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AGENDA

CALL TO ORDER: 7:00 PM, Civic Center, 1175 E. Main Street

ANNOUNCEMENTS

APPROVE AGENDA

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

PUBLIC FORUM

TYPE Il 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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ASHLAND PLANNING COMMISSION
SPECIAL MEETING
October 4, 2007
MINUTES

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

Michael Dawkins agenda items.

Tom Dimitre

John Fields

Pam Marsh

Melanie Mindlin Staff Present:

Mike Morris David Stalheim, Community Development Director
Bill Molnar, Planner

Absent Members: Adam Hanks, Permit Manager

Olena Black Diana Shiplet, Executive Secretary

Dave Dotterrer

Il. 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.

M. APPROVE AGENDA

Marsh/Dawkins m/s to approve the agenda. Voice Vote: Approved.

V. TYPE Il 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 12" to make any suggestions or
alterations to the ordinance so that staff can make changes in time for the October 23" Planning Commission meeting. On
October 23", it is hoped that the Planning Commission will bring this process to completion. Also, on the 23" he would like to
bring back the revised Planning Commission Goals and talk about the strategy for getting everything approved by the City
Council.



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
11" 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 28" 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 23 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. VVoice 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 | 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 | 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 | permit. He asked if the change to Type |
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, I, and 111 actions have the same deadline regarding notifications.

Mr. Fields asked if there were any Type Il permits being turned into Type | 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 | 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 | 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 | permits and turned them into Type Il. Mr.
Stalheim stated that has been done on a lot of occasions over the years. Mostly this is because some of the Type | permits are
on the edge of public interest and concern and so staff has bumped those up to a Type Il. Both the current and proposed
ordinances allow staff to change Type | permits to Type Il 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 | 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 | 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 | permits to
Type 1l. Mr. Molnar stated that typically all permits in the downtown area are bumped up to Type I, 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 Il Planning Action procedural modifications from the Staff Report.

Mr. Stromberg stated this was the only Type Il 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 Il 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 Il or Type 11l 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 %2 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
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CITY OF

ASHLAND

ASHLAND PLANNING COMMISSION
REGULAR MEETING
OCTOBER 9, 2007
MINUTES

L. 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 Cate Hattzell, Council Liaison, absent due to quasi-judicial agenda
Michael Dawkins items.
Tom Dimitre
John Fields
Pam Marsh Staff Present::
Mike Morris David Stalheim, Community Development Director
Absent Members (excused): Bill Molnar, Planning Manager
Olena Black Angela Barry, Assistant Planner
Dave Dotterrer Amy Anderson, Assistant Planner
Melanie Mindlin Sue Yates, Executive Secretary
Il. ANNOUNCEMENT
Dawkins gave thanks to Bob Plain, Ashland Tidings reporter, who is leaving Ashland to take a job in Ithaca, New York.
M. 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.

\ 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 Il 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




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 4™ 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.

e 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.”

e 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.

VI TYPE Il 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 aresult. 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.

VIIL. 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
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CITY OF

ASHLAND

ASHLAND PLANNING COMMISSION
OCTOBER 23, 2007
MINUTES

L. 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 Cate Hartzell, Council Liaison, present
Michael Dawkins
Mike Morris
Tom Dimitre
John Fields
Pam Marsh
Dave Dotterrer Staff Present:
Melanie Mindlin David Stalheim, Community Development Director
Absent Members: Bill Molnar, Planning Manager
Olena Black, excused Sue Yates, Executive Secretary
Il. 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.

M. 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.

V. APPROVE AGENDA - Dotterrer/Dimitre m/s to approve the agenda. Voice Vote: The agenda was approved.

% TYPE Il 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.



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.

VL. MEASURE 37/MEASURE 49
Stalheim put the Measure 49 language in the packet for informational purposes only.

ASHLAND PLANNING COMMISSION 3
OCTOBER 23, 2007
MINUTES



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

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

e  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.

e 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
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541-488-5305 Fax: 541-552-2050 www.ashland.or.ys TTY: 1-800-735-2900

.&._ Planning Department, 51 Winbum Way, Ashland, Oregon 97520
Van ASHLAND

PLANNING ACTION:  #2007-01756

SUBJECT PROPERTY: 705 Helman Street

OWNER/APPLICANT: Odgen Roemer Wilkerson Architecture

DESCRIPTION: A request for Site Review approval to construct an approximately 6,400 square foot gym
addition and a 5,010 squere foot library addition at Helman School, with related interior modifications and
sitework, for the property located at 705 Helman Street. The application includes the removal of six trees;
because these trees are less than 18-inches in diameter at breast height (d.b.h.) and located on public
school property no tree removal permits are required. COMPREHENSIVE PLAN DESIGNATION: Single
Family Residential; ZONING: R-1-5; ASSESSOR’S MAP #: 39 1E 04 BC; TAX LOT: 200, 600, 700.

NOTE: The Ashland Tree Commission will also review this Planning Action on November 8, 2007 at 7:00 p.m. in the Community
Development and Engineering Services building (Siskiyou Room) located at 51 Winburn Way.

ASHLAND PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING: November 13, 2007, 7:00 PM, Ashland Clvic Center

W NEVADA S‘I

{ PA# 2007-01756
| 706 HELMAN

SUBJECT PROPERTY f‘F‘ j

HELMANST

)| B \
Property hines provided for inforrmstion Grk, Aot s ake sble

Notice is hereby given that a PUBLIC HEARING on the following request with respect to the ASHLAND LAND USE ORDINANCE will be held before
the ASHLAND PLANNING COMMISSION on meeting date shown above. The meeting will be at the ASHLAND CIVIC CENTER, 1175 East Main Street,

Ashland, Oregon.

The ordinance criteria applicable to this application are attached to this notice. Oregon law states that failure to raise an objection concerning this
application, either in person or by letter, or failure to provide sufficient specificity to afford the decision maker an opportunity to respond to the
issue, precludes your right of appeal to the Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) on that issue. Failure to specify which ordinance criterion the
objection is based on also precludes your right of appeal to LUBA on that criterion. Failure of the applicant to raise constitutional or other issues
relating to proposed conditions of approval with sufficient specificity to allow this Commission to respond to the issue precludes an action for

damages in circuit court.

A copy of the application, all documents and evidence relied upon by the applicant and applicable criteria are available for inspection at no cost and
will be provided at reasonable cost, if requested. A copy of the Staff Report will be available for inspection seven days prior to the hearing and will
be provided at reasonable cost, if requested. All materials are available at the Ashland Planning Department, Community Development and

Engineering Services, 51 Winburn Way, Ashland, Oregon 97520.

During the Public Hearing, the Chair shall allow testimony from the applicant and those in attendance concerning this request. The Chair shall have
the right to limit the length of testimony and require that comments be restricted to the applicable criteria. Unless there is a continuance, if a
participant so requests before the conclusion of the hearing, the record shall remain open for at least seven days after the hearing.

In compliance with the American with Disabilities Act, if you need special assistance to participate in this meeting, please contact the City
_ Administrator’s office at 541-488-6002 (TTY phone number 1-800-735-2900). Notification 72 hours prior to the meeting will enable the City to make
aasonable arrangements to ensure accessibility to the meeting. (28 CFR 35.102.-35.104 ADA Title I).




SITE DESIGN AND USE STANDARDS
18.72.070 Criteria for Approval

The following criteria shall be used to approve or deny an application:

A. All applicable City ordinances have been met or will be met by the proposed development.

B. All requirements of the Site Review Chapter have been met or will be met.

C. The development complies with the Site Design Standards adopted by the City Council for implementation of this Chapter.

D. That adequate capacity of City facilities for water, sewer, paved access to and through the development, electricity, urban storm drainage, and adequate
transportation can and wilt be provided to and through the subject property. All improvements in the street right-of-way shall comply with the Street Standards
in Chapter 18.88, Performance Standards Options. (Ord. 2655, 1991; Ord 2836 S6, 1999)
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ASHLAND PLANNING DEPARTMENT
STAFF REPORT

November 13, 2007

PLANNING ACTION: 2007-01756
APPLICANT: OgdenRoemerWilkerson Architecture, AIA
LOCATION: 705 Helman Street

39 1E 04 BC Tax Lots 200, 600, 700 & 800

ZONE DESIGNATION: R-1-5

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN DESIGNATION: Single Family Residential

APPLICATION DEEMED COMPLETE: November 5, 2007

120-DAY TIME LIMIT: March 4, 2008

ORDINANCE REFERENCE: 18.20 R-1 Single-Family Residential District
18.61 Tree Preservation and Protection
18.70 Solar Access
18.72 Site Design and Use Standards
18.92 Off-Street Parking
18.96 Sign Regulations

REQUEST: A request for Site Review approval to construct an approximately 6,400 square foot
gymnasium addition and a 5,010 square foot library addition at Helman School, with related
interior modifications and sitework, for the property located at 705 Helman Street. The
application includes the removal of six trees; because these trees are less than 18-inches in
diameter at breast height (d.b.h.) and located on public school property no tree removal permits

are required.

L. Relevant Facts
1) Background - History of Application:

There are no other planning actions of record for this property.

Planning Action 2007-01756 Ashland Planning Department - Staff Report.dds
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2)

Detailed Description of the Site and Proposal:

Site: The subject property, the Helman School site, consists of four tax lots located between
Laurel and Helman Streets, immediately to the south of the Randy Street right-of-way and
the Benner Subdivision, and north of the Laurel Street P.U.D. and the undeveloped
Reynolds property. The northernmost parcel, Tax Lot 200, is trapezoidal in shape and has
an area of roughly 3.83 acres according to county assessment data. Tax Lot 600 is a roughly
rectangular lot located in the southwestern corner of the site and has an approximate area of
3.47 acres. Tax Lot 700 is irregularly shaped and located in the southeastern portion of the
site, with an approximate area of 2.46 acres. Tax Lot 800 is the smallest of the four parcels,
located at the southeast portion of the Helman School campus immediately adjacent to the
Helman Street right-of-way and with an approximate area of 0.17 acres.

In total, the Helman campus consists of roughly ten acres with street frontage along
Helman, Randy and Laure] Streets. The existing campus consists of five buildings clustered
near the northeastern portion of the site on Tax Lot 200, with a large paved parking lot to
the east of the buildings, along Helman Street and an adjacent lot just to the north accessed
off of Randy Street. A third parking area for staff, which is currently not paved, is located
on the northwestern portion of the site near the intersection of Randy Street and Cypress
Circle. Athletic facilities including basketball and tennis courts are located on the central
portion of the site, and the southern portion consists of athletic fields.

There are some areas along Laurel and Randy Streets where there are noticeable grade
changes between the sidewalk and the adjacent fields, but overall, the site is generally flat
with slopes of approximately only one to four percent down to the east, toward Helman
Street and the nearby Ashland Creek drainage.

There are numerous existing mature trees on the site; these are located primarily along the
Laurel and Helman Street frontages at the perimeter of the campus, and adjacent to the
existing buildings. The application notes that six trees in the area of construction
disturbance are proposed to be removed; because these trees are less than 18-inches in
diameter at breast height (d.b.h.) and located on public school property, no tree removal
permits are required.

Site Review Proposal: The applicants are requesting Site Review approval to construct
an approximately 6,400 square foot gymnasium addition and a 5,010 square foot library
addition on the northwest portion of the Helman School campus, near Randy Street.
The project is part of a $46.8 million bond package approved by Ashland voters in
November of 2006.

The proposed gymnasium is to be located approximately 45 feet to the east of the existing
sidewalks on Randy Street, and south of the existing gravel staff parking lot. The
gymnasium is to be constructed of painted pre-cast concrete panels, with aluminum
windows placed high on the north and south walls and “green screen” wire mesh

Planning Action 2007-01756 Ashland Planning Department - Staff Report.dds
Applicant: ORW Architecture, AIA Page 20f10



treatment on the north and west elevations. A canopy covering is provided along the
entire south wall of the building, roofed in standing seamed metal, to provide a protected
outdoor hardscape area. The building’s height is identified as 28 feet eight inches from

finished grade to the top of the parapet.

The proposed library is located to the east of the new gymnasium, between the new
gymnasium and the existing gym, which will become a cafeteria and multi-purpose space.
The library is shown as having a smooth-finished, integrally colored concrete masonry
unit block veneer base along the east, south and north elevations, with the remainder of
the building finished in stucco. The roof and a canopy on the north side of the building
are to be covered with standing-seamed metal roofing, and a row of clerestory windows
on the north wall will take advantage of views to the north. The building’s height is
shown at 19 feet three inches from grade to the peak of the low-pitched roof.

The application includes related interior modifications to existing campus buildings
consisting of the conversion of the existing gymnasium to a cafeteria and multi-purpose
space, and the expansion of administrative offices into what is now the library. Other
sitework includes the paving of an existing gravel staff parking lot near the intersection of
Randy Street and Cypress Circle which will continue to provide parking but is now
proposed to serve as the bus drop-off site for the school as well.

il. Project Impact

Looked at broadly, the application involves the addition of two detached buildings, a
gymnasium and a library, to an established permitted use. Placement of the new
buildings is largely in response to the existing campus lay-out. Parking will be confined
to existing parking lots, with an unimproved staff parking lot at the northwest corner of
the site to be improved to city standards with the proposal. The application notes that
existing utilities are in place serving the existing buildings and includes plans to address
drainage for the newly created impervious surfaces, and parking calculations have been
provided showing that the increased parking demand brought about by the larger
gymnasium will be addressed with 36 spaces located in the lots off of Helman Street, 17
spaces in the lot off of Randy Street, and seven on-street parking credits available along
Helman and Randy Streets. While required bicycle parking is based upon the number of
students, and the proposal is not associated in an increase in the student body, the
applicants have proposed to provide an additional 12 covered bicycle spaces adjacent to

the new gymnasium.

The Helman School site is zoned R-1-5 Single-Family Residential. Public schools are an
outright permitted use within this zoning district, and the existing use is well established
within the neighborhood.  Within the Single-Family Residential zoning districts,
construction other than a single unit on a single lot triggers Site Review, and because the
proposal involves the construction of new structures in excess of 2,500 square feet the

Planning Action 2007-01756 Ashland Planning Department - Staff Report.dds
Applicant: ORW Architecture, AIA Page 3of 10



application would typically be subject to administrative approval under a Type I
procedure. Ashland’s Site Design and Use Standards do not provide a unique set of
standards under which public buildings are considered, so historically, public buildings
including schools and city facilities located in residentially zoned areas have been
reviewed according to the Basic Site Review Standards for Commercial, Employment
and Industrial Development, which focus primarily on the orientation of buildings,
landscaping, and the screening of parking areas. In reviewing the initial application
submittal, Planning Staff identified three primary issues which we did not feel had been
sufficiently addressed to administratively approve the application. Staff believed that
these issues could be satisfactorily resolved through relatively simple design
modifications and imposing certain conditions, and therefore opted to schedule the item
for a public hearing before the Planning Commission rather than delaying the application.

The specific issues of concern identified with the initial submittal were: 1) that the Basic
Site Review Standards were not addressed in the written findings provided, and that the
proposed new gymnasium building’s west elevation did not meet these standards with
regard to its orientation to the street and sense of entry; 2) that the proposed relocation of
the bus drop-off site to the Randy Street lot was not addressed in the submittal materials:
and 3) that the initial submittal materials included a large metallic mural/wall graphic of
the school mascot without addressing the need for a Conditional Use Permit to allow the
proposed signage. Planning Staff has been in frequent communication with the
applicants since these issues were raised; the applicants have been agreeable to making
the requested modifications to address the Basic Site Review Standards, additional
submittal materials have been provided, and revised conceptual drawings of the
gymnasium building are expected before the hearing.

Gymnasium Building

Staff’s primary concern with the initial submittal had to do with the fact that the Basic
Site Review Standards were not addressed in the written findings, and that the proposed
new gymnasium building did not meet these standards. Specifically, the Basic Site
Review Standards call for buildings to have their primary orientation to the street rather
than to parking areas, with entrances oriented to the street and accessed from a public
sidewalk. As initially proposed, the west elevation of the new gymnasium building which
was oriented to the Randy Street streetscape and adjacent residential neighborhood had no
entrance, and presented a 63-foot wall of pre-cast concrete panels which was unadorned
but for three “green screen™ wire mesh panels. Staff was concerned that the proposed
building effectively turned its back upon its neighbors, and the fact that the wall was
situated at the bend in Randy Street at the logical terminus of a motorist, bicyclist, or
pedestrian’s line of sight as they approach the curve proceeding east from Laurel Street
made the wall an even more prominent feature of the streetscape. As such Planning Staff
felt strongly that its orientation and relationship to the street were a critical element of the
design that needed to be better established to satisfy the standards.
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In revised findings provided by the applicants, they emphasized the importance of
aesthetically and functionally unifying the new buildings with the existing campus, and
also explained the importance of limiting access to the campus buildings and minimizing
the number of entry points for the safety and security of students. Subsequent discussions
with the applicants also suggested that their design team was concerned that the grade
differential from the sidewalk to the building site was a limiting factor in establishing a
strong street presence. Planning Staff recognized the validity of these concerns, but felt
strongly that the Basic Site Review Standards could still be better addressed with
relatively simple modifications to the design while remaining within the applicants’
design parameters.

Staff believes that the entrance at the southwest corner of the building could easily be
shifted to the west side, with appropriate entrance covering and hardscape/landscape
treatments to provide a clear orientation and sense of entry toward Randy Street.
Additionally, a change in the fagade materials around the entrance could be further used
to identify and emphasize the entrance, and the area between the west side of the building
and Randy Street could be landscaped to emphasize a connection to the Randy Street
streetscape.  Public space could be extended to this elevation and defined through
hardscape treatment, and a walkway extended to provide a pedestrian connection to the
newly defined westerly entrance. In discussing these modifications with the applicants
and representatives of the School District, Staff emphasized that we were not seeking to
establish the sort of street presence that would be required in a commercial district, but
rather seeking a respectful recognition of the adjacent neighborhood through a more
connected relationship to the streetscape. The applicants were eager to explore
alternative design options, and have indicated that they would be working to provide
revised conceptual drawings prior to the hearing.

Changes to On-Site Bus Staging
The proposal includes the relocation of the school’s bus drop-off site from the existing

paved parking lot off of Helman Street, on the east side of the site, to what is now a
gravel parking lot for staff on Randy Street, at the northwest corner of the site. As part of
the proposal, the existing gravel lot will be paved and landscaped to allow for 14 head-in
and three parallel parking spaces and a separate bus drop-off lane, with vehicular
circulation limited to one-way north-to-south travel and entry and exit onto Randy Street.
At the pre-application stage, Staff requested that this alteration to the bus drop-off be
thoroughly addressed in the submittal materials to clarify the impacts of a change in the
bus circulation pattern from the higher order collector street (Helman) to the lesser order
neighborhood street (Randy). The findings which were initially submitted were silent
with regard to these changes. Subsequent submittals indicate that five buses serve the
school in the morning and again in the afternoon, and explain that three of these five
buses currently exit the campus via Randy Street while two exit via Helman Street. The
proposed change here would have all five buses staging at the newly paved lot off of
Randy Street, but the circulation pattern would continue to have two buses exiting to

Helman Street.
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In further discussing these changes with representatives of the School District, it was
explained that the existing parking lot off of Helman Street currently accommodates
school parking, parent drop-off and bus drop-off. A primary goal of the project was to
separate the bus traffic from the parent drop-off area in order to reduce the safety hazard
created by children darting between buses and into the vehicle travel lane in order to
reach their parents’ cars. The applicants felt that relocating the bus staging site would
have a significantly lesser impact to the Randy Street neighborhood, particularly given the
existing bus circulation onto Randy, than would relocating a significantly larger number
of parent vehicles to this Randy Street lot. Staff would concur with this assessment, and
believes that the proposed relocation of the bus staging site to Randy Street and the
associated changes in bus circulation will improve student safety without significantly
altering the impacts of bus traffic to the surrounding streets.

Neighbors to the proposed Randy Street bus staging site have questioned the impact of
idling buses in this new location, and Staff raised this issue with the applicants and the
District. It was explained that District policy is to minimize bus idling to comply with the
city’s idling ordinance; bus drivers are directed to turn off the buses wherever possible.
In addition, the entire fleet of buses has been converted to use an ultra-low sulfur green
diesel fuel, and high-efficiency mufflers have been installed. These measures have
reduced the emissions of the buses by as much as 95 percent, and recently earned the
District a certificate of appreciation from the Oregon Department of Environmental

Quality.

Proposed Signage

The final element of the initial application submittal that was of concern to Planning Staff
had to do with a large aluminum dragon, the Helman School mascot, shown on the north
wall of the proposed gymnasium building. The application materials initially asserted
that this was an architectural enhancement to the building rather than a mural or wall
graphic, and therefore argued that its placement was not subject to the city’s Sign
Regulations found in AMC 18.96.

For Planning Staff, the proposed placement of the dragon mascot on the gymnasium’s
north wall clearly falls within the definition of a sign found in AMC 18.96.020.023,
which reads, “dny identification, description, illustration, symbol or device which is
placed or affixed directly or indirectly upon a building, structure, or land.” The
placement of signage within residential zoning districts is allowed only within very
limited circumstances under the Sign Regulations, however the ordinance includes a
provision in AMC 18.96.150 that “(g)overnmental agencies may apply for a Conditional
Use to place a sign that does not conform to this Code when the Commission determines
that, in addition to the criteria for a conditional use, the sign is necessary to further that
agency's public purpose.” Planning Staff has advised the applicants that a Conditional
Use Permit would need to be obtained prior to the placement of signage, and a condition
to this effect has been added below.
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Tree Removal & Protection
The application includes the removal of six trees. These include two six-inch diameter at

breast height (d.b.h.) plums and three pines of diameters from three to nine inches located
in or adjacent to the proposed building footprints, and one ten-inch d.b.h. spruce located
near Helman Street adjacent to required excavation for a proposed storm drain line.
Because these trees are less than 18-inches in diameter at breast height (d.b.h.), are not
street trees, and are located on public school property no tree removal permits are
required. A Tree Protection plan has been provided showing tree protection details for
five trees to be retained in the area of proposed disturbance adjacent to the existing gravel

parking lot.

fl. Procedufal - Required Burden of Proof

The criteria for Site Review approval are listed in AMC 18.72.070 as follows:

A. All applicable City ordinances have been met or will be met by the proposed
development.

B. All requirements of the Site Review Chapter have been met or will be met.

C. The development complies with the Site Design Standards adopted by the City
Council for implementation of this Chapter.

D. That adequate capacity of City facilities for water, sewer, paved access to and
through the development, electricity, urban storm drainage, and adequate
transportation can and will be provided to and through the subject property. All
improvements in the street right-of-way shall comply with the Street Standards in
Chapter 18.88, Performance Standards Options.

v. Conclusions and Recommendations

Overall, Planning Staff is supportive of the request for Site Review approval and believe that the
proposal does a commendable job of integrating the new additions into the existing campus with
the least possible disturbance of the site and its overall circulation patterns by locating the new
buildings in a manner that is respectful of the existing campus lay-out and keeping the option of
future enclosure of the campus buildings open. Staff also believes that the proposal represents
significant enhancements to the overall campus both in separating the bus staging area from the
parent drop-off site, and in further developing a central courtyard space between the existing

buildings and the new.

After review of the initial application submittal, Staff had concerns with three primary areas of
the proposal: 1) the orientation to the street/sense of entry for the proposed new gymnasium
building’s west elevation; 2) the impacts of the proposed relocation of the bus drop-off site to
Randy Street; 3) the need for a Conditional Use Permit to allow proposed signage in the form of
a large metallic dragon-mascot wall graphic. After discussing these items at length with the
applicants and receiving additional materials, Staff believes that the relocation of the bus drop-
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off site has been sufficiently addressed, and that the issue of signage can be dealt with through a
separate Conditional Use Permit application. The applicants have expressed a willingness to
revise the architectural drawings of the gymnasium to address the remaining concern with the
orientation and sense of entry, and have indicated that Staff’s recommendations will be
incorporated into revised conceptual elevations to be provided for the hearing. Planning Staff is
confident that the outstanding concerns with the gymnasium building can be satisfactorily
addressed, and would recommend approval of the application provided that the revised drawings
presented at the hearing effectively implement the recommendations detailed above to better

orient the gymnasium to the Randy Street streetscape.

Should the Planning Commission choose to approve the Site Review after review of the revised
drawings and testimony provided during the hearing, Planning Staff would recommend that the
following conditions be attached to the approval:

1) That all proposals of the applicants shall be conditions of approval unless otherwise
modified herein.

2) That Conditional Use Permit approval shall be obtained prior to the installation of any
new signage, including but not limited to the proposed dragon mascot mural/wall graphic
on the new gymnasium building, or modification of any existing signage.

3) That all exterior lighting shall be directed on the property and shall not illuminate
adjacent proprieties.

4) That prior to the submittal of a building permit:

A) The applicants shall provide revised elevation drawings addressing the west
elevation of the new gymnasium building to include an entrance with appropriate
covering, material changes, and hardscape/landscape treatments to provide a
clearer orientation and sense of entry toward Randy Street.

B) The proposed buildings shall comply with the Standard A Solar Setback in
accordance with AMC 18.70.040.A. The building permit submittals shall include
identification of the highest shadow producing point(s), identification of the
height of the shadow producing point(s) from natural grade, the solar setback
measurement(s) called out to the north property line, and calculations in the
ordinance-required format to demonstrate compliance.

O) Lot coverage calculations shall be provided which differentiate new and existing
coverage areas, including buildings, walkways, athletic courts, parking areas and
all other proposed lot coverage.

D) All easements shall be identified on the building permit submittals.

E) The applicants shall submit an electric design and distribution plan including load
calculations and locations of all primary and secondary services including
transformers, cabinets and all other necessary equipment. This plan must be
reviewed and approved by the Electric Department prior to the submittal of a
building permit application. Transformers and cabinets shall be located in areas
least visible from streets, while considering the access needs of the Electric

Department.
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F)

That exterior building materials and paint colors shall be compatible with the
existing buildings and surrounding neighborhood, and sample exterior building
colors and materials shall be provided with the building permit submittals for
review and approval of the Staft Advisor. Very bright or neon paint colors shall

not be used.

5) That prior to the issuance of a building permit:

A)

B)

C)

D)

E)

That the plans submitted for the building permit shall be in substantial
conformance with those approved as part of this application. If the plans
submitted for the building permit are not in substantial conformance with those
approved as part of this application, an application to modify the Site Review
approval shall be submitted and approved prior to issuance of a building permit.
That final utility and drainage plans for the project shall be reviewed and
approved by the Engineering, Building and Planning Divisions. The utility plan
shall include the location of connections to all public facilities in and adjacent to
the development, including the locations of water lines and meter sizes, sewer
mains and services, manholes and clean-outs, storm drainage pipes and catch
basins.

Tree protection fencing shall be installed according to the approved Tree
Protection Plan prior to any site work, storage of materials or permit issuance.
The tree protection shall be chain link fencing six feet tall and installed in
accordance with 18.61.200.B.

A Tree Verification Permit shall be applied for and approved by the Ashland
Planning Division prior to permit issuance, site work, and/or storage of materials.
The Verification Permit is to confirm that the trees to be removed are properly
identified and to verify the installation of tree protection fencing for the trees to be
retained.

Revised landscape, irrigation and tree protection plans shall be provided for the
review and approval of the Staff Advisor. The revised plan shall incorporate: 1)
the recommendations of the Ashland Tree Commission, where consistent with the
Site Design and Use Standards; 2) calculations demonstrating that the parking lot
landscaping for the proposed bus staging and staff parking lot satisfies the seven
percent landscaping requirement; 3) irrigation system and maintenance watering
schedule details to meet the Site Design and Use Standards Water Conserving
Landscaping Guidelines and Policies irrigation requirements; 4) modifications to
the proposed landscaping between the west side of the proposed gymnasium
building and Randy Street to emphasize a connection to the streetscape, including
landscape materials, hardscape treatment to extend public space to the westerly
elevation, and a walkway connection from the new entrance to the sidewalk. All
landscape and hardscape elements shall be installed in accordance with the
approved plan prior to the issuance of a certificate of occupancy for the newly

constructed buildings.
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6) That prior to the issuance of a certificate of occupancy for the newly constructed
buildings:

A) The requirements of the Fire Department, including fire flow, fire apparatus
access, fire hydrant distance and clearance, approved addressing, key box(es) and
required fire department connections (FDCs) for fire sprinklers, shall be
satisfactorily addressed.

B) Street trees, 1 per 30 feet of street frontage, shall be installed along the Randy
Street frontage. All street trees shall be chosen from the adopted Street Tree List
and shall be installed in accordance with the specifications noted in Section E of
the Site Design and Use Standards. The street trees shall be irrigated.

C) All service and equipment installation shall be installed according to Ashland
Electric Department specifications prior to certificate of occupancy.

D) The proposed new bicycle parking facilities adjacent to the gymnasium shall be
installed according to the requirements of AMC 18.92.040, inspected, and
approved by the Staff Advisor.
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Conference Report

CLIENT: Ashiand School District

PROJECT: Helman Elementary School

LOCATION:  Ashiand, Oregon . Ogaeh Riqrieierson

JOB NO. 0715 L DLR ( I

DATE: October 30, 2007 rou p

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

PRESENT: Wilkerson, Ogden, DiChiro, Molnar, Severson, DeCock

1. PURPOSE OF MEETING: Post-Application review meeting, to address staff concerns with specific
issues raised in the course of reviewing the findings and application (findings and drawing).

II. GENERAL DISCUSSION:
A. Concern by neighbors over potential impact on view of Mt. Ashland in the distance.

Staff asked ORW to look into this, and provide additional info (3D model views) to staff.

B. Staff has concerns over how the building addresses the street (primary orientation). The
rear door of the gym must be moved from the south side to the west side (around the
corner), in order to create a sense of entry. This door will be covered with a canopy.

C. Staff confirmed that this change will not trigger a requirement to raise the floor elevation
above the surrounding grade. Staff also confirmed that a DIRECT connection to the
sidewalk isn’t required; the current connection to the sidewalk can be modified to provide
entry to the relocated doors.

D. Bill asked about bus traffic patterns on Randy Street. David noted that currently, three of
the five buses exit onto Randy. Ken noted that the bus routes won’t change; only the
parking / queuing area is relocated. Juli noted that buses aren’t allowed to idle
excessively — as required by city ordinance, are equipped with special mufflers, and there
are NO EMISSIONS due to the use of “green diesel” fuel. The district has won an award

for their practices in this regard.

1. NEXT STEPS:
A. Juli expressed a desire to maintain the current (Nov 13) approval schedule. Derek noted

that separate notices will be required for the Conditional Use Permit, so this will need to
be added as a Condition of Approval for this application.

B. ORW to construct a 3D computer model of the site, to show how sightlines from
neighboring properties are affected by the building.

C. /DLR will relocate the door from the south side to the west side (around the corner), in
order to create a sense of entry. This door will be covered with a canopy.

D. David will revise the findings to address the bus emissions.

Route to: i Ogden £ Conley
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HELMAN ELEMENTARY SCHOOL LIBRARY & GYM ADDITION
October 26, 2007

A. PROJECT DIRECTORY

A.l  Owner Ashland School District #5
885 Siskiyou Boulevard
Ashland, OR 97520

A.2  Applicant OgdenRoemerWilkerson Architecture
2950 East Barnett Road
Medford, OR 97504

A.3  Consultants DLR Group
421 SW Sixth Avenue

Suite 1212
Portland, OR

OgdenRoemerWilkerson Architecture
2950 East Barnett Road
Medford, OR 97504

Polaris Land Surveying
P.O. Box 459
Ashland, OR 97520

ZCS, Civil & Structural Engineering
900 Klamath Ave
Klamath Falls, OR 97601

Covey Pardee Landscape Architecture
295 E Main St #8
Ashland, OR 97520

A.4 Property Description  Tax Lot 700, Assessors Map Page 39-1E-10DB

A.5 Current Zoning R-1-5, Single Family Residential

A.6 Current Use Elementary School (permitted use)

A.7  Proposed Use Elementary School (no change or increase in use)
A.8 Request Site Plan Review for new commercial development

Conditional Use Permit for new signage
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HELMAN ELEMENTARY SCHOOL LIBRARY & GYM ADDITION
October 26, 2007

B. PROJECT NARRATIVE

B.1 Site Description

The subject property is situated at the southwest corner of Helman Street and Randy Street in
Ashland, on the site of the current Helman Elementary School. The site is bounded by Helman
on the east, Randy on the north, Randy and Laurel on the west, and residential development on
the south. The site is almost flat. Currently, the site is used as a elementary school, including
well-used recreational fields.

B.2 Proposed Development

This project is part of a $46.8 million bond package approved by Ashland voters in November
2006. The bond package included a variety of projects, including this one with a budget of
$2,732,010.

The Project proposes a new 6,400 square foot gymnasium and a new 5,000 square foot library.
The buildings will be located in such a way that will reinforce and further develop the courtyard
design of the existing campus yet maintain the potential for adaptation to a new enclosed plan in

the future.

The existing staff parking area located in the Northwest corner of the property along Randy
Street will be improved. The bus drop off area will be relocated to this portion of the site to
eliminate the current conflict with parent drop off. The existing gymnasium will now be utilized
as a cafeteria and multi-purpose space, Administration will now expand into the existing library.

B.3 Site Coverage

Current survey data indicates that the site comprises 10.01, or approximately 436,446 square feet
The gross building area footprint is 45,097. Thus, the building occupies 10.3% of the site. The
balance of the site area is devoted to public sidewalks, lawns and gardens, staff and visitor
parking, and recreational fields.

B.4 Available Public Facilities, Services, and Utilities

The project site is well served by a full range of public utilities and transportation services,
including municipal water, sanitary sewer service, electrical service, natural gas, underground
storm drainage. The existing utilities which currently serve the school campus are adequate to
serve this small addition as well.

Since the project site is located at the southwest corner of Helman Street and Randy Street, it is :I

well served by public streets. The site is also served by a public transpoﬁoEsC)EW
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HELMAN ELEMENTARY SCHOOL LIBRARY & GYM ADDITION
October 26, 2007

nearby. Students arrive at the site by car (dropped off), on foot, or by school bus. Five buses
serve the school in the morning and again in the afternoon.

Currently, the buses queue up in the visitor / staff parking lot on Helman Street. This
arrangement causes traffic congestion and creates a safety hazard for children trying to reach
parents’ cars in the same parking lot. The new design separates the bus traffic from the car
traffic, to resolve this safety issue. As indicated on the site plan, bus traffic will be relocated to
the Randy Street parking lot. Currently, three of the five buses exit the campus via Randy Street
(versus Helman), so the traffic impact of two additional buses is negligible. Bus routes will
remain unchanged, so no new bus routes will be directed onto Randy Street.

Traffic impact on Randy Street also will be mitigated through the district’s current transportation
policies, which include strict limitations on bus idling (in accordance with Ashland city
ordinance) and the use of “green diesel” fuel, which produces no emissions.

B.S Review Criteria

This project must comply with the City of Ashland Land Use Ordinance (ALUO). This project
also must comply with the applicable sections of the ‘City of Ashland Site Design and Use
Standards’ for projects subject to Basic Site Review.
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HELMAN ELEMENTARY SCHOOL LIBRARY & GYM ADDITION
October 26, 2007

B. ORDINANCE REQUIREMENTS

C.1 Definitions (18.08)

18.08.51 5 Mural.

A graphic design on a building which represents a person, place, scene or other artistic
endeavor. This definition does not include architectural enhancement of a building facade,
however, this would be subject to the procedural and substantive design review portion of the
Site Review Chapter. (Ord. 2097 52, 1980)

Finding: The above-referenced definition has been used in these findings and in the
attached drawings, to distinguish between a prohibited wall graphic and an
allowable architectural enhancement of a building fagade.

Conclusion: The applicant concludes that the large dragon motif shown on the building fagade
does indeed a mural.

C.2 R-1 Single-Family Residential District Regulations (18.20)

18.20.020Permitted Uses.
The following uses and their accessory uses are permitted outright:
E. Public schools, parks, and recreational facilities.

Finding: Public schools are an outright permitted use in this zone.

Conclusion: The applicant concludes that the library addition to the elementary school
included in this project is an outright permitted use in this zoning district.

18.20.040 General Regulations.

A. Minimum lot area: Basic minimum lot area in the R-1 zone shall be five thousand (5,000)
square feet, except six thousand (6,000) square feet for corner lots. R-1 areas may be
designed for seventy-five hundred (7,500), or ten thousand (10,000) square foot minimum lot
sizes where slopes or other conditions make larger sizes necessary. Permitted lot sizes shall
be indicated by a number following the R-1 notation which represents allowable minimum
square footage in thousands of square feet, as follows:

R-1-5 5,000 square feet
R-1-7.5 7,500 square feet
R-1-10 10,000 square feet

D. Standard Yard Requirements: Front yards shall be a minimum of, 15 feet excluding garages.
Unenclosed porches shall be permitted with a minimum setback of eight feet or the width of
any existing public utility easement, whichever is greater, from the front property line. All
garages accessed from the front shall have a minimum setback of 20’ from the front property
line; side yards, six feet; the side yard of a corner lot abutting a public street shall have a ten
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foot setback; rear yard, ten feet plus ten feet for each story in excess of one story. In
addition, the setbacks must comply with Chapter 18.70 which provides for Solar Access.
(Ord. 2097 S5, 1980; Ord. 2121 Se, 1981, Ord. 2752, 1995)

E. Maximum Building Height: No structure shall be over thirty-five (35) feet or two and one-
half (2 1/2) stories in height, whichever is less. Structures within the Historic District shall

not exceed a height of 30 feet.

F. Maximum Coverage: Maximum lot coverage shall be fifty (50%) percent in an R-1-5
District, forty-five (45%) percent in an R-1-7.5 District, and forty (40%) percent in an R-1-
10 District.

Finding: The lot area is approximately 436,446 square feet. As shown on the site plan, the
front, side, and rear yard setbacks are well in excess of 20°.

Finding: The building height is approximately 28°8”, measured from the top of the parapet
to the finish grade.

Conclusion: The applicant concludes that the project meets the above requirements regarding
lot size, yard requirements, maximum height, and maximum coverage.

C3 Tree Preservation and Protection (18.61)

Section 18.61.035
Exempt Tree Removal Activities:
The following activities are exempt from the requirement for tree removal permits:

E. Removal of trees less than 18" DBH on any public school lands, Southern Oregon University,
and other public land; but excluding Heritage trees and street trees within the public right of

way.
Finding: The project is located on public school lands.

Finding: The project site contains six existing trees that are less than 18” DBH (see Exhibit
2, Drawing L1.2 — Tree Protection Plan). These trees fall within the footprint of
the proposed new building and reconfigured parking area, are not street trees, and
are not within the public way.

Conclusion: The applicant concludes that a Tree Removal Permit 1s NOT required for removal
of trees as shown on the attached Preliminary Landscape Plan and Tree Protection
& Removal Plan prepared by Covey Pardee Landscape Architects.
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C4 Solar Access (18.70)

18.70.010 Purpose and Intent.

The purpose of the Solar Access Chapter is to provide protection of a reasonable amount of
sunlight from shade from structures and vegetation whenever feasible to all parcels in the City to
preserve the economic value of solar radiation falling on structures, investments in solar energy
systems, and the options for future uses of solar energy.

Finding: The library and gym additions are both located on the south side of the existing
buildings, and well away from the property lines.

Conclusion: The applicant concludes that solar access to adjacent properties will not be
impeded, due to the size and location of the library and gym additions on the site.

C.5 Site Design and Use Standards (18.72)

18.72.030 Application

Site design and use standards shall apply to all zones of the city and shall apply to all
development indicated in this Chapter, except for those developments which are regulated by the
Subdivisions (18.80), the Partitioning (18.76), Manufactured Housing (18.84) and Performance

Standards (18.58).

Finding: This project is located in a R 1-5 (Single-Family Residential) zone.

Conclusion: The applicant concludes that the Site Use and Design Standards apply to this
project.

18.72.070 Criteria for Approval

The following criteria shall be used to approve or deny an application:

A. All applicable City ordinances have been met or will be met by the proposed
development.

B. All requirements of the Site Review Chapter have been met or will be met.

C. The development complies with the Site Design Standards adopted by the City Council
Jfor implementation of this Chapter.

Finding: The proposed development meets or will met all applicable City ordinances,
applicable requirements of the Site Review Chapter, and applicable portions of
the Site Design and Use Standards, as outlined in items A through C above.

D. That adequate capacity of City facilities for water, sewer, paved access to and through
the development, electricity, urban storm drainage, and adequate transportation can and
will be provided to and through the subject property. All improvements in the street right-
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of-way shall comply with the Street Standards in Chapter 18.88, Performance Standards
Options.

Finding: Adequate capacity of City facilities and utilities are provided to the project site, as
shown on the attached Striping & Utility Plan prepared by ZCS Engineering.

Finding: The utility service requirements for the existing building will not be impacted by
the proposed addition.

Conclusion: The applicant concludes that this application meets all the criteria required for
approval of the application. ’

SECTION 18.72.110 Landscaping Standards.
A. Area Required. The following areas shall be required to be landscaped in the following

zones:
R-1 - 45% of total developed lot area
B. Location. Landscaping shall be located so that it is visible from public right-of-way or

provide buffering from adjacent uses. Landscaping shall be distributed in those areas
where it provides for visual and acoustical buffering, open space uses, shading and wind
buffering, and aesthetic qualities.

C. Irrigation. All landscaping plans shall either be irrigated or shall be certified that they
can be maintained and survive without artificial irrigation. If the plantings fail to survive,
the property owner shall replace them.

Finding: As shown on the attached Preliminary Landscape Plan, the landscaping has been
located according to criterion B above.

Finding: As shown on the attached Preliminary Landscape Plan, an irrigation system will
be installed.

Conclusion: The applicant concludes that this project complies with the criteria for
landscaping outlined above.

C.6 Off-Street Parking (18.92)

18.92.020 Automobile Parking Spaces Required

Uses and standards are as follows:
D. Institutional and Public Uses. For institutional and public uses the following automobile

parking spaces are required.
7. Schools, elementary and junior high. One and one-half space per classroom, or the

requirements for public assembly areas as set forth herein, whichever is greater.
% A E
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Finding: The existing building contains 16 classrooms, which would require 24 parking
spaces.

Finding: The size of the new gymnasium is 4800 square feet. Using an occupant load of
240 (based on 20 square feet per person for assembly-type uses), 60 parking
spaces are required.

Finding: For this project, the number of required parking spaces is based on the occupant
load of the new gymnasium, since this number is greater than the parking space
requirement based on the number of classrooms.

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

Total in Parking Lot Required Minimum Number of Accessible Spaces
lto25 1
26 to 50 2
51t075 3
Finding: Based on a total of 60 parking spaces provided, three accessible spaces are
required.
Finding: The existing parking lot at the corner of Helman and Randy Streets contains three

parking spaces designated for handicapped accessible use.

Conclusion:  The applicant concludes that the required number of accessible parking spaces
have already been provided on the site.

18.92.040 Bicycle Parking
A. All uses, with the exception of detached single-family residences and uses in the C-1-D zone,

shall provide a minimum of two sheltered bike parking spaces.

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

Finding: Based on a total of 60 parking spaces required by the enlarged gymnasium, 12
bicycle parking spaces are required, including 6 covered spaces.

Finding: The attached Site Plan indicates 12 new bicycle parking spaces adjacent to the
new gymnasium entrance, including six spaces that are covered by the building’s
overhang.

Conclusion: The applicant concludes that this project provides the required amount of bicycle
parking based on the parking required for the enlarged gymnasmm
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E. Elementary, Junior High, Middle and High Schools shall provide one sheltered bicycle
parking space for every five students.

Finding: Based on a maximum population of 330 students, 66 bicycle parking spaces are
required. This project does not increase the number of students at the school.

Finding: There are currently 68 existing bicycle parking spaces located throughout the site,
as noted on the attached Site Plan.

Conclusion: The applicant concludes that the existing bicycle parking spaces meet the bicycle
parking requirement based on the student population.

18.92.050 Compact Car Parking

Up to 50% of the total automobile parking spaces in a parking lot may be designated for
compact cars. Minimum dimensions for compact spaces shall be 8 x 16 feet. Such spaces shall be
signed or the space painted with the words "Compact Car Only."

Finding: As indicated on the various floor plans included in Exhibit 2, parking for compact
cars has been provided the size and quantities outlined above.

Conclusion: The applicant concludes that the design of the project meets the requirements of
this section.

18.92.070 Automobile Parking Design Requirements

A. Size and Access. All required parking areas shall be designed in accordance with the
parking layout chart at the end of this Chapter. Parking spaces shall be a minimum of 9 x
18 feet, except that 50% of the spaces may be compact spaces in accord with 18.92.050
and shall have a 22 foot back-up space except where parking is angled.

B. Driveways and Turn-Arounds. Driveways and turn-arounds providing access to parking

areas shall conform to the following provisions:

1. A driveway for a single dwelling shall have a minimum width of nine feet, and a
shared driveway serving two units shall have a width of 12 feet.

2. Parking areas of more than seven parking spaces per lot shall be provided with
adequate aisles or turn-around areas so that all vehicles may enter the street in a
forward manner.

3. Parking areas of more than seven parking spaces shall be served by a driveway20

feet in width and constructed to facilitate the flow of traffic on or off the site, with
due regard to pedestrian and vehicle safety, and shall be clearly and permanently
marked and defined. Parking areas of seven spaces or less shall be served by a
driveway 12 feet in width.
D. Vision Clearance. No signs, structures or vegetation in excess of two and one-half feet in
height shall be placed in the vision clearance area. The vision clearance area is the
triangle formed by a line connecting points 25 feet from the intersection of property lines.

In the case of an intersection involving an alley and a street, the trianfle is onivED
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line connecting points ten (10) feet along the alley and 25 feet along the street. When the

angle of intersection between the street and the alley is less than 30 degrees, the distance

shall be 25 feet. No signs, structures or vegetation or portion thereof shall be erected
within ten (10) feet of driveways unless the same is less than two and one-half feet in
height. The vision clearance standards established by this section are not subject to the

Variance section of this title.

E. Development and Maintenance. The development and maintenance as provided below,
shall apply in all cases, except single-family dwellings.

1. Paving. All required parking areas, aisles, turn-arounds and driveways shall be
paved with concrete, asphaltic or comparable surfacing, constructed to standards
on file in the office of the City Engineer.

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

property.

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

4. Marking. Parking lots of more than seven spaces shall have all spaces

permanently and clearly marked.

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

6. Walls and Hedges.

a. Where parking abuts upon a street, a decorative masonry wall or
evergreen hedge screen of 30-42 inches in height and a minimum of 12" in
width shall be established parallel to and not nearer than two feet from
the right-of-way line. Screen planting shall be of such size and number 1o
provide the required screening within 12 months after installation. The
area between the wall or hedge and street line shall be landscaped. Al
vegetation shall be adequately maintained by a permanent irrigation
system, and said wall or hedge shall be maintained in good condition. The
required wall or screening shall be designed to allow for free access to the
site and sidewalk by pedestrians.

b. In all zones, except single-family zones, where parking facilities or
driveways are located adjacent to residential or agricultural zones, school
vards, or like institutions, a sight-obscuring fence, wall, or evergreen
hedge not less than five feet, nor more than six feet high shall be provided
on the property line as measured from the high grade side. Said wall,

Jfence or hedge shall be reduced to 30 inches within required setback area,
or within 10 feet of street property lines, and shall be maintained in good
condition. Screen plantings shall be of such size and number to provide
the required screening within 12 months after installation. Adequate

provisions shall be made to protect walls, fences or plant materials from D

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

8. Lighting of parking areas within 100 feet of property in residential zones shall be
directed into or on the site and away from property lines such that the light
element shall not be directly visible from abutting residential property.

Finding: As indicated on the attached Site Plan and Planting Plan, the size, layout, and
location of the parking spaces, drive aisles, and turn-arounds conforms to the
requirements of criteria A and B above.

Finding: As indicated on the attached Site Plan and Planting Plan, vision clearance areas
will be maintained per criterion D above. Signs, structures, and vegetation within
10 feet of driveways and vehicular entrances will be less than 2 ¥ feet in height.

Conclusion: The applicant concludes that the design of the project meets the requirements of
this section.

18.92.090 Alterations and Enlargements.

The required parking facilities shall be constructed when an existing building or dwelling is
altered or enlarged by the addition or creation of guest rooms or dwelling units, or when a use is
intensified by the addition of floor space, seating capacity, or change in use.(Ord. 2659, 1991;
Ord. 2777, 1996)

Finding: This project — the replacement of the existing gym with a larger gym - increases
the occupant load of the gymnasium space.

Finding: This project requires the relocation and reconfiguration of the existing staff
parking lot on Randy Street.

Conclusion: The applicant concludes that the ‘required parking facilities’ must to be provided
in the reconfigured parking lot, since the existing use will be intensified by the

enlarged gym.
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C.7 Sign Regulations (18.96)

18.96.040 Prohibited Signs.
L. No wall graphics shall be permitted.

Finding: Based on the definition of ‘mural” and ‘wall graphic’ in section 18.08 above, the
dragon motif shown on the attached Building Elevations constitutes a mural, or

wall graphic.

SECTION 18.96.150  Governmental Signs.

Governmental agencies may apply for a Conditional Use to place a sign that does not conform to
this Code when the Commission determines that, in addition to the criteria for a conditional use,
the sign is necessary to further that agency's public purpose. (Ord. 2557, 1985; Ord. 2440,
1988)

Finding: Each of the Ashland public schools has a school mascot (e.g. Grizzly, Bobcat),
which plays a prominent role in the school’s identity. The mascot of Helman
Elementary School is the DRAGON.

Finding: The ‘dragon motif’ mural promotes the school’s role as a learning environment,
fosters a sense of unity within the student body, reinforces the school’s function
as a focal point in the community, all of which are public purposes of the school

district.

Conclusion: The applicant concludes that this mural meets the criteria for a conditional use,
and requests approval of a Conditional Use Permit to allow installation of the

mural on the building facade.
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D. SITE DESIGN AND USE STANDARDS

D.1 Ordinance Landscaping Requirements (II-A)

Ordinance Landscaping Requirements
The following percentages of landscaping are required for all properties falling under the Site

Design and Use Standards.
Zone % Landscaping
R-1-3.5 45%
R-2 35%
R-3 25%
C-1 15%
C-1-D 10%
E-1 15%
M-1 10%

These percentages are the minimum required. At times, more landscaping is required to meet
the needs of other sections of the Site Review Ordinance, such as screening of parking areas,
landscaping of setback areas and providing usable outdoor space. In general, all areas which
are not used for building or parking areas are required to be landscaped. You should also be
aware that, as a condition of approval of your project, you will be required to submit a site and
species specific landscape plan to the Planning Division for Staff Advisor approval.

Finding: The project site is located within an R 1-5 zone.

Conclusion: The applicant concludes that this requirement is inapplicable. However,
landscaped areas will be provided as required by Section 18.72 (above).

D.2 Basic Site Review Standards (II-C-1)

Approval Standard: Development in all commercial and employment zones shall conform to the
Jollowing development standards:

Finding: The project site is located within an R 1-5 zone, not in a commercial or
employment zone.

Finding: The Pre-Application Conference Comment Sheet for this project dated July 18,
2007 contained a note stating specifically that the Basic Site Review Standards
must be addressed in these findings.

Conclusion: Based on direction from staff, the applicant concludes that the Basic Site Review
Standards must be addressed as part of this project, even though the project’s
location in a residential zone would otherwise exempt it from this requirement.
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1I-C-1a) Orientation and Scale

1) Buildings shall have their primary orientation toward the street rather than
the parking area. Building entrances shall be oriented toward the street and
shall be accessed from a public sidewalk. Public sidewalks shall be provided
adjacent to a public street along the street frontage.

Finding: The project site is surrounded by streets on three sides. The existing buildings are
oriented toward Helman, which is the higher order street. Randy Street wraps
the site on one side and the rear.

Finding: This project is part of a multi-building “California style” school campus with a
primary orientation to Helman Street. The buildings are connected by exterior
breezeways and courtyards which serve to unify the buildings, both aesthetically

and functionally.

Finding: For the safety and security of the students, all visitors to the school must enter
through the main entrance, which will remain in its existing location on Helman
Street. Additionally, entrances should be placed so that they are visible from
within the school campus, not ‘tucked’ away around the corner.

Finding: Sidewalks have been provided to the street and along the street frontage, as
required for emergency egress to the public way.

Conclusion: The applicant concludes that the new gym and library, as part of the overall
campus, have their primary orientation to the front of the site and the higher order

street.

2) Buildings that are within 30 feet of the street shall have an entrance for
pedestrians directly from the street to the building interior. This entrance
shall be designed to be attractive and functional, and shall be open to the
public during all business hours.

Finding: Both the library and gym addition are more than 30 feet from the street.
Conclusion: The applicant concludes that this standard does not apply to this project.
3) These requirements may be waived if the building is not accessed by

pedestrians, such as warehouses and industrial buildings without attached

offices, and automotive service uses such as service stations and tire stores.

Finding: Unlike the recreational fields behind the school (which are used by the general
public), the gym is not accessed by pedestrians, but is for student use only. At the

beginning of the school day, students do not arrive at the gym, but at their
individual classrooms, as well as the cafeteria. . E C E SV ED
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Finding: Throughout the remainder of the campus, exterior doors are not used as

entrances to the school, but are used to gain access to individual classrooms. The
breezeways and courtyards downplay the significance of the numerous exterior
doors, to avoid confusion with the main entrance.

Finding: The library and gym additions are designed to complement the existing campus-
style development. Exterior breezeways and courtyards not only connect the new
buildings to the existing ones, but also integrate their functions with the remainder
of the campus, including the main entrance on Helman Street.

Conclusion: The applicant concludes that the campus’ primary orientation to Helman Street
has been appropriately maintained. Since the gym is not accessed by pedestrians
or the general public, an orientation to the street and a strong sense of entry are
not required, would not be appropriate or in keeping with the rest of the school’s
design, and could hinder student security and safety.

11-C-1b) Streetscape

One street tree chosen from the street tree list shall be placed for each 30 feet of
Jrontage for that portion of the development fronting the street.

1I-C-1¢) Landscaping

1 Landscaping shall be designed so that 50% coverage occurs after one
vear and 90% coverage occurs after 5 years.

2) Landscaping design shall utilize a variety of low water use and deciduous
and evergreen trees and shrubs and flowering plant species.

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

4) Irrigation systems shall be installed to assure landscaping success.

5 Efforts shall be made to save as many existing healthy trees and shrubs on
the site as possible.

1I-C-1d) Parking

1) Parking areas shall be located behind buildings or on one or both sides.
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2) Parking areas shall be shaded by deciduous trees, buffered from adjacent
non-residential uses and screened from non-residential uses.

II-C-1e) Designated Creek Protection

)] Designated creek protection areas shall be considered positive design
elements and incorporated in the overall design of a given project.

2) Native riparian plan materials shall be planted in and adjacent 1o the
creek to enhance the creek habitat.

1I-C-1f) Noise and Glare

Special attention to glare (AMC 18.72.110) and noise (AMC 9.08.170(c) & AMC
9.08.175) shall be considered in the project design to insure compliance with
these standards.

1I-C-1g) Expansions of Existing Sites and Buildings

For sites which do not conform to these requirements, an equal percentage of the
site must be made to comply with these standards as the percentage of building
expansion, e.g., if a building area is expanded by 25%, then 25% of the site must
be brought up to the standards required by this document.

D.3 Parking Lot Landscaping and Screening Standards (I1I-D)

Approval Standard: All parking lots, which for purposes of this section include areas of vehicle
maneuvering, parking, and loading shall be landscaped and screened as follows:

1I-D-1) Screening at Required Yards
1) Parking abutting a required landscaped front or exterior yard shall incorporate a sight
obscuring hedge screen into the required landscaped yard.

1) The screen shall grow to be at least 36 inches higher than the finished grade of the
parking area, except for required vision clearance areas.

2) The screen height may be achieved by a combination of earth mounding and plant
materials.

3) Elevated parking lots shall screen both the parking and the retaining wall.

1I-D-2) Screening Abutting Property Lines
1) Parking abutting a property line shall be screened by a 5 feet landscaped strip. Where a
buffer between zones is required, the screening shall be incorporated into the required

buffer strip, and will not be an additional requirement. _
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1I-D-3) Landscape Standards:
1) Parking lot landscaping shall consist of a minimum of 7% of the total parking area plus a
ratio of 1 tree for each seven parking spaces to create a canopy effect.

2) The tree species shall be an appropriate large canopied shade tree and shall be selected
Jfrom the street tree list to avoid root damage to pavement and utilities, and damage from
droppings to parked cars and pedestrians.

3) The tree shall be planted in a landscaped area such that the tree bole is at least 2 feet
Jfrom any curb or paved area.

4) The landscaped area shall be planted with shrubs and/or living ground cover to assure
50% coverage within 1 year and 90% within 5 years. Landscaped areas shall be evenly
distributed throughout the parking area and parking perimeter at the required ratio.

5) That portion of a required landscaped yard, buffer strip or screening strip abutting
parking stalls may be counted toward required parking lot landscaping but only for those
stalls abutting landscaping as long as the tree species, living plant material coverage and
placement distribution criteria are also met. Front or exterior yard landscaping may not
be substituted for the interior parking stalls.

1I-D-6) Other Screening
1) Other screening and buffering shall be provided as follows:

Light and Glare Screen: Artificial lighting shall be so arranged and constructed as to not
produce direct glare on adjacent residential properties or streets.

Finding: All lighting will be engineered with the appropriate screening and orientation as
to prevent direct glare on adjacent residential properties and streets.

D.4 Street Tree Standards (II-E)

APPROVAL STANDARD: All development fronting on public or private streets shall be required
to plant street trees in accordance with the following standards and chosen from the
recommended list of street trees found in this section.

1I-E-1) Location for Street Trees

1) Street trees shall be located behind the sidewalk except in cases where there is a
designated planting strip in the right of-way, or the sidewalk is greater shall include
irrigation, root barriers, and generally conform to the standard established by the

Department of Community Development.

Finding: The street trees are located behind the existing sidewalk.
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H-E-2) Spacing, Placement, and Pruning of Street Trees

All tree spacing may be made subject 10 special site conditions which may, for reasons such as
safety, affect the decision. Any such proposed special condition shall be subject to the Staff
Advisor's review and approval. The placement, spacing, and pruning of street trees shall be as

Sfollows:

a) Street trees shall be placed the rate of one tree for every 30 feet of street frontage. Trees
shall be evenly spaced, with variations to the spacing permitted for specific site
limitations, such as driveway approaches.

Finding: The existing street trees exceed this requirement (spacing is less than 30 feet).

b) Trees shall not be planted closer than 25 feet from the curb line of intersections of streets
or alleys, and not closer than 10 feet from private driveways (measured at the back edge

of the sidewalk), fire hydrants, or utility poles.

Finding: The existing street trees are closer than 25 feet to the curb in some cases. New
street trees are located in accordance with the above standard.

c) Street trees shall not be planted closer than 20 feet to light standards. Except for public
safety, no new light standard location shall be positioned closer than 10 feet to any
existing street tree, and preferably such locations will be at least 20 feet distant.

Finding: All new street trees shall be located at least 20 from existing light standards.

d) Trees shall not be planted closer than 2: feet from the face of the curb except at
intersections where it shall be 5 feet from the curb, in a curb return area.

Finding: All new street trees shall be located at least 5 feet from the face of the curb.

e Where there are overhead power lines, tree species are to be chosen that will not
interfere with those lines.

Finding: All tree species will be selected to avoid interference with existing overhead
utility lines.
P Trees shall not be planted within 2 feet of any permanent hard surface paving or

walkway. Sidewalk cuts in concrete for trees shall be at least 10 square feet, however,
larger cuts are encouraged because they allow additional air and water into the root
system and add fo the health of the tree. Space between the tree and such hard surface
may be covered by permeable non-permanent hard surfaces such as grates, bricks on

sand, or paver blocks.

Finding: All new street trees are located more than 2 feet from the sidewalk. V ED
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g Trees, as they grow, shall be pruned to provide at least 8 feet of clearance above
sidewalks and 12 feet above street roadway surfaces.

Finding: Trees will be pruned to maintain required minimum clearances above sidewalks
and roadways.

h) Existing trees may be used as street trees if there will be no damage from the
development which will kill or weaken the tree. Sidewalks of variable width and elevation
may be utilized to save existing street trees, subject to approval by the Staff Advisor-

Finding: The existing trees which are to remain will be protected during construction to
ensure their continued viability. Existing trees which are already damaged or

diseased will be removed and replaced.

1I-E-3) Replacement of Street Trees

Existing street trees removed by development projects shall be replaced by the developer with
those from the approved street tree list. The replacement trees shall be of size and species
similar fo the trees that are approved by the Staff Advisor.

Finding: The existing trees to be removed will be replaced with trees from the approved
list, and will be of an approved size and species.

1I-E-4) Recommended Street Trees
Street trees shall conform to the street tree list approved by the Ashland Tree Commission.

Finding: The trees shown on this project were selected from the approved street tree list.

Conclusion: The applicant concludes that the street trees shown on this project conform to all
applicable street tree development standards.

E. SUMMARY CONCLUSIONS

Based on the foregoing findings of fact and conclusions of law, the applicant concludes that this
application for Site Plan Review Approval has satisfied all of the relevant substantive standards
and criteria contained in the Ashland Land Use Ordinance and the Ashland Site Design and Use
Standards. .

The applicant ultimately concludes that, based on the foregoing findings of fact and conclusions
of law, the application for Site Plan Review Approval complies with all requirements of the City

of Ashland and of the State of Oregon. g~
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Ashland school district bus mechanic Donnie Hayes works on the exhaust system of a bus that was
retrofitted with a new type of filter system that burns cleaner.

Orville Hector | Daily Tidings

DEQ recognizes city school bus green upgrades

Particulate emnissions reduced again

By Alan Panebaker
Ashland Daily Tidings

The Ashland School District has been going green for more than two years, and
yesterday, the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality offered a certificate of
appreciation for reducing emissions by more than 90 percent on some district school

buses.

“Now we just need to get more kids to ride the bus,” Ashland School Board chair
Heidi Parker said.



The idea to reduce school bus emissions came as Parker, the new chair, was elected
in 2003. After barely missing a deadline for a government grant that would help with
the cost of converting buses to biodiesel, Parker and business manager at the time
Loren Lumen began investigating other options after a student from the Wilderness
Charter School came to the school board with the idea of using biodiesel in 2004.
Then Lumen looked into the idea of using green diesel — ultra low sulfur diesel.
Although more expensive, the green diesel reduced particulate emissions by about
half. Ashland school buses started using the new fuel in 2004 after working with the
local DEQ. In the last three months, the district got a $69,714 Oregon Clean School
Bus Grant and retro-fitted six school buses with new mufflers that heat exhaust to
200 degrees Celsius and filter the particulate matter to a point where the machine
burns as cleanly as natural gas. The district also bought a brand new bus with the
upgraded technology. The new technology coupled with green diesel reduces
emissions on those buses by up to 95 percent.

Ashland School District mechanic Donnie Hayes explained how a catalyst in the new
mufflers in some buses contains precious metals that filter the ultra-heated exhaust
and break down the particulates, so the pollution they cause is nearly un-
recognizable,

"The air quality issue is in the entire Rogue Valley, not just Ashland,” Stephanie
Hallock, director of the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality said. “It’s
always been a problem, but now the area is in compliance with state regulations for
particulate matter.”

Air pollution problems in the Rogue Valley have traditionally been worse than most
other areas in the state because of the geographic location in a valley, Hallock said,
and in recent years growth and more cars have added to the problem. So when the
school district, Rogue Valley Council of Governments and Rogue Disposal and
Recycling upgraded their diesel engines, the DEQ offered them all appreciation for
their efforts.

The shiny new mufflers on some district school buses may be reducing emissions,
but the real issue for transportation in the district seems to be lack of students in the
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