buffer, 6-foot bike lane, 7-½ foot parkrow, and 6-foot 
sidewalk are proposed along this section of the property frontage. 

 Stations 23-27: A bus pull-out lane, bus stop and 8-foot curbside sidewalk are proposed 
along this section of the property frontage.  Parkrow here has been replaced by the bus 
pull-out lane.   

 Station 27-34:  A 3-foot bike buffer, 6-foot bike lane, and 8-foot curbside sidewalk are 
proposed.  The applicant explains that this section is physically constrained by a steep 
roadside embankment and by the railroad trestle.   

 Station 34 – Schofield/North Main: A 6-foot bike lane, 7½ -foot parkrow and 6-foot 
sidewalk are proposed in this section.   

 
Staff Comments 
The applicant here has explained the improvements proposed and where/why exceptions to city 
standards are needed.   
 

 Speed reduction 
Based on the Planning Commission discussion, staff have also suggested that it may be in the 
applicant’s interest to discuss the possibility of a speed reduction on the Highway 99 North  
corridor from Valley View Road south into Ashland as one means of addressing pedestrian safety 
and the ability of the RVTD buses to merge back into traffic from a stop.    
 
Applicant 
The applicant notes that ODOT is the authority on highway markings for pedestrian crossings and 
for highway speed limits, and at this time there is not enough justification for speeds to be lower.   
The applicant indicates that with a change in roadside culture through annexation and 
development, driving habits can change.  They suggest that after improvements are made, a 
formal speed study to seek a reduction in highway speeds can be undertaken and eventually, if 
speeds are reduced and pedestrian volumes increase, potential marked crossings could be 
approved by ODOT.     
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Staff Comments 
Speed reduction would ultimately require an application to ODOT after which they would conduct 
a zonal analysis and a decision would ultimately come from the state traffic engineer.   
 

 Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) 
ODOT had previously provided comment (October 25, 2019) on the Grand Terrace TIA, noting 
among other things that they had observed queuing significantly greater than that noted in the 
TIA for both the OR99 & Valley View and the Main & Maple intersections.  
 
Applicant Response 
The applicant’s traffic engineer, Kelly Sandow, P.E., has submitted a technical memorandum in 
response to ODOT’s original review comments.  In the January 28, 2020 letter from the applicant 
responding to outstanding issues, the applicant notes that ODOT has provided preliminary review 
comments on the technical memorandum to the applicant team with minor suggestions, but that 
generally there were no major issues or concerns to require additional TIA data or off-site 
intersection improvements.  The applicant has provided a February 24, 2020 e-mail from Wei 
(Michael) Wang, P.E. & M.S., the Region 3 Interim Access Management Engineer with ODOT which 
indicates that ODOT had reviewed the technical memorandum and had no further review 
comments at this time.   
 
Staff Comments 
In speaking with ODOT staff, they have indicated that at this point, ODOT has given their final sign-
off to the TIA with the addition of the technical memorandum.  Formal written comments to this 
effect from ODOT have not been provided, however ODOT has been notified of the upcoming 
electronic meeting on May 12th, and may provide additional written comments prior to May 12th.   

 

Next Steps 

Staff believes that at this stage, it would be helpful for the Planning Commissioners to weigh in on the 

above issues.  From there, the Commission might either continue discussions and deliberation to a date 

certain, or identify the outstanding areas where they believe further information from the applicant is 

needed.     

 

Supporting Information:   

 Packet Materials Provided for May 12 Meeting  
 

 2020-0504 E-mail from Amy Gunter re: ODOT TIA comments 

 2020-0504 Written Submittal from Sydnee Dryer for neighbor Scott Knox 

 2020-0429 E-Mail and Attachment from CORP Railroad Representative Chad Mullarkey 

 2020-0428 E-Mail from Anderson Autobody 

 2020-0228 Severson e-mail re: ODOT update 

 2020-0203 Applicant’s TIA Response Technical Memo 

 2020-0128 Applicant’s Letter Responding to PC Issues 

 2020-0107 ODOT Survey Unit Materials re: Railroad Right-of-Way 

 2020-0106 E-mail from Barbara Allen 

 2019-1112 Exhibits Submitted during November PC Hearing 
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 Link to the October 2019 Planning Commission Packet:  http://www.ashland.or.us/files/2019-10-

08_PC_Packet-web.pdf   
 NOTE: This hearing was postponed to November at the applicant’s request but packet material was 

distributed via the link above. 
 

 Link to the November 2019 Planning Commission Packet: http://www.ashland.or.us/files/2019-11-

12_PC_Packet_web.pdf 
 

 Link to the November 2019 Planning Commission Video: 
https://videoplayer.telvue.com/player/w9sPsSE7vna3XTN_39bs1rEXjVWF0kfP/media/525050?fullscree
n=false&showtabssearch=true&autostart=true&jwsource=cl 

 

 Link to the March 2020 Transportation Commission Packet: 
https://www.ashland.or.us/files/TC_Packet_3.19.20.pdf  

 NOTE: This hearing was canceled to the COVID-19 emergency declaration, but packet material was 
distributed via the link above.  The packet includes new transportation-related Information provided by 
the applicant since the initial Planning Commission hearing including:   
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Leo J. van Dijk D.V.M. 
78041 Allegro Ct. 
Palm Desert, CA. 92211 
11/21/2019 

Scott Knox D.V.M. 

Owner: Knox Veterinary Properties 
3700 Fieldbrook Ave 
Medford, OR 97504 

Dear Scott Knox D.V.M.: 

This letter is in response to your inquiries concerning my intent for use of the easement that 
transects your property (tax lot 1704) to the property I sold to Ben and Linda Zare' (tax lot 
1700). I understand that this property is now under consideration by the Ashland Planning 
Commission for incorporation into the City of Ashland for an apartment development. The 
intention of this easement was for access to the house above. I also raised cattle on the property 
and wished to have access to the "Zare'' property for the cattle. I did not envision that it would 
be used for 196 apartments. I did not intend its use for that level of traffic or density, nor did I 
intend to burden your current property with high levels of traffic through that easement from an 
apartment complex. 

Sincerely, 

:k-0 ){� Yj�r" 
Leo J. van D1Jk D.V.M. Date:_.L........-"-----.<----1--1-----+-<-------------

EXHIBIT D
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January 28, 2020 
 
 
RE: 2019-0001_T3 
Annexation and Zone Change for the Property at 1511 Hwy. 99 N 
Grand Terrace 
 
 
Dear Planning Commissioners and Planning Division Staff, 
 
This letter is intended to provide additional information for the record addressing the Planning 
Commissioners questions and concerns raised at the November 12, 2019 Planning Commission Public 
Hearing.  
 

 

Contiguous Property: 

The property owner and the applicant has relied on adopted city of Ashland adopted maps and 
comprehensive plans to create the proposal for annexation.  The urban growth boundary in the area was 
created by and adopted by the city of Ashland. The comprehensive plan and maps were adopted by the 
state of Oregon showing the urban growth boundary extending across railroad property. The property 
owner and the applicant used the city’s maps to meet the burden of proof that the property is contiguous 
with the city limits due to the historical precedent that annexations across railroad property is allowed. 
This issue lies with the City’s Comprehensive Plans and adopted maps which include a substantial area 
of the city’s future growth where contiguity cannot be demonstrated.  
 
The railroad has historically throughout the state of Oregon been considered a quasi-public entity and 
never in the history of Ashland or other Oregon jurisdictions has the railroad intersecting existing streets 
and / or the highway prevented annexations. The railroad was built for the benefit for the public use 
similar to the roadway and not as private land for development purposes.   
 

The subject property and all adjacent properties are part of Donation Land Claims (DLC) prior to 
December 1, 1850. The property and adjacent properties all existed prior to the development of the 
railroad. The railroad obtained bargain and sale deeds granted by property owners along the proposed 
line of the railroad in 1883. The attached map and property schedule provide the details of the 
acquisition. The area of the property and contiguous area in question is highlighted on Exhibits A. Based 
on the attached map of DCL 1855, certified in 1929, the “Road to Yreka” appears in generally the same 
location as the highway today. The Oregon Highway Department obtained right-of-way through license 
agreement for the “relocated” centerline of OR Hwy99 in 1934.  
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The Oregon Revised Statutes 222.111 (1) allows for the boundaries of the city to be extended through 
the annexation of territory that is not within a city, and that is contiguous to the city or separated from 
it only by a public right of way or a stream, bay, lake or other body of water.  
 
A map demonstrating the extension of the city limits along the north side of the ODOT right-of-way and 
the subject property rezoned as R-2 is attached (Exhibit B).   
 
Representatives for Oregon Department of Transportation supported annexation of the entirety of the 
highway right-of-way where the property abuts the highway frontage.  
 
 
Access Easement:  

Access to the property is provided by a 30-foot wide ingress access easement. The easement area is 
noted on an attached survey of the adjacent property through which the easement is provided. There 
are no reservations or limits noted upon the legal access easement. There is a 25-foot wide right of 
access to the highway from the easement. The property owner’s attorney has reviewed the easement 
and found no restrictions. Attached Exhibit D. 
 
 
Traffic Impact Analysis: 

ODOT has provided a preliminary review of the Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) and has provided 
comments to the project team. There are some minor suggestions and considerations to be made, but 
generally, there were no major issues or concerns that require additional TIA data or off-site intersection 
improvements.  
 
Based on site visits, preliminary review of speeds, a full access driveway on the southside of the property 
will be permitted. The driveway on the north end of the development (accessed via the existing 
driveway) would be widened with the easement area to accommodate improvements, is already a full 
movement driveway. This driveway is shared with the adjacent business. There is a 25-foot wide right of 
access to the highway at this location. The right of access driveway apron will be improved to ODOT 
Standards. A standard cobra style streetlamp and/or a 14-foot tall, pedestrian scaled streetlight will be 
provided placed near the intersection of the improved driveway apron and the highway right-of-way. 
The exact location of the streetlight will be determined based on the final driveway approach layout and 
required improvements.   
 
In discussions with the Traffic Engineer, Kelly Sandow PE, owner and principal engineer at Sandow and 
Associates, the Traffic Impact Analysis uses Syncro to model the traffic. The models are based on “ideal” 
traffic conditions and assesses the movement of the vehicles through the intersections. The model does 
not account for traffic impacts from “bumps” that are caused by a bus, pedestrian traffic, garbage trucks, 
deer crossings, etc. These somewhat random slowdowns in the daily traffic flow, at times causes traffic 
congestion. Random events such as a bus or the garbage truck cannot be modeled. There is some 
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accounting for “random events” and their impact on the highway traffic timing that was factored into 
the TIA. These included increasing the number of pedestrians crossing at the intersections to increase 
the highway wait time at the lights. Also, the duration of the green light time was decreased on the 
highway to slow the model.  
 
The TIA calculated vehicle trips based on a potential unit count of up to 251. This is less than the density 
of the total property area calculated before the removal of the unbuildable areas of the property, and 
would not impact the traffic modeling.  
 
As noted, the final analysis of the Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) has not been completed, ideally this 
information will be provided before the public hearing and can confirm that no off-site intersections 
improvements will be necessary. The property and the area of the current urban growth boundary which 
includes the subject property with R-2 zoning were included in the city’s Transportation System Plan and 
the future traffic impacts were accounted for.  
 
Oregon Department of Transportation is the authority on the highway intersection markings for 
pedestrian crossings and highway speeds. At this time, there is not enough justification for speeds to be 
lower, or for the existing pedestrian crossings to be modified.  
 
With a change in roadside culture through the annexation and development of the property, driving 
habits change. After the improvements are made, a formal speed study to seek a reduction of the 
highway speeds can be undertaken.  Eventually, if the speeds are reduced and ideally pedestrian volumes 
increased, support potential for marked crossings can be approved from ODOT.  
 
 
Frontage Improvements:  

The proposal makes every attempt to provide sidewalk and landscape park row to the city of Ashland 
and ODOT standards from the connection at Schofield to and through the property that demonstrates 
compliance. There are substantial roadside factors that prevent complete compliance. As addressed in 
the findings addressing the exception to street standards, when considering the exception to street 
standards criteria, and the steep embankment adjacent to the highway surface and adjacent, off site 
highway improvements, the exception to street standards is warranted. Along the entire frontage of the 
subject property where abutting the ODOT right-of-way, standard parkrow, sidewalk is proposed 
excepting in the locations of the bus pull out lane and bus shelter area where an eight-foot curbside is 
proposed.  
 
The revised Civil Engineering Plans are provided (Exhibit C (C.1-C.4)). The plans detail the public 
improvements. Beginning at Station #1 to Station #16, north of Land of Paws, an eight-foot wide curbside 
sidewalk is proposed. This complies with ODOT standards for curbside sidewalk and exceeds city of 
Ashland standards for curbside sidewalks. There is a large roadside ditch and private property (Anderson 
Autobody) that prevent installation of a sidewalk and parkrow. Additionally, this curbside sidewalk 
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connects to the existing curbside sidewalks that extend north to the intersection of Valley View Road 
and HWY 99N. Station #16 to Station #23, a six foot wide sidewalk and seven and one half foot parkrow, 
six-foot bike lane with three-foot bike lane buffer from the vehicle travel lane is proposed. At Station 
#23, the extended RVTD bus stop pull out lane for a southbound bus stop is proposed. This extends to 
Station #27+. Within the bus stop pull out, an eight-foot wide curbside sidewalk is proposed. From 
Station #27+ to approximately Station #34, an eight-foot wide curbside sidewalk, six-foot bike lane and 
where present, three-foot bike land buffer is proposed. This portion of the property frontage is physically 
constrained with a steep roadside embankment, railroad property, constraints of the width of the 
railroad trestle.  From Station #34 to the intersection of Schofield Street and North Main Street a six-foot 
sidewalk and seven- and one-half foot planting strip and six-foot bike lane is proposed.  
 
In the areas where the standard city sidewalks and parkrows cannot be installed due to the presence of 
steep roadside embankments and/or lack of public right-of-way or other private property 
encroachments by the adjacent properties not under the ownership of the property proposed for 
annexation, an eight-foot wide curbside sidewalk is proposed. This is a larger standard than required by 
Ashland codes, and complies with the standard from ODOT.  
 
Public sidewalk, landscape park row, bicycle lane and other physical improvements to the Hwy. 99 right-
of-way have been reviewed by the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT), and the Public Works 
Department. Where the Ashland standards need exception is to not provide landscape parkrow for the 
entirety of the sidewalk improvements, ODOT standards require an eight-foot curbside sidewalk, which 
is proposed.  
 
 

Public Transit: 

The project team has met with representatives from Rogue Valley Transit District (RVTD) and has met 
with the RVTD Bus Stop Committee. A new, southbound bus pull out lane, bus stop pad and future 
electric conduit to provide low voltage power is provided to the south of the proposed main driveway 
entrance to the site.  
 
There are two North bound stops present within approximately 1,800 – 2,000 feet from the property. 
The first north bound stop that is nearest is on the east side of the highway, near the intersection of 
North Main Street and the highway. This is a legal, pedestrian crossing.  
 
According to ODOT Traffic Engineers, they support that the intersection is a pedestrian crossing, but it 
cannot be marked with striping, Rapid Flashing Beacon (RRFB) or similar. This is because the pedestrian 
crossing of the highway, volume of pedestrians, volume of vehicle traffic and vehicle speeds does not 
rise to the thresholds for allowing marked crossing. ODOT does support a median refuge at the 
intersection of North Main and the highway and “pedestrian crossing” signage. The median that was 
recently removed would have provided pedestrian refuge. There is a smaller median south of the 
intersection, improvements would be necessary to create a adequate pedestrian refuge.  
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The other north bound stop is nearer the intersection of Valley View Road and the highway. This crossing 
is a signaled intersection with painted cross walk.  
 
The subject property and the proximity to both north bound stops and the new south bound stop are 
within the Transit Supportive Areas in the RVTD 2040 Transit Master Plan. The property is within the 
“Quartermile Walkshed” from transit stops. The quarter-mile walkshed consists of areas that are within 
a typically five-minute walk at a normal walking space. Like most of the community, there is not a south 
bound and a north bound bus stop along the frontage of the property. This does not prevent commuters 
from crossing HWY 99N, Siskiyou Boulevard, HWY 66, from accessing transit stops where not directly 
connected via a crosswalk or signaled intersection.  
 
See attached map for the Transit Supported area from the RVTD 2040 Transit Master Plan (EXHIBIT E). 
 

 

Residential Density: 

The project team finds that the municipal code requires that the number of housing units is determined 
by the base density of the property, but should in cases where substantial areas are undevelopable 
exclude the property area that is considered undevelopable or unbuildable areas.  
 
We believe it can be found that the proposed density of the property is based on the Oregon Revised 
Statues for what is defined as “Buildable Land” and what is defined as buildable land in the Buildable 
Lands Inventory of the City of Ashland.  
 
Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS 660-008-005): 

Buildable Land means residentially designated land within the urban growth boundary, including both 

vacant and developed land likely to be redeveloped, that is suitable, available and necessary for 

residential uses. Publicly owned land is generally not considered available for residential uses. Land is 

generally considered suitable and available unless it: 

(a) Is severely constrained by natural hazards as determined under Statewide Planning Goal 7; 

(b) Is subject to natural resource protection measures determined under Statewide Planning Goals 5, 6, 

15, 16, 17 or 18; 

(c) Has slopes of 25 percent or greater; 

(d) Is within the 100-year flood plain; or 

(e) Cannot be provided with public facilities. 

 

The 2011 Buildable Lands Inventory provides an analysis of the “net buildable acres” that excludes 
restricted hazard areas and restricted resource protection areas. The city’s own buildable lands analysis 
excludes hazard areas, before determining the availability of buildable land for the purposes for 
determining whether an adequate supply of buildable land is available for housing and business 
development. That would appear to be based on the element of base density.  
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Furthermore, according to the Housing Element of the Comprehensive Plan, Policy 17: Development 
standards shall be used to fit development to topography, generally following the concept that density should 
decrease with an increase in slope to avoid excessive erosion and hillside cuts. 
 
The density standards found in AMC 18.2.5.80.B. state that…the density in the R-2 and R-3 zones shall 
be computed by dividing the total number of dwelling units by the acreage of the project, including land 
dedicated to the public and subject to the exceptions below. The exceptions are to the minimum density 
standards which provide for the protections of floodplains, streams, land drainages, wetlands, and/or 
steep slopes.  
 
The municipal code in section 18.5.8.050 F. requires that all residential annexations provide a plan 
demonstrating that development occur at a minimum density that is 90 percent of the base density in 
the zone unless a reduction in the total number of units is necessary to accommodate significant natural 
features.  
 
The guiding documents of the city including the Comprehensive Plan, and the Buildable Lands Inventory 
speak to protections of natural areas when computing density.   
 
There are exceptions provided that allow for minimum densities to be reduced when there are physical 
constraints, such as those listed in the ORS which do not allow for development and should not be 
considered part of the area of development for the purposes of calculating density.  
 
A substantial area of the property having more than 35 percent slopes, riparian drainages, and wetlands, 
that prevent construction of dwelling units and infrastructure and other site developments necessary 
for residential development. In reviewing the municipal code, the 2011 Buildable Lands Inventory, and 
the Oregon Revised Statues definition of what is buildable, it would be prudent that these unbuildable 
areas should to be excluded from the base density calculations. In the event they are not, there are 
physical constraints on the property that allow for exceptions to the minimum density standard.  
 
The proposed layout demonstrates how with limited height (not allowing multi-family residential along 
a transit corridor to be more than two and one-half story or 35-feet whichever is less) and limited 
physical area of development due to the areas of severe constraints provides a substantial area of new, 
much needed multi-family residential dwellings that complies can be developed.  
 
Lastly, we find that in previous annexation and / or zone change requests that involved land that was 
physically constrained, the area of constraint was excluded from the base density calculations. Attached 
is a portion of the 2004 Planning Commission decision, affirmed by the City Council decision that a 
wetland area reduced the lot area for the purposes of calculating density. The resulting number of 
affordable housing units was based upon the reduced density, not the total project area. This property 
has developed as an affordable housing complex by the Jackson County Housing Authority, ultimately 
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modifying the original approval. In addition, the density of a recently approved rezoning of RR-5 property 
at 475 E Nevada Street was reduced base density. In the approval findings, it is recognized that the 
density is reduced based on excluding areas that are unbuildable. These are two examples of recent 
decisions that appear to clearly permit the density of the property and the resulting required affordable 
housing units to be based on the areas excluding the constrained land. The proposal is consistent with 
similar approvals with respect to density calculations.  
 
At this time, the number of proposed units and achieving the minimum density of the property based on 
excluding the areas that are unbuildable is met with the current layout of 182 dwelling units per unit 
count for density standards purposes with 196 actual residential units. There are solutions to this issue 
that include revising the lot area through a property line adjustment or an increase in the number of 
units and the number of parking spaces. The solution will need to be determined based upon further 
discussion with the Planning Commission.  
 

 

Conclusion: 

The project team finds that the continuity issue needs to be further explored and seeks legal advise from 
the city on the validity of the comprehensive plan maps when there is no connection to the city limits 
due to the presence of the railroad.   
 
The proposal demonstrates compliance with the standards for annexation of the last, large acre multi-
family residentially zoned land provided on in the city’s urban growth boundary. The proposed 
conceptual plans are generally consistent with applicable standards, and other than minor 
considerations with respect to the street standards, it can be found that with the requested exception 
to the street design standards as addressed in the application Findings of Fact and the Staff Report. The 
project team believes that it can be found that adequate vehicle, pedestrian, bicycle and transit facilities 
can be provided to service the annexed area.  
 
Many of the annexation criteria require concurrence of the Public Works Director, additionally, there 
has been verbal agreements regarding the extension of services and how to address the overlapping 
service district for the disposal of sanitary sewer and stormwater sewer. It is the property owners desire 
to have staff from Public Works present at the hearing to address any concerns regarding the proposed 
public infrastructure.  
 
Thank you,  
Amy 
 

Amy Gunter 
Rogue Planning & Development Services, LLC 
Amygunter.planning@gmail.com 

mailto:Amygunter.planning@gmail.com
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ATTACHMENTS: 
EXHIBIT A: Railroad Property Schedule and Map; DLC map 
EXHIBIT B: Easement and Survey of easement 
EXHIBIT C: Civil Engineering Plans (C.1 – C.4) 
EXHIBIT D: Draft Zoning Map 
EXHIBIT E: RVTD Transit Master Plan Transit Supportive Areas - 2042 
EXHIBIT F: ODOT Email re. RRFB Beacon and intersection crossing 
EXHIBIT G: Findings for 380 Clay Street (PA2004-141)  
 
 









This is to certify that this is the Official Zoning Map referred to in Section 18.12.030 of Title 18.12 of the 
Ashland Municipal Code. Adopted as Ordinance No. 2951 
 
Signed: 
Mayor __________________________________________ Date ____________________ 
 
City Recorder _____________________________________ Date ____________________ 

Zoning Map
EXHIBIT B 
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Figure 20: Transit Supportive Areas – 2042 
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Amy Gunter <amygunter.planning@gmail.com>

Grand Terrace - Revised Civil Plans
HOROWITZ Micah <Micah.HOROWITZ@odot.state.or.us> Fri, Jan 24, 2020 at 8:48 AM
To: Amy Gunter <amygunter.planning@gmail.com>
Cc: "West, Paige" <pwest@rvtd.org>, Sean Eisma <seisma@rvtd.org>, MARMON Jenna
<Jenna.MARMON@odot.state.or.us>, BOARDMAN Jennifer
<Jennifer.BOARDMAN@odot.state.or.us>, MORRIS Michael L
<Michael.L.MORRIS@odot.state.or.us>, FITZGERALD William
<William.FITZGERALD@odot.state.or.us>

Hi Amy – per ODOT Traffic:

 

RRFB cannot be used with the minimal pedestrian volume. We can support a
unmarked pedestrian crossing with a median refuge and signing as an alternative.
 

 

Best regards,

Micah

 

 

Micah Horowitz, AICP

ODOT Region 3 | Senior Transporta�on Planner

100 Antelope Road, White City, OR 97503

p: 541.774.6331 | e: micah.horowitz@odot.state.or.us

[Quoted text hidden]

EXHIBIT F

https://www.google.com/maps/search/100+Antelope+Road,+White+City,+OR+97503?entry=gmail&source=g
mailto:micah.horowitz@odot.state.or.us
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 SANDOWENGINEERING 
160 MADISON STREET, SUITE A      EUGENE, OREGON 97402     541.513.3376 

TECH MEMO 
TO:   Michael Wang PE 
   Oregon Departments of Transportation  
 
FROM: Kelly Sandow P.E. 
  Sandow Engineering 
 
DATE: February 3, 2020 
 
RE:   Grand Terrace Residential Development TIA-Response to ODOT Comments 
 
 
The following provides a response to the October 25, 2019 ODOT comments provided as part of the 
review of the Grand Terrace TIA.  
 
Comment #1: ODOT private approach permit and access reservation indenture applications will be 
required for the proposed easterly access. Please contact ODOT permit specialist for these 
applications. 
 
Response to Comment #1: The applicant will provide applications for the approach permits as 
required by ODOT once the development proposal has been approved.  

Comment #2: ODOT reviewed the sight distance in the field and measured a distance of 307 feet. 
Therefore, the recommendation was a restricted access to right in, right out, left-in movements.  
 
Response to Comment #2: ODOT revised the sight distance measurement based on a more 
accurate location of the site access onto Highway 99. With the revision then found that the sight 
distance is met and that the access can be a full movement.  

Comment #3: ODOT staff observed existing queuing issue at OR 99 & Valley View intersection at 
least 700 feet and the queuing issue at the Main & Maple intersection of over 3500 feet. The TIA 
only shows 95th percentile queuing of 250 feet at the OR 99 & Valley View and 350 feet at the Main 
& Maple.  
 
Response to Comment #3:  
The Synchro and Simtraffic models were built according to ODOT standards as per the Analysis 
Procedures Manual. The input variables are as follows: 
 

1) Saturation Flow Rate: 1750 as per ODOT standards for this area 
2) Peak Hour Factor: Taken from the traffic counts 
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3) Traffic Counts: taken by Southern Oregon Transportation Engineering as part of the road 
diet project and  the additional as needed for this project. The counts were performed to 
standard methodologies 

4) Signal timing parameters: According to the Analysis Procedures Manual.  
 
The Synchro model was completed following all standards and methodology typically required for 
this type of project. As Sandow Engineering understands it, the road diet has created an unstable 
traffic flow. What this means is that the traffic flow can be moving as normal and something within 
the system will cause a delay in travel that will cause backups for the remainder of the peak travel 
time. This delay is commonly caused by buses stopping to pick up/drop off riders, garbage trucks 
stopping, vehicles stopping for pedestrians not crossing at signalized intersections, and other 
factors within the roadway. Unfortunately, this type of instability within the system is not able to be 
modeled within Synchro. Synchro does not model a bus or garbage truck stopping within the 
roadway midblock. The only way to model the levels of queuing that ODOT is referencing is to make 
modifications to the input parameters at the intersections. The modifications made were: 
 

1) Increase pedestrian calls to provide more delay on the main line  
2) Reduce the peak hour factor to 0.50 for all movements at all intersections 
3) Reduce the signal cycle length  
4) Reduce the green time to the major movements at the traffic signals  
5) Reduced the saturation flow rate from 1750 to 1600.  

 
The queueing results from the modifications to the Synchro model are illustrated in Table 1. The 
outputs are included as an attachment.  
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TABLE 1: INTERSECTION QUEUING: PM PEAK HOUR 

  2021 No-Build 2021 Build 2034 No-Build 2034 Build 

Movement Available 
Storage Avg 95th 

Percentile Avg 95th 
Percentile Avg 95th 

Percentile Avg 95th 
Percentile 

S. Valley View at Rogue Valley Highway (S Jackson/Valley View & 99) 
SEB Left-Highway 225 25 75 25 50 25 50 75 225 

SEB Thru >500 100 200 100 200 100 200 250 600 
SEB Thru- Right >500 50 125 50 150 50 150 200 550 

NWB Left-Highway 475 25 50 25 50 25 50 25 50 
NWB-Thru >500 75 100 75 125 75 125 75 125 
NWB-Thru >500 75 125 75 125 75 150 100 175 
NWB-Right 100 75 125 50 125 50 125 75 150 

NB-Left-Thru- 75 25 50 25 50 25 50 25 75 
NB-Right 100 25 50 25 50 25 50 25 50 

SB-LTR-Valley View >500 600 1000 925 1475 700 1425 1100 2325 
Jackson Road at Rogue Valley Highway (99 & Jackson) 

SEB Left 100 25 50 25 75 25 50 25 100 
NWB Left 100 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 

NEB Left-Thru-Right 100 50 150 75 175 75 225 150 300 
SWB Left-Thru- 200 100 225 125 275 150 300 175 350 

Jackson Road at Main Street 
SW Left- Right 175 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 100 

SB Left 50 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 50 
Maple Street at Main Street 

EB Left-Thru-Right 400 75 150 75 150 75 175 150 300 
WB Left-Thru-Right 175 25 50 25 50 25 50 25 50 

NB Left 150 225 600 250 600 250 600 275 625 
NB Thru >500 1000 1300 100 1275 1050 1275 1025 1300 
NB Right 160 50 200 50 200 25 150 50 200 
SB Left 75 25 100 25 125 50 125 25 100 
SB Thru >500 1150 2750 1475 3250 1775 3550 2075 4275 
SB Right 195 150 400 175 400 225 425 175 400 

As illustrated, the queuing is shown to be more in line with what ODOT observed in the field.  
The queuing lengths along Highway 99 are a result of the recent reduction in through lanes as part of 
the City of Ashland’s road diet. There is no recommended mitigation for reducing the queue lengths.  

 
Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions or need any additional information 
541.513.3376 

 
 
 
 



Queuing and Blocking Report

2019 PM Existing 02/05/2020

Casita Subdivision - Ashland, Oregon SimTraffic Report
Page 1

Intersection: 3: Main Street & Jackson Road, Interval #1

Movement SB SW
Directions Served L LR
Maximum Queue (ft) 16 11
Average Queue (ft) 4 2
95th Queue (ft) 20 12
Link Distance (ft) 303
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 50
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 3: Main Street & Jackson Road, Interval #2

Movement SB SW
Directions Served L LR
Maximum Queue (ft) 23 24
Average Queue (ft) 1 4
95th Queue (ft) 10 20
Link Distance (ft) 303
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 50
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 3: Main Street & Jackson Road, All Intervals

Movement SB SW
Directions Served L LR
Maximum Queue (ft) 28 29
Average Queue (ft) 2 3
95th Queue (ft) 13 19
Link Distance (ft) 303
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 50
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
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Intersection: 4: 99 & Jackson Rd., Interval #1

Movement SE NW NE SW
Directions Served L L LTR LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 27 11 56 44
Average Queue (ft) 8 2 24 17
95th Queue (ft) 31 15 60 43
Link Distance (ft) 219 234
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 100 100
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 4: 99 & Jackson Rd., Interval #2

Movement SE NW NE SW
Directions Served L L LTR LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 34 29 74 86
Average Queue (ft) 9 4 24 37
95th Queue (ft) 31 19 57 80
Link Distance (ft) 219 234
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 100 100
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 4: 99 & Jackson Rd., All Intervals

Movement SE NW NE SW
Directions Served L L LTR LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 38 30 78 86
Average Queue (ft) 9 4 24 32
95th Queue (ft) 31 19 58 74
Link Distance (ft) 219 234
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 100 100
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
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Intersection: 7: S Jackson/Valley View & 99, Interval #1

Movement NB NB SB SE SE SE NW NW NW NW
Directions Served LT R LTR L T TR L T T R
Maximum Queue (ft) 24 29 339 43 108 27 35 90 96 98
Average Queue (ft) 7 11 207 16 57 8 10 57 55 42
95th Queue (ft) 27 33 372 44 112 27 34 96 99 98
Link Distance (ft) 228 2142 895 895 696 696
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 65 225 475 100
Storage Blk Time (%) 1 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 6 0

Intersection: 7: S Jackson/Valley View & 99, Interval #2

Movement NB NB SB SE SE SE NW NW NW NW
Directions Served LT R LTR L T TR L T T R
Maximum Queue (ft) 47 29 696 61 150 72 42 103 144 119
Average Queue (ft) 12 12 366 17 75 15 11 57 59 45
95th Queue (ft) 40 35 719 48 129 49 32 100 113 98
Link Distance (ft) 228 2142 895 895 696 696
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 65 225 475 100
Storage Blk Time (%) 0 0 1
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 3 1

Intersection: 7: S Jackson/Valley View & 99, All Intervals

Movement NB NB SB SE SE SE NW NW NW NW
Directions Served LT R LTR L T TR L T T R
Maximum Queue (ft) 47 29 696 61 154 72 51 103 144 122
Average Queue (ft) 10 12 328 17 71 13 10 57 58 45
95th Queue (ft) 37 35 665 47 126 44 32 99 110 98
Link Distance (ft) 228 2142 895 895 696 696
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 65 225 475 100
Storage Blk Time (%) 0 1 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 3 1
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Intersection: 9: Main St/Main Street & Maple St, Interval #1

Movement EB WB NB NB NB SB SB SB
Directions Served LTR LTR L T R L T R
Maximum Queue (ft) 71 22 289 560 115 50 266 89
Average Queue (ft) 39 9 59 304 17 12 150 23
95th Queue (ft) 75 27 256 652 117 54 267 102
Link Distance (ft) 1363 235 1080 3264
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 150 160 70 195
Storage Blk Time (%) 18 19
Queuing Penalty (veh) 8 11

Intersection: 9: Main St/Main Street & Maple St, Interval #2

Movement EB WB NB NB NB SB SB SB
Directions Served LTR LTR L T R L T R
Maximum Queue (ft) 114 32 450 1039 260 123 494 295
Average Queue (ft) 52 8 235 700 29 16 246 78
95th Queue (ft) 99 27 588 1120 156 83 503 267
Link Distance (ft) 1363 235 1080 3264
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 3
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 150 160 70 195
Storage Blk Time (%) 41 29
Queuing Penalty (veh) 27 26

Intersection: 9: Main St/Main Street & Maple St, All Intervals

Movement EB WB NB NB NB SB SB SB
Directions Served LTR LTR L T R L T R
Maximum Queue (ft) 114 32 450 1039 260 123 494 295
Average Queue (ft) 49 8 192 605 26 15 222 65
95th Queue (ft) 94 27 538 1096 148 77 464 238
Link Distance (ft) 1363 235 1080 3264
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 3
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 150 160 70 195
Storage Blk Time (%) 35 27
Queuing Penalty (veh) 22 22
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Intersection: 3: Main Street & Jackson Road, Interval #1

Movement SB SW
Directions Served L LR
Maximum Queue (ft) 17 24
Average Queue (ft) 3 6
95th Queue (ft) 17 25
Link Distance (ft) 303
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 50
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 3: Main Street & Jackson Road, Interval #2

Movement SB SB SW
Directions Served L T LR
Maximum Queue (ft) 28 14 24
Average Queue (ft) 2 1 4
95th Queue (ft) 16 12 21
Link Distance (ft) 336 303
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 50
Storage Blk Time (%) 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0

Intersection: 3: Main Street & Jackson Road, All Intervals

Movement SB SB SW
Directions Served L T LR
Maximum Queue (ft) 29 14 30
Average Queue (ft) 3 0 5
95th Queue (ft) 16 10 22
Link Distance (ft) 336 303
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 50
Storage Blk Time (%) 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0



Queuing and Blocking Report

2021 PM background 02/05/2020

Casita Subdivision - Ashland, Oregon SimTraffic Report
Page 2

Intersection: 4: 99 & Jackson Rd., Interval #1

Movement SE NW NE SW
Directions Served L L LTR LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 29 32 154 243
Average Queue (ft) 12 9 94 146
95th Queue (ft) 35 33 174 262
Link Distance (ft) 219 234
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0 15
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 100 100
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 4: 99 & Jackson Rd., Interval #2

Movement SE NW NE SW
Directions Served L L LTR LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 34 28 156 240
Average Queue (ft) 9 3 33 56
95th Queue (ft) 31 17 102 170
Link Distance (ft) 219 234
Upstream Blk Time (%) 5
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 100 100
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 4: 99 & Jackson Rd., All Intervals

Movement SE NW NE SW
Directions Served L L LTR LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 34 33 166 249
Average Queue (ft) 10 4 48 78
95th Queue (ft) 32 22 131 208
Link Distance (ft) 219 234
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0 7
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 100 100
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
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Intersection: 7: S Jackson/Valley View & 99, Interval #1

Movement NB NB SB SE SE SE NW NW NW NW
Directions Served LT R LTR L T TR L T T R
Maximum Queue (ft) 50 37 684 64 233 206 41 110 152 114
Average Queue (ft) 19 22 447 36 157 90 16 62 78 64
95th Queue (ft) 53 46 799 65 251 216 45 106 154 120
Link Distance (ft) 228 2142 895 895 696 696
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 65 225 475 100
Storage Blk Time (%) 0 0 1 2 1
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 1 24 5

Intersection: 7: S Jackson/Valley View & 99, Interval #2

Movement NB NB SB SE SE SE NW NW NW NW
Directions Served LT R LTR L T TR L T T R
Maximum Queue (ft) 47 29 862 52 126 43 37 103 118 116
Average Queue (ft) 9 9 628 16 55 7 14 57 52 46
95th Queue (ft) 33 31 1007 43 107 28 34 95 95 97
Link Distance (ft) 228 2142 895 895 696 696
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 65 225 475 100
Storage Blk Time (%) 0 0 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 2 0

Intersection: 7: S Jackson/Valley View & 99, All Intervals

Movement NB NB SB SE SE SE NW NW NW NW
Directions Served LT R LTR L T TR L T T R
Maximum Queue (ft) 55 38 862 67 233 206 46 112 162 117
Average Queue (ft) 12 12 584 21 80 27 14 59 58 50
95th Queue (ft) 39 36 978 52 176 114 37 98 114 104
Link Distance (ft) 228 2142 895 895 696 696
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 65 225 475 100
Storage Blk Time (%) 0 0 0 1 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 0 7 2
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Intersection: 9: Main St/Main Street & Maple St, Interval #1

Movement EB WB NB NB NB SB SB SB
Directions Served LTR LTR L T R L T R
Maximum Queue (ft) 199 33 449 1093 162 92 2410 295
Average Queue (ft) 122 12 247 1059 34 24 1113 191
95th Queue (ft) 219 35 610 1213 168 106 2353 412
Link Distance (ft) 1363 235 1080 3264
Upstream Blk Time (%) 11
Queuing Penalty (veh) 221
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 150 160 70 195
Storage Blk Time (%) 54 52
Queuing Penalty (veh) 75 97

Intersection: 9: Main St/Main Street & Maple St, Interval #2

Movement EB WB NB NB NB SB SB SB
Directions Served LTR LTR L T R L T R
Maximum Queue (ft) 134 36 449 1097 260 123 2889 295
Average Queue (ft) 41 8 216 926 39 18 1134 132
95th Queue (ft) 93 28 567 1268 189 90 2856 359
Link Distance (ft) 1363 235 1080 3264
Upstream Blk Time (%) 3
Queuing Penalty (veh) 21
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 150 160 70 195
Storage Blk Time (%) 40 0 35
Queuing Penalty (veh) 18 0 22

Intersection: 9: Main St/Main Street & Maple St, All Intervals

Movement EB WB NB NB NB SB SB SB
Directions Served LTR LTR L T R L T R
Maximum Queue (ft) 212 42 450 1098 260 123 2889 295
Average Queue (ft) 61 9 224 958 38 20 1129 146
95th Queue (ft) 148 30 578 1279 184 94 2748 375
Link Distance (ft) 1363 235 1080 3264
Upstream Blk Time (%) 5
Queuing Penalty (veh) 71
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 150 160 70 195
Storage Blk Time (%) 43 0 39
Queuing Penalty (veh) 32 0 40
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Intersection: 3: Main Street & Jackson Road, Interval #1

Movement SB SB SW
Directions Served L T LR
Maximum Queue (ft) 18 36 24
Average Queue (ft) 4 0 5
95th Queue (ft) 19 0 22
Link Distance (ft) 336 303
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 50
Storage Blk Time (%) 1
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0

Intersection: 3: Main Street & Jackson Road, Interval #2

Movement SB SB B1 SW
Directions Served L T T LR
Maximum Queue (ft) 29 106 42 29
Average Queue (ft) 2 15 4 4
95th Queue (ft) 13 128 49 20
Link Distance (ft) 336 464 303
Upstream Blk Time (%) 1
Queuing Penalty (veh) 7
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 50
Storage Blk Time (%) 0 3
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0

Intersection: 3: Main Street & Jackson Road, All Intervals

Movement SB SB B1 SW
Directions Served L T T LR
Maximum Queue (ft) 30 106 42 29
Average Queue (ft) 2 12 3 4
95th Queue (ft) 15 110 42 20
Link Distance (ft) 336 464 303
Upstream Blk Time (%) 1
Queuing Penalty (veh) 5
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 50
Storage Blk Time (%) 0 3
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0
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Intersection: 4: 99 & Jackson Rd., Interval #1

Movement SE NW NE SW
Directions Served L L LTR LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 50 33 188 249
Average Queue (ft) 26 5 114 172
95th Queue (ft) 57 25 208 309
Link Distance (ft) 219 234
Upstream Blk Time (%) 1 44
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 100 100
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 4: 99 & Jackson Rd., Interval #2

Movement SE NW NE SW
Directions Served L L LTR LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 54 30 180 249
Average Queue (ft) 23 5 36 77
95th Queue (ft) 50 21 122 219
Link Distance (ft) 219 234
Upstream Blk Time (%) 1 15
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 100 100
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 4: 99 & Jackson Rd., All Intervals

Movement SE NW NE SW
Directions Served L L LTR LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 55 33 195 249
Average Queue (ft) 24 5 55 100
95th Queue (ft) 52 22 159 256
Link Distance (ft) 219 234
Upstream Blk Time (%) 1 23
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 100 100
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
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Intersection: 7: S Jackson/Valley View & 99, Interval #1

Movement NB NB SB SE SE SE NW NW NW NW
Directions Served LT R LTR L T TR L T T R
Maximum Queue (ft) 38 29 934 58 241 216 36 117 128 118
Average Queue (ft) 20 18 602 33 163 110 14 75 74 69
95th Queue (ft) 47 41 1000 60 270 244 38 131 150 131
Link Distance (ft) 228 2142 895 895 696 696
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 65 225 475 100
Storage Blk Time (%) 0 2 2 2
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 1 26 9

Intersection: 7: S Jackson/Valley View & 99, Interval #2

Movement NB NB SB SE SE SE NW NW NW NW
Directions Served LT R LTR L T TR L T T R
Maximum Queue (ft) 34 29 1224 50 129 53 45 111 109 113
Average Queue (ft) 9 9 995 13 59 10 15 52 50 41
95th Queue (ft) 31 31 1494 37 112 38 38 90 95 94
Link Distance (ft) 228 2142 895 895 696 696
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 65 225 475 100
Storage Blk Time (%) 0 0 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 1 1

Intersection: 7: S Jackson/Valley View & 99, All Intervals

Movement NB NB SB SE SE SE NW NW NW NW
Directions Served LT R LTR L T TR L T T R
Maximum Queue (ft) 43 29 1224 58 241 216 50 124 145 123
Average Queue (ft) 11 11 900 18 84 34 15 57 56 48
95th Queue (ft) 36 34 1452 47 185 134 38 103 113 106
Link Distance (ft) 228 2142 895 895 696 696
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 65 225 475 100
Storage Blk Time (%) 0 1 1 1
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 8 3
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Intersection: 9: Main St/Main Street & Maple St, Interval #1

Movement EB WB NB NB NB SB SB SB
Directions Served LTR LTR L T R L T R
Maximum Queue (ft) 170 36 449 1092 162 100 2564 295
Average Queue (ft) 103 16 263 1065 40 21 1163 178
95th Queue (ft) 170 39 617 1200 188 98 2627 400
Link Distance (ft) 1363 235 1080 3264
Upstream Blk Time (%) 12
Queuing Penalty (veh) 238
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 150 160 70 195
Storage Blk Time (%) 54 51
Queuing Penalty (veh) 75 99

Intersection: 9: Main St/Main Street & Maple St, Interval #2

Movement EB WB NB NB NB SB SB SB
Directions Served LTR LTR L T R L T R
Maximum Queue (ft) 109 24 450 1095 260 127 3038 295
Average Queue (ft) 44 8 236 961 35 25 1556 169
95th Queue (ft) 91 25 588 1260 177 107 3393 396
Link Distance (ft) 1363 235 1080 3264
Upstream Blk Time (%) 4 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 28 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 150 160 70 195
Storage Blk Time (%) 43 41
Queuing Penalty (veh) 20 27

Intersection: 9: Main St/Main Street & Maple St, All Intervals

Movement EB WB NB NB NB SB SB SB
Directions Served LTR LTR L T R L T R
Maximum Queue (ft) 171 36 450 1095 260 127 3038 295
Average Queue (ft) 58 10 242 986 36 24 1461 171
95th Queue (ft) 125 29 595 1265 180 105 3237 397
Link Distance (ft) 1363 235 1080 3264
Upstream Blk Time (%) 6 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 81 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 150 160 70 195
Storage Blk Time (%) 45 44
Queuing Penalty (veh) 33 45
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Intersection: 3: Main Street & Jackson Road, Interval #1

Movement SB SB B1 SW
Directions Served L T T LR
Maximum Queue (ft) 17 100 84 28
Average Queue (ft) 4 11 2 7
95th Queue (ft) 20 122 19 29
Link Distance (ft) 336 464 303
Upstream Blk Time (%) 3
Queuing Penalty (veh) 53
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 50
Storage Blk Time (%) 4
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0

Intersection: 3: Main Street & Jackson Road, Interval #2

Movement SB SB B1 B26 B2 SW
Directions Served L T T T T LR
Maximum Queue (ft) 42 350 227 143 27 30
Average Queue (ft) 3 67 47 23 3 4
95th Queue (ft) 22 300 282 205 30 20
Link Distance (ft) 336 464 551 1437 303
Upstream Blk Time (%) 8 5 2
Queuing Penalty (veh) 55 33 13
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 50
Storage Blk Time (%) 11
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0

Intersection: 3: Main Street & Jackson Road, All Intervals

Movement SB SB B1 B26 B2 SW
Directions Served L T T T T LR
Maximum Queue (ft) 43 350 227 143 27 34
Average Queue (ft) 3 53 36 17 2 5
95th Queue (ft) 22 267 244 177 26 22
Link Distance (ft) 336 464 551 1437 303
Upstream Blk Time (%) 7 4 1
Queuing Penalty (veh) 55 25 10
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 50
Storage Blk Time (%) 9
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0
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Intersection: 4: 99 & Jackson Rd., Interval #1

Movement SE NW NE SW
Directions Served L L LTR LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 29 22 213 249
Average Queue (ft) 13 7 120 196
95th Queue (ft) 35 27 232 314
Link Distance (ft) 219 234
Upstream Blk Time (%) 13 57
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 100 100
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 4: 99 & Jackson Rd., Interval #2

Movement SE NW NE SW
Directions Served L L LTR LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 34 23 211 249
Average Queue (ft) 11 4 55 111
95th Queue (ft) 33 20 179 276
Link Distance (ft) 219 234
Upstream Blk Time (%) 9 28
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 100 100
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 4: 99 & Jackson Rd., All Intervals

Movement SE NW NE SW
Directions Served L L LTR LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 34 23 218 249
Average Queue (ft) 11 5 71 131
95th Queue (ft) 34 22 201 298
Link Distance (ft) 219 234
Upstream Blk Time (%) 10 35
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 100 100
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
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Intersection: 7: S Jackson/Valley View & 99, Interval #1

Movement NB NB SB SE SE SE NW NW NW NW
Directions Served LT R LTR L T TR L T T R
Maximum Queue (ft) 56 46 824 59 254 227 31 120 130 103
Average Queue (ft) 19 22 545 27 178 100 16 68 69 54
95th Queue (ft) 54 52 914 60 256 227 37 118 151 110
Link Distance (ft) 228 2142 895 895 696 696
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 65 225 475 100
Storage Blk Time (%) 1 0 2 1 1
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 1 22 4

Intersection: 7: S Jackson/Valley View & 99, Interval #2

Movement NB NB SB SE SE SE NW NW NW NW
Directions Served LT R LTR L T TR L T T R
Maximum Queue (ft) 38 34 1082 46 168 104 50 104 156 123
Average Queue (ft) 9 7 738 15 62 13 15 59 59 46
95th Queue (ft) 33 28 1517 40 118 55 40 99 116 109
Link Distance (ft) 228 2142 895 895 696 696
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 65 225 475 100
Storage Blk Time (%) 0 0 0 1 1
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 0 3 1

Intersection: 7: S Jackson/Valley View & 99, All Intervals

Movement NB NB SB SE SE SE NW NW NW NW
Directions Served LT R LTR L T TR L T T R
Maximum Queue (ft) 56 50 1089 60 254 227 50 127 179 124
Average Queue (ft) 11 11 691 18 90 34 15 62 61 48
95th Queue (ft) 39 37 1407 47 193 129 39 104 126 110
Link Distance (ft) 228 2142 895 895 696 696
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 65 225 475 100
Storage Blk Time (%) 0 0 0 1 1
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 0 8 2
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Intersection: 9: Main St/Main Street & Maple St, Interval #1

Movement EB WB NB NB NB SB SB SB
Directions Served LTR LTR L T R L T R
Maximum Queue (ft) 230 41 449 1093 214 149 2945 295
Average Queue (ft) 137 18 324 1085 40 38 1445 186
95th Queue (ft) 237 42 650 1096 188 139 3073 406
Link Distance (ft) 1363 235 1080 3264
Upstream Blk Time (%) 12 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 291 1
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 150 160 70 195
Storage Blk Time (%) 55 53
Queuing Penalty (veh) 89 116

Intersection: 9: Main St/Main Street & Maple St, Interval #2

Movement EB WB NB NB NB SB SB SB
Directions Served LTR LTR L T R L T R
Maximum Queue (ft) 132 32 450 1094 168 123 3258 295
Average Queue (ft) 44 7 215 1027 15 24 1853 204
95th Queue (ft) 94 26 567 1273 104 103 3654 419
Link Distance (ft) 1363 235 1080 3264
Upstream Blk Time (%) 4 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 34 1
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 150 160 70 195
Storage Blk Time (%) 41 41
Queuing Penalty (veh) 22 30

Intersection: 9: Main St/Main Street & Maple St, All Intervals

Movement EB WB NB NB NB SB SB SB
Directions Served LTR LTR L T R L T R
Maximum Queue (ft) 232 41 450 1095 260 150 3258 295
Average Queue (ft) 66 10 241 1041 21 27 1754 200
95th Queue (ft) 159 31 596 1259 129 113 3539 416
Link Distance (ft) 1363 235 1080 3264
Upstream Blk Time (%) 6 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 98 1
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 150 160 70 195
Storage Blk Time (%) 44 44
Queuing Penalty (veh) 39 52
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Intersection: 3: Main Street & Jackson Road, Interval #1

Movement SB SW
Directions Served L LR
Maximum Queue (ft) 16 18
Average Queue (ft) 3 4
95th Queue (ft) 17 20
Link Distance (ft) 303
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 50
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 3: Main Street & Jackson Road, Interval #2

Movement SB SB B1 B26 B2 SW
Directions Served L T T T T LR
Maximum Queue (ft) 72 436 551 640 1438 72
Average Queue (ft) 9 239 286 299 586 26
95th Queue (ft) 53 563 716 796 1701 103
Link Distance (ft) 336 464 551 1437 303
Upstream Blk Time (%) 55 50 45 3
Queuing Penalty (veh) 1196 1093 988 56
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 50
Storage Blk Time (%) 0 56
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 6

Intersection: 3: Main Street & Jackson Road, All Intervals

Movement SB SB B1 B26 B2 SW
Directions Served L T T T T LR
Maximum Queue (ft) 72 436 551 640 1438 72
Average Queue (ft) 8 182 217 227 445 21
95th Queue (ft) 47 511 642 709 1500 90
Link Distance (ft) 336 464 551 1437 303
Upstream Blk Time (%) 41 37 34 2
Queuing Penalty (veh) 897 820 741 42
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 50
Storage Blk Time (%) 0 42
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 4
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Intersection: 4: 99 & Jackson Rd., Interval #1

Movement SE NW NE SW
Directions Served L L LTR LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 28 11 48 47
Average Queue (ft) 7 3 23 26
95th Queue (ft) 27 17 55 54
Link Distance (ft) 219 234
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 100 100
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 4: 99 & Jackson Rd., Interval #2

Movement SE SE B8 B8 NW NE SW
Directions Served L TR T L LTR LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 124 430 736 730 28 234 249
Average Queue (ft) 28 139 216 152 5 170 214
95th Queue (ft) 97 456 751 626 22 287 319
Link Distance (ft) 347 696 696 219 234
Upstream Blk Time (%) 30 10 2 52 78
Queuing Penalty (veh) 661 106 23 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 100 100
Storage Blk Time (%) 32
Queuing Penalty (veh) 11

Intersection: 4: 99 & Jackson Rd., All Intervals

Movement SE SE B8 B8 NW NE SW
Directions Served L TR T L LTR LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 124 430 736 730 28 234 249
Average Queue (ft) 23 105 164 115 5 135 169
95th Queue (ft) 86 398 654 542 21 281 331
Link Distance (ft) 347 696 696 219 234
Upstream Blk Time (%) 23 7 2 39 58
Queuing Penalty (veh) 496 79 18 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 100 100
Storage Blk Time (%) 24
Queuing Penalty (veh) 9
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Intersection: 7: S Jackson/Valley View & 99, Interval #1

Movement NB NB SB SE SE SE NW NW NW NW
Directions Served LT R LTR L T TR L T T R
Maximum Queue (ft) 17 29 414 35 117 50 24 93 112 114
Average Queue (ft) 4 11 280 13 65 17 10 58 55 48
95th Queue (ft) 21 34 475 39 117 52 28 100 117 115
Link Distance (ft) 228 2142 895 895 696 696
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 65 225 475 100
Storage Blk Time (%) 1 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 7 0

Intersection: 7: S Jackson/Valley View & 99, Interval #2

Movement NB NB SB SE SE SE NW NW NW NW
Directions Served LT R LTR L T TR L T T R
Maximum Queue (ft) 65 54 2198 434 779 758 54 144 216 125
Average Queue (ft) 25 21 1339 62 295 254 19 78 86 68
95th Queue (ft) 59 49 2459 249 654 604 46 127 165 134
Link Distance (ft) 228 2142 895 895 696 696
Upstream Blk Time (%) 20 3 1
Queuing Penalty (veh) 427 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 65 225 475 100
Storage Blk Time (%) 1 0 27 3 1
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 19 40 6

Intersection: 7: S Jackson/Valley View & 99, All Intervals

Movement NB NB SB SE SE SE NW NW NW NW
Directions Served LT R LTR L T TR L T T R
Maximum Queue (ft) 65 54 2198 434 779 758 54 145 216 125
Average Queue (ft) 20 19 1083 50 240 197 17 73 78 63
95th Queue (ft) 55 46 2316 217 593 545 43 123 157 131
Link Distance (ft) 228 2142 895 895 696 696
Upstream Blk Time (%) 15 2 1
Queuing Penalty (veh) 320 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 65 225 475 100
Storage Blk Time (%) 1 0 20 2 1
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 14 32 4
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Intersection: 9: Main St/Main Street & Maple St, Interval #1

Movement EB WB NB NB NB SB SB SB
Directions Served LTR LTR L T R L T R
Maximum Queue (ft) 93 24 449 1048 211 42 437 192
Average Queue (ft) 46 8 227 766 40 10 268 66
95th Queue (ft) 89 26 582 1081 189 51 550 239
Link Distance (ft) 1363 235 1080 3264
Upstream Blk Time (%) 1
Queuing Penalty (veh) 6
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 150 160 70 195
Storage Blk Time (%) 45 33
Queuing Penalty (veh) 24 25

Intersection: 9: Main St/Main Street & Maple St, Interval #2

Movement EB WB NB NB NB SB SB SB
Directions Served LTR LTR L T R L T R
Maximum Queue (ft) 343 49 450 1097 260 127 3264 295
Average Queue (ft) 157 19 277 1075 38 23 2631 205
95th Queue (ft) 305 44 631 1180 182 106 4283 416
Link Distance (ft) 1363 235 1080 3264
Upstream Blk Time (%) 14 1
Queuing Penalty (veh) 342 25
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 150 160 70 195
Storage Blk Time (%) 57 56
Queuing Penalty (veh) 92 125

Intersection: 9: Main St/Main Street & Maple St, All Intervals

Movement EB WB NB NB NB SB SB SB
Directions Served LTR LTR L T R L T R
Maximum Queue (ft) 343 49 450 1097 260 127 3264 295
Average Queue (ft) 130 16 265 1001 38 20 2061 171
95th Queue (ft) 282 41 621 1283 184 95 4268 396
Link Distance (ft) 1363 235 1080 3264
Upstream Blk Time (%) 11 1
Queuing Penalty (veh) 258 19
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 150 160 70 195
Storage Blk Time (%) 54 50
Queuing Penalty (veh) 75 100
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