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ASHLAND PLANNING COMMISSION 
REGULAR MEETING 
November 13, 2007 

AGENDA 
 

I. CALL TO ORDER: 7:OO PM, Civic Center, 1175 E. Main Street 
 
 
II. ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 
 
III. APPROVE AGENDA 
 
 
IV. CONSENT AGENDA: 

1. APPROVAL OF MINUTES:  
 October 4, 2007 – Special Planning Commission Meeting 
 October 9, 2007 – Regular Planning Commission Meeting 
 October 23, 2007 – Planning Commission Study Session 

 
  
V. PUBLIC FORUM 
 
  
VI. TYPE II PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 

A.   PLANNING ACTION:  PA-2007-01756 
SUBJECT PROPERTY: 705 Helman St 
OWNER/APPLICANT:  OgdenRoemerWilkerson Architecture AIA 
DESCRIPTION:  Request for Site Review approval to construct an approximately 6,400 square 
foot gym addition and a 5,010 square foot library addition at Helman School, with related interior 
modifications and sitework.  COMPREHENSIVE PLAN DESIGNATION:  Single Family Residential 
ZONING: R-1-5; ASSESSOR’S MAP #: 39 1E 04BC; TAX LOTS: 200,600,700 

 
B. PLANNING ACTION:  PA-2007-01398 
 SUBJECT PROPERTY: 167, 185 and 203 N Mountain Avenue 

OWNER/APPLICANT: Havurah Friends Investment Group LLC 
DESCRIPTION:  request for Outline Plan Approval to allow a 12-lot, 15-unit subdivision for the 
properties located at 167, 185 and 203 North Mountain Avenue.  Also included are requests for: the 
modification of a previously approved Site Review and Conditional Use Permit (#2001-0039) for the 
Havurah Jewish Synagogue; Site Review approval to construct a two-story, six-unit residential 
building; a Tree Removal Permit for the removal of one nine-inch diameter pine tree from Tax Lot 
#1701; and a boundary line adjustment with Tax Lots 1600, 1701, 1800 and 1700.  (This request 
supersedes the previous Outline Plan approval for a 14-lot, 13-unit subdivision granted under 
Planning Action #2006-01091.)  COMPREHENSIVE PLAN DESIGNATION: Single Family 
Residential ZONING: R-1-5-P; ASSESSOR’S MAP #39 1E 09 AA TAXLOTS: 
1500,1600,1701,1800,1700 
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In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, if you need special assistance to participate in this meeting, please 
contact the Community Development office at 541-488-5305 (TTY phone is 1-800-735-2900).  Notification 48 hours prior to the 
meeting will enable the City to make reasonable arrangements to ensure accessibility to the meeting (28 CFR 35.102-35.104 
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VIII. TYPE III PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 
  None 
 
IX. OTHER 
 
  Review Planning Commission Goals 
 
X. ADJOURNMENT 



 
ASHLAND PLANNING COMMISSION 

SPECIAL MEETING 
October 4, 2007 

MINUTES 
 
I. CALL TO ORDER
The meeting was called to order at 7:00 p.m. by Chair John Stromberg at the Ashland Civic Center, 1175 E. Main Street, 
Ashland, OR  
 

Commissioners Present:   Council Liaison: 
John Stromberg, Chair 
Michael Dawkins 
Tom Dimitre 

 Cate Hartzell, Council Liaison, absent due to quasi-judicial 
 agenda items. 

John Fields 
Pam Marsh 

  

Melanie Mindlin 
Mike Morris 

 Staff Present: 
David Stalheim, Community Development Director 
Bill Molnar, Planner 

Absent Members:  Adam Hanks, Permit Manager 
Olena Black 
Dave Dotterrer 
 

 Diana Shiplet, Executive Secretary 

 
II. ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 
Mr. Stromberg stated Mike Morris will be late, Olena Black and Dave Dotterrer have previous commitments and so have 
excused absences.  Mr. Stromberg stated that Planet Citizen, an organization listed in the most recent Planning magazine, has 
on-line training programs for Planning Commissioners.   There is some money in the budget for PC training.  He would 
encourage commissioner who is interested in participating in the training to talk to Susan Yates in Community Development to 
get registered. 
 
III. APPROVE AGENDA 
 
Marsh/Dawkins m/s to approve the agenda.  Voice Vote:  Approved. 
 

 
IV. TYPE III PLANNING ACTIONS 

 A. PLANNING ACTION: PA2007-01283 
  APPLICANT:  City of Ashland 
 DESCRIPTION:  Proposed amendments to the Ashland Land Use Ordinance implementing portions 

of the recommendations in the Land Use Ordinance Review prepared by Siegel Planning Services.  In addition, 
other recommendations of the City Planning Director concerning land use decision-making procedures will be 
considered.   

 
Mr. Stromberg stated that this is the kind of project where you can easily get caught up in the specific issues but in the big 
picture we have a very large collection of detailed changes in the land use ordinance.  He stated that due to the size of this 
project often some of the details are not captured in the summary.  Staff is much more familiar with all the details than the 
commission they are looking at the practical use, efficiency, and customer service.   The Planning Commission is more focused 
on the balance between community interests and private interests.  With that in mind, he, John Fields, Mike Morris, David 
Stalheim, Bill Molnar, and Adam Hanks met for about two and a half hours going over all the non-policy, non-procedural 
portions of the proposed changes.  During that meeting he realized how challenging and how many questions arise from these 
changes.  He stated that to the extent that it is possible to dig into the details tonight will mean the Planning Commission is 
doing their part more effectively.  He reminded the commission that they have until October 12th to make any suggestions or 
alterations to the ordinance so that staff can make changes in time for the October 23rd Planning Commission meeting.  On 
October 23rd, it is hoped that the Planning Commission will bring this process to completion.  Also, on the 23rd he would like to 
bring back the revised Planning Commission Goals and talk about the strategy for getting everything approved by the City 
Council. 
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David Stalheim, Community Development Director, stated this process started with the Zucker report and the Seigel report in 
February and April of 2006. Following that, John Stromberg, John Fields, and Mike Morris met between June 2006 and 
February 2007 and went through the Seigel report.  Mr. Stalheim prepared recommendations based on the reports and the 
meetings in February of 2007.  Planning Commission did a study session in April of 2007, a retreat in June of 2007, another 
study session and the end of June 2007, and the first draft of the ordinance was released in July of 2007.  Planning Commission 
agreed to start the public hearing process at the end of July 2007 and the second draft, based on public comments, staff review 
and Planning Commission input, was released in August of 2007.  That second draft is the version we are working from 
tonight.  Mr. Stalheim reminded the Commission that they did have a public hearing on this topic which started on September 
11th and was continued to tonight.  He stated that the Commission need to see if there was any public input tonight and then 
close the public hearing. 
 
Mr. Stalheim reminded the Commission that at tonight’s meeting they need accomplish 4 things tonight; 1) address any new 
public input, 2) to discuss the procedure changes in the ordinance, 3) discuss any policy issues identified in the ordinance and 
4) determine what the next steps might be in the process. 
 
Mr. Stalheim stated he would like to highlight some of the issues he thinks the Planning Commission should focus on during 
their discussions tonight.  The first is the procedures issue.  He stated that the real issue is whether or not they should be 
packaged together for passing on to the Council for approval or if they should be separated.  The proposed changes in the site 
design chapter require changes in the procedures chapter, so they can’t really be separated.  If the Planning Commission 
determines they would like the procedures separated out, they much also separate out the site design chapter. 
 
Mr. Stalheim stated he went through the ordinance and attempted to identify other sections that would be affected. The first is 
that in every zoning district there is a reference regarding wireless communication facilities that refers to a specific section in 
the revised site design chapter.  It is the same standard as before but they moved things around and so there is a reference to 
that section and that would get lost if they didn’t update the site design chapter.  The second is a small reference to procedures 
in the tree preservation chapter which needs to be updated in the site design chapter. 
 
Mr. Stalheim stated that by not doing the site design chapter there are some things in the site design chapter that are standards 
improvements in the chapter and staff feels that these improvements will be valuable and last for a long period of time without 
needed additional updates. 
 
Mike Morris arrived at 7:13 pm. 
 
Mr. Stalheim stated that he met with planning staff last week to make sure that they are really comfortable with the procedures 
changes.  Staff stated that they believe winder is the best time to implement any procedure changes, due to lower planning 
permit activity levels.  One staff member also recommended a longer timeframe for implementing the procedure changes. 
  
Mr. Stromberg stated he also recommends the winter as a good time to implement this, not only with us but also with the City 
Council as they have fewer things on their agenda during that time as well.  He stated that the important thing is that this is 
very valuable and there is a lot of potential for success with these changes. 
 
Mr. Stromberg stated that the group who had met including himself, John Fields, Mike Morris, Bill Molnar, and Adam Hanks 
would like to become an official subcommittee of the commission in order to continue working on this project and complete 
looking at all the changes.   Mr. Molnar stated that because there already is a land-use subcommittee there is no need for a 
motion to approve this subcommittee.  
 
Mr. Stalheim stated that one of the other procedure issues which needs to be discussed is the appeal fees.  The ordinance does 
not prescribe fees, but states that if they are set, need to be paid and notes the ORS requirement to reimburse fees if the appeal 
is successful.  So the question to the Planning Commission is do you wish to recommend to Council appeal fees?  The second 
issue is whether or not the appeals to Council will continue to be de novo or will become on the record appeals. 
 
Mr. Stalheim stated that the first policy issues which needs to be discussed includes that the Commission can review the 
options – including no action.  The other “top six” options that need to be discussed include: 
 
Residential Ground Floor in C-1 and E-1 zonings 
 The options regarding this were outlined in the September 11, 2007 staff report.  The first option was No Action.  This 
does not address the problems of interpretation regarding lot area.  He reminded the Commission that it currently states that 
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65% of the ground floor if there is one building, but if there are multiple buildings it calls for 50% of the lot area.  The problem 
is that they don’t really know what is the lot area when measuring buildings and square footage.  Option two is what is in the 
current draft of the ordinance and that is to allow one small unit or approximately 500 square feet on the ground floor.  Option 
three is the original draft which prohibited residential units on ground floor. 
 
Additional Dwelling units in R-2 and R-3 zonings 
 The options for this were also outlined in the September 11, 2007 staff report.  The first option is to take no action.  
The result of that would be that you could have more density in the R-1 zone than in the multi-family zones.  The second 
option is in the August 28th draft which would allow units of up to 1,000 square feet.  Option three is what was in the original 
draft of the ordinance which would allow units of up to 500 square feet.  And option four has not been drafted but there were 
some discussions about “splitting the difference” and allowing units of up to 750 square feet. 
 
Hotel/Motel definition 
 The options for this were, again, outlined in the September 11, 2007 staff report.  The first option is to take no action.  
Option two has a new definition that would require a lobby and on-site staff.  The intention of this is to avoid timeshare 
residential units which were really not hotels or motels.  Option three is a new definition without any of the limits on the lobby 
or on-site staff. 
 
Temporary Storage 
 This relates to units like the PODS, which we are starting to see around the city.  Again, the options for this were 
outlined in the September 11, 2007 staff report.  The first option is to take no action so there would be no regulation of these 
within the city.  The second option, which is in the current draft, places limits on these facilities.  Option three would allow for 
some longer time periods for active building projects.  The fourth option is to set standards that consider size of the sign on the 
storage building in order to make a distinction between these temporary storage units, because some might have signs that are 
not that obvious and others have quite a bit of advertising on the sides of them. 
 
Vision Clearance 
 Option one is no action.  This option does not address the problems with the current standards.  However, the details 
of a replacement standard have not been resolved with Engineering.  Option two would be for the commission to direct staff to 
continue to work on this issue. 
 
Fire Turnaround on Flag Partitions 
 Option one is no action.  This does not address the Council directive to make the Land Use Ordinance consistent with 
the Fire Code.  The Commission can table this for a later discussion.  The second option is to adopt the update as drafted in the 
ordinance. 
 
Mr. Stalheim reiterated that the idea is to come out of this discussion with a clear set of directions on procedure and policy 
issues.  Also, it is hoped that the group will review details and make recommendations for the full Planning Commission action 
at the October 23, 2007 meeting.  Also, to perhaps identify which of these issues need to be tabled for discussion at a later time 
and should not be included in this round of amendments. 
 
 
PUBLIC HEARING 
No members of the public were present. 
 
Dimitre/Morris m/s to close the public hearing.  Voice Vote: all ayes.  Motion passes. 
 
 
Fire Turnaround 
 
Mr. Stalheim asked Fire Division Chief, Margueritte Hickman, to discuss with the Commission the Fire Department’s concerns 
regarding the fire turnaround on flag lots issue.  Ms. Hickman stated the new 2007 Oregon Fire Code, which was adopted by 
the City Council, does not match with our current Land use code.  In order to get those two aligned they need to amend the 
Land Use Code.  Currently the Ashland City Code states that you don’t need a turn around on a dead-end street until 250 feet.  
However, the Oregon Fire Code requires a turn around after 150 feet.  The Council requested that the two codes match. 
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Ms. Hickman stated that the Fire Department did some research and found that in the last 7 months of building permits there 
were 5 projects that required a turn around and if the 150 foot requirement were in place, an additional 2 turnarounds would 
have been required.  She stated that it is her understanding that, historically, the land use code originally adopted the 250 foot 
requirement based on the Fire Code. 
 
Ms. Hickman stated that the Council requested that Fire staff change the fire code and to bring to them a different amendment 
so that Ashland did not amend the fire code in a less restrictive fashion.  The reason this is less restrictive is that we are 
allowing people to have a longer driveway or a longer dead-end before they have a turn around.  Rather than requiring it at a 
shorter length which would be more restrictive.  The numbers are bigger but it is less restrictive.  The Council wanted this 
change to be made to the Ashland Fire Code.  She stated that the concern they brought to the Council was that this change 
would be in conflict with the State Fire Code.  After bringing this to the Council, the Council decided that they would like the 
Land Use Code updated to reflect the State requirements. 
 
Ms. Mindlin questioned if there were other alternatives in place of the turn around requirement, such as requiring fire 
sprinklers instead of a turnaround.  Ms. Hickman stated that currently the Fire Code does not give such an alternative as an 
option.  That is something they could consider, if necessary.  Typically, the requirement for sprinklers is to mitigate a longer 
response time and the purpose of the update really has more to do with being able to turn the equipment around and not have to 
back the equipment out.  Backing equipment has been proven to be more risky than moving forward. 
 
Mr. Stromberg asked if there were any comments from builders regarding this requirement.  A comment was made that on a 
single flag lot, the amount of paving for a turn around is huge.  Mr. Stalheim read a previously submitted comment from Mark 
Knoxs which stated, “…that staff should re-evaluate the standard primarily due to the amount of asphalt associated with the 
turn around standard as illustrated in the multitude of in-fill parcels this is going to effect.  He would hope 250 feet would still 
remain as long as fire sprinklers were added which are probably far more important than the turn around.  This seems to be a 
better compromise and one he is sure Fire could agree upon.  For many years the Fire Department touted sprinklers as the 
primary safety measure, minimizing fire hazard and the spread of fire.”  Mr. Stromberg stated fire prevention isn’t really the 
issue here, it is the difficulty of backing out the extra 100 feet and he assumes that could mean slower response time if they 
have to back out prior to heading to the next call.  Ms. Hickman agreed that it certainly could decrease the response time. 
 
Mr. Stromberg questioned if there are any insurance issues with the City not adhering to the State Fire Code.  Ms. Hickman 
stated it was researched and determined that City Land Use Code could supersede State Code, as it relates to access. 
 
Mr. Molnar also pointed out that the 250 foot requirement is also identified in the performance standards under street 
standards.  We would want to make that consistent with the other parts of the code.  He stated that one of the issues over the 
years has been that often private driveways or flag-lot drives are in areas of slope.  This becomes an issue of design in terms of 
how do you construct these taking into consideration treed areas, cuts, and fill.  The issue the Commission needs to look at is if 
there is some flexibility when determining location of the turnaround.  For example, if the turn around could be moved 15 feet 
in either direction this may preserve trees, etc.  In discussions with Fire over the years, they have been flexible and it doesn’t 
seem like this new requirement will be even more restrictive.  Ms. Hickman clarified that this does not mean there has to be a 
turn around every 150 feet.  It is one turn around required for any driveway over 150 feet.  At the same time, they have 
interpreted the code to mean that if a driveway is, for example, over 750 feet and a turn around is not possible at the end of that 
750 feet Fire will accept a turn around within 150 feet of the end of the driveway.  As Mr. Molnar stated, the Fire Department 
can be flexible as to where the actual turn around is located. 
 
Ms. Mindlin stated that she has issues with this, because, having just installed one, it is a lot of lot coverage, especially when 
you add in the 5 foot clearance for under 18” plants requirement. 
 
Mr. Stromberg asked if this code is subject to administrative variance.  Mr. Molnar stated that anything in the ordinance, unless 
it has been specified as not, is subject to a variance.  Any variances issued, however, are done so while working closely with 
the Fire Department.  Ms. Hickman stated that she would need to re-read that section of the code, however, there has been 
discussion in the code that if it is impractical due to physical land features, existing buildings, etc… the Fire code official can 
make some adjustments. 
 
Mr. Morris stated that he prefers the flexibility of working with the Fire Department to determine what is acceptable to them.  
He does not like seeing rigid numbers in the code.  He also questioned why Council would go to the Fire Department and 
require them to get the land use ordinance changed without directing the Planning Commission to change it. 
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Ms. Marsh asked how much square footage is required to install a turn around.  Ms. Hickman stated it was approximately 1500 
square feet.  Ms. Marsh questioned if the added turn around will significantly effect the lot coverage requirements.  Mr. Hanks 
stated, yes, with smaller rural residential lots those issues do come quicker, however there are many options such as moving the 
garage closer to the street to limit the driveway length.  Ms. Marsh stated that it might be interesting to take a look at the two 
which would have fallen under this rule and see how this rule would have effected what was developed there. 
 
Mr. Stalheim stated that another option, based on Ms. Marsh’s comments, is that the Commission could look at exemptions to 
lot coverage for those smaller lots which require a turn around. Mr. Dimitre asked, since we are currently requiring turnarounds 
for driveways over 250 feet are we currently having issues regarding lot coverage?  Mr. Stalheim stated that recently there have 
been some variance requests regarding lot coverage in flag lots.  Mostly this is due to people not taking into consideration the 
shared drive when planning the lot coverage.  Mr. Molnar stated the most effected areas like lower Clay Street or Tolman 
Creek, where it is an R-5 zoning, 5000 square foot lot size, and there are some very long, skinny lots with very small total lot 
size.  
 
Mr. Stromberg stated that he doesn’t have a clear sense of what direction the commission would like to head in, and asked if 
anyone wanted to make a motion on this topic. 
 
Mr. Dawkins asked for clarification as to what option one (no action) would mean.  Does it mean that essentially staff would 
continue to work with the Fire department to determine when turnarounds were necessary?  Mr. Stalheim stated it means that 
the 250 foot requirement would still be in place and the city code would not match the state code.  He stated that we could 
write an option three which changed it to the 150 foot requirement but grant exemptions for lot coverage and could also write 
as part of the code that 150 feet is the requirement but that with the Fire Marshall’s approval a variance on that requirement 
could be given. 
 
Ms. Mindlin stated that she doesn’t think we should make our exemption related to lot coverage.  She sees the point in 
shortening it if there is flexibility and a variance.  If we leave it at 250 feet, there is no way to require anyone to put one in at 
any shorter distance.  If we go with the shorter distance and have some flexibility depending upon each individual situation she 
much prefers that option. 
 
Mr. Fields stated that by changing the requirement where it becomes an issue is steepness.  If it is a wide open area it is 
different than a heavily treed area.  If it is one house versus 22 houses it can be an issue.  He wanted clarification on where a 
driveway technically ends.  Is it where a garage begins?  Does it start at the back of sidewalk?  If so, his driveway would be 
more than 150 feet, and he can’t imagine a fire engine ever needing to go down his driveway and if they do, he can’t imagine 
them having a hard time backing out.  He suggested we table this issue, as there are too many unknown issues. 
 
Mr. Dimitre asked if Mr. Fields was interested in recommending any parts of this issue tonight, or if he would prefer that staff 
take it and re-work the whole thing.  Mr. Fields stated that 250 feet is a long distance if it is multiple units, if it is on a steep 
hillside.  There are conditions in which 250 feet is too far and other times where it isn’t worth the cost to do a turn around on a 
shorter distance.  He thinks we need to take a look at the real safety issue.  We need to take this issue out of this current process 
or we will never get finished with any other items. 
 
Ms. Hickman stated that, in response to Mr. Fields question as to where does a driveway end it ends at the point where the Fire 
Department can reach within 150 feet of the furthest point of the house. 
 
Mr. Stromberg suggested we sent it back to staff to bring back to the Commission as part of the October 23rd meeting with 
something that goes for 150 feet, per Council request, but gives staff and Fire Department the Flexibility to lengthen that per 
the special conditions of any given situation. 
 
Fields/Dimitre m/s that staff follow up and present the Commission with exceptions and conditions for ways to not 
restrict the requirement to 150 feet but to make something that is a little more balanced. Voice Vote: all ayes.  Motion 
passes. 
 
 
Procedures 
  
Mr. Stalheim stated that the two issues the Commission needs to discuss are the appeal fee and the appeal to Council. 
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Mr. Stromberg stated he also has several other issues he would like to discuss, but he will wait until after other have discussed 
these two appeal topics.  He asked if any other members of the commission have any other procedural issues they would like to 
have discussed. 
 
Ms. Mindlin stated she did have a question from page 6 regarding notice requirements.  She asked, regarding the staff permits 
versus Type I permits if anything anyone applies for anything if it meant they would have to wait a month before getting their 
permit?  Mr. Stalheim stated, no there is a tier of permits and some of them are ministerial actions, such as fence permits, home 
occupations, sign permits, etc… those have no noticing requirements and therefore have no delay in processing. 
 
Mr. Stromberg asked that the commission take a look at the staff report and refresh their memory as to what the major changes 
are that they are going through tonight.  The first is the Expedited Land Divisions.  Mr. Stalheim stated that the State requires a 
“referee” for handling appeals who is not a city employee or official and so in the updated land use ordinance it states that the 
City Administrator has the authority to hire a “referee” if that issue ever came up.  The other choice as with may jurisdictions 
in Oregon we could adopt no procedures, but if someone asked for that type of application that procedure could be available.  
So the Commission could adopt no procedure but refer to the ORS.  Mr. Fields requested clarification on the maximum 
densities – how is this different than a minor land partition and how you could do incrementally every 12 months to create 
more?  Mr. Stalheim stated that this is a minor land partition and you couldn’t create more because you have to put in that 
density.  The intention of the statute was that you couldn’t come in and divide up a parcel and do it expedited and then come 
back in 12 months. 
 
Mr. Stromberg stated that the next change is to staff permit and type I planning actions.  He stated that the main thing with this 
modification is a consolidation of these two types of permits into one style – a Type I permit.  He asked if the change to Type I 
permits is being made because it simplifies the noticing requirements.  Mr. Hanks stated, yes, the change helps staff because it 
keeps all permits tracking on the same timeline.  Otherwise staff has to notify individual actions which each have different 
expiration and approval deadlines but all the Type I, II, and III actions have the same deadline regarding notifications. 
 
Mr. Fields asked if there were any Type II permits being turned into Type I permits?  Mr. Stalheim stated, yes, there are and 
that this will be discussed further later in the meeting.  He stated that in order to increase efficiencies it is important that the 
Type I permit final action be by the staff. 
 
Mr. Stromberg asked if there is a downside for citizens or developers in doing this?  Mr. Stalheim stated that the downside 
would be that with staff permits people can apply at any time.  They did write into the procedures the ability for staff to adopt 
application deadlines so there is the ability for staff to say certain types of applications could be accepted more often than the 
larger applications.  That way staff can still proceed in a timely fashion. 
 
Mr. Stromberg stated the next issue he would like to talk about is staff decisions final and reconsideration and appeal 
procedures.  He read the summaries from the staff report.  He then asked if anyone believed that the City Council would 
actually agree to have the Planning Commission be the final hearing authority?  Mr. Stalheim stated he believes there should be 
only one appeal process in the city and they need to decide where that appeal body is.  Ms. Marsh stated that as the 
Commission goes through this process it is their job to put forward the best recommendation possible – they can’t look to try 
and put together a packet just so Council will approve it.  Mr. Stalheim reminded the Commission that appeals consume a 
considerable amount of staff time.  He estimates the last few appeals have consumed roughly 20 hours of staff time each. 
 
Ms. Marsh asked if we have any idea of how many times in the last five years a Type I permit has been pulled by the hearings 
board for review by the full Planning Commission?  Mr. Stalheim stated that there have been two in the last nine months.  Mr. 
Molnar stated that prior to those two there have been fairly few.  Ms. Marsh stated that the point is that these are fairly routine 
kinds of actions.  Mr. Dimitre stated the other question is did any of those that came to the Planning Commission get over 
turned.  Mr. Morris asked for confirmation on whether or not staff has taken Type I permits and turned them into Type II.  Mr. 
Stalheim stated that has been done on a lot of occasions over the years.  Mostly this is because some of the Type I permits are 
on the edge of public interest and concern and so staff has bumped those up to a Type II.  Both the current and proposed 
ordinances allow staff to change Type I permits to Type II in order to have a public hearing.  It also allows the applicant to 
request this change.  Mr. Stromberg asked if the ordinance allows any Planning Commissioners to request the change.  Mr. 
Stalheim stated the Commissioners need to be cautions with that sort of action because they will run into conflict of interest 
and ex-parte contact before the action came before the Commission for review.  Mr Stromberg questioned if the hearings board 
sending items to the Planning Commission created ex-parte or conflict of interest problems.  Mr. Stalheim stated that as there is 
no contact because it is not a public hearing and so it doesn’t create an e-parte contact.   
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Mr. Dimitre asked for clarification as to whether or not the public can ask for a public hearing on Type I permits.  Mr. Stalheim 
stated that right now they can and with the update to the ordinance they could only by appeal to the Planning Commission.  Mr. 
Molnar stated that one of the key issues is that items which are called up now are often due to property owners who don’t have 
a whole lot of information but with the changes we are making in regard to the notification many of those issues will be cleared 
up because property owners will have the opportunity to discuss there issues with staff prior to a decision being made.  
 
Mr. Morris stated as long as we have the process for reconsideration it is good, because the Commission can focus on factual 
errors and not be dealing with policy issues. 
 
Ms. Mindlin stated the concern she has is lack of public access to even having an initial public hearing without paying a lot of 
money.  She would feel more comfortable with this process if it cost a lot less to call up an item.  Ms. Marsh said there are two 
questions which need to be answered; 1) is the process a better process for getting public input and moving the item along and 
2) for the piece of it that includes an appeal, should there be a fee.  These two questions should remain separate.  Mr. Dimitre 
stated that he believes there is a fundamental change as currently people can ask for a hearing in front of the Commission and it 
doesn’t cost them anything but with the change the only time you can get in front of the Commission is when you pay $250 for 
an appeal.  This is a fundamental shift in how we handle items.  Particularly for those folks who don’t have a lot of money.  
Mr. Fields stated that if you look at the net saving of time and paperwork we probably could have no appeal fee and still see a 
savings in the department. 
 
Mr. Stromberg reiterated his earlier question of what is the downside of this process for the citizen.  Mr. Stalheim stated that he 
can’t see any downside other than the issue of appeal fees.  In his opinion the improved notification process is nothing but 
beneficial. 
 
Mr. Stromberg asked if staff included anything in the new Type I permits that wasn’t in there already or wasn’t part of the 
lower level items which have been brought up?  Mr. Stalheim stated, yes, and this has been discussed on several different 
occasions.  He gave a list of those permits.  He reiterated that it still is under staff discretion to change some Type I permits to 
Type II.  Mr. Molnar stated that typically all permits in the downtown area are bumped up to Type II, due to the higher levels 
of public interest. 
 
Mr. Stromberg stated he would like to discuss the appeal fee issue.  He stated that if the Commission passes this ordinance they 
way it is structured then the City Council will be the ones who will decide on the appeal fee.  The Commission is not required 
to take a position regarding the fees, however, they can make a recommendation.  Mr. Fields would like to recommend that 
they not add an appeal fee, with the understanding that Council can add a fee later if they need to.  Ms. Marsh would like to 
recommend a Fifty-dollar fee just to make sure the people who are asking for things to be brought forth for a full hearing are 
serious about it.  Mr. Dimitre stated that it seems like the best way to deal with this is to get the process in place, see how it 
works, and if we are getting too many appeals, the fee could be reconsidered.  Mr. Morris stated he would go along with the 
fifty dollar fee because the reconsideration should be looked at first, which has no fee.  If that falls through then an appeal 
happen but there should be a fee associated with the appeal, even if it is a minor fee.  Mr. Stromberg stated that he would prefer 
to have no fee, see if we have a problem and then the Council could make the decision to have a fee.  He believes that for many 
people fifty dollars is not a small amount. 
 
Dimitre/Fields m/s that they recommend to Council that there be no appeal fees.  Voice Vote: 5 ayes.  1 no.  Motion 
passes. 
 
Mr. Stromberg read the summary of the Type II Planning Action procedural modifications from the Staff Report. 
 
Mr. Stromberg stated this was the only Type II procedural modification.  He reminded the Commission that they did this 
process with the Verde Village permit.  Mr. Stalheim stated that they did start this process but were unable to complete it 
because they ran out of time. 
 
Mr. Stromberg asked Mr. Stalheim if he had any additional comments regarding this change.  Mr. Stalheim stated that he 
thinks it is a tool that could be used it is not a requirement it is an option.  He thinks it will increase the ability to have a 
different type of hearing which might allow a little bit more participation and might allow the Commission to have more 
information when they begin their deliberations.  The record would be more complete. 
 
Mr. Stromberg asked how this would affect the 120 day rule.  Mr. Stalheim stated it shouldn’t affect the rule because the 
process gives staff some flexibility on when the hearings take place. 
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Mr. Dawkins asked for some simple examples of the process.  For example, with the Northlight permit which is just starting 
through the process, would the Commission be the ones doing the hearing?  Mr. Stalheim stated no, that the initial, evidentiary 
hearing would be conducted by staff for information gathering only – no decision making. 
 
Ms. Mindlin stated she has a concern about requiring the applicant and the public to come to two meetings to do the same 
thing.  Mr. Stalheim stated that they are not required to attend both meetings.  Mr. Fields said in public hearings where the 
public is heard in a more informal setting (rather than in front of the Commission) it allows people to articulate their ideas and 
concerns without it being such a formal, rigorous setting.  Mr. Stalheim stated that additionally, with the informal hearings you 
have much more time to discuss issues, whereas in the formal public hearings you are limited by the agenda and the constraints 
of time of the meeting.  Additionally, there is the possibility to stop the hearing and allow the parties to work out issues before 
they go on the record in a formal public hearing. 
 
Mr. Morris stated that he likes the idea of an evidentiary hearing to allow all parties the opportunity to work out all the details 
without wasting time in front of the Commission attempting to do so. 
 
All agreed that it would be useful to use this method and see how it works. 
 
Mr. Stromberg read the summary of Type II Planning Actions Reconsideration and Appeal from the Staff Report.  He stated 
that the reconsideration portion seems to be fairly straight-forward it is just that the Planning Director can do it and it is only 
for factual errors. 
 
Mr. Stromberg asked for clarification regarding the appeal changes as to why this allows for a greater public comment period.  
Mr. Stalheim stated that it has been his experience that for appeals which go to Council as de novo we see entirely new 
information presented in front of the Council which never was brought in front of the citizen commissions.  In some projects it 
comes before quite a few commissions; historic, tree, planning, etc. and so when you have a de novo process suddenly this 
whole new body of evidence can be presented to Council so rather than it becoming an appeal it really becomes a whole new 
public hearing process.  On the record appeals really encourage the public to get involved early in the process so that they 
present all their information in front of the citizen commissions. 
 
Mr. Stromberg also noted that the other part of this process is that the City Administrator would be authorized to selectively 
allow new information in.  He questioned how that would work and if the State rules allow this.  Mr. Stalheim stated that the 
State rules state each city has to adopt its own procedures.  One of the things that came up was that sometimes there is new 
information which comes to light, which may not have been available at the original hearing process so it is necessary for those 
exemptions to be made.  The reason for involving the City Administrator is to avoid any pre-judgment on the part of the 
Council.  This also takes away the Council’s ability to appeal to themselves but not their ability to call an item up. 
 
Ms. Marsh asked what is contained in the public notice for a Type II or Type III permit.  Mr. Stalheim stated that they send a 
notice of application and a notice of public hearing which has all the dates for all the meetings for all commissions the item 
will be sent to. 
 
Fields/Marsh m/s to recommend that appeals to Council be on the record rather than de novo. DISCUSSION: Ms. 
Mindlin questioned why Mr. Fields think on the record is a good idea.  Mr. Fields stated that we go through all the effort to 
develop a record and then no matter what is decided people can introduce new evidence at the last minute which causes these 
cases to drag on for months and months and finally a decision is made based on information that the Commission didn’t even 
have the chance to hear or consider.  It seems the process, rather than being extended longer and longer, needs to be 
compressed and clear.  The obligation is to make the case, have the hearing, and if the decision is faulty then you appeal that 
decision but that is different than saying, well we didn’t like the decision so we want to do it all over again.  At a certain point a 
decision just has to be made.  Mr. Stalheim stated that part of the reason to have a de novo hearing is to cure any procedural 
problems which occurred during the earlier process but that is why, if we make this change, we need to give the City 
Administrator authority to review these things to cure any procedural issues.  Voice Vote: all ayes.  Motion passes. 
 
V. UNFINISHED BUSINESS 
None. 
 
 
VI. Other 
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A. Regional Problem Solving: Discussion and overview of population and urban reserve issues 

Mr. Stalheim gave an overview of the current Regional Problem Solving (RPS) population and urban reserves issues.  In 2003 
the City of Ashland decided to notify the RPS process that they did not intend to propose and new urban reserves. 
 
Mr. Stromberg asked for a definition of urban reserves.  Mr. Stalheim stated urban reserves are land that the City identifies in 
the comprehensive plan as areas which will be urbanized in the future but which are not currently within the urban growth 
boundary. 
 
Mr. Stromberg asked if it were true the City of Ashland can not expand the urban grown boundary unless the City first got 
approval from the State based on the urban reserves.  Mr. Stalheim stated that the RPS regional plan will start affecting that, 
and he will discuss this more later in the presentation. 
 
Mr. Stalheim gave information on the population allocation.  In 2006 the County did a population allocation for cities in the 
county.  The consulting firm of ECONorthwest assisted them and sent population allocation information to the cities.  They 
identified that by 2026 the city would have 5,177 more people than currently and 12,260 by the year 2056.  Three weeks later 
they sent responses to the allocations, and noted that Mr. Molnar had sent a memo stating that the figures allocated to Ashland 
are reasonable.  With this response they also re-sent out the population allocation numbers which were still the same as before. 
 
Less than 9 days later ECONorthwest sent out preliminary population allocations with no explanation as to why Ashland’s 
figures had changed to 1,439 by 2026 and 2,176 by 2056.  As a side note, Ashland population has consumed nearly 50% of the 
total population allocation we were given for then next 20 years in the last two years. 
 
Mr. Stromberg asked for clarification on allocation versus prediction and if it means that, for example, Central Point took some 
of our growth.  Mr. Stalheim stated this is exactly what happened.  The total population allocation for Jackson County did not 
change between the two letters only Ashland’s portion of that population. 
 
After ECONorthwest’s work, the County went through a process to amend their comprehensive plan.  They adopted the same 
population allocation as the later ECONorthwest figures. 
 
Ms. Mindlin asked if the lower numbers were the numbers presented to the Commission.  Mr. Stalheim stated that the numbers 
were in the Economic Opportunity Analysis and it was that presentation which first got Planning Staff to start questioning the 
figures.  They particularly questioned why population and employment numbers didn’t seem to match up. 
 
The Regional Plan is only reviewed every 10 years, with 2012 as the first year of review.  There currently is no process in place 
for review of the population allocation and the county allocations (based on the lower numbers) has now been ratified by the 
State.  If the Regional Plan needs to be amended because there is a new unallocated population the State says Jackson County 
has grown by more than previously estimated then all the other signatories need to consider the amendment.  Basically, 
Ashland and all the other cities will have to sit down together and agree on the allocation numbers.  Mr. Stalheim also 
reminded the group that the Regional Plan has no specific population allocations – they only have population for the entire 
region, not specific cities – the only place that does have these figures is the County comprehensive plan.  The effect, though, is 
that the Regional Plan sets aside urban reserves and Ashland has requested none.  In order to, in the future, ask for urban 
reserves to expand the urban growth boundary the population allocation issues then comes back into question. 
 
Cities who choose to expand the urban growth boundary into land not designated in the urban reserves will be required to go 
through the RPS plan amendment process.  Since Ashland had no urban reserves if we needed to expand, the City could not 
make that decision, we would need to go to RPS for approval.  This change can only happen during the 10-year periodic review 
and, of course, at that time there will be a question of population allocation numbers. 
 
Ms. Marsh asked for clarification on if we had said before that we could handle the 5,177 population growth within our 
existing UGB.  If so, then what is our argument?  Even if we get the 5,177 in population increase, we are still on the record as 
saying we could accommodate that increase.  Mr. Stalheim stated that the difference is that Ashland has a higher density 
standards and he believes RPS is trying to aim for those standards.  He thinks that our buildable lands inventory needs to be 
updated to ensure we still are accurate with our assumptions. 
 
Mr. Stromberg asked if, when we do the inventory, we would be using the allocated figures?  Mr. Molnar stated that when the 
County adopted their new population element they did put in a provision that they will review the coordinated population 
estimates every five years.  This was the only concession they could make to us.  They didn’t say they would change anything, 
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but that they would be willing to look at the numbers in 2012.  To answer Ms. Marsh’s question, when Mr. Molnar went and 
spoke to the RPS policy committee months ago, to give updates and to re-affirm the City’s position, the one concern RPS had 
was that almost 3 ½ years had gone by since the City gave their initial suggestion not to do any urban reserves and two items 
had come out which could affect that original position.  These were, 1) we conducted our wetland inventories and one of the 
chief in-fill areas turned out to be a wetland (south of east main) and 2) Measure 37 was approved, which brings up many 
impacts on a community that weren’t even considered in 2003.  The question now is if there is more of a tool to the City to 
have identified urban reserves to accommodate growth within the style of the City rather than be at the unknown hands of 
Measure 37? 
 
Mr. Stromberg asked if the State has other agencies who have told RPS that this draft of their plan is not acceptable and RPS 
has decided to push ahead anyway?  Is there a chance RPS will have to re-work their plan?  Mr. Stalheim stated the State 
submitted a letter to RPS policy group and RPS has reviewed that and has gone to Salem to talk to the State agency.  He thinks 
there have been some adjustments so a change might not be necessary. 
 
Mr. Stalheim stated that his recommendations are: 1) Regional Plan should review the population allocation prior to concluding 
that there should not be any more urban reserves for Ashland.  Mr. Stalheim sent a letter to the RPS technical and policy group 
but has not been put in place.  He believes Ashland should have first opportunity to add urban reserves, if Ashland so wishes.  
2) Ashland should review the decision about urban reserves perhaps holding those areas while the Comprehensive Plan is 
reviewed and updated.  The 5 or 10 year review in the Regional Plan will greatly limit Ashland’s opportunities to consider 
adding to the Urban Growth Boundary.  3) An alternative would have the Regional Plan formally recognize that Ashland could 
come forward to add urban reserves, if it wishes after our public process, without having to wait for the periodic review of the 
Regional Plan in 2012. 
 
Notes for future meetings: 
Mr. Morris will be out of town for hearings board, Mr. Dawkins agreed to take his place. 
 
 
ADJOURNMENT – The meeting was adjourned at 9:15 p.m. 
 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
Diana Shiplet, Executive Secretary 
 
 
 



 
ASHLAND PLANNING COMMISSION 

REGULAR MEETING 
OCTOBER 9, 2007 

MINUTES 
 
I. CALL TO ORDER 
The meeting was called to order at 7:03 p.m. by Chair John Stromberg at the Ashland Civic Center, 1175 E. Main Street, Ashland, 
OR  
 

Commissioners Present:   Council Liaison: 
John Stromberg, Chair 
Michael Dawkins 
Tom Dimitre 

 Cate Hattzell, Council Liaison, absent due to quasi-judicial agenda 
items. 

John Fields 
Pam Marsh 

  
Staff Present:: 

Mike Morris 
Absent Members (excused): 
Olena Black 

 David Stalheim, Community Development Director 
Bill Molnar, Planning Manager 
Angela Barry, Assistant Planner 

Dave Dotterrer  Amy Anderson, Assistant Planner 
Melanie Mindlin  Sue Yates, Executive Secretary 

 
II. ANNOUNCEMENT 
Dawkins gave thanks to Bob Plain, Ashland Tidings reporter, who is leaving Ashland to take a job in Ithaca, New York.   
 
III. APPROVE AGENDA 
 A. Dawkins/Dimitre m/s to approve the agenda.  Voice Vote:  Approved. 
 B. Stalheim announced that the Systems Development Committee (SDC) that formed every year is looking for 
members.  Marsh has expressed an interest, but if any others are interested, contact Stalheim.   
 
IV. CONSENT AGENDA 

A. August 14, 2007 Hearings Board Minutes 
B. September 11, 2007 Regular Meeting Minutes 

On page 7 of the September 11, 2007 minutes, it was Marsh who called for the question, not Stromberg.   
Dimitre/Dawkins m/s to approve the Consent Agenda.  Voice Vote:  Approved. 
 
V. PUBLIC FORUM
COLIN SWALES, 461 Allison Street, thanked Bob Plain for his work on the Tidings, and to express the importance of the Daily 
Tidings to cover the activities of the Planning Commission meetings.  Recording the decisions of the Planning Commission is very 
important. 
 
BRENT THOMPSON, 582 Allison Street, talked about Regional Problem Solving (RPS).  The last public meeting will be October 
10th, 5:30 pm at the Talent Civic Center.  Thompson is President of the Friends of Jackson County, P. O. Box 1443, Phoenix, OR  
97535.  The Friends of Jackson County was formed to protect farmland, forest land, open space and wildlife habitat, and to contain 
the sprawl of cities through infill programs.  RPS has attempted to deal with growth in a planned way.  We are getting to the point 
where a final plan will be approved.  Friends of Jackson County has testified mostly with regard to the fact that no city yet has a 
fully evolved infill program.  Thompson gave several examples of the densities per square mile of cities in Jackson County.  It 
takes 5000 people per square mile to insure that a public transit system will be economically viable.  Medford is of particular 
interest because they have one of the lowest densities in the county with about 2500 people per square mile.  Ashland has a density 
of about 2700 per square mile, and has an infill program with a commitment not to add to the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB).  
There is still a lot more Ashland can do with infill. 
 
VI. UNFINISHED BUSINESS
 A. PLANNING ACTION:  PA-2007-00250 

  SUBJECT PROPERTY: 281 Fourth St 
OWNER/APPLICANT:  Aaron Glover 
DESCRIPTION:  Request for a Conditional Use Permit for a theater use and a Type II Variance to parking for a 
property located at 281 Fourth St. COMPREHENSIVE PLAN DESIGNATION:  Employment ZONING: E-1; 
ASSESSOR’S MAP #: 39 1E 09BA; TAX LOT: 101 
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The public hearing and record have been closed. 
Ex Parte Contact/Bias/Conflict of Interest/Site Visits 
Dawkins and Morris had another site visit.  Morris talked to two people that had testified at the last meeting, but they discussed 
only procedures. Dimitre, Marsh and Fields had no ex parte contacts or site visits.  Stromberg received an e-mail last night from 
Ruth Alexander that he read to the Commissioners.  A letter was inadvertently included in the packet from Bill Welch, Deluxe 
Awning, 260 4th Street, discussing scheduling of events and Variance criteria.  The letter was received after the record was closed.  
No one challenged the ex parte contacts. 
 
STAFF REPORT 
Stalheim referred to the Staff Report Addendum dated October 9, 2007, outlining what has happened since the last public hearing.  
During the two weeks that the record was left open, the applicant met with Staff to work out strategies for the issues raised 
including noise, trash and security.   
 
Staff has proposed the following:     
1. Serving of Alcohol - The applicant has amended their request to allow the serving of alcohol at the facility.  Staff is 
recommending a Condition prohibiting the service of alcohol except for catered events.  They can, however, apply for a 
Conditional Use Permit to allow for the serving of alcohol.   
2. Hours of Operation – Staff is recommending weeknight shows end at 11:00 p.m. in order to reduce the impact on 
surrounding residential uses.   
3. Number of Patrons – the parking standards are based on the seats and event.  In this case there are no seats, so Staff based 
it on total occupancy.  The total occupancy allowed would be 150 people, allowing for about 30 performers or staff and 120 
patrons.   
4 Limit large events to a seven.  Smaller events could be more frequent. 
5. Monitor noise with an independent authority on a complaint basis.   
6. Staff clarified that the Variance is for 13 spaces.  The applicants are asking for a 50 percent reduction with on-street 
parking credits for two spaces.  They talked about amending the Variance request to allow the shared parking to be further than 
200 feet from the facility so they can consolidate the parking in one location. 
 
The Commissioners have been given a modified set of findings for approval should they choose to approve the action.   

• Condition 13 reads “That the applicant shall provide staff to patrol all areas within 200 feet of the premises for one hour 
past the end time of any event.  This staff shall observe and report to the proper authorities, vandalism, outdoor use of 
alcohol or drugs, or other illegal activities, and shall be available to the public during these patrols to discuss any nuisance 
issues related to the theatre use.”   

• Condition 14 reads “That security will be provided by an independent firm contracted by the applicant for all events that 
result in a total building occupancy of more than 100 people.” 

 
Marsh asked who the “proper authorities” are.  Barry thought the Ashland Police Department or the Code Enforcement Officer.   
 
Marsh wondered what governs the operation at catered events.  Stalheim said the OLCC gives out licenses and they have to be 
approved by the City.   The real controlling factor will probably be the number of events allowed.   
 
The owner of Deluxe Awning suggested 8:00 p.m. as a starting time for events. Stalheim said this is an Employment zone.  He 
thinks Deluxe Awning is concerned about parking.  The parking that is available has to be timed to the events.  The parking should 
be able to be controlled through the parking agreements.  Stalheim added that there is an overall parking issue in the Railroad 
District.  The question is:  Do they meet the criteria for this particular application?  It is a little easier for Staff to support a 50 
percent parking variance in the Historic District.  They tried to condition the application so when the shared parking agreement is 
granted, that the hours are identified that parking is available. 
 
Dimitre said at the last meeting the Commission was told this was an incomplete application.  He is concerned whether or not the 
burden of proof has been met for the CUP.  Stalheim said it has been challenging for Staff to evaluate this application.  However, 
since the last hearing and their meeting with the applicant, and getting the applicants to submit information in writing as to what 
the applicants plan to do, it has become clearer and more supported by Staff.  He will leave it to the Planning Commission to 
decide if it meets the burden of proof, the CUP criteria and Variance criteria.   
 
Dimitre questioned if there is parking for staff (approximately 30 staff).  Stalheim said there should be, but the parking standards 
are tied to the seats, not the staff.   
 
There is no limit for the number of events drawing under 50 people.   
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COMMISSIONERS’ DISCUSSION AND MOTION 
Dimitre would like to see this project go forward.  However, he is having a hard time seeing how the Variance criteria have been 
met.  Dawkins said he is looking at the reality of the parking situation in the Fourth Street area.  Through his own observation, 
there is plenty of parking available at the times the applicants want to schedule events - this would fit into an unusual 
circumstance.  For years we’ve wanted activity in the Railroad District and by being overly restrictive with this request, we tend to 
get way too caught up in the legality of it.  We have given approval to several projects that are in the same neighborhood without 
any of the restrictions. Examples include: Unitarian Church and Roasting Company.  There is reality and there are the rules. 
 
Stromberg added that this is the type of use that has been conceived for the area if it meets the criteria for a CUP.  Because of the 
historical nature of the area, it doesn’t have the parking capacity it would have if it were a new building project.  That is the 
unusual circumstance.  Staff has offered a viable solution by expanding the distance that people would walk to the event by 
opening up larger commercial parking lots that would not be in use at night.   
 
Morris is concerned because in the Railroad District, we have denied applications for lack of one parking space.  It’s a stretch to 
authorize a Variance for this many spaces.  We don’t yet have the spaces.  It could be on multiple lots. 
 
Fields said any decision on one planning action does not set a precedent for another.    
 
Marsh has an easy time with the parking variance because it probably fits the criteria for an Administration approval.  Staff raised 
the question of whether in the Historic District this application met that threshold because the building was built in 1957.  She read 
the code and interprets it to being tied to the Historic District, given that buildings in the area are built next to each with no room 
for parking, and we want to keep those buildings instead of encouraging people to tear them down and change the nature of the 
street.   
 
Fields/Marsh m/s to approve with the 17 attached Conditions (as modified).   
 
Marsh commented that Condition 11 seems excessive (notifying neighbors of events).  It was agree that it would be permissible for 
Mobius to e-mail neighbors.   
 
Dimitre asked if the review in a year of the CUP and Variance is mandatory or optional.  What is the mechanism to make it 
happen?  Stalheim said the intent it is mandatory and in a year it will be noticed to the neighbors to let them provide comment and 
see how the applicants are performing to the Conditions. 
 
Fields/Dawkins m/s to call for the question.  Voice Vote:  Approved. 
Roll Call:  Dawkins, Marsh, Morris, Fields and Stromberg voted “yes” and Dimitre voted “no.” 
 
APPROVAL OF FINDINGS:  Marsh /Dawkins m/s to approve the Findings.  Roll Call:  The Findings were unanimously approved. 
 
 B.   PLANNING ACTION:  PA-2007-00980 
  SUBJECT PROPERTY: Westwood/Strawberry 391E 08BD Tax Lot #102  
  OWNER/APPLICANT: City of Ashland 

DESCRIPTION:  A request for a Land Partition approval to create two parcels, including one flag lot for the property 
located near the intersection of Strawberry Lane and Westwood Street.  

 
Ex Parte Contact/Bias/Conflict of Interest/Site Visits 
Dawkins and Morris had a site visit.  Stromberg, Dimitre, Marsh and Fields did not have a site visit.   
 
STAFF REPORT 
Anderson reviewed the Staff Report dated August 14, 2007.  The application was administratively approved in July 2007 and 
called up for a public hearing by a neighbor expressing concern about mitigating the impact to the neighborhood.  There are no 
criteria addressing this.   
 
The proposal is to create two one-half acre properties.  The application appears to satisfy the criteria for a Land Partition and Staff 
is recommending approval. Anderson suggested two additional Conditions.  1)  That applicant’s Exhibit G shall be recorded 
concurrently with the survey plat so it is recorded onto each parcel when they are created, and 2)  (4.b)  That the driveway curbs 
cuts be permitted, installed and inspected in accordance with the standards of the Public Works and Engineering Division.   
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PUBLIC HEARING 
BRANDON GOLDMAN, Housing Specialist, City of Ashland, 51 Winburn Way, noted that the City is held to the same standard as 
anyone else from the public.  This application is not asking for any variances, exceptions to existing standards or anything out of 
the ordinary.  Goldman reviewed the application that has been made part of the record.   
   
The call-up letter did not articulate what adverse impacts the neighbors anticipate with conditions of approval.  Goldman noted the 
points that go above and beyond the requirements of a Minor Land Partition.  According to the Fire Department, the existing fire 
hydrant is within an adequate distance of the proposed flag drive, therefore, interior sprinkler systems would be required.  
However, the neighboring subdivisions have requirements for fire sprinklers in their Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions 
(CC&R’s), therefore, that requirement has been added to the deed restriction to insure these homes would have fire sprinkler 
systems installed.  To address compatibility issues with the surrounding neighborhood, the City imposed other CC&R-like 
limitations through the deed restriction (Exhibit G). 
– Outbuildings should be architecturally compatible with the primary house that is developed. 
–  RV’s cannot be stored within 30 feet of an adjoining property, and no trailers other than camping trailers or heavy equipment 

are to be permitted or stored on the lots. 
– No outside repair of vehicles. 
– The removal of rubbish and weed abatement is addressed. 
No limitations or size requirements have been added in order to make the property as marketable as possible.   

 
KEN BARNES, 523 Strawberry Lane, President of the Strawberry Meadows Homeowners’ Association, said the deed restrictions are a 
result of ongoing dialogue to be responsive to the previous neighborhood and in an effort to create a very special place.  The 
Association is requesting the deed restrictions be strengthened. 
 - Continue the deed restriction in perpetuity, not just for eight years. 
 - Clarify and strengthen the language concerning RV storage. 
 -  Language to preserve the natural night lighting by using downward directed lights. 
 -  Add architectural design standards. 
 -  Address drainage.  The City has deposited dirt on some of the land and the area of  slope and drainage has shifted. 
 -  Confusion about land swaps. 
  
CATHERINE DIMINO, 423 Strawberry Lane, explained that her concern is that they maintain the unique character and the rural 
atmosphere of the neighborhood.  She would like to see: 

- Separation of lots with landscaping strategies, not fences. 
- No expiration for the deed restrictions, or it should not expire while the Strawberry Meadows Homeowners’ Association 

is effect.  The reason for the deed restrictions at the initial partition that it be part of Strawberry Meadows.   
- What is the time period for RV parking – 14 days over the course of one year, leave for one day and bring it back for 14 

days? 
- Make it part of the Strawberry Meadows Homeowners’ Association. 

 
Rebuttal – Goldman said the deed restriction is not part of the approval criteria.  The eight year term probably originated because 
some of it is tied to the development of the property.  They can look at an extension.  With regard to night lighting, there are no 
statements in the deed restriction to address a dark sky.  It’s usually been street lighting that has been modified to be directed 
downward.  Architectural standards are outside the realm of a Land Partition.  Homeowners’ associations are created to maintain 
common facilities.  There are no common facilities or spaces to maintain with this application.  Storm water drainage from both of 
the proposed lots would be directed to Westwood Street through the public utility easement provided on the south side of the 
proposed flag lot.  Flag drives are required to be screened with a fence or sight obscuring vegetation at the time of development. 
 
Goldman said the deed restriction has been drafted but a new one will have to be drafted and taken up with the Mayor and Council.  
The Commissioners wondered if they have the ability to make recommendations to the Council. 
 
Fields/Marsh m/s to approve this planning action with the four attached Conclusions and Recommendations and the two added 
Conditions recommended by Staff.   Roll Call:  Unanimously approved. 
 
APPROVAL OF FINDINGS:  Morris/Dimitre m/s to approve the Findings for PA2007-00980.  Roll Call:  Unanimously approved.   
  
Dimitre moved to recommend to the Council to remove the language in the first paragraph in the deed restriction (Exhibit G) “…until 
the last day of December of the year 2015 A.D.,” making it a perpetual deed restriction. 
 
Stalheim talked with the Assistant City Attorney and there should be some kind of contractual time, perhaps in the 30 year range. 
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The motion failed for lack of a second.  Stromberg would add his name to Dimitre’s comments.  Stalheim will pass the Commissioner’s 
comments along. 
 
VII. TYPE III PLANNING ACTIONS 

A. COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT 
 DESCRIPTION:  Amendment to the Ashland Comprehensive Plan amending the Economic Chapter and 
adopting an Economic Opportunities Analysis (EOA) as a technical appendix to the Comprehensive Plan.   

 
Molnar said this is the first public hearing that will ultimately lead to a legislative action by the Council to amend the 
Comprehensive Plan.  As background, the City received a grant from the Dept. of Land Conservation and Development to conduct 
an Economic Opportunities Analysis.  The consulting work was done by ECONorthwest out of Eugene.  The grant was part of 
changes under Statewide Goal 9 that deals with economic development, amending the Administrative Rules to create a standard 
format for which cities compile economic information, culminating in looking at employment projections that would lead to 
looking at a city’s land supply.  It’s similar to what is required of cities for residential development; that in a 20 year planning 
period, they are required to have enough land in their UGB to account for the employment need over the next 20 years. 
 
The City finished the grant work and submitted it to the state.  The EOA is currently being used to determine long-term economic 
development in the interchange areas, particularly the Croman property.  The master plan for Croman needs to be consistent with 
what came out of the EOA as well. 
 
Molnar showed PowerPoint slides that were shown previously, to refresh the Commission’s memory of the details of the EOA.   
He is looking for the Commission to make a motion as follows: 

 
Move to recommend that the City Council amend the text of the Ashland Comprehensive Plan – Economy Element – to include 
language recognizing the need to conduct studies and produce technical reports and adopt by reference the 2007 Economic 
Opportunities Analysis (EOA). 

 
Last week, Marsh said, the Commission talked about the Regional Problem Solving report and the adoption of the 1400 figure for 
population growth that is included in the EOA.  She has a concern about adopting as part of the Comprehensive Plan, a document 
memorializing the lower population figures, given we are unclear the derivation of those figures.  Molnar said there are a couple of 
ways to approach that issue.  The consultant was bound when doing the EOA to use the report adopted by the County as part of 
their Comprehensive Plan.  He said there are two places in the plan – the appendices (A-23) and in the population – where they 
added a paragraph commenting on assuming a countywide average annual growth rate of about one percent.  He would 
recommend deleting the next two sentences that discuss “Ashland, by contrast, has an assumed annual average growth rate of 
about .28 percent.  This lower than average growth rate reflects the tighter land supply and higher housing costs relative to other 
cities.”  Molnar said if those two sentences are deleted, the next sentence reads:  “It is likely that Ashland will experience greater 
population growth than the county has forecasted.  The City should monitor population growth over the next five years to 
determine impact of actual population growth on land needs.”  Molnar believes that statement is relevant. 
 
Fields said he is not certain what some of the other things in the report mean.  He realizes the adopted statistics and the trends can 
change, but he is concerned the conclusions are just a snapshot.  It seems there needs to be a summation of anything the 
Commission disagrees with.  Molnar said the City has many other reports that are referenced as supplementary documents. 
 
Morris said nowhere does it say, for example, that Table IX is an exact science.  The consultants take their trends and current data 
and list the assumptions to extrapolate the information.  He does not see a problem with that as long as they quantify their 
numbers.  However, if the analysis goes to the Council and they take things out, then the document would be incomplete, leaving 
more questions. 
 
Stromberg was hoping to add some commentary rather than altering it.  Molnar said we are coming through for the next stage of 
technical assistance grants for the next step of developing an action strategy.  Stromberg added we are starting to develop a rational 
framework that is fact-based.  We want to have a friendly, cooperative relationship with the consultants.  If we have concerns we 
need to find a tactful way to address them. 
 
PUBLIC HEARING - No one came forth to speak and no written comments were received. 
 
COMMISSIONERS’ DISCUSSION AND MOTION 
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Fields would like to call this the “Olena motion.”  Black (absent) has been begging for numbers in the direction of the 
Comprehensive Plan to create benchmarks to see where we are going and where we have been.  Fields noted that numbers are 
subject to spin, however, we’ve wanted to build this level of detail.     
 
Stromberg said if anyone else besides himself is interested in including comments he will try to make that happen.  He said 
“Economic Opportunities Analysis” is a provocative and stimulating title.  For example, he noticed the report talks about national 
and international trends of energy prices going higher and higher and being more volatile, and people changing their travel patterns 
as a result.  Ashland’s whole economy is driven primarily by something that depends on people’s travel patterns and the cost of 
transportation, particularly gasoline.  If we are looking at economic opportunities, he would like noted in the EOA the vulnerability 
in the economy because this is an issue he sees as something we need to move ahead with as soon as possible.  Stromberg gave 
another example of the railroad mentioned in the report.  To take it further, if we can find a way to run a light rail, we should be 
starting to work with that because that could be our salvation at a time when the economy could get clobbered. Additionally, the 
report mentions employment growth in the town with the City of Ashland as one of the largest employers.  The implication is that 
employment growth is good for the community.  But, employment growth for the City, increases costs of living and costs of doing 
business.  From an economic point of view, we need to make that distinction.  We shouldn’t just treat the City as if it is another 
business whose growth is an automatic thing.  Stromberg was drawn to the concept of the comparative advantage of Ashland.  We 
have unused capacity in lodging, restaurants and visitor oriented retail nine months out of the year. The winter is the shoulder 
season.  There is something that is an economic asset.  The capital investment is there.  We can do more business if there is 
something that draws people here.  Put that together with SOU (struggling, but emphasizing areas of environmental studies – 
things that are getting close to sustainability) and we have the Ashland brand.  We should consider becoming a model city to draw 
people here to see real world examples of this shift into a non-petroleum or lower petroleum base.  It would strengthen our existing 
businesses and our university. 
  
The public hearing closed. 
 
Morris/Fields m/s to approve the motion language suggested by Molnar.   
 
Marsh/Morris m/s to amend the motion to add some type of notation or editing of the population statement as suggested by Molnar.  
Voice Vote:  Approved.   
 
Roll Call vote on the original motion:  Unanimously approved. 
 
VIII. OTHER BUSINESS 
Fields would like to have an agenda item to discuss the City’s relationship with planning staff and the Commission’s expectation 
of Staff’s role in the community.  Our job and our service are helping people understand the ordinance and how to actually get 
something done.  There is a conflict with being clear and objective versus using a value judgment.  What is staff’s role helping 
people come to terms with this very confusing subjective process?  Everyone should get a fair shake.  As we look at revising land 
use ordinances and as staff is changing, what is the role of planning staff, what is the Commission’s relationship with it and what is 
are our expectations of moving ahead into the future?  How do we make planning work again in Ashland?  We have to give 
direction or come to a public consensus of what we expect of our system. 
 
Morris said the previous Planning Director, John McLaughlin, used to always say planning is an art.  It’s hard to regulate 
creativity.  The Councilor’s trainer is quoted on his website, “If all you know is what you don’t want, you are just going to get 
more the same.”  We need to define in the ordinance what we really want.  Now we don’t seem to know what we want. 
  
Stalheim said he’s seen several applications that have put Staff in an awkward position.  The public criticizes Staff because they 
appear to be friendly to some and not to others.  There is nothing wrong with helping an applicant.  He has seen, for example, 
Variance criteria scrutinized heavily for one applicant, but not another.  That leaves Staff hanging, trying to provide advice to the 
customers.  Consistency and fairness is really important.  It’s a very organic process, but how you get there is to back and verify 
the vision and put the rules in format to make that happen.  Stalheim said his pitch is for a Hearings Officer.  The Planning 
Commission has to current planning off their plate and do planning. 
 
Marsh and Dimitre also requested that the issue of staff involvement be discussed at another meeting. 
 
IX. ADJOURNMENT – The meeting was adjourned at 9:42 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
Sue Yates, Executive Secretary 
 



 
ASHLAND PLANNING COMMISSION 

OCTOBER 23, 2007 
MINUTES 

 
I. CALL TO ORDER
The meeting was called to order at 7:00 p.m. by Chair John Stromberg at the Ashland Civic Center, 1175 E. Main Street, 
Ashland, OR  
 

Commissioners Present:   Council Liaison: 
John Stromberg, Chair 
Michael Dawkins 
Mike Morris 
Tom Dimitre 

 Cate Hartzell, Council Liaison, present 

John Fields 
Pam Marsh 

  

Dave Dotterrer 
Melanie Mindlin 
Absent Members: 

 Staff Present: 
David Stalheim, Community Development Director 
Bill Molnar, Planning Manager 

Olena Black, excused  Sue Yates, Executive Secretary 
 
II. ANNOUNCEMENTS 

 A. Council Items – On November 27, 2007, there will be a possible report on the Wetland & Riparian Ordinance 
and the Croman Master Plan.  The arterial setback ordinance will be brought to a regularly scheduled meeting.   

 B. Roles and Responsibilities – Stromberg reported that the City Administrator is reviewing newly drafted 
language.  She will decide if it is ready to move onto the Council for their review.   
 
Recessed to honor David Stalheim.  Tonight is his last meeting.  The meeting reconvened at 7:15 p.m.   
Stromberg thanked Stalheim for his service, his hard work and willingness to push things forward, for bringing an outside 
perspective to planning along with his dedication and commitment to planning.  Stromberg noted how Stalheim has had an 
appreciation for his staff and their abilities.  Dotterrer added his appreciation for Stalheim’s unique organizational ability to 
listen to lots of people and issues and put it all together into a coherent form.  
 
III. PUBLIC FORUM 
BRENT THOMPSON, 582 Allison Street, discussed the Safe Routes to School program.  The state has $3.7 million in grant money 
for improving safety on any of the pathways and walkways to school.  The program allows for planning of anything within two 
miles of school to increase the probability of children walking to school.  Whoever gets their request in first, gets the cash.  He 
encouraged the Commission to put this item on their list of goals by moving it forward and contacting the program 
administrator, Julie Yip, 503-986-4196, to find out what we need to do to make this happen.  Dotterrer said Traffic Safety has 
been working on planning for safe sidewalks.  Molnar said Derek Severson, Associate Planner, has been working on this too. 
 
IV. APPROVE AGENDA – Dotterrer/Dimitre m/s to approve the agenda.  Voice Vote:  The agenda was approved.  
 
V. TYPE III PLANNING ACTIONS 
A. PLANNING ACTION:  PA2007-01283 
 APPLICANT: City of Ashland 
 DESCRIPTION:   Proposed amendments to the Ashland Land Use Ordinance implementing portions of the 
recommendations in the Land Use Ordinance Review prepared by Siegel Planning Services.  In addition other recommendations of 
the City Planning Director concerning land use decision-making procedures will be considered.  Proposed changes affect the 
following chapters of the Ashland Land Use Ordinance (Title 18):  Definitions, Districts and Zoning Map, Woodland Residential 
District, Rural Residential District, Single Family Residential District, Suburban Residential District, Low Density Multiple Family 
Residential District, High Density Multiple Family, North Mountain Neighborhood, Retail Commercial District, Employment District, 
Health Care Services Zone, Tree Preservation and Protection, Physical and Environmental Constraints, Southern Oregon 
University District, General Regulations, Site Design Review, Partitions, Parking, Sign Regulations, Procedures and Enforcement. 
 
Note:  The public hearing and record have been closed. 
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Stalheim reviewed his memo dated October 15, 2007 memo outlining the work of the subcommittee.  In summary, if there any 
items on the list that the Commission would like to continue discussing, he suggested tabling those items tonight to a specific 
time and date.  This will allow the items to be continued without requiring re-noticing.  Be clear what is being left on the table 
and what is approved. 
 
Dotterrer/Dimitre m/s to table 1) the proposed changes to residential ground floor in C-1 and E-1 zones, and 2) the proposed 
changes to Vision Clearance.  These items will be discussed at the February 26, 2008 Planning Commission Study Session, 
7:00 p.m. at the Council Chambers.  Roll Call:  The motion carried unanimously. 
 
With regard to the Procedures revisions, Stromberg noted at the last meeting the sense of the Commission was that the 
Procedures were acceptable, except they added a recommendation to the Council that the appeal fee should be set at zero.  And, 
wait to see if there are any problems concerning misuse of the appeals process before adding a charge.  Marsh clarified it is the 
appeals process for Staff approval to the Planning Commission and not a recommendation to change the appeal fee for a 
Planning Commission decision to the City Council. 
  
Accessory Residential Units - Marsh questioned the Accessory Residential Unit (ARU) in R-2 and R-3.  It does not make sense 
to her to allow for an accessory residential unit up to 1000 square feet on a 5000 square foot R-1 lot, and yet in the R-2 (7500 
square foot lot minimum) and R-3 zones (5000 square foot lot minimum) not be allowed an accessory residential unit.  Morris 
responded that the committee looked back at what the ARU was intended to do and at the Housing Needs Analysis.  We are 
looking at getting smaller units.  R-2 and R-3 are higher density multi-family zones.  If apartments are not going to be built on 
R-2 and R-3 then should 1000 square foot units be built?  Marsh argued that it can only be up to 1000 square foot.  It could 
include units less than 1000 square feet.  It is clearly secondary to the primary unit on the lot.  Morris said parking becomes an 
issue as two parking spaces are needed for anything more than 500 square feet. He looks at R-2 and R-3 not in density, but in 
number of units.  He believes it’s better to have more units at a smaller size.  Marsh believes there is more diversity with 
varying square footages.  Units over 500 square feet can be more flexible in size to accommodate more than one person.  
Dawkins said instead of needing larger spaces, he believes we will be moving to smaller spaces.   
  
Molnar agreed it should be lowered to 500 square feet.  Historically, most of the accessory residential units that have been built 
in R-1 have been on lots between 7000 and 8000 square feet.  The ordinance was set up to allow R-1 lots that are oversized – 
not big enough to split – to have a second unit.  In R-2, once you go over 500 square feet, lot coverage requirements and 
parking will become an issue.  Under a Conditional Use Permit, issues like scale, bulk and coverage can be addressed.  In R-2 
and R-3 they would be subject to Site Review. 
 
Fire Truck Turnaround – Stalheim said the Oregon Fire Code Standard is 150 feet, however, to allow flexibility, wording was 
added to extend the turnaround to a distance of 250 feet in length (bottom of page 27 of Draft 3 – strikeout version) 
 
Appeal Fee -18.108.070.B.2.c.i. – page 41 of Draft 3 – strikeout version - Dimitre noted the appeal fee language is still there.  He 
recalled the motion at the last meeting, was that the Planning Commission recommended that there be no fee.  It seems the 
Council should add the language back in if that is what they want.  Stalheim said no fees have been established because they 
are set by separate resolution or ordinance of the Council.  It does, however, allow for a placeholder.  Dimitre’s concern is that 
someone could read into it that there is a fee. His intention was that the language would not be there.  Dotterrer reads it that it 
authorizes the Council at a later date to establish a fee.  It would be better to leave the wording in if we think the Council may 
want to establish a fee. 
 
Dimitre/Dawkins m/s to delete the last part of 18.108.070.B.2.c.i – “”be accompanied by a fee established pursuant to City Council 
action…” and c.ii.  Roll Call:  Dimitre, Dawkins, Stromberg and Mindlin voted “yes” and Morris, Fields, Marsh and Dotterrer voted 
“no.” The motion failed. 
 
Fields/Dawkins m/s to recommend to the Council passage of this package of ordinance revisions.   
 
DISCUSSION 
Dotterrer referred to page 2 and 4, Definitions.  The definition “Porous Solid Surfaces” should be changed to match the wording 
in “Coverage, lot or site” to “solid porous surfaces.”   
 
Dotterrer asked for an explanation of 18.08.74, Story (page 3, Draft 3 – strikeout version).  Stalheim said sometimes dormers 
will come out to the setback lines, but if  the dormer is taken out all the way to the edge so it is part of the wall, and if there is a 
requirement for an increased setback for multiple stories, then that should be considered a story for purposes of setback.  He 
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said they are trying to make it clear that they cannot take advantage of the half-story definition and create a huge wall face 
along the setback line. 
 
Temporary Uses.  Molnar explained there has always had a CUP for temporary uses in an E-1 and C-1.  Often, proposals for 
temporary uses in other zoning districts have come up; a use incidental, seasonal or subordinate to the permitted use.  This 
revision would allow some flexibility in the other zones to review a temporary use under a CUP process. 
 
Retail Commercial District, Special Permitted Uses in C-1, 18.32.025 (page 13, Draft 3 – strikeout version) -   Units of less than 500 
square feet shall count as .75 of a unit is language that was already in the multi-family zoning districts.  Some of the proposals 
in the Downtown and E-1 zones, applicants have been interested in providing smaller units because there was a need, but under 
our current ordinance, they would get docked for a full unit even if it was a full unit.  This won’t penalize someone for doing 
smaller units. 
 
Appeal – 18.108.070.B.2.c.ii – This language is out of state law.  It is Stalheim understands it would have to be a bona fide non-
profit association and recognized by the City.  
 
Evidentiary Hearing – The purpose is to collect evidence by way of public input to find out what the neighborhood issues are.  
The issues can get into the record and it allows Staff to respond.  It is not a mandated process, but an optional tool.  An 
alternative is a neighborhood meeting.   
 
De novo or on the record appeal to Council – Stalheim said sometimes a de novo hearing is selected because with the political 
process, the elected officials feel citizens can come before the Council unencumbered – they can come before them with no 
restrictions.  On the record, there will be restrictions.  De novo hearings can cure any procedural issues that occur at lower 
hearings.  In the proposed revisions there is wording to allow an “out” for the City Administrator if there are any procedural 
issues so they could do a limited de novo process.  The Procedures are written so the mayor or the council can set rules ahead 
of time regarding how an appeal would be done.  Most on the record appeals allow the parties to file written arguments and 
then allow the parties to the action.  Other people do not get to testify.  It would limit the action to what is in the record rather 
than allowing new evidence. 
 
Stromberg said if an appeal is on the record, it makes the Planning Commission’s decision more important. 
 
Dotterrer suggested amending 18.108.110A.4. by substituting the word “may” with the word “will.”     
 
Roll Call:  The motion carried unanimously.   
 
VI. HEARINGS OFFICER DISCUSSION
Stalheim gave a PowerPoint presentation reviewing the pros and cons and why he is recommending a hearings officer. 
 
Stalheim said the Commission needs to prioritize their work.  He reiterated that if the Commission wants to do aggressive long-
range planning, they need the time to spend on it.  It does not have to be permanent.  He believes a Design Review Board 
would be a positive option.  The officer usually charges a flat fee. 
 
Dawkins said it’s been asserted that if the Commission did not hear all the actions, there would have more time to work on 
other things.  A couple of years ago, at the direction of Council, three members of the Planning Commission worked for over a 
year on developing a Downtown Plan that was rejected by the Council.  There seems to be a fundamental problem with 
visioning and he’s not so sure it’s directly related to the fact the Commissioners are reviewing planning actions.  By going 
through the cross-section of projects that come to them, they get the pulse of the community.  Planning is an art.  However, 
until we somehow have a clear vision from the Council, he would just rather not have a hearings officer. 
 
Marsh lived in a community that had a Hearings Officer, an Architectural Review Board, and a Planning Commission.  The 
hearings officer, a planner (not an attorney), worked very well for their city and she could support that.  The recommendations 
passed tonight regarding Procedures is a baby step.  If the commissioners can let go of Hearings Board and put more decisions 
in the hands of Staff, over time, we will find out how comfortable we are with that.  Dotterrer agreed and will also wait and see 
what the Council does with the Planning Commission’s Roles and Responsibilities.  Dawkins concurred. 
 
VII. MEASURE 37/MEASURE 49 
Stalheim put the Measure 49 language in the packet for informational purposes only. 
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VIII. WETLANDS AND RIPARIAN STANDARDS
Molnar reviewed the background for this upcoming ordinance.  Over the past month, while this has been delayed, he has had 
the opportunity to talk to members of the Technical Advisory Committee, and go out into the field to see how the proposed 
ordinance can be applied to actual creek environments or wetlands.  As a result, he is reformatting some areas of the proposed 
ordinance.  It is not ready this evening, so he is just going to give an overview of each section.  He would like the Commission 
to have a basic understanding of that they are doing prior to sending out a notice under the Measure 56 requirements.  The 
purpose is to draft a new chapter in the Land Use Ordinance.  Molnar gave a PowerPoint presentation. 
 
Questions from Commissioners/Topics for Future Discussion 

• Density transfer that would compensate commercial owners for sitting next to mitigation areas.  To how many sites 
would this apply?   

• State law allows communities to have alternative ways to determine where the buffer zone is in a riparian area.  What 
are the options?  Molnar said cities can include a 50 percent reduction in the setback and establish criteria.  If the 
applicant is willing, they can go to a more discretionary review.   

• Should there be provisions to treat a subdivider differently than a single existing homeowner?  
Contact Staff with additional comments, questions or concerns. 
 
IX. OTHER 
Marsh read in the local newspaper that the Council has approved a Transportation Committee.  She wondered what kind of 
nexus we would like to have as a Planning Commission with that body.  She personally wrote to the Mayor suggesting the 
Planning Commission reserve one seat on the committee for communication purposes. 
 
Stromberg reported that he had just attended a meeting that will start the revision of the Transportation System Plan and there 
is a whole process lined up to move ahead.  Does this have any connection to visioning/comprehensive plan process?  Stalheim 
suggested Stromberg speak with Paula Brown, Public Works Director. 
 
X. ADJOURNMENT – The meeting was adjourned at 9:40 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
Sue Yates, Executive Secretary 
 
 
 







































































































































































































































































































































































































































To:  Planning Commission
From:  John Stromberg

Subj:  Updating PC Goals

Nov. 6, 2007

I put this item on our agenda for Nov. 13th for the following reasons:

-  During the months since we last reviewed our goals we've completed work on some of
them and also new issues have come up.

-  Our current goals list was formulated largely in response to Dave Stalheim's proposals.
Now that he's gone we may want to rethink our goals and/or priorities.

-  We need to discuss our goals with Bill, both with regard to our choices and priorities and
also to the work load they put on the staff.

-  This new version will go to the Council as input for its own goals and will provide a basis
for discussion between the PC and CC about the community's planning needs.   

Also if any of our goals require City funding (beyond operation of the Planning Department)
then we need to make sure the Council recognizes this fact and takes it into account in
formulating the Council's own goals since they should guide the budget process.

∆

In the packet for Nov. 13th you have notes from our last discussion of our goals.  On the
following pages is a draft update in which I've tried to assemble all the items with which
we've been working, to serve as a starting point for our discussion.  If I've left anything out or
you would like to add new items, please let me know.

If we don't complete our work on updating our goals on Nov. 13th we'll carry over this item
to subsequent PC sessions.



Planning Commission Goals - Nov. 6, 2007 - DRAFT

Priority 1

A.  Community Visioning - Comp Plan Update - Economic Development Planning - 
Transportation Planning

Priority 2

A.  Riparian Ordinance

B.  Croman Master Plan

C.  Arterial Front Yard Setback

D.  PC Roles and Responsibilities

Priority 3

A.  Ordinance Revision Follow-up
- Support to City Council decision process
- Implementation and evaluation of procedural changes, if adopted
- Vision Clearance*
- Residential vs Commercial proportions in C-1, E-1*

B.  PC Roles and Responsibilities

C.  PC Training and Candidate Prep

D.  Public Hearings Guide Editing

E.  Economic Opportunities Analysis - Comments to Council

F.  Regional Problem Solving Growth Allocation - Next Steps

* The Ordinance Revision hearings process has been continued to Jan., 2008, to allow further
consideration of these items without requiring additional noticing.



Proposed but not adopted

A.  Variance and Performance Standards Criteria.  Are the variance and performance
standards criteria and process discouraging creative design and causing developers and
architects to play it safe rather than strive for something excellent?  Do we require too much
information at the conceptual application stage for performance standards, rather than
allowing creativity and options to flourish and be considered?

B.   Design-related Land Use Issues.  The Site Design and Use Standards were adopted in
1992.  The city is seeing different development concepts than originally envisioned, including
mixed-use development and transitions to residential neighborhoods that should be
addressed.

C.  Co-housing Overlay.  Allow for a residential development that has shared parking area,
rather than parking at every home, in a single family zone.  Also neo-urban design standards
that call for parking in back may cause more paving, less yards and less access to solar.

D.  Mixed-Use Housing.  Review mixed use housing to encourage housing for business
owners and workers to revitalize commercial areas, rather than high end housing.

E.  Secondary Uses.  Address the issue of secondary uses dominating target uses in various
zones.  For example: residential in commercial and employment zones;  and bed and
breakfast inns in residential zones.

F.  Manufactured Homes.  Should manufactured homes be allowed within historic districts.
Also, are current standards for manufactured homes consistent with limitations that the state
has placed on how local government can regulate manufactured homes?

G.  Urban Growth Area.  Two property owners have requested that the City add their
property to the urban growth area:  15 acres owned by Larry Medinger and Madeline Hill
adjacent to Mountain Meadows, and the farm owned by Ron Roth along Bear Creek near
Interchange 19.



Planning Commission Goals - Nov. 11, 2007 - Comments - DRAFT

Priority 1

A.  Community Visioning >> Comp Plan Update - Economic Development Planning - 
Transportation Planning  First stage needs to be completed in 2008.  Visioning leads but

incorporating elements of land use (Comp Plan), Economic Development and Transportation.
Comp Plan Update, rather than complete Revision, may be sufficient.  Issue of CPAC to be
resolved in the process.  Comp Plan Update may roll into Downtown/Railroad Plan.

Priority 2

A.  Wetland and Riparian Ordinance  Discussion guide being prepared for Nov. 27th Study
Session.  This item will retain top priority until completed.

B.  Croman Master Plan  Near ready to start.  May schedule initial meeting with consultants
in lieu of December Study Session.  May involve new PC activity, i.e. performing outreach
with community stakeholders.

C.  Arterial Front Yard Setback  Part 1: Lithia Way on either December or January Study
Session agenda.

D.  PC Roles and Responsibilities  Waiting for City Administrator to clear with Council, then
will return to PC for review of any rewording, then back to Council for action.  Target for
Council approval:  Dec., 2007.

Priority 3

A.  Ordinance Revision Follow-up
- Support to City Council decision process - if requested
- Implementation (4 mo.s) and evaluation (6-12 mo.s) of procedural changes, if adopted
- Vision Clearance* - waiting for revision by Engineering and ground-truthing by PD
- Residential vs Commercial proportions in C-1, E-1* - priority may depend on 

progress with Visioning et al

B.  PC Training and Candidate Prep  Not a glamorous topic but have to 'professionalize'
participation in the Planning Commission.  For what we need to do, OJT is not enough.

D.  Public Hearings Guide Editing  Current version may cover all legal 'exposure' but is not
yet user-friendly.  New draft responsibility of the Chair (help, anyone?)

E.  Economic Opportunities Analysis - Comments to Council  Report goes to Council in Dec..
Get any suggestions to Chair by Nov. 20th.

F.  Regional Problem Solving Growth Allocation - Next Steps  After consultation with City
Administrator and Com Dev Director, PC may want to make recommendation to Council.



* The Ordinance Revision hearings process has been continued to Jan., 2008, to allow further
consideration of these items without requiring additional noticing.

Proposed but not adopted

A.  Variance and Performance Standards Criteria  Are the variance and performance
standards criteria and process discouraging creative design and causing developers and
architects to play it safe rather than strive for something excellent?  Do we require too much
information at the conceptual application stage for performance standards, rather than
allowing creativity and options to flourish and be considered?

B.   Design-related Land Use Issues  The Site Design and Use Standards were adopted in 1992.
The city is seeing different development concepts than originally envisioned, including
mixed-use development and transitions to residential neighborhoods that should be
addressed.

C.  Co-housing Overlay  Allow for a residential development that has shared parking area,
rather than parking at every home, in a single family zone.  Also neo-urban design standards
that call for parking in back may cause more paving, less yards and less access to solar.

D.  Mixed-Use Housing  Review mixed use housing to encourage housing for business
owners and workers to revitalize commercial areas, rather than high end housing.

E.  Secondary Uses.  Address the issue of secondary uses dominating target uses in various
zones - For example: residential in commercial and employment zones;  and bed and
breakfast inns in residential zones.

F.  Manufactured Homes  Should manufactured homes be allowed within historic districts?
Also, are current standards for manufactured homes consistent with limitations that the State
has placed on how local government can regulate manufactured homes?

G.  Urban Growth Area  Two property owners have requested that the City add their property
to the urban growth area:  15 acres owned by Larry Medinger and Madeline Hill adjacent to
Mountain Meadows, and the farm owned by Ron Roth along Bear Creek near Interchange 19.

H.  Water Supply Planning  There may be a gap re management and policy/planning issues.
Some related regulations are in the LUO.  Should the PC at least push for a specific delegation
of responsibility?
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