








August 20, 2015 

Dear City Council Members, 

My name is Alma Rosa Alvarez, and my address is 491 Normal Avenue. I am writing you today, in lieu of 
presenting my comments at the public hearing scheduled for September 1, 2015, as I will be out of the 
state at that time.  
 
While I would like to state that the city’s work on establishing a plan for the area, now known as the 
Normal Neighborhood (NANP) is laudable, I believe our city has not fully anticipated what the addition 
of 450 units in this area means.   
 
My first concern is with density and its attendant implications. Since October 2012, I, along with many of 
my neighbors voiced our opposition to the construction of 450 units in the Normal Neighborhood area. 
At the charrette, most of us felt comfortable with the development of 350 units. Some of our concerns, 
at that time, related to traffic flow. As is evident during the academic year, the traffic through Normal 
Avenue, leading into Homes is steady, and sometimes scary due to the lack of traffic signs (yield or stop 
signs) to help control the flow of traffic. Once Little League starts, the traffic on these streets increases. 
My ask to the council is to have the appropriate city personnel appointed to perform an analysis of 
traffic patterns on these streets during peak usage, and then to factor in what those traffic patterns 
would be with an additional 1000 residents.  The concern we had in 2012 continues to be a concern for 
me, and other residents of my street, particularly those of us in the older Normal neighborhood. 
 
My second concern, also related to density, deals with water availability. I was struck by Bill Molinar’s 
comment on Tuesday, August 11th, 2015 that the NANP had taken into account climate change by 
anticipating drought in a cycle of once every five years. We have been in drought for at least three years. 
According to some experts, we have been in drought for four years. I believe that the city needs to 
recalculate density in relation to more regular, persistent drought consistent with climate change. I urge 
you to not approve a plan until drought factors are also more adequately considered. It would be a 
travesty to develop without adequate infrastructural support, and the quality of life that we so much 
love in Ashland would be compromised.  
 
I want to be very clear about my position as a resident. I am not opposed to having a plan, and I am not 
opposed to development. Growth is natural within a city. I am also in favor of affordable housing. 
People that work, for example in the service industry, should be able to live in Ashland. I look forward to 
the diversity that affordable housing could bring to our city.  I am, however, opposed to the 
development of housing that might not have adequate infrastructural support, particularly if some of 
that housing is designated for low-wage earners. I am also opposed to development that would alter the 
neighborhood feeling and relative safety of my street through unmanaged traffic. Finally, I am in support 
of a plan that will preserve the wetlands and the biological diversity of our region. I look forward to a 
plan that can do the various things outlined above. Thanks for your consideration. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Alma Rosa Alvarez 



         July 28, 2015 
 
 
Ashland Planning Commissioners and Senior Planner Brandon Goldman, 
 
     I’m writing in regard to the “Final Normal Neighborhood Plan and implementing 
Land Use Ordinance (chapter 18.3.4)”. I have several concerns regarding this plan: 
 

1) Most of the existing homes and businesses in the Plan area get their water from 
wells and the Talent Irrigation District. The current plan does not seem to 
adequately address how water will be delivered to new construction in the Plan 
area and how land use changes in the area may affect wells and TID deliveries to 
existing homes and businesses.  

 
2) I have heard that this plan might require the expansion of East Main Street. As a 

resident who lives along East Main Street, I think it is important that the 
Commission and Plan adequately address how this will be done and how impacts 
to current properties will be mitigated. 
 

3) While the updated plan more thoroughly addresses wetlands and roadways than 
the initial one did, it appears that wetland W9 will be bordered by roadways and 
that the school bus turn-around for the Middle School will become a through road. 
I ask that you address whether or not these roads are necessary for this plan to go 
forward. It appears such roads would increase traffic in a traffic sensitive area 
meaning that increased traffic congestion in this area could have adverse impacts 
on bus, school, church, and synagogue related traffic. 
 

Thank you for your time and dedication to doing this plan the right way rather than the 
fast way. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Brett T, Lutz 
\Signed\ 













Thursday, July 23, 2015 

Letter to the Ashland, Oregon Planning Commission and City Council 

RE: Normal Neighborhood Plan 

I would like to present a few comments in my opposition to this project, and would like them 
read and placed into the record at the Planning Commission Meeting on July 28, 2015 and the 
City Council Meeting on September 1, 2015. 

1. According to the Official Ashland Emergency Operations Plan, the most significant 
hazard risk is Draught (400 points, the next closest hazard is Fire at 275).  With this in 
mind and considering that we have depleted water tables, have no snow pack and little 
run off, it seems a violation of the trust the citizens placed in you to consider adding 
additional burdens to the water system by allowing additional homes without having 
appreciable water available to service the current residents, let alone the added 
residences. 

2. We DO NOT want to be like California where water is restricted by the government, and 
the citizens are required to cut back a mandatory 25%, all while the government is 
allowing additional homes to be built. This will require that all citizens will have even 
less water for their needs. 

3. New homes should not be allowed until and unless sufficient water is available to 
adequately service all the homes, both current and proposed. 

4. The infrastructure to handle these homes is non-existent. Roads, sewers, water lines, 
power, parks, schools and other infrastructure will be required for these homes. These 
services should be paid for by the new construction and be in place BEFORE any homes 
are built. 

5. I think it is commendable that the proposed homes will be required to have gray water 
plumbing and drip systems, but without adequate water, these are merely window 
dressing, and do not solve the problem – they exacerbate it. 

6. We should first, develop adequate water supplies, then, and only then, add additional 
residences. To do other seems myopic. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

Sincerely, 

Rod Palmieri 

369 Meadow Dr. 

Ashland, OR 97520 



7/14/2015 Zimbra
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From : Janet Vidmar <jan2010727@hotmail.com>

Subject : Normal Avenue

To : brandon goldman <brandon.goldman@ashland.or.us>

Zimbra goldmanb@ashland.or.us

Normal Avenue

Mon, Jul 13, 2015 11:01 AM

 Dear Mayor, Councilors, and Commissioners,
 
In regards to the proposed  Normal Avenue Ordinances, I submit the following comments:
 
1.  The future building of the Normal Avenue Neighborhood must take into consideration the Cemetery Creek
floodplain.   
 
2.  One access road to the Neighborhood will cross the railroad tracks, funneling traffic onto constricted roads.
 
3.  Homes should face Cemetery Creek for the residents to have the full benefit of living on a green belt.  Our
properties in Meadowbrook Park Estates 
     are valued higher if they are on a wetland.  The placement of roads along the wetland side should also be
discouraged from a pollution standpoint, as well as visual.
 
4.  Current native vegetation should be left in place along Cemetery Creek wetland (willow, alders,
cottonwoods) to assist in water retention and flow.
 
5. Traffic along East Main needs to be addressed, as well as a multiuse path.
 
6.  A minimum of two exits/entrances off East Main would help with the traffic flow.
 
7.  Clay Creek traffic must be addressed in terms of a traffic signal and restrictive parking.
 
Thank you for all you do,
 
Jan Vidmar
320 Meadow Drive
5413013271
























