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VII.

Note: Anyone wishing to speak at any Planning Commission meeting is encouraged to do so. If you wish to speak,
please rise and, after you have been recognized by the Chair, give your name and complete address for the record.
You will then be allowed to speak. Please note that the public testimony may be limited by the Chair and normally is
not allowed after the Public Hearing is closed.

ASHLAND PLANNING COMMISSION
REGULAR MEETING
FEBRUARY 11, 2014

AGENDA

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

ANNOUNCEMENTS

CONSENT AGENDA
A. Approval of Minutes
1. January 14, 2014 Regular Meeting.
2. January 28, 2014 Joint Study Session.
3. January 28, 2014 Regular Study Session.

PUBLIC FORUM

TYPE | APPEAL PUBLIC HEARING
A. PLANNING ACTION #: 2013-01421
SUBJECT PROPERTY: 270 N First Street
APPLICANT: RNN Properties LLC
DESCRIPTION: A request for a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) approval to exceed maximum

permitted floor area (MPFA) in the Railroad Historic District and variances to the required side-
yard setbacks for the construction of a new residence on the property at 270 N First Street. The
request includes the removal of the existing residence. COMPREHENSIVE PLAN DESIGNATION:
Low Density Multi-Family Residential; ZONING: R-2; ASSESSOR’S MAP: 39 1E 09BA TAX LOT:
1300.

TYPE lll PUBLIC HEARING

A. PLANNING ACTION #: 2014-00052

SUBJECT PROPERTY: 87 W. Nevada St. and 811 Helman Street

APPLICANT: WilmaLLC

DESCRIPTION: A request to modify the Development Agreement for the Verde Village
Subdivision for the properties located at 87 W. Nevada Street and 811 Helman Street. The
proposed modifications include: clarifications of the project phasing to make clear which
improvements are required with each phase and to allow either phase to occur first; changes to
the energy efficiency requirements of the development so that all units will be constructed to at
least Earth Advantage Gold standards and will be “Photovoltaic Ready”; and changes to the
landscaping and maintenance requirements associated with construction of the multi-use path.
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN DESIGNATION: Suburban Residential and Single-Family Residential;
ZONING: R-1-3.5, R-1-5, R-1-7.5; ASSESSOR’S MAP: 39 1E 04B TAX LOTS: 1100, 1400-1418.

ADJOURNMENT

CITY OF

ASHLAND A

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, if you need special assistance to participate in this meeting, please
contact the Community Development office at 541-488-5305 (TTY phone is 1-800-735-2900). Notification 48 hours prior to the
meeting will enable the City to make reasonable arrangements to ensure accessibility to the meeting (28 CFR 35.102-35.104

ADA Title 1).







CITY OF

ASHLAND

ASHLAND PLANNING COMMISSION

REGULAR MEETING
MINUTES
January 14, 2014
CALL TO ORDER
Chair Melanie Mindlin called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. in the Civic Center Council Chambers, 1175 East Main Street.
Commissioners Present: Staff Present:
Troy J. Brown, Jr. Bill Molnar, Community Development Director
Michael Dawkins Derek Severson, Associate Planner
Richard Kaplan April Lucas, Administrative Supervisor
Debbie Miller
Melanie Mindlin
Tracy Peddicord
Absent Members: Council Liaison:
None Mike Morris, absent
ANNOUCEMENTS

Community Development Director Bill Molnar brought attention to the Commission attendance report which was distributed at
the beginning of the meeting, and clarified the Commission chair elections will take place in May due to upcoming changes to
the Uniform Policies and Procedures ordinance. He also announced the January Study Session will be a joint meeting with the
City Council to discuss and prioritize future planning projects.

CONSENT AGENDA

A. Approval of Minutes.
1. November 26, 2013 Study Session.
2. December 10, 2013 Regular Meeting.

Commissioners Kaplan/Miller m/s to approve the Consent Agenda. Voice Vote: all AYES. Motion passed.
[Commissioner Brown abstained from 11/26/13 minute approval; Commissioner Peddicord abstained from 12/10/13 minute approval]

PUBLIC FORUM
No one came forward to speak.

TYPE Il PUBLIC HEARING

A. PLANNING ACTION: #2013-01506
SUBJECT PROPERTY: North Mountain & Fair Oaks Avenues
OWNERS: Ayala Properties, L.L.C./Scott Lissberger Revocable Trust (Scott Lissberger, Trustee)
APPLICANT: Ayala Properties, L.L.C.
DESCRIPTION: A request for a Modification of Planning Action #2013-806, a Site Review Permit approved by the
Planning Commission in August, which allowed for the construction of a grouping of three-story mixed use
buildings consisting of four commercial spaces and ten parking spaces on the ground floor and ten residential
units on the second and third floors for the vacant parcel (Tax Lot #700) at the corner of North Mountain and Fair
Oaks Avenues. The August approval also included a Tree Removal Permit to remove seven Siberian Elm trees in
the adjacent alley, and a request for a Modification of the original Meadowbrook Park Il Subdivision approval to
adjust the number of residential units allocated between the four subject parcels to allow a total of 40 dwelling
units, where only ten units had previously been proposed, based on the permitted densities within the NM-C

Ashland Planning Commission
January 14, 2014
Page 1 of 6



district. The modifications requested here involve: 1) clarification of the proposal’s density allocations, parking
management, and number of groundfloor commercial spaces between the subject properties; 2) an increase in the
number of upper floor residential units on Tax Lot #700 from ten to 14; and 3) modifications to the proposed
building design for Tax Lot #700. COMPREHENSIVE PLAN DESIGNATION: North Mountain, Neighborhood Central
Overlay; ZONING: NM-C; ASSESSOR’S MAP: 39 1E 04AD TAX LOTS: 700, 800, 1400, 1500 and 5900.

Commissioner Mindlin read aloud the public hearing procedures for land use hearings.

Ex Parte Contact
Commissioners Dawkins and Mindlin declared site visits; Mindlin noted she observed the parking situation and stated during her
visit all of the parking in front of one of the Julian Square buildings was occupied. No ex parte contact was reported.

Staff Report
Associate Planner Derek Severson explained this is a continued hearing from the December 10, 2013 Planning Commission

meeting and stated the parking allocation and how Plum Ridge Court is used will likely be the key issue for discussion tonight.
He spoke to the 120-day requirement for final decision and stated because of this requirement the Commission will need to
adopt the Findings tonight. He also mentioned one of the items raised at the last hearing was the claim that proper notice was
not provided. He stated even though it is not a requirement, staff has rectified this concern by mailing a written notice of
tonight's hearing to all parties that provided testimony for Planning Action #2013-00806, in addition to properties owners within
200 ft. of the site.

Public Testimony

Vida Taylor/913 Plum Ridge/Shared her concerns regarding lack of parking for the proposed units, increased density, vehicle
lane obstruction from parked cars, increased traffic, incompatible building design, and the need for handicap spaces and
emergency vehicle access.

Rick Harris/190 Oak Street #1/Commented on the practice of shared parking and noted his building has five parking spaces
shared between two residential and two commercial units. He stated this type of shared use is common in Ashland and ensures
parking spaces are well utilized both day and night. Mr. Harris commented on density and clarified the proposed building will
have 14 units (not 40), and pointed out that the concept for this area since the early 2000’s has been for a dense city center. He
added that in order for the commercial uses to be viable there must be adequate density to support it, and voiced his support for
the project as proposed.

Joanne Johns/979 Camelot/Stated she is opposed to the density and believes 14 units is too many, and shared her concerns
with parking and the potential for more cars parked on Camelot and Overlook. Ms. Johns expressed concern with the first floor
commercial spaces being temporarily used as residential and stated this proposal will not benefit the people who reside in the
area.

Applicant’s Rebuttal

Alan Harper/130 A Street, Suite 6/Noted the concerns raised regarding parking and the coordination of Plum Ridge Court. He
stated they are supportive of their application as submitted, however if this is a major concern for the Planning Commission they
have prepared an alternate layout that adjusts the lot lines and consolidates the parking spaces on Plum Ridge Court onto the
other tax lots. He stated this removes the question of where residents will park and stated Plum Ridge Court would be dedicated
as a City right-of-way. Mr. Harper noted if the Commission selects option ‘B’, Conditions 7 and 9 would need to be altered.

Mark Knox/45 West Nevada/Stated they believe their original proposal works well, but have offered this alternate in order to
address some of the comments made about parking. Mr. Knox clarified the land use code does not require parking to be on-site,
but rather just off-street, and stated the master plan has always envisioned this as a high density, mixed-use area.

Mr. Allen clarified under their alternate proposal Plum Ridge Court goes away as a separate lot; the parking spaces are shifted
onto the adjacent lots, and Plum Ridge Court becomes a travel way. Additionally, the parking spaces would be designated for
their buildings.
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Staff noted their concern with plan ‘B' and clarified it was not the intent of the master plan to have a pool of parking on private
lots.

Deliberations & Decision

Commissioners Dawkins/Brown m/s to approve Planning Action #2013-01506 (Plan A) with the conditions of approval
recommended by staff. DISCUSSION: Commissioner Dawkins voiced his support for the project. He stated this was always
envisioned as a dense area with a commercial core, and stated there needs to be a certain amount of density to bring
commercial use to this neighborhood. He added he is not concerned with the parking and does not believe plan ‘B’ is
necessary. Commissioner Brown stated the proposal conforms to the master plan for this neighborhood and stated it was never
intended to have parking on-site for each unit. Commissioner Miller noted her concerns with density and lack of parking.
Commissioner Kaplan voiced his support for plan ‘B’ which would provide dedicated spaces for the residential units.
Commissioner Peddicord voiced her support for the motion and stated the original option offers more flexibility. Commissioner
Brown stated the code is clear and requires one off-site parking space per unit. Roll Call Vote: Commissioners Dawkins,
Peddicord, Brown, and Mindlin, YES. Commissioners Miller and Kaplan, NO. Motion passed 4-2.

Approval of Findings

Suggestion was made to strike the sentence at the top of Page 9 that reads: “The Commission finds that the proposed parking
allocations and the stipulated limitations on Plum Ridge Court parking will provide similar assurances to those applicable under
the Parking Management Strategies found in AMC 18.92.050 which provide that off-street parking requirements may be
reduced up to 50% through the application of credits available for on-street parking, alternative vehicles, mixed or joint uses,
shared parking, transportation demand management plans or transit facilities.” And to modify the following sentences to read:
“As proposed, the 11-allecated parking spaces on Plum Ridge Court would serve upper floor (permanent) residential units on
the private parking lots although these spaces would be unsigned and available like any on-street parking. The remaining Plum
Ridge Court spaces would be available to visitors or commercial customers...”

Commissioners Mindlin/Brown m/s to modify the Findings as described. Roll Call Vote: Commissioners Brown,
Peddicord, Miller, Dawkins, Kaplan and Mindlin, Yes. Motion passed 6-0.

Commissioners Dawkins/Peddicord m/s to approved the modified Findings. Roll Call Vote: Commissioners Brown,
Dawkins, Kaplan, Miller, Peddicord, and Mindlin, YES. Motion passed 6-0.

DISCUSSION ITEMS

A. Short Term Rentals on Owner Occupied Properties in Single Family Zoning Districts — An Introduction of Potential
Issues.

Commissioner Mindlin left the meeting due to a potential conflict of interest.

Community Development Director Bill Molnar explained the City Council has already made changes to the requirements for
short-term rentals in the R-2 zone, and has asked staff and the Planning Commission to take public input on owner occupied
short-term rentals in single family zones, and if necessary recommend amendments. Additionally, the Commission has been
asked to evaluate the City requirement that limits traveler's accommodations to only those properties located within 200-ft. of a
boulevard, avenue, or neighborhood collector.

Public Testimony

Barbara Hetland/985 East Main/Stated she is a realtor in Ashland and believes changing the R-1 zone to allow for traveler's
accommodations is a huge change and would jeopardize the livability of Ashland and impact property values. Ms. Hetland
stated there are very few people who are asking for this change, but doing so would impact everyone who lives and works here.
She commented that most people living in R-1 zones are unaware this discussion is happening and because this is such a
major change this should be placed before the entire town for a vote.

James Orr/407 Clinton/Read aloud his written statement. (See Exhibit 2014-01, attached)
Mr. Orr added his neighbor's house is only 12 ft. from his, and stated from June to October 2011 they observed 43 different cars
parked in the driveway.
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Lois Van Aken/140 Central/Cited the City’s goal to support stable neighborhoods and stated this is accomplished through
zoning. Ms. Van Aken stated the R-1 zones were created for residential use and to foster a suburban and family atmosphere
where neighborhoods would flourish; not to house business such as short term tourist lodging. She stated allowing this change
would break the promises made to all the residents who purchased homes in the R-1 zone. She stated there is a small group of
individuals who have been operating illegally and want to continue to do so, and they want all of Ashland to change for their
financial benefit.

Ellen Campbell/120 Gresham/Questioned the thinking behind converting the remaining residential zones that have been solely
for Ashland residents in order to grow more tourism businesses. Ms. Campbell stated allowing more and unneeded lodging
businesses in the R-1 zone will undermine sustainability and livability in Ashland. She added the existing ordinances have been
in effect for many decades and have worked well, and recommended the Commission not allow short term rentals in single
family zones.

Tom DuBois/690 S Mountain/Stated he is representing the 70 members of Ashland HOSTS (Host Occupied Short Term
Stays). Mr. DuBois stated he has stopped operating his bedroom rental unit since being informed this was illegal, and stated
they want to change the City’s requirements. He voiced support for the adoption of a reasonable, easy to understand ordinance
that will allow HOSTS to operate short term rentals in residential zones. He stated the City's Comprehensive Plan supports
economic activity if it is not incompatible to do so, and also speaks to the benefits of mixed use neighborhoods as long as they
do not disturb the main intent of the neighborhood. He stated HOSTS are in complete agreement with this and identified three
issues for the Commission’s consideration: 1) maintaining neighborhood integrity, appearance, livability and quality of life; 2)
possible impact on long term rental stock; and 3) ease of ordinance compliance. He stated if the City approves this change they
would like the requirements to be as easy as possible for people to understand and would like the process for compliance to be
easy and inexpensive, with hefty fines for non-compliance.

Abby Hogge/1700 Parker/Supports HOSTS and stated it is unjustified to assume there will be a large number of people who
will rush to convert their long term rentals to short term accommodations. Ms. Hogge stated the approval process for an
accessory residential unit (ARU) is already lengthy and expensive, and asked the Commission to consider the benefits of
allowing ARUs in R-1 zones as short term rentals. She requested the Commission treat the consideration of ARUs the same as
an attached bedroom, and suggested the City consider conducting a trial period.

Larry Chase/1271 Munson/Supports HOSTS and believes this falls into the same category as home occupations, which allows
residents to run a home-bhased business and have up to eight visitors per day. Mr. Chase stated the existing laws regarding
noise and signage provide sufficient protection from disruptive behavior, and noted short term rentals would have far fewer
vehicles trips than other home based businesses. He stated the impact is very minimal and none of his neighbors were even
aware he was operating a short term rental, and asked the Commission to permit this activity on all properties and not just those
within 200 ft. of an arterial or collector street.

Victoria Weiss/590 Fernwood/Stated she is very concerned to hear there are 70 of these rentals operating in Ashland. Ms.
Weiss stated they did a lot of research when selecting their home and are concerned with security, traffic, noise, and community
impacts. Ms. Weiss asked the Commission to take into account what citizens expect when they purchase homes in the R-1
single family zone.

Philip Neujahr/590 Fernwood/Stated they moved to Ashland because it is a nice place to live and urged the Commission to
not allow short term rentals in single family zones, which would give them alternating neighbors and lower property values.

Commission Discussion
Mr. Molnar clarified it would be helpful if the Commission could identify any questions or areas they would like staff to look into.

The commissioners shared their comments and questions on this issue. Commissioner Brown stated this comes down to trying
to fix a problem that does not exist, and stated R-1 districts are largely about quality of life. He stated there is only a very small
percentage of the population that wants this to change, and noted the expectations people have when they buy into a R-1
neighborhood. Commissioner Kaplan stated it is premature for him to have a position on this and stated there is a big difference
between owner occupied units versus no owners. He also noted the impacts long-term rentals can create. Commissioner
Ashland Planning Commission
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Peddicord stated she does not have strong feelings one way or the other, but agreed that any rental needs to be owner
occupied. Commissioner Miller questioned the actual need for these types of accommodations. Mr. Molnar noted the packet
materials contain information on occupancy rates, but noted there are other considerations including the ability to offer different
lodging types. Mr. Molnar also clarified the City has a Code Compliance Specialist and he has compiled a lengthy list of illegal
accommodations and there are well over 100.

Mr. Molnar thanked the Commission for their initial comments and announced this item will come back for further at an
upcoming meeting.

NEW BUSINESS
A. Select Planning Commission Representative to Beautification Committee.
Commissioner Dawkins volunteered to serve as the Planning Commission representative on the Beautification Committee.

B. Select Planning Commission Member to Serve on Building Appeals Board.
Commissioner Brown volunteered to serve on the Building Appeals Board.

ADJOURNMENT
Meeting adjourned at 10:10 p.m.
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Exhibit #2014-01

To: Ashland Planning Commissioners

As Ashland residents who live in a community zoned R-1 for single families and who have had the unfortunate
experience of discovering shortly after we moved into our new home in 2010 that our next door neighbor was
illegally operating a vacation rental, both my wife and | are strongly opposed to allowing traveler's
accommodations in R-1 single family zones.

We purchased our home expecting that we would get to know our neighbors in a community with long-term
residents. We would not have purchased the home if we had known that large numbers of strangers would be
coming and going right next door for most of the year. With support from the City Planning Office and our
homeowner’s association, our neighbor was persuaded to cease short-term rentals. Now we discover the City
Planning Commission is considering recommending a change to R-1 zoning that would allow our neighbor to
resume that activity.

We believe such a change would basically destroy the concept of single family residential areas in Ashland. The
Planning Commission and the City Council need to uphold the existing R-1 zoning laws that promote and
encourage a suitable environment for family life and maintain property values. The City of Ashland should not
break faith with those residents that paid the price to live in a neighborhood of single families.

Jim & Helen Orr
407 Clinton Street
Ashland
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CITY OF

ASHLAND

ASHLAND CITY COUNCIL & PLANNING COMMISSION
JOINT STUDY SESSION
MINUTES
January 28, 2014

CALL TO ORDER

Mayor John Stromberg called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m. in the Civic Center Council Chambers, 1175 East Main Street.

City Council Present:
John Stromberg, Mayor

Planning Commissioners Present:
Melanie Mindlin, Chair

Pam Marsh Troy J. Brown, Jr.
Mike Morris Michael Dawkins
Rich Rosenthal Richard Kaplan
Dennis Slattery Debbie Miller
Tracy Peddicord

Absent Members:
Greg Lemhouse
Carol Voisin

Staff Present:

Dave Kanner, City Administrator

Dave Lohman, City Attorney

Bill Molnar, Community Development Director
Maria Harris, Planning Manager

Brandon Goldman, Senior Planner

Derek Severson, Associate Planner

April Lucas, Administrative Supervisor

DISCUSSION ITEMS

A. Discussion and Prioritization of Future Planning Initiatives.

Mayor John Stromberg provided some background on this item. He explained on December 17, 2013, the City Council
discussed the draft list of future planning projects compiled by staff and recommended that a joint meeting with the Planning
Commission be scheduled so that the two bodies could prioritize the list of projects.

Community Development Director Bill Molnar provided a brief summary of each of the projects, which are:

Review Zoning Around Downtown

Winburn Way Corridor Analysis

Vertical Housing Development Zones
Housing Element Update

Croman Mill District Plan

Railroad District Master Plan

North Ashland Gateway Overlay
Assessment of Approach to Master Planning
Airport Plan

Infill Strategies

Mayor Stromberg asked each Planning Commissioner to identify their top priority. Commissioner Miller and Commissioner
Brown selected assessment of approach to master planning; Commissioner Mindlin selected infill strategies; Commissioner
Peddicord selected vertical housing development zones and infill strategies; Commissioner Kaplan selected vertical housing
development zones; and Commissioner Dawkins selected the Railroad District Master Plan.

Ashland City Council & Planning Commission
Joint Study Session
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City Administrator Dave Kanner called attention to the regional problem solving process and reminded the group that Ashland
declined to add any land to its urban growth boundary and did so with the promise that Ashland would adopt innovative infill
strategies to accommodate future growth. Mr. Molnar indicated staff has the resources to take on two significant projects within
the next 12-18 months, and this would leave some room to take on any minor projects that may arise.

Mayor Stromberg asked for the Planning Commissioners second choice. Commissioner Kaplan selected the Railroad District
Master Plan; Commissioner Brown selected the review of zoning around downtown followed by vertical housing development
zones; Commissioner Miller selected the review of zoning around downtown; Commissioner Peddicord selected assessment of
master planning; Commissioner Dawkins selected infill strategies and vertical housing development zones; and Commissioner
Mindlin selected the Housing Element update.

Mr. Kanner updated the group on the status of the railroad property. He explained the owner of the property came forward with
a plan to clean up the property; however they proposed cleaning it to DEQ standards and not to the City's standards. He stated
cleaning to DEQ standards would leave quite a bit of contamination on the site and the property owners decided to re-evaluate
their options and whether they want to clean the property to the City's standards, which would enable them to have a much
greater development potential.

The Planning Commission and City Council held general discussion on the potential projects. Councilor Marsh recommended
they pursue infill strategies, downtown planning and circulation, and the approach to master planning. She added the master
planning item is more of a discussion and evaluation than a long range project and believes all three can be addressed with the
given resources. Councilor Morris stated with the exception of a few, most of the projects are inter-related and agreed that the
approach to master planning needs to be looked.

Councilor Rosenthal asked staff which project they would choose. Senior Planner Brandon Goldman stated vertical housing
development is a concrete project that could be completed within a short timeframe and provide outcomes; and it also relates to
the vision for the City to provide workforce housing and would fold in well with staff's workload. Planning Manager Maria Harris
stated infill strategies is a project that touches on almost all aspects of planning and hits on transportation, jobs, housing, and
also looks at fulfilling our regional obligation. Community Development Director Bill Molnar selected infill strategies and stated
this project moves beyond land use planning and will require an inter-department approach to the issue. Associate Planner
Derek Severson also selected infill strategies. He noted he was the staff member who represented the City of Ashland at the
regional problem solving meetings and advocated for this concept.

Mayor Stromberg asked for the group to provide any final feedback to staff. Comment was made that it is clear citywide infill
strategies has been identified as a priority. It was noted that Winburn Way Corridor Analysis, Review of Downtown Zoning, and
Downtown Parking Management and Circulation Study, which is already in progress, should be combined and made a top
priority. Additionally, it is clear that master planning should be looked at. The Mayor recommended that the Airport Plan also be
included on this list and requested Mr. Kanner put together a proposal to move these items forward. Mr. Kanner acknowledged
this request and stated he would meet with staff, determine what resources can be dedicated to these projects, and bring
forward a proposal.

ADJOURNMENT
Meeting adjourned at 7:30 p.m.

Ashland City Council & Planning Commission
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CITY OF

ASHLAND

ASHLAND PLANNING COMMISSION

STUDY SESSION
MINUTES
January 28, 2014
CALL TO ORDER
Chair Melanie Mindlin called the Study Session to order at 7:40 p.m. in the Civic Center Council Chambers, 1175 East Main
Street.
Commissioners Present: Staff Present:
Melanie Mindlin, Chair Bill Molnar, Community Development Director
Troy J. Brown, Jr. Maria Harris, Planning Manager
Michael Dawkins April Lucas, Administrative Supervisor
Richard Kaplan
Debbie Miller
Tracy Peddicord
Absent Members: Council Liaison:
None Mike Morris, absent
PUBLIC FORUM

No one came forward to speak.

DISCUSSION ITEMS

A. Unified Land Use Ordinance: Section 18-4 Site Development and Design Standards.

Planning Manager Maria Harris noted this is a short section and stated most of the edits were reorganizing and reformatting.
She explained tonight the Commission will review Chapter 18-4.4 Landscaping, Recycling and Refuse, Outdoor Lighting,
Fences and Walls and Chapter 18-4.5 Tree Preservation and Protection. She noted the recommendations from the City’s
Conservation Specialist as well as input from the landscape professionals focus group has been incorporated, and highlighted
the key changes as follows:

Landscape Plans — Temporary and Permanent Erosion Control Measure: This language has been moved and
combined with the preliminary grading and drainage plan in the Site Review Plan Requirements.

Landscaping Requirements — Minimum Tree and Shrub Sizes: The proposed language establishes a one-gallon
minimum container size for shrubs and includes a reference to the existing hedge screening standard.

Landscape Requirements — Mechanical Equipment Screening: The proposed language establishes standards and
identifies clear methods for screening mechanical equipment

Landscape Requirements — Water Conserving Landscaping Design Standards: Edits and additions include: 1) non-
drought tolerant species are required to be located in a separate irrigation zone; 2) plants in the same irrigation zones
are required to have similar water needs unless irrigated by drip irrigation with emitters sized for individual plant water
needs; and 3) amend soil by adding mature compost and work soil amendment to depth of four to six inches.
Landscape Requirements — Irrigation System Design Standards for Water Conserving Landscaping: Edits and
additions include: 1) separate irrigation zones based on water needs of plantings and types of sprinklers being used, 2)
equip irrigation zones with pressure regulator valves, and 3) use controllers with a water budget feature or the
capability of accepting an external rain or soil moisture sensor.

Landscape Requirements — Exception to Water Conserving Landscaping Design Standards: Proposed amendment
states an alternate design may be proposed if the applicant demonstrates that water use will be equal to or less than
what would occur if the standards are applied and if the proposal meets the criteria for an exception to the Site Design
and Development Standards.

Ashland Planning Commission Study Session
January 28, 2014
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o Recycling and Refuse Disposal Areas: The proposed language adds a requirement for disposal areas be placed in an
area that allows truck access and not located in any required front yard or required landscaped area.

e Tree Preservation and Protection: The proposed amendment limits tree protection plans to those developments
requiring a planning action and eliminates the tree protection plan requirement from projects that simply require a
building permit.

Ms. Harris noted an additional item that will come back to the Commission is the Fire Department’s request to exempt owners
from having to go through the tree removal approval process when bringing their properties into compliance with FireWise
standards. Comment was made expressing concern that people may use this as an excuse to remove trees and recommending
the City retain standards and an approval process. Additional comment was made requesting additional information on the
FireWise program and which actions are advisory and which are regulatory.

Ms. Harris clarified the screening requirements for mechanical equipment and explained why equipment placed on alleys is
exempt. She stated alleys were developed to be utility and service corridors and this was an impossible standard for most
commercial businesses to meet. Suggestion was made for staff to consider revising this language for clarity.

ADJOURNMENT
Meeting adjourned at 8:10 p.m.
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Planning Department, 51 Winb. Way, Ashland, Oregon 97520

@& \ 5414885305 Fax 541-552-2050 www.ashland.orus TTY: 1-800-735-2900 ASHLAND

APPEAL TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION

PLANNING ACTION:  2013-01421

SUBJECT PROPERTY: 270 First Street

OWNER/APPLICANT: RNN Properties LLC ‘

DESCRIPTION: A request for a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) approval to exceed maximum permitted floor
area (MPFA) in the Railroad Historic District and variances to the required side-yard setbacks for the
construction of a new residence on the property at 270 N First Street. The request includes the removal of
the existing residence. COMPREHENSIVE PLAN DESIGNATION: Low Density Multi-Family Residential;
ZONING: R-2; ASSESSOR’S MAP: 39 1E 09BA TAX LOTS: 1300

ASHLAND PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING: January 14, 2014 at 7:00 PM, Ashland Civic Cenfer

SUBJECT PROPERTY
270 FIRST STREET
A9 1E 09BA 1300

FProperty lines are for reference only, not scaleabile

UL
o12.85 50 Feet

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

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

A copy of the application, all documents and evidence relied upon by the applicant and applicable criteria are available for inspection at no cost and will be
provided at reasonable cost, if requested. A copy of the Staff Report will be available for inspection seven days prior to the hearing and will be provided at
reasonable cost, if requested. All materials are available at the Ashland Planning Department, Community Development and Engineering Services, 51
Winburn Way, Ashland, Oregon 97520.

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

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

If you have questions or comments concerning this request, please feel free to contact the Ashland Planning Division, 541-488-5305,
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CONDITIONAL USE PERMITS

y:

18.104.050 Approval Criteria %

A conditional use permit shall be granted if the approval authority finds that the proposed use conforms, or can be made to conform through the

imposition of conditions, with the following approval criteria.

A. That the use would be in conformance with all standards within the zoning district in which the use is proposed to be located, and in
conformance with relevant Comprehensive plan policies that are not implemented by any City, State, or Federal law or program.

B. 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.

C. That the conditional use will have no greater adverse material effect on the livability of the impact area when compared to the development
of the subject lot with the target use of the zone. When evaluating the effect of the proposed use on the impact area, the following factors of
livability of the impact area shall be considered in relation to the target use of the zone:

1.

Similarity in scale, bulk, and coverage.

2. Generation of traffic and effects on surrounding streets. Increases in pedestrian, bicycle, and mass transit use are considered
beneficial regardless of capacity of facilities.
3. Architectural compatibility with the impact area.
4. Air quality, including the generation of dust, odors, or other environmental pollutants.
5. Generation of noise, light, and glare.
6. The development of adjacent properties as envisioned in the Comprehensive Plan.
7. Other factors found to be relevant by the Hearing Authority for review of the proposed use.
VARIANCE

18.100.020 Application

The owner or his agent may make application with the Staff Advisor. Such application shall be accompanied by a legal description of the
property and plans and elevations necessary to show the proposed development. Also to be included with such application shall be a statement
and evidence showing that all of the following circumstances exist:
A. That there are unique or unusual circumstances which apply to this site which do not typically apply elsewhere.
B. That the proposal's benefits will be greater than any negative impacts on the development of the adjacent uses; and will further the purpose
and intent of this ordinance and the Comprehensive Plan of the City.
(ORD 2425, 1987).
C. That the circumstances or conditions have not been willfully or purposely self-imposed.
(ORD 2775, 1996)
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ASHLAND PLANNING DIVISION

STAFF REPORT
February 11, 2014

PLANNING ACTION: 2013-01421
APPLICANT: RNN Properties
LOCATION: 270 First Street
ZONE DESIGNATION: R-2
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN DESIGNATION: Low Density Multi-Family Residential
APPLICATION DEEMED COMPLETE: October 18, 2013

120-DAY TIME LIMIT: February 15, 2014

ORDINANCE REFERENCE: 18.24 R-2 Low-Density Multi-Family Residential
18.104 Conditional Use Permit
18.100 Variances :

- REQUEST: Request for Conditional Use Permit (CUP) approval to exceed maximum permitted
floor area (MPFA) in the Railroad Historic District and variances to the required side-yard
setbacks for the construction of a new single-family residence at 270 N First Street. The request
includes the removal of the existing residence.

l. Relevant Facts

A. Background - History of Application

The application was administratively approved on November 20, 2013. A re- _
consideration request was filed on November 26, 2013, and the request was denied by the
Community Development Department Director on November 27, 2013.

The approval was appealed on December 2, 2013 by an adjacent property owner and a
citizen. The applicant requested a postponement of the public hearing previously
scheduled for January 14, 2014, and provided a 30-day extension to the 120-day required
timeline for taking final action a quasi-judicial land use application (i.e. “120-day rule” in
ORS 227.178).

The appellant requested a postponement of the public hearing scheduled for February 11,
2014, but staff was unable to obtain a second timeline extension. As a result, the public
hearing was scheduled for the February 11 Planning Commission meeting.

There are no other planning actions of record for this site.
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B. Detailed Description of the Site and Proposal

The subject property is located on the east side of First Street, between A and B streets
and adjacent to an east / west trending alley. The parcel is zoned low density multiple-
family residential (R-2) and is located within the Railroad Historic District. The
properties to the east, west and south are zoned R-2 and the properties to the north and
northwest, across the alley, are zoned employment (E-1). The subject property is
occupied by a single-family residence and an outbuilding. The property to the eastis a
single-family residence. The property to the south is also a single-family residence with
an attached retail business approved in 2010/2011 (PA2010-01611). The property to the
west is the Ashland Food Co-Op, Umpqua Bank and Crane Property Management and to
the north and northwest are the businesses, South Valley Auto Body and the A Street Arts
Building.

The property is rectangular with an area of 2,300 square feet. Similar to many of the
residential lots in this block, the property was created prior to current zoning regulations
and is smaller than the minimum lot size of 5,000 square feet. As a result, the property is
considered a legal, non-conforming lot.

There is an approximately four percent slope downhill to the north. There is a 13-inch in
diameter at breast height (DBH) box elder tree to the east of the existing residence, a six-
inch DBH box elder tree to the west of the existing residence, and a six-inch DBH black
walnut to the north of the residence adjacent to the alley. There are two street trees
between the front property line and First Street. A tree survey provided by the applicant’s
arborist is included in the record. The arborist recommends removal of the black walnut,
and both box elders. The applicant intends to retain the 13-inch box elder and remove the
six-inch box elder and the black walnut. The removal of the small diameter trees is
outright permitted and does not require approval or permits by the city.

The existing residence on the site is identified as the Hall-Thompson House in the
Historic Resources Inventory for the Railroad Historic District. The inventory notes that
the structure was constructed in the late 1940s and while in poor condition, the simply
designed house retains sufficient integrity to relate its development during the second
period of significance in the history of the Railroad District. The applicant obtained a
home inspection which details the conditions of the house. It is included in the record.
The applicant has received Demolition Approval from the City of Ashland Building
Division. The removal of the residence is pending the approval of the building permit for
a replacement structure.

Currently the site has a metal fence adjacent to the alley and has no vehicular access. The
applicant intendeds to remove the fence and provide two on-site parking spaces accessed
from the alley. The parking space access and location is consistent with the City of
Ashland Street Standards requirement to use alleys where available for vehicular access.
The parking the applicant has proposed is outright permitted and requires no exceptions,
special permits or review by the city.

The application involves demolishing the existing 524 square foot residence and
outbuilding and constructing a new, two-story 1,300 square foot residence. The proposed
home requires a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) to exceed the Maximum Permitted Floor
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Area (MPFA) within a Historic District by 24 percent or 252 square feet. The applicant
has proposed to construct the new home in nearly the exact footprint of the existing
residence which does not meet the required side yard setbacks. The standard side yard
setback is six-feet, and the applicant has requested to reduce the setback to three-feet on
both the north and south sides. This requires a Variance.

Project Impact

The request is for a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) to exceed the Maximum Permitted
Floor Area (MPFA) in the Historic District and Variance to the required side yard
setbacks from six feet to three feet. The request was approved administratively as a Type
I and was subsequently appealed to the Planning Commission for a public hearing. The
Planning Commission is the final decision of the city and any further appeals would be to

- the state Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA).

The construction of a single family home is a permitted use in the R-2 zone. If the
proposed home was at or under the allowed MPFA and met the standard requirements of
the zone, e.g. setbacks, height, lot coverage, etc., the approval would be limited to a
building permit and would not require a land use approval. The focus of the request is the
house design in the context of the Historic District Design Standards and the placement in
regards to the setbacks. '

Conditional Use Permit to exceed Maximum Permitted Floor Area

Residentially zoned properties located within Ashland’s Historic Districts are subject to
a Maximum Permitted Floor Area (MPFA) limitation based on the lot size and number
of units proposed. This limitation is intended to preserve the historic character of
Ashland’s historic districts by insuring that development is architecturally and
historically compatible with historic development patterns and fits well into the fabric of
these established historic neighborhoods. The ordinance establishing the MPFA
limitations provides for applicants to exceed the MPFA by up to 25 percent when they
obtain a CUP; this is a discretionary approval intended to provide for a higher level of
review of proposed structures in the context of the CUP approval criteria as well as the
Historic District Development Standards.

The MPFA calculation for the 2,300 square foot parcel allows for a 1,048 square feet
residence. The proposal is to construct a new, 1,300 square foot LEED Certified, single-
family residence, 252 square feet or 24 percent over the MPFA. The proposed home is
two-story with 664 square feet on the ground floor and 636 square feet on the second
floor. A five-foot by six-foot, covered front porch is proposed and an eight foot by
seventeen and one-half foot covered patio at the rear of the building. The second story
steps back from the front fagade by three-feet with a five-foot deep deck. The rear is
cantilevered over the rear patio by four-feet. The applicant has proposed a beige stucco
finish on the lower portion and horizontal cedar siding on the upper portion of the
structure. Black fiberglass windows and doors are proposed. The applicant has proposed
dark brown metal roof.

The property has adequate capacity for city facilities to serve a new single-family home.
There is overhead electric serving the site. First Street has a four-inch water main, a six-
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inch sewer line and a twelve-inch storm drain line available to continue to serve the site
and the proposed single-family home.

First Street is classified as a neighborhood street and is paved with curb, gutter and
sidewalks. The alley is also paved. The street and alley provide adequate transportation
facilities to continue to serve the parcel. The generation of traffic from the proposed
home is consistent with that of the target use, and less than that generated by the adjacent
business uses. In addition, the proximity to the downtown, shopping and bicycle paths
may result in a reduction in vehicle trips over what might be expected for a similar unit
not as centrally located.

The construction of a new single family residence to replace an existing single family
residence will not have a greater adverse material effect on the livability of the zone.
Generation of light, noise and glare will be no worse than a single family residence.

1. Historic District Development Standards

Conditional Use Permit review calls for consideration of whether the proposed
single-family home will have adverse material effects on the impact area when
compared to the target use of the zone. The target use in this case is the
development of one residential unit. Specifically, “similarity in scale, bulk and
coverage” and “architectural compatibility with the impact area” is included in the
factors to be considered when making the comparison between the proposal and
the target use.

In addition to the CUP criteria, the ordinance also requires that properties seeking
an overage to the MPFA be reviewed using the Historic District Design Standards
which address compatibility with historic context in terms of height, scale,
massing, setbacks, roof shape and material, rhythms of openings, directional
expression, sense of entry, imitation, etc. For new construction, these
Development Standards generally seek architectural features that represent our
own time yet enhances the nature and character of the historic district.
Additionally, the Historic District Design Standards state that properties that are
adjacent to the zoning district boundaries are provided flexibility to building form,
massing, height, scale, placement or architectural and material treatment while not
losing sight of the underlying standards (Site Design and Use Standards, Section
IV Historic District Development, pg. 42).

This block of First Street is a transitional area between the more intense
commercial uses concentrated along A Street, and the established residential
neighborhoods of the Railroad Addition Historic District. The alley abutting the
north side of the subject property is the dividing line for the zoning districts with
properties north of the alley zoned E-1 and properties to the south zoned R-2. The
properties to the north and northwest of the subject property are established
commercial businesses. The property north of the subject property, across the
alley, includes a vacant residence, and an auto body repair, painting and detail
shop. The property across First Street is split zoned between R-2 and E-1 and is
the site of the Ashland Food Co-Op, Crane Property Management and Umpqua
Bank. The property directly to the south is residentially zoned but received a
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Conditional Use Permit and Site Review approval to have a small commercial
business in the front portion of the structure and the back portion is a two-story
residential unit (PA2010-1611).

Historic District Development Standards, Section IV-C:

IV-C-1 Height:
 RECOMMENDED ~ avoD
N b
P &
_____________________________ S/ TN N
sfary SRR

L v

Construct new buildings to a height within Mew construcfion that varies in height
the range of historic building heights on and {too high ortoo low) from historic
across the strest. builichngs m the viciuly.

The proposed building height is similar to buildings in the vicinity and to those
structures immediately to the north, south and west. The proposed structure is 22-
feet to the peak of the roof, which is less than the allowed 30-feet in the zone. The
property across First Street, the Ashland Food Co-Op, is approximately 28-feet
tall. The building to the south includes a two-story portion that is 19.74 feet tall.
The property to the north includes two buildings, the vacant residence is
approximately 16.5 feet to the peak and the auto body building is approximately
15 feet tall.

IV-C-2 Scale:

RECOMMENDED . AvOD

Height, width and massing of new buildings Helght, width, or massing of new
conform with hisiong butidings i the butidmgs that s out of scale with
immediate vicinity. historic buildings in the vicinity.

The width of the structure at 16-feet is comparable to the properties in the
immediate vicinity. Other properties in the Railroad Historic District have
relatively tall, narrow residences due to the narrow lot widths that are found
throughout the Railroad District. Tall, narrow residences are a design is
characteristic throughout the Railroad District.
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IV-C-3 Massing:

RECOMMENDED AVOID

i

il

Small, varied masses consistent with historic Single, monotithic forms that are not
buildings in the immediate vicinity. relieved by variations in massing.

The applicant proposed a single gable roof, a smaller gable roof over the front
porch and a shed roof over a small bay on the north side adjacent to the alley to
vary the massing. Additionally, the second story will be setback from the front
facade by three feet and has proposed a roof top deck with door and transom
window. At the rear of the property, the second story is proposed to be
cantilevered beyond the first floor by four-feet and a four-foot roof over the first
level patio is proposed beyond the cantilever. These variations in the fagade
address the Historic District Design Standards in regards to varying the massing
of the building.

IV-C-4 Setback:

RECOMMENDED | - AVOID

Front walls of new buildings are in the same Front walls that are constructed

planc as the facados of adjacent historic forward of or behind sotback ling of
buildings. adjacent historic buildings.

The front of the residence is proposed to be setback eight-feet from the front
property line. The proposed setback is consistent with the existing setback of the
adjacent buildings. Additionally, AMC 18.68.110 states that if there are dwellings
or accessory buildings on both abutting lots (even if separated by an alley or
private way) with front or side yards abutting a public street with less than the
required setback for the district, the front yard for the lot need not exceed the
average yard of the abutting structures. Based on aerial photography and previous
land use approvals the adjacent property, the setback of the structure to the north
is two-feet and the setback of the structure to the south is nine and one-half feet
for an average of five-feet, nine-inches; the applicant has proposed eight-feet,
which in compliance with the code.
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IV-C-5 Roof:

_ RECOMMENDED | . Avop

Roof shape, pilches and materials consistent Roof shapes, pitches, or materials not
with historic buildings in tha immediate historically used in the immediate
vicinity. vicinity.

The proposed home has a gable roof, with a 6 /12 pitch roof. The proposed shape
and pitch are similar to the existing structure and other homes in the
neighborhood. The applicant has proposed a metal roof. There is a metal roof
across the street at the Co-Op. Metal roofs can be found along A and in limited
numbers throughout the Railroad District.

IV-C-6 Rhythm of Openings: ,
RECOMMENDED . AVOID

Pattern or rhythm of wall to door/window A pattern or rhythm of window/doaor
openings on the primary facade or other openings that is inconsistent with
visually prominent elevation 1s mamtamed. adjacent hustoric buldmgs.

Maintain compatible width-to-height ratio of
bavs In the facade.
The applicant has proposed double hung windows as the primary windows of the

structure. The windows in the immediate vicinity vary from one property to
another but the overall prominent pattern is double hung. The Historic
Commission recommended that there be a separation of approximately four-
inches between the sashes. One item of discussion was the proposed transom
window over the second story doors from the master suite at the front of the
residence. This window does add to the availability of light into the space but also
gives the appearance of a taller, more voluminous second story. Staff
recommends that the applicant reconsider the transom window over the doors
facing First St. '
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I I/'-C57 Base or Platform: '
REQOMME&DED L

A Clearly defined base, or platform Walls that appear to rise siraight ouf of
characteristic of historic buildings in the the ground without a distinct platform
immediate vicinity. or base at the ground level.

The applicant has proposed a base with a half-inch reveal. The base is proposed to
be the same fagade treatment (stucco) as the lower five-feet of the structure. The
reveal proposed provides a defined base that will not make the building look like
its rising directly out of the ground. The provision of the base is consistent with
the standards. ‘

1V-C-8 Form:
gECQ‘MMENDEDV - L AVOiD
N
PeS
ZIN

Form {verticalhorizontal emphasis of Form that varies from that of sxisting
building} that is consistent with that of adjacent historic buildings.
adjacent historic buildings.

The primary form of the building is narrow and tall with gabled roof. The
applicant has proposed variations in roof forms such as smaller gables, shed roofs
and second story deck on the street and alley facing fagades. The proposed
primary form and additional variations are consistent with the form of the
adjacent historic buildings and those found throughout the Railroad District.
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IV-C-9 Entrances:

. RECOMMENDED . AvoD

Well-dsfined prirsary eniances wilh covered Fagades willy ininially defined
porches, porticos,; and other architactural primary enfrances.
[egluies compaiible bul nol juilalive of
historic counterparts.

The existing front door is behind the front fagade of the residence and is not well
defined. The applicant has proposed an entrance with a covered front porch,
improving the fagade and the proposed residence by providing definition to the
location of the front door.

1V-C-10 Imitation of Historic Features:
RECOMMENDED ~ AvoD

Accurate restoration of original architectural Replicating or imitating the stylss,
features on historic buildings. New motifs, or details of historic buildings.
construction, including additions, that is
clearly conrtemporary in design which
enhances but does not compete visually with
adjacent historic buildings.

The applicants’ home design reflects many of the characteristics and patterns of
development in the Railroad Historic District. The applicant has proposed a
building that is contemporary but has connection through the roof form, materials,
rhythm of openings, massing and overall design. The Development Standards for
new construction generally seek architectural features that represent our own time
yet enhance the nature and character of the historic district.

The Historic Commission reviewed the proposal at their November 6, 2013
meeting and recommended approval with a condition that the double hung
windows have a three-and-one-half to four inch separation between windows. A
condition to this effect has been added. In staff’s opinion, the proposed single-
family home meets the Historic District Design Standards and will not have more
of an adverse impact than the target use of the zone in terms of architectural
compatibility, scale, bulk and coverage.

\
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B. Variance to Side Yard Setbacks

The request includes constructing the replacement residence three feet from the north and
~ south property lines (side yards). The standard side yard setback in the R-2 zone is six
feet. The existing residence is located three feet from the south property line and less than
one foot from the north (alley side) property line. The applicant has proposed to retain the
three-foot south setback and to increase the north setback (alley side) to three feet.

The applicant identifies the unusual circumstance as the narrow lot width. The proposed
setbacks remain the same on the south side of the building and increase to three feet on
the north side, reducing the non-conforming setback. The 25-foot wide lot in the
neighborhood is unusual, within 200-feet of the subject site there is only one other 25-
foot lot directly to the south. The applicant’s findings also state that the variance is the
minimum necessary in order to accommodate basic living areas on the first floor and an
ADA accessible restroom and a stairwell that can be adapted for a motorized wheelchair
lift.

The applicant argues that providing a setback is a benefit to the alley right-of-way and the
public that uses the alley. The applicant’s did not create the narrow lot because it was
platted during the initial planning of the Railroad District. Many of the lots were
consolidated in order to create 50 and 75 foot wide parcels.

C. AppealIssues

The proposed development was administratively approved and subsequently appealed.
The reasons for the appeal are addressed below.

The appellant states that the proposal runs counter to the standards from, Section, IV-B,
Historic District Design Standards, Rehabilitation Standards for Existing Buildings and
Additions. Section IV-B standards are for restoration, rehabilitation and additions to
existing structures. The application is proposing new construction so these standards are
not used in the review of this proposal.

The appellant argues that the size of the proposed home will look like a large home on a
small lot. The proposed home is two stories, 1,300 square feet, and 24 percent over the
Maximum Permitted Floor Area (MPFA) for the Historic District. The residence is
proposed to be 664 square feet on the ground floor and 636 square feet on the second
floor. As stated above, when reviewing a Conditional Use Permit to exceed MPFA,
compatibility of the proposed structure with historic context is evaluated in terms of
height, scale, massing, setbacks, roof shape and material, rhythms of openings,
directional expression, sense of entry, imitation, etc. is reviewed and whether the request
will have an adverse impact on the livability of the impact area. In staff’s opinion the
proposed design uses a variety of architectural features, such as the offset of the second
story, the use of a porch and varying roof forms to break up the home into smaller, varied
masses to mitigate the additional 252 square feet over the MPFA. Staff does not believe
that the proposed residence will have a negative impact on livability.

The appellant argues that the material choices and street facing elements are not cohesive
with the other homes in the historic district. The applicant has proposed using a
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combination of stucco and wood siding, dark colored trim on windows, sliding glass
doors, a street facing deck with a steel cable railing and a dark metal roof. As stated
above, the proposed design, materials and facade treatment reflects many of the
characteristics and patterns of development in the Railroad Historic District.

The Historic District Development Standards generally seek architectural features that
represent our own time yet enhance the character of the historic district. Specifically,
standard IV-C-10 recommends that new construction be clearly contemporary in design
which enhances but does not compete visually with adjacent historic buildings.
Replication or imitation of the style motifs or details of historic buildings are to be
avoided. The home is contemporary but has connection to the Historic District Design
Standards through the roof form, materials, rhythm of openings, massing and overall
design. In staff’s opinion, the applicant’s proposed material choices are found throughout
‘each of Ashland’s Historic Districts and are found in the Historic Railroad District.
Additionally, the standards rely on looking beyond the individual building and to the
district as a whole; and in this location considering the transitional area which includes
residential and commercial buildings; the proposed residence is compatible with the
neighborhood development pattern.

I1l. Procedural - Required Burden of Proof

The criteria for a Conditional Use Permit are described in AMC Chapter 18.104.050, as
follows:

A. That the use would be in conformance with all standards within the zoning district in which the
use is proposed to be located, and in conformance with relevant Comprehensive plan policies
that are not implemented by any City, State, or Federal law or program.

B. 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.

C. That the conditional use will have no greater adverse material effect on the livability of the
impact area when compared to the development of the subject lot with the target use of the
zone. When evaluating the effect of the proposed use on the impact area, the following factors
of livability of the impact area shall be considered in relation to the target use of the zone:

1. Similarity in scale, bulk, and coverage.

2. Generation of traffic and effects on surrounding streets. Increases in pedestrian, bicycle,
and mass transit use are considered beneficial regardless of capacity of facilities.

3. Architectural compatibility with the impact area.
4. Air quality, including the generation of dust, odors, or other environmental pollutants.
5. Generation of noise, light, and glare.

6. The development of adjacent properties as envisioned in the Comprehensive Plan.
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7. Other factors found to be relevant by the Hearing Authority for review of the proposed use.

In addition to the criteria above for Conditional Use Permit approval, the standards noted in Section
IV of the Site Design and Use Standards (see pages 39-47 of the document which is available on-
line at: http://www.ashland.or.us/Files/SiteDesign-and-UseStandards.pdf ) are also to be
considered when evaluating the request.

The criteria for a Variance are described in 18.100.020 as follows:
A. That there are unique or unusual circumstances which apply to this site which do not typically
apply elsewhere.

B. That the proposal's benefits will be greater than any negative impacts on the development of
the adjacent uses; and will further the purpose and intent of this ordinance and the
Comprehensive Plan of the City. (Ord.2425 S1, 1987).

C. That the circumstances or conditions have not been willfully or purposely self-imposed.

V. Conclusions and Recommendations

Staff believes the application meets the criteria for a Conditional Use Permit to exceed
the Maximum Permitted Floor Area by 24 percent and a Variance to reduce the required
side yards from six to three feet. The Historic Commission recommended approval of the
proposal.

The existing structure on the site does not comply with setbacks. During the initial pre-
application conference phase the applicant expressed a desire to retain the existing
structure, but following the home inspection it was determined financially unfeasible to
meet the current building codes for energy with the existing structures deteriorated state
and single wall construction. The application meets the criteria for a Variance because of
the narrow lot width, and the side yards are similar to the existing structure on this lot and
the surrounding non-conforming side yards in the area. The variance is consistent with
the neighborhood development pattern. The variance request is increasing the non-
conforming setback along the alley and the narrow lot width was not self-imposed.

The narrow vertical form of the proposed home is consistent with the pattern of
development and homes in the impact area. The height is consistent with homes in the
impact area and is less than the maximum allowed height of thirty-feet. The scale and
massing reflect the modestly sized residential structures in the immediate area. The
covered entrance and the front yard setback are consistent with the neighborhood
development pattern. The building design includes a metal roof as part of water
conservation measures and some modern material choices, making the proposed building
exterior consistent with the mix of materials found in the impact area on both
contemporary and historic structures. The Historic District Design Standards specifically
state that new structures are not intended to imitate historic structures and should seek to
have traditional architecture that well represents our own time yet enhances the nature
and character of the historic district. The standards rely on looking beyond the individual
building and to the district as a whole, in this location the transitional area which includes
residential and commercial buildings is considered in the review of compatibility.
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The item is time sensitive because the city must make the final decision on the planning
application by March 16, 2014. A decision at the February 11 meeting allows time for
the Planning Commission to adopt findings at the March Study Session. If the application
is continued, the Planning Commission needs to obtain agreement from the applicant for
an additional extension to the 120-day time limit.

Staff recommends approval of the application with the following conditions attached:

1) That all proposals of the applicant shall be conditions of approval unless otherwise
modified here.

2) That building permit submittals shall include:

a)

b)

d)

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 Conditional Use
Permit approval shall be submitted and approved prior to issuance of a building
permit.

That all recommendations of the Historic Commission from their November 6th,
2013 meeting, where consistent with applicable standards and with final approval
by the Staff Advisor, shall be conditions of approval unless otherwise modified
herein.

That the transom window proposed over the second story French door facing First
Street shall be removed from the plans.

Solar setback calculations demonstrating that all new construction complies with
Solar Setback Standard B in the formula [(Height — 16)/(0.445 + Slope) =
Required Solar Setback| and elevations or cross section drawings clearly
identifying the highest shadow producing point(s) and their height(s) from the

identified natural grade.

Lot coverage calculations including all building footprints, driveways, parking,
and circulation areas shall be submitted with the building permit. The lot coverage
shall be limited to no more than the 65 percent allowed in the R-2 zoning district.

That all exterior lighting shall be directed on the property and shall not directly
illuminate adjacent proprieties. Light fixture type and placement shall be clearly
identified in the building plan submittals.

3) Prior to the issuance of the demolition permit for the removal of the existing residence,
prior to any site disturbing activities and/or issuance of a building permit, the Tree
Protection fencing in accordance with AMC 18.61.200 (six-foot chain link fence at the
furthest extent of the dripline of the trees to not conflict with the area necessary for
construction) shall be installed and inspected by the staff advisor.

Planning Action 2013-01421 Ashland Planning Division ~ Staff Report adg
Applicant: RNN Properties Page 130f13
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APPEAL MATERIALS

31




32



ne 9 9ma
v 2 2013

Notice of Land Use Appeal — Type |
(Ashland Municipal Code § 18.108.070.B.2.¢c)

A. Name(s) of Person Filing Appeal: B. Address(es): il v\ﬂ ~ .0, Box 13

;z’i}ﬁ%\aw;(

Pedcicia o 236 8 islilangh

2‘%—(’0\(&% Havvand G5 Pratlie V\Sﬁ A sllanid

Attach additional pages of names and addresses if other persons are joiding the appeal.

C. Decision Being Appealed

Date of Decision: Planning Action #: Title of planning action:

%ﬁ D701 ,%W%

D. How Person(s) Filing Appeal Qualifies as a Party
(For each person listed above in Box A, check the appropriate box below.)

The person named in | am the applicant.

Box A.1. above ﬁl received notice of the planning action.

qualifies as a party Il was entitled to receive notice of the action but did not receive
because: notice due to error.

The person named in | 01 am the applicant.

Box A.2. above 01 received notice of the planning action.
qualifies as a party Ol was entitled to receive notice of the action but did not receive
because: notice due to error.

Attach additional pages if others have joined in the appeal and describe how each qualifies as
a party.

E. Specific Grounds for Appeal

1. The first specific ground for which the decision should be reversed or modified is (attach
additional pages if necessary):

S0 o ALS
ThlS is an error because the applicable érltena or procedure in the Ashland Municipal Code
§ /¢, CF or other law in § requires that

(attach addltlonal pages if hecessary):

v I |

2. The second specific ground for which the decision should be reversed or modified is
(attach additional pages if necessary):

ayyi o % ,ci; P e

This is an error because the apphcable criteria or procedure in the Ashland Municipal Code
§ 1% 9«  orotherlawin § requires that
(attach additional pages if necessary):

3. The third specific ground for which the decision should be reversed or modified is (attach
additional pages if necessary):

. v

Py ~ g £ i
; RS -
::}i:: L. % o i EAY Qéﬂ‘éf %i’%

s

This is an error because the applicable criteria or procedure in the Ashland Municipal Code
§ i f  Jeéf, &4 or other law in § , requires that
(attach additional pages if necessary):
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4. (On attached pages, list other grounds, in a manner similar to the above, that exist. For
each ground list the applicable criteria or procedures in the Ashland Muniéipal Code or other
law that were violated.)

Appeal Fee
With this notice of appeal [(we) submit the sum of $150.00 which is the appeal fee required
by § 18.108.070 of the Ashland Municipal Code.

Date: Dec ¢2, 20+

Signature(s) of person(s) filing appeal (attach additional pages if necessary):

wf’”

¥

A

1 1

U2 WA~
yan
£
S /’g

e

Note: This completed Notice of Land Use Appeal together with the appeal fee must be filed
with the Community Development Department, Attn: Planning Commission Secretary, 20 E
Main St, Ashland, OR 97520, telephone 541-488-5305, prior to the effective date of the
decision sought to be reviewed. Effective dates of decisions are set forth in Ashland Municipal
Code Section 18.108.070.
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December 2, 2013

City of Ashland:

It is our concern that the residence proposed at 270 N. 1st Street which you are in charge of approving
does not contribute to our existing Historic Railroad District character. You are responsible with caring for
the development of strong neighborhoods and in this instance we think you have overlooked the charm
and value of our unique block. We do not think you have acted in the interest of this community and ask

you to reconsider.

These are small lots close together. All currently maintain cohesion with similar size, materials, street
facing elements, and roof composition. Of these- none is true of the new proposed residence.

1. The size will look like a large home built on a small lot especially in relationship to all of the
porches with sliding glass doors and covered decks sticking out from the already larger than
normal structure AND the two car parking they are placing on this small lot. They will have a
covered porch on the front and a balcony for a sliding glass doors facing the street plus a 5' x
16" waterproof deck off the back as well as a balcony for a sliding glass door. That is a lot of
space to take up and NO other home in this area has anything like that! The conditional use
permit the City is granting for a 25% increase is not necessary on this small lot and (being at
the discretion of the City) seems inconsiderate of the existing neighborhood that the City would
want to contribute to the overdevelopment of a congested area. A very adequate single family
home could be built on this lot without the 25% permitted floor increase- there is no need for a
2 bedroom, 2.5 bath residence on this 25' wide lot.

2. The material approved to cover this home is two colors of stucco. Looking in the Historic
Railroad District (which is a big value to preserve for charm and tourism in this town) we have
not found one home identified as stucco for the siding. They are all wood. There is no benefit
to this contemporary material being introduced when other more cohesive choices are
available which would be a better fit for this residence. (When asked what other stucco homes
were approved by the City in the Historic Railroad District City Planner Amy Gunter has stated
that the Ashland Food Coop is stucco but it is neither a residence nor a Historic Contributing
Building)

3. All of the other homes on this street have similar street facing elements. The window
fiberglass colors are ALL white in this neighborhood, yet these windows will have black trim- a
contemporary choice. This home has a covered porch AND a balcony with “cable” railing with a
stainless steel finish (per West Elevation plan). Stainless steel cable railing is a VERY
CONTEMPORARY design element as verified by any architectural magazine- yet not at all a
part of Historic Railroad District residences. The house is designed to have sliding glass doors
as part of a front street design element. This is not an element which fits with our neighborhood
in any way and will contribute glare street side unnecessarily and possibly with hazard to cars
backing out of public parking across the street. These elements should not be approved.

4. The roof composition of this home was approved to be metal. The proposal submitted
suggested that the current structure has a metal roof which it absolutely does not as verified by
pictures. This alone should be grounds for reconsideration as it is untrue. Again, we have
found no other HOMES in the Historic Railroad District to have metal roof composition and see
no reason to approve a home that is not cohesive with the neighborhood. As stated in the
following pages- it is noted in your own documents preferences for materials other than metal,
in the Historic Railroad District- who benefits by not keeping the cohesion?

All of these things put together make this house stand out in a non-neighborly way!
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When a contemporary home is built in the midst of Historic Railroad District homes it chips away at the
integrity of that zone and makes the Historic homes loose value. One of the assets of Planning standards
(that you have the responsibility to uphold) is that it does create a feeling of cohesion- like we all sat down
together as a neighborhood to work together to make our street aesthetically pleasing. We are blessed
with a good amount of tourism for the reason that we have such a beautiful town and walking in the
Railroad district is a big part of that for many people. It is in all of our financial interests to keep that
quality safeguarded.

Please put more thought and attention into this residential home and make it fit better within our
neighborhood!

Thank you for your time and consideration,

Residents/Home Owners/People who Care
(See names Attached)
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Decision In Appeal:

Planning Action # PA-2013-01421 DEC 2 201

At 270 N. 1st street

Joining this Appeal:

Name Address Signature
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Decision In Appeal:

Planning Action # PA-2013-01421

At 270 N. 1st street

Joining this Appeal:

Signature

Address

Name
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Decision In Appeal:

Planning Action # PA-2013-01421
At 270 N. 1st street

Joining this Appeal:

Signature
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Decision In Appeal:

Planning Action # PA-2013-01421
At 270 N. 1st street

Joining this Appeal:

Name Address Signature
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Decision In Appeal:
Planning Action # PA-2013-01421 DEC 2 013
At 270 N. 1st street

Joining this Appeal:

Name Address Signature
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270 N lst Current Home

Back yard will be non-existent
with two car parkmg and deck

etc...

Current parking situation on alley they are
proposing to add 2 more cars to. This is also
right across from A Street Auto parking and a
very high traffic alley if you have not seen.




SECTION IV
Historic District Development

A. Development in Ashland's Historic District

Ashland’s Historic District is very important to all of the City’s residents. Not onIy does this
area contain the City’s beginnings, but it is also the area of some of the most prominent
landmarks in Ashland, including the Plaza, East Main Street commercial area; Lithia Park,
and many important residential districts. For the most part, the main architectural themes
have already been laid down, and must be considered in the design of any new structures or
renovation of existing structures. This does not mean that all new structures must be a
lavish imitation of an architectural style whose heyday is past, but sensitivity to surrounding
buildings and the existing land use patterns is essential to the successful development.

While it is critical that buildings be made habitable and safe, it is gggg_liy,lmpezaime_th,&m_,he
architectural character of a building be respected in the proce !
Unfortunately, this has not always been done in Ashland. The archltectural merlt of a

building has too often been sacrificed for a more contem design. For this purpose, the
fommmmﬁféyﬁgg(%s in the hope that the
architectural integrity of Ashland’'s homes and commercial buildings will no longer be
unnecessarily lost.

It is suggested that you think of your building as a whole — a single unit with no removable
parts. Every change that you make can chip away at the integrity of the whole, like surgery.
Efforts to personalize and update the building will leave you with an assortment of
miscellaneous parts that bear no relation to each other, or to the original design. Wrought
iron columns, asbestos shingles and aluminum frame windows—have—only—ene_thing in
common — the local hardware store. Older buildings in Ashland were built one at a time and
such added options can obscure their individuality.

Restoration, Rehabilitation and Remodeling

Because there is so much activity these days in the improvement of older housing, new
termmology has been introduced. The difference between “restoring”, “rehablhtatmg and
‘remodeling” may seem academic, but each results in a major difference in the way the job
or project may turn out.

To “restore” is to return a building to its original condition as if it were a precious museum
piece. This technique it typically used for structures of particular significance, such as
historic landmarks where accuracy will serve an educational purpose as well as a visual
one. Restoration is the most painstaking improvement process and usually the most
expensive because it requires technical skill and historical precision for successful results. It
can involve the removal of extraneous elements as well as the recreation of original features
which may have become deteriorated or been destroyed. A fine example of a restoration
project in Ashland is the Swedenberg home found on Siskiyou Boulevard. Great care has
been taken to assure that the architectural integrity of the bundmg exterior is practically
identical to that when it was built in the early 1900s. Restoration is also defined in Ashland
Municipal Code Section 18.08

IR

'.A‘ Ashland Site Design & Use Standards : 39
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Remodeling a building is normally at the opposite end of the improvement spectrum from
restoration. Unless it is done with sensitivity, to remodel a building is to redesign it so that
the generic features are obliterated and the basic character destroyed in the name of
modernization. A remodeling job is to often considered a success if the original structure is
unrecognizable in the end result. Remodeling is appropriate only for buildings which are not
historic and have fallen into a state of disrepair due to vacancy or vandalism. Remodeling
can also be a proper course of action when a non-historic structure undergoes a change in
use, say from a single-family residence to commercial office space.

Unfortunately, it is quite common for a house to be remodeled and totally divested of its
valuable characteristics when conditions do not require such radical treatment. Hence, the
expression ‘remodel” can have bad connotations. To many people it suggests a waste of
valuable resources. It is possible, however, to remodel with sensitivity, especially with the
help of a talented architect.

To “rehabilitate” is to take corrective measures which will make a structure livable again.
Some aspects of rehabilitation entail renovation and the introduction of new elements. For
example, it is likely that inadequate electrical circuits would be required to be brought up to
code to ensure safety and to provide adequate service for today’s modern appliances. When

rehabilitating a building, it is essential to pro@jmmmMaaﬂmmW'ts
hastencaL.culthaLand_a[_cmtggt_utaLaha_ra_g_er [k = , s through which the

ual integrity and the economic valu%hebuﬂdmgat&pzesemgil\ﬂodem elements shall

nly be introduced when absolutely necessary, and in a manner which is sympathetic to the \
%riginal design.! An excellent éxample  of a successful rehabilitation is the Ashland

ommunity Céenter on Winburn Way. Rehabilitation is also defined in Ashland Municipal
Code Section 18.108.

The rewards of sensitive home improvements are many. First there is the satisfaction of
knowing you have done the job right. Second, there is the gratification from compliments of ¢<_ Qf@y 3,
other people who appreciate what you have done. Third, there is the pleasure of livinginan "¢, 73
attractive, comfortable and historically preserved home. While these benefits are difficult to (¢ Z
measure, such restoration or rehabilitation can result in significant economic benefits. A /2y
perceptive combination of restoration and remodeling will actually contribute to the resale
value of your home. Finally, a good rehabilitation project can be surprisingly influential on an
entire neighborhood.

The City of Ashland has adopted ordinances to assure that all development, including
development in the Historic District, remains compatible with the existing integrity of the
district. In new construction of a single-family residence, the Historic Commission will use
these standards to make recommendations to the applicant.

If an applicant requires a Staff Permit, Site Review, or a Conditional Use Permit which
involves new construction, a remodel, or any use greater than a single-family use, the
authority exists in the law for the Staff Advisor and the Planning Commission to require
modifications in the design to match these standards. In this case the Historic Commission
advises both the applicant and the Staff Advisor or other City decision maker.

"A‘ Ashland Site Design & Use Standards 50 40




B. Rehabilitation Standards for Existing Buildings and Additions
The purpose of the following standards is to prevent incompatible treatment of buildings in
historic districts and to ensure that new additions and materials maintain the historic and
architectural character of the district. These standards apply primarily to residential historic
districts, residential buildings in the Downtown Historic District, and National Register-listed
historic buildings not located within historic districts.

IV-B-1 Historic architectural styles and associated features shall not be replicated in
new additions or associated buildings.

IvV-B-2 Original architectural features shall be restored as much as possible, when
those features can be documented.

IvV-B-3 Replacement finishes on exterior walls of historic buildings shall match th h\
original finish. Exterior finishes on new additions to historic buildings shall be
compatible with, but not replicate, the finish of the historic building. \-}

vV-B-4 Diagonal and vertical siding shall be avoided on new additions or on historic
buildings except in those instances where it was used as the original siding.

IV-B-5 Exterior wall colors on new additions shall match those of the historic

building.

IV-B-6 { Imitative materials including but not limited to asphalt siding, wood textured
luminum siding and artificial stone shall be avoided.

IV-B-7 Replacement windows in historic buildings shall match the original windows.
Windows in new additions shall betompatible in proportion, shape and size,

but not replicate original windows in the historic building.

IvV-B-8 Reconstructed roofs on historic buildings shall match the pitch and form of
the original roof. Roofs on new additions shall maich the pitch and form of
the historic building, and shall be attached at a different height so the addition
can be clearly differentiated from the historic building. Shed roofs are
acceptable for one-story rear additions.

vV-B-9 Asphalt or composition shingle roofs are preferred. Asphalt shingles which
match the original roof material in color and texture are acceptable. Wood
shake, woodshingle, tile and metal roofs shall be avoided.

IV-B-10 New porches or entries shall be compatible with, but not replicate, the
historic character of the building.

v-B-11 New detached buildings shall be compatible with the associated historic
building and shall conform to the above standards.

IV-B-12 The latest version of the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for
Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings shall be
used in clarifying and determining whether the above standards are met.

'..A.‘ Ashland Site Design & 'Use Standards 41
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C. Historic District Design Standards
In addition to the standards found in Section Il "Approval Standards and Policies”, the
following additional standards will be used by the Planning and Historic Commissions for
new construction, restoration and rehabilitation of existing buildings within the Historic
istrict, For projects located at the boundary between zoning districts or overlays,
gg?oriate adjustments fo building form, massing, height, scale, placement or architectural
and material treatmente_cansaderedm addtess&m@hblhty with the transitional area
while sight of The underlying standards or requirements appllcable to the subject

ropert

p. QQV/CTYA\S s o A reu\&mi@ Allod mwvw\ »hole C\@;\@QJ
Wi ¢

O Conpehiian) }}M Wis shodd st \eok ke =

RECOMMENDED

IV-C-1 Height fo e Vndb W (s yeason 4o Make

AVOID

[ S

Construct new buildings to a height within New construction that varies in height
the range of historic building heights on and (too high or too low) from historic
across the street. "~ buildings in the vicinity.

IV-C-2 Scale

RECOMMENDED AVOID

Helght width and massing of new buildings Height, width, or massing of new

cenform-with-historic buildings in the buildings that is out of scale with
immediate vicinity. historic buildings in the vicinity.

g ProiA big nome 6 small |6
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IV-C-3 Massing

RECOMMENDED AVOID

Small, varied m istent with historic Single, monolithic forms that are not
, buildings in the immediate vicinity. relieved by variations in massing.

SMAL___
IV-C-4 Setback

RECOMMENDED AVOID

Front walls of new buildings are in the same Front walls that are constructed
plane as the facades of adjacent historic forward of or behind setback line of
buildings. adjacent historic buildings.

'-A‘ Ashland Site Design & Use Standards 43

53




IV-C-5 Roof
AVOID

RECOMMENDED

Roof shape, pitches and materials consistent Roof shapes, pitches, of rrry;;teria@lqt
with historic buildings-in-the immediate hﬁﬂ&w@rﬂf immediate
vig_i@/. ===\ vicinity,”
This s Adoip

IV-C-6 Rhythm of Openings }L . T

=20 W F Commenicad oe Aiffecent
RECOMMENDED AVOID Showld né)

e veasen

'h’) fv”o\/J
INZ PN
YDof an
A \/\Uw\,@,

Pattern or rhythm of wall to door/window A pattern or rhythm of window/door
openings that is inconsistent with

openings on the primary facade or other
visually prominent elevation is maintained. adjacent historic buildings.

Maintain compatible width-to-height ratio of
bays in the facade.

44
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Historic Railroad District Homes
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Historic Railroad District Homes
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Ashland takes great pride in its history and has a
strong commitment to maintaining the character
of its architecture.  Our historic buildings and
neighborhoods are a large part of what makes
Ashland what it is, and play an important role
in our quality of life, our economy, and keeping
Ashland beautiful. National Register-listed historic
districts include all of downtown, plus much of the
surrounding residential area. The historic districts
o_m<m_o_omo_©vm*oa 1950 total over 1,700 properties
in the heart of our community. Ifyou are lucky enough
to live here, and to own a piece of Ashland’s past,
you are also the steward of a rare and irreplaceable
part of our city.

The City of Ashland Historic Commission (AHC) is
a nine-member, citizen advisory panel appointed
by the City Council. The commission was created
in early 1970s to help property owners protect
Ashland’s character by reviewing proposals for
alteration and new construction on properties in
the historic districts. If you have property within
a historic district, or on the National Register, this
guide outlines the AHC
review process and
provides information
to help you design
your project.

How do | prc zed?

Your best first step is to consult with the AHC
and the City of Ashland Planning Division staff
regarding the guidelines for renovation and
new construction in the historic districts. You
can review the city’s Historic Building Briefs and
other information about development standards
at www.ashland.or.us/historic before you get
too far along in design, to make sure that
you are on the right track. Some proposals
require building permits and others may
require a land use approval prior to building
permit. Speak with staff to find the direction
that your project may be required to proceed.

Fill out an application. Include all the required
supporting materials  {drawings, photos,
narrative).  Many projects require o pre-
application conference. Once you file your
complete application, a hearing, if required,
will be scheduled for the AHC's next Bmm:%@.

The AHC will review your applicationina public
hearing, where you or your representative
(contractor/designer/architect) can present
the plan and respond to any questions the
AHC has. The AHC can recommend approval
of your plan, recommend approval of your
plan with conditions, or recommend denial of
your proposal.




®uY HISTORIC DISTRICT DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS .. Living with
HISTORIC BUILDING BRIEF No. 1 / HiStoriC Buildings

gy

Introduction

e Historic preservation is a tool to enhance neighborhood
livability, quality of life, civic pride - it also has economic
rewards.

e Good preservation results in higher property values,
helps to stabilize neighborhoods, and creates a skilled
labor force.

e Preservation is good sustainable practice — like recycling
— it minimizes waste and environmental degradation by
retaining existing buildings, materials and infrastructure.

Ashland’s History

e Sited on the Applegate Trail which carried pioneers from California to Oregon Territory.

o First settlers used Ashland Creek to power a saw mill and flour mill.

e Primarily a farming community in early years, until railroad development in 1880s which led to new
industries & significant population growth.

e Growth was steady through the 1920s when Southern Pacific rerouted the railroad. That action
and the Great Depression curtailed growth, thus the majority of Ashland’s historic buildings date to
the 1880s to 1920s.

Historic Registers Ashland’s Historic Total Number

e Ashland has four historic districts, which are Districts Properties | Contributing
regulated locally, and each is also listed on the Downtown 100 73
National Register of Historic Places. Railroad Addition 371 256

e Applicable regulations within a district depend Siskiyou-Hargadine | 460 274
on property zoning, use and status (historic, Skidmore Academy | 484 : 300

contributing, individually listed, etc.)
e The city maintains detailed information on the historic significance of properties in each district; this
can be viewed at the city’s Planning Department.
e Individual properties are classified as resource by their historic integrity and contribution to the
character of the district. Some property owners also pursue special assessment tax benefits by
having their properties individually listed. Currently 24 properties use this tax benefit.

Local Requirements

e Ashland is a certified local government (CLG) because it has adopted goals and regulations for
historic preservation that meet state standards. Ashland’s comprehensive plan and municipal code
establish goals and regulations for the preservation of resources in its historic districts.

e The Historic Commission is a nine-member, advisory body that meets monthly. A three-member
subset of the Commission meets weekly by appointment on Thursday afternoons to review historic
district building permits, and can also help to provide feedback on proposals.

e Expedited building permits for small residential rehabilitations and additions are available on
Thursdays. A city planner and Building Department plans examiner are available from 8:30 to 11:30

This project is supported in part by a grant from the Oregon State Historic Preservation Office, Oregon Parks & Recreation Department,
funded by the National Park Service through the National Historic Preservation Act.
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Living with Historic Buildings

a.m. Permits are reviewed by the Historic Commission’s Review Board in the afternoon and are
typically ready to issue the next day.

Generally speaking, exterior changes requiring building permits for contributing commercial
properties or for individually listed residential properties require separate land use approval, with
review by the full Historic and/or Planning Commissions prior to obtaining building permits.

Land use approval entails review for compliance with the city’s Site Design & Use Standards
Handbook and The Secretary of the Inwg_rgﬁfor Rehabilitation. These preservation

standards ensure changes to historic properties are consistent with the spirit and character of the)
historic property and district while also meeting community, owner and remdtmtrwﬂﬂi;l"‘“"‘”ﬂ’dl
Demolition of buildings 45 or more years old is carefully regulated. Approval requires a
demonstration that rehabilitation or re-use is not feasible or that the structure is unsound. Land
use approval for a replacement structure must also be obtained prior to demolition.

Building Maintenance

Historic houses need a maintenance plan.

Roofs are highest priority. Keep excess moss and leaf debris removed, and gutters clean. Replace
roofing material before it is so deteriorated that leaking occurs.

Windows and doors are second priority. They should work properly, be as airtight as possible, and
should only be replaced if they can’t be repaired.

Exterior paint is critical to extending the life of a building. A regular plan for repainting should be
implemented. Small sections can be done every year to limit expense. Adequate cleaning is
required before repainting.

Tips for Owners of Historic Houses

Historic houses tend to function differently than new ones. They were designed to allow for natural
light and fresh air, not to be hermetically sealed. It is important to use these features rather than
trying to correct them, otherwise owners may be dissatisfied.

Every historic building has eccentricities - windows are difficult to open; floors creak; cracks are
signs of long life, not a flaw to be repaired. While most of these can be corrected, if they aren’t
causing problems with everyday life, it’s best to let them to contribute to a building’s character.

Additional Reading

Map of Ashland’s historic districts,
http://www.ashland.or.us/Files/Local%20and%20National%20Historic%20Dist%200verview.pdf

Ashland Site Design and Use Standards, http://www.ashland.or.us/Files/SiteDesign-
UseStandards 2011.pdf

Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and Illustrated Guidelines for Rehabilitating
Buildings, http://www.cr.nps.gov/hps/tps/standguide/rehab/rehab approach.htm

National Park Service Preservation Brief No. 47: Maintaining the Exteriors of Small and Medium Size
Historic Buildings, www.cr.nps.gov/hps/tps/briefs/brief47.pdf

Oregon Historic Sites Database, statewide list of properties meeting minimal criteria,
http://heritagedata.prd.state.or.us/historic/index.cfm?do=v.dsp main

First in a series of educational briefs to encourage successful rehabilitation of Ashland’s historic buildings. For additional briefs contact:

ASHLAND HISTORIC COMMISSION - Tel: 541-488-5305 - 51 Winbun Way - Ashland, Oregon 97520 - www.ashland.or.us
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~ ASHLAND HISTORIC COMMISSION
Meeting Minutes

November 6, 2013

Community Development/Engineering Services Building — 51 Winburn Way ~ Siskiyou Room

Call To Order — Regular Meeting, 6:05 pm Chairman Skibby

Historic Commissioners Present: Dale Shostrom, Keith Swink, Kerry Kencaimn, Allison Renwick, Sam Whitford,
Tom Giordano, Terry Skibby, Ally Phelps, Victoria Law

Commission Members Absent: Tom Giordano

Council Liaison: Greg Lemhouse absent

High School Liaison: None Appointed

SOU Liaison: None Appointed

Staff Present: Staff Liaison: Amy Gunter, Clerk: BI”Ie Boswell

APPROVAL OF MINUTES: Ms. Renwick made a motion to approve the minutes of the October 2, 2013 meeting,
Mr. Whitford seconded the motion. Ms. Law abstained due fo bemg absent. The minutes’ Were approved unanimously
by the remaining Commissioners. - .

PUBLIC FORUM: There being no one wishing to speak, the Public Forum was closed.

COUNCIL LIAISON REPORT: None

PUBLIC HEARING:

'PA2013-01476

108 N. Second Street
Dudley Rood

Ms. Kencairn recused herself due to her worklng relatxonshlp w;th the applicant. No other exparte contact or conflict
of mterest N : o

Ms. Gunter rewewed the prior hearmg before the Commission for the remodel done. She explained that the
applicant, Dudley Rood, has decided to.live in the upstairs apartment and rent the two Travelers Accommodations on
the main floor. This Conditional Use is for the Traveler's Accommodations.

Mr. Rood said that no upgrades or changes need to be made to the structure. He feels the use will not detract from
the mixed use neighborhood since 75% of the structures are commercial. Mr. Shostrom and Mr. Whitford both
commented on how much they like the remodel that was done. There being no further questions of the applicant and
no one in the audience wishing to speak, the Public Hearing was closed.

Mr. Shostrom moved to recommend approval. Mr. Swink seconded the motion and it passed unanimously.

PA-2013-01388
14 Calle Guanajuato
Allan Sandler

Ms. Gunter shared the details of the submitted building plans showing exterior detail and finishes. Mr. Shostrom

stated that the window should have real mullions applied to the glass and not inside the glass or tape on glass.
Overall the Commissioners liked the design.
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PA-2013-01421
270 N First Street
RNN Properties, LLC

Chairman Skibby confirmed there was no conflict of interest or exparte contact.

~ Ms. Gunter reviewed the staff report with the Commissioners explaining that the existing structure would be torn N
down and a new 2-story, 1300 sq.ft. residence built. The front yard setback was reduced to only 6 feet to conform to }52"3
other front yards along the street. Windows will be primarily double hung. No driveway would be allowed due to - i?“w d
spacing issues on First St so the parking would be in the rear off the alley. They are requesting to keep the 3-foot
side yard setback due to the narrowness of the lot. The lot is adjacent to commercial zoning on the north and is
considered a transitional structure. The roof would be metal to accommedate water collection efforts and Leeds
requirements. Ms. Gunter summarized the concern letters received from neighbors stating issues with the parking, . /O
the size of the structure (2-story), the metal roof and other window and trim details that seem to give the structure a },z ( 7 j
more commercial rather than a residential look more compatrble wrth the other houses in the neighborhood. 2,° /%
éu( &
Nisha Jackson, the applicant, said the [ot has commercial busmesses on three srdes Due to the extreme narrowness 1
of the lot the proposed home will only have 1300 square feet on two floors. The exterior finish will be a combination
of stucco and wood. Ms. Jackson desires to make the home Leeds Certified at the Silver level. The metal roof
contributes to that goal to aid in rainwater recycling. Chairman Skibby commented that the eX|shng house was built
in the 40's and is in poor shape and has litlle to contnbute to the Hrstonc district. . /

There were no further questions of the apphcant and the meetmg was opened to those in the audience wishing to
speak. , =

Patricia Way of Ashland stated she,was there also representmg her daughter that lived next door and they were both
opposed to the project She had concerns regarding the metal roof and other-commercial aspects of the design. ’;
She also felt the size and scale, specifically the 2-story deSIgn made the house bigger than any other residenceson _ /-
the block. There was also resistance to the parking being-in the back yard and felt it would negatively affect the Q%}
neighboring back yard. Chairman Skibby asked what other type. of roofing material could be used. If a composition 0.
roof were done it could make the Leeds certification harder to meet. Ms. Way also questioned why a front porch was 3,7&;;

allowed, when her daughter was not able to add aporch, Ms. Gunter explained the situation was not the same. / /\}

M A
averagmg o L = -~y
There being no one else in the audience W|shrng to speak, the public hearing was closed. yANE

| S L
Chairman Skibby commented on the challenge of building on such a small lot size. He was also concerned aboutthe  *
metal roof. Ms. Kencairn pomted out that the metal roof was needed for the rainwater collection system and she did /4;; }z
not feel it was inappropriate because of the transitional area. Mr. Whitford agreed. Ms. Law was concerned about.
the 2-story size and that it blocked views. Mr. Shostrom felt the 2-story mass was an issue but the step-back of the f"é ‘”//;
second story made it fit better. Ms. Renwick suggested the two double-hung windows be separated by at least 4 ) I
inches to give a more period look. She was also struggling with the scale and size. Mr. Shostrom said the large scale f/
and commercial look was in stark contrast to the other residences in the neighborhood. Mr. Swink supported the ¢
project as the best use of the property. /f 5 7 f

Mr. Whitford made a motion to recommend approval of the project adding the recommendation that a minimum of v
four inches between the double-hung windows be required. Ms. Kencairn seconded the motion. Swink, Whitford,
Renwick, Kencaim and Phelps voted to approve the motion. Shostrom and Law voted against it. The motlon passed
by majority vote. y :

68



(

DISCUSSION ITEMS:

A. Brochures — Discussed the mailing and distribution of the Historic Brochures. Amy needs lists and suggeshons
sent to her of who to send to.

NEW BUSINESS:

A. Review Board Schedule

B. Project Assignments for Planning Actions:

November 7 Ally, Keith
November 14 Sam, Dale, Tom
November 21 Terry, Allison, Tom:
Wed, November 27" Terry, Allison,
December 5

Keith, Kerry, Victoria

400 Allison (Robin Biermann) New SFR (uhder constructlon)

“Whitford/Renwick

BD-2011-01029

BD-2011-00621 | 89 Oak St (Amorotico) New fagade on building (under construction) Shostrom
BD-2013-00256 | 175 Lithia Wy (First Place Partners) 3-story mixed use building (under constr) | Giordano
BD-2013-00388 | 522 Rock (Wallace) 4 Accessory.Units (1 under construction) Shostrom
BD-2013-00093 | 108 Second (Dudley Rood) CUP and Solar Waiver for. 21 story unit (under constr) Shostrom
BD-2013-00378 | 245 Van Ness (Nate Witemburg & Brint Borgilt) Addition (under constr) Kencairn
PA-2013-00366 | 57 N Main St. (North) Mix Sweet Shop entry door (complete) Phelps
BD-2013-00718 | 5 B Strest (Spartan Properties) New Comm Bldg (under construction) Phelps
BD-2013-00796 | 15 N First (Amuse) Walk in Cooler (under construction)

BD-2013-01363 | 370 E Main (Staunton) Front Fagade (under construct/on) Shostrom
PreApp | 19 Gresham / 374 Hargadine : Swink
PA-2013-01388 | 14 Calle Guanajuato (Sandlers) Restaurant Renwick
PA-2013-01421 : Renwick

270 N First St (Nisha Jackson) New SFR

COMMISSION [TEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA

Photo boards — Commission needs to identify businesses they can be placed in.
“Historic District Books — suggest having them scanned in by an Intern to create an online file for reference.

ANNOUNCEMENTS & INFORMATIONAL ITEMS

Next meeting is scheduled for December 4, 2013, 6:00 pm.
There being no other items to discuss, the meeting adjourned at 8:00 pm.

Respectfully submitted by Billie Boswell.
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April Lucas

From: Bill Molnar [molnarb@ashland.or.us]

Sent: Wednesday, November 27, 2013 1:06 PM

To: melissasyken@gmail.com; tishw@osfashland.org

Cc: ‘April Lucas'’, 'Maria Harris'

Subject: Reconsideration Request - 270 N. First (PA 2013-01421)

Dear Ms. Syken and Ms. Way,

I’'m writing to respond to your requests for a reconsideration of the decision for a conditional use permit to exceed the
maximum permitted floor area and variances to the required side yard setbacks for the construction of a new residence for
the property located at 270 N. First St. (PA 2013-01421). Section 18.108.070.B.2.b of the Ashland Land Use Ordinance
addresses reconsiderations of an administrative decision (Type I).

I've reviewed your requests as well as the planning application materials, and do not believe a factual error occurred that is
crucial to the decision on the conditional use permit and variances. As you’ve pointed out, there may be discrepancies in the
application, such as setbacks and the configuration of the existing structure. However, it is my opinion that the issues raised
are not factual errors that change the basis for applying the approval criteria. As a result, the request for a reconsideration is
denied.

If you believe the decision does not meet the approval criteria for a conditional use permit and variances, | recommend
appealing the decision to the Planning Commission. | understand you’ve been communicating with our staff regarding an
appeal, and wanted to get my decision to you as soon as possible so that you could meet the appeal deadline of Monday
December 2 at 4:30 p.m. ’

If you have questions or need more information, please feel free to contact me.

Bill Molnar, Director

Community Development Department

20 East Main Street, Ashland OR 97520

{541) 552-2042, TTY: 1-800-735-2900

FAX: (541) 552-2050 '

molnarb@ashland.or.us ,

This email transmission is official business of the City of Ashland, and it is subject to Oregon Public Records taw for disclosure
and retention. If you have received this message in error, please contact me at (541)552-2042. Thank you.
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November 20, 2013

Notice of Final Decision

On November 20, 2013, the Community Development Director approved the request for the following:

Planning Action: PA-2013-01421
Subject Property: 270 N First Street
Applicant: RNN Properties LLC

Description: A request for a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) approval to exceed
maximum permitted floor area (MPFA) in the Railroad Historic District and variances to the
required side-yard setbacks for the construction of a new residence on the property at 270 N
First Street. The request includes the removal of the existing residence.

The Commﬁnity Development Director’s decision becomes final and is effective on the 13" day after the
Notice of Final Decision is mailed. Approval is valid for a period of one year and all conditions of
approval identified on the attached Findings are required to be met prior to project completion.

The application, all associated documents and evidence submitted, and the applicable criteria are
available for review at the Ashland Community Development Department, located at 51 Winburn Way.
Copies of file documents can be requested and are charged based on the City of Ashland copy fee
schedule.

Prior to the final decision date, anyone who was mailed this Notice of Final Decision may request a
reconsideration of the action as set forth in the Ashland Land Use Ordinance (ALUO)
18.108.070(B)(2)(b) and/or file an appeal to the Ashland Planning Commission as provided in ALUO
18.108.070(B)(2)(c). The ALUO sections covering reconsideration and appeal procedures are attached.
The appeal may not be made directly to the Oregon Land Use Board of Appeals.

If you have any questions regarding this decision, please contact Amy Gunter in the Community
Development Department at (541) 488-5305.

cc: Parties of record and property owners within 200 ft

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT Tel: 541-488-5305
51 Winburn Way . Fax: 541-552-2050
Ashland, Oregon 97520 TTY: 800-735-2900

www.ashland.or.us
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SECTION 18.108.070(B)2  Effective Date of Decision and Appeals.

B. Actions subject to appeal:

2. TypeIPlanning Actions. :
a. Effective Date of Decision. The final decision of the City for planning actions resultmg from the
Type I Planning Procedure shall be the Staff Advisor decision, effective on the 13 day after
notice of the decision is mailed unless reconsideration of the action is approved by the Staff

Advisor or appealed to the Commission as provided in section 18.108.070(B)(2)(c).

b. Reconsideration. The Staff Advisor may reconsider Type I planning actions as set forth below.

i. Any party entitled to notice of the planning action, or any City Agency may request
reconsideration of the action after the decision has been made by providing evidence to the’
Staff Advisor that a factual error occurred through no fault of the party. asking for
reconsideration, which in the opinion of the staff advisor, might affect the decision.
Reconsideration requests are limited to factual errors and not the failure of an issue to be
raised by letter or evidence during the opportunity to provide public input on the application’
sufficient to afford the Staff Advisor an opportunity to respond to the issue pnor to making a
decision.

ii. “Reconsideration requests shall be received within five (5) days of mailing. The Staff Advisor
shall decide within three (3) days whether to reconsider the matter.

iii. If the Planning Staff Advisor is satisfied that an error occurred crucial to the decision, the
Staff Advisor shall withdraw the decision for purposes of reconsideration. The Staff Advisor
shall decide within ten (10) days to affirm, modify, or reverse the original decision. The Staff
Advisor shall send notice of the reconsideration decision to affirm, modify, or reverse to any

. party entitled to notice of the planning action.

iv. If the Staff Advisor is not satisfied that an error occurred crucial to the decision, the Staff
Advisor shall deny the reconsideration request. Notice of denial shall be sent to those parties
that requested reconsideration.

c. Appeal.

1. Within twelve (12) days of the date of the mailing of the Staff Advisor’s final decision,
including any approved reconsideration request the decision may be appealed to the Planning
Commission by any party entitled to receive notice of the planning action. The appeal shall be
submitted to the Planning Commission Secretary on a form approved by the City
Administrator, be accompanied by a fee established pursuant to City Council action, and be
received by the city no later than 4:30 p.m. on the 12® day after the notice of decision is

- mailed.

ii. If an appellant prevails at the hearing or upon subsequent appeal, the fee for the initial hearing
shall be refunded. The fee required in this section shall not apply to appeals made by
neighborhood or community organizations recognized by the city and whose boundaries
include the site.

iii. The appeal shall be considered at the next regular Planning Commission or Hearings Board
meeting. The appeal shall be a de novo hearing and shall be considered the initial evidentiary
hearing required under ALUO 18.108.050 and ORS 197.763 as the basis for an appeal to the
Land Use Board of Appeals. The Planning Commission or Hearings Board decision on appeal
shall be effective 13 days after the findings adopted by the Commission or Board are signed
by the Chair of the Commission or Board and mailed to the parties.

iv. The appeal requirements of this section must be fully met or the appeal will be considered by
the city as a jurisdictional defect and will not be heard or considered. -

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT Tel: 541-488-5305

51 Winbum Way Fax: 541-552-2050
Ashland, Oregon 97520 TTY: 800-735-2900

www.ashland.or.us
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ASHLAND PLANNING DIVISION

FINDINGS & ORDERS

PLANNING ACTION: PA-2013-01421

SUBJECT PROPERTY: 270 N First Street

APPLICANT: RNN Properties LLC

DESCRIPTION: A request for a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) approval to exceed maximum
permitted floor area (MPFA) in the Railroad Historic District and variances to the required side-yard
setbacks for the construction of a new residence on the property at 270 N First Street. The request includes
the removal of the existing residence. COMPREHENSIVE PLAN DESIGNATION: Low Density Multi-

" Family Residential; ZONING: R-2;

ASSESSOR’S MAP: 39 1E 09BA TAX LOTS: 1300

SUBMITTAL DATE: September 20, 2013
DEEMED COMPLETE DATE: October 18, 2013
STAFF APPROVAL DATE: November 20, 2013
FINAL DECISION DATE: - December 3, 2013
APPROVAL EXPIRATION DATE: December 3, 2014
DECISION

The subject property is located on the east side of First Street, between A and B streets, across from the -
Ashland Food Cooperative and adjacent to an east / west running alley. The parcel is zoned R-2 (Low
Density Multi-Family Residential) and is located within the Railroad Historic District. The property is
rectangular, with an area of approximately 2,300 square feet, which is significantly smaller than the
minimum 5,000 square foot lot size for the R-2 zone. Because the lot was created prior to current zoning
~ regulations, it is considered a legal, non-conforming lot, and therefore permitted to be developed as a
recognized lot of record. The parcel to the south and east are also below the minimum lot size in the
zone. There is an approximately four percent slope to the north. There are is a Box elder tree, 13-inches
in diameter at breast height that the applicant has proposed to preserve. The other trees on the site that
are six inches in diameter at breast height and smaller will be removed.

The site currently does not have any off-street parking. The First Street i‘ight-of~way is 70-feet in width.
The current street improvements include curb; gutter and sidewalk. The alley to the north is asphalt. The
applicant has proposed to head-in parking spaces accessed via the alley to be installed at the rear of the

property. .

The existing building on the site is identified as the Hall-Thompson House in the Historic Resources
Inventory for the Railroad Historic District. The survey notes that the structure was constructed in the
late 1940s and while in poor condition, the simply designed house retains sufficient integrity to relate its
development during the second period of significance in the history of the Railroad District.

Aécording to the applicants findings the residence is in very poor condition. The applicant stated that the
home inspector found the house to be the worse structure he has ever assessed. The applicant has ’
requested removal of the structure due to its condition, the single wall, 2X4 construction, without

PA #2013-01421
" 270 First/adg
93 Page 1



insulation, lack of foundation and decades of neglect. The applicant has requested the approval of a
demolition permit to remove the structure. The demolition request has been approved pending no
appeals and the approval of replacement plans.

The application is a request to construct a new 1,300 square foot, two story single-family residence on
the site. The applicant is proposing to construct the new residence to Leadership in Energy and
Efficiency Design (LEED) Silver Standards. The application includes a variance request to-the required
side-yard setbacks of six feet by proposing the new residence to be setback three-feet from the south and
north property lines. The rear portion of the residence is proposed to be setback four-feet, six-inches
from the north and south property lines. The application also includes a request for a Conditional Use
Permit (CUP) approval to exceed the maximum permitted floor area in the Historic District. There are a
number of small trees on the property six-inches in diameter at breast height and smaller, which will be
removed. There are two larger trees greater than six inches in diameter at breast height, which are
roposed to be preserved.

Conditional Use Permit to Exceed Maximum Permitted Floor Area:

Residentially zoned properties located within Ashland’s Historic Districts are subject to a Maximum
Permitted Floor Area (MPFA) limitation based on the lot size and number of units proposed. This
limitation is intended to preserve the historic character of Ashland’s historic districts by insuring that
development is architecturally and historically compatible with historic development patterns and fits
well into the fabric of these established historic neighborhoods. The ordinance establishing the MPFA
limitations provides for applicants to exceed the MPFA by up to 25 percent when they obtain a CUP;

- this is a discretionary approval intended to provide for a higher level of review of proposed structures in
the context of the CUP approval criteria as well as the Historic District Development Standards.

Conditional Use Permit review also calls for consideration of the adverse material effects of the proposal
on the impact area in comparison to the target use of the zone, which in this case would be the
development of the site with a single unit built to the maximum permitted floor area of 1,048 square
feet. The applicant has proposed to construct a 1,300 square foot structure, 24 percent over the
maximum.

As previously noted, the subject property is a legal non-conforming lot that was created prior to current

- zoning regulations. As a legal lot of record in the R-2 zoning district, the substandard 2,300 square foot
lot size has a target use of only one residential unit. The proposal is for one residential unit. The property
has adequate capacity for city facilities to serve a new single-family residential unit. There is overhead
electric serving the site. First Street has a four-inch water main, a six-inch sewer line and a twelve-inch
storm drain line available to continue to serve the site and the proposed single-family residential unit.
First Street is paved with curb, gutter and sidewalks, the alley is also paved and these provide adequate
transportation facilities to continue to serve the parcel. In staff’s view, the generation of traffic is
consistent with that of the impact area, and less than that generated by the adjacent business uses. In
addition, the proximity to the downtown, shopping and bicycle paths may indeed result in a reduction in
vehicle trips over what might be expected for a similar unit not as centrally located. The lot will continue
to have one residential unit and that is in conformance with the zone. Staff finds that a new single-family
residence will not generate more light, noise, glare and odor than the existing single-family residential
unit.

PA #2013-01421
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Historic District Design Standards:
In addition to the criteria for a CUP, the proposal is reviewed for compliance with the Historic District
Development Standards. These standards address compatibility with historic context in terms of height,

' scale, massing, setbacks, roof shape, thythms of openings, directional expression, sense of entry,
imitation, etc. with a general focus aimed at preserving historic streetscapes. For new construction, these
Development Standards generally seek a traditional architecture that well represents our own time yet
enhances the nature and character of the historic district. The Historic District Design Standards state
that properties that are adjacent to the zoning district boundaries are prov1ded ﬂex1b1hty for properties
that are adjacent to the zoning district boundaries.

This block of First Street is in a transitional area between the more intense commercial uses concentrated
- along A Street, and the established residential neighborhoods of the Ashland Railroad Addition historic
district. The propeities to the north of the subject property are zoned Employment (E-1), with
established businesses in place including South Valley Auto body, the A Street Arts Building, Plexis
Healthcare and Ace Hardware. The property across First Street is split zoned between R-2 and E-1 and
is the site of the Ashland Food Co-Op and Umpqua Bank. The property directly to the south is ‘
residentially zoned but received a Conditional Use Permit and Site Review approval to have a small
commercial business at front portion of the structure and the back portion is a residential unit (PA2010-
1611). The structures further south are single-story, single-family residences.

The structure is proposed to be 22-feet to the peak, which is similar in height as the property to the south
that is 19.74-feet tall and is a standard height for a two-story structure. The property to the north across
the alley is zoned E-1. The site is currently the site of an auto body shop and a derelict, vacant residence.
It can be assumed that the lot will redeveloped and will likely be multi-story construction. The site has a
potential maximum height of a forty foot height. The property across First Street is the site of the
Ashland Food Co-Op, though the structure is one-story, the building is approximately 28-feet tall. The
proposed 6 / 12 pitch roof is similar to roof pitches found in the impact area ‘and is the same as the
structure proposed for removal.

'As stated above the height is similar to those structures immediately to the north, south and west. The
applicant has proposed a gable end similar to the structures in the immediate vicinity. The width of the

structure at 16-feet is comparable to the properties in the immediate vicinity. The majority of the
structure to the south is 18 feet wide, additional area added in 2010 is 12-feet wide. The structure to the
east is approximately 17 feet wide. The applicant has also proposed a smaller gable roof on the porch,
shed roof on the north side adjacent to the alley. The applicant has proposed that the second story be
setback from the front facade by five feet and has proposed a roof top deck with a double French door
and transom window. The second story is proposed to be cantilevered beyond the first floor by four-feet
and a four-foot roof over the first level patio is proposed beyond the cantilever.

The front of the residence is proposed to be setback eight-feet from the front property line. This is the
same setback the current residence has and the same setback as the house(s) directly to the south. AMC
18.68.110 states that if there are dwellings or accessory buildings on both abutting lots (even if separated

PA #2013-01421
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by an alley or private way) with front or side yards abutting a public street with less than the

required setback for the district, the front yard for the lot need not exceed the average yard of the
abutting structures. In this case the average is six-feet, the applicant has proposed eight, in compliance
with the criteria.

The proposed pitch of the roof is 6/12. The roof form is a gable roof, which is the common roof form in
the vicinity. The applicant intends to collect rainwater as part of the attainment of LEED Silver
Certification and though the material is not common in the Railroad District on residences, it is a
common building material on the commercial structures in the Historic Railroad District. Additionally,
there is an addition at the rear of the structure proposed for removal that has metal shed roof and the
existing fence of the subject property is metal.

The applicant has proposed double hung windows as the primary windows of the structure. The historic
Commission recommended that there be a separation of approximately four-inches between the sashes.
One item of discussion was the proposed transom window over the second story French doors from the
master suite at the front of the building. This window does add to the availability of light into the space
but also gives the appearance of a taller, more voluminous second story. Staff recommends that the
applicant reconsider the transom window over the French doors facing First St.

The apphcant has proposed a base with a /2 inch reveal at the base of the structure. The base is proposed
to be the same fagade treatment (stucco) as the first five-feet of the structure. The remainder of the.
structure is proposed to be naturally stained, cedar, four-inch reveal, horizontal siding. This is consistent
with the material choices, and treatments of the structures on all sides of the proposed residence.

The applicant has proposed a front facing door. The structure proposed for removal did not have a street
facing door that was visible from First. It is adjacent to the alley. The applicant has also proposed a small
five-foot by six-foot front entry porch to add definition to the front entrance.

The Historic Commission reviewed the proposal at their November 6, 2013 meeting and added a
condition that the double hung windows have a three-and-one-half to four inch separation between
windows. A condition to this effect has been added. The applicant has proposed a metal roof and more
contemporary material choices than a typical historic residence. The applicant has proposed a metal roof
and more contemporary material choices than a typical historic residence.

The applicants have worked with the Historic Commission’s review board to arrive at an architectural
style that is compatible with the historic buildings on First Street and A Street. The applicant finds that
the design thus borrows some common elements including the roof pitch, the mix of hips and gables, the
multiple layers of roof planes, and the window size, shape and spacing.

The applicant has proposed a more contemporary design that the directly adjacent residences but is not
completely departed from the general historic district design residence and commercial building
characteristics that are in the immediate vicinity. The material choices are historically appropriate. The
pitch and form of the roof are in-line with other structures in the Historic Railroad District. The structure
is proposed to have a full two-story presence at the front, which is similar to how the property to the
north would be setback from First St. The recently remodeled structure to the south is also two stories
with the second story setback further that the subject site and the two residences to the south of that are
single story. The proposed structure provides a transition to the commercial zone from the residences to
the south.

PA #2013-01421
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Variance to Side Yard Setback:

In addition to the Conditional Use Permit request, the application includes a Varlance request to reduce
the required six-foot side yard setbacks to three-feet. The existing residence setbacks are three- feet in the
side yard to the south and less than one foot on the north (alley) side. The applicant’s findings state the
existing lot is non-conforming and the setback stays the same as existing on the south side and comes
more into conformance on the north side. The 25-foot wide lot in the neighborhood is unique, within
200-feet of the subject site there is only one other 25-foot lot and it is directly to the south. Though the
lot next door is also 25-feet in width in the surrounding neighborhood, they are the only 25-foot wide
lots. The lot to the south has zero setback on the north property line and less than the required six feet on
the south side, thus more non-conforming than the subject site which is providing a reduced setback. The
proposed setbacks are remaining the same on the south side and increasing by three-feet on the north,
which is a benefit to the alley right-of-way and the public that uses the alley. The adjacent property to the
south is developed and the proposal for a reduced setback will not have any additional negative impacts
beyond those that.already exist. The applicant did not create the parcel nor did they construct the existing
structure, which exceeds both the north and south side-yard setbacks. The applicant’s proposal lessens
the non-conf01m1ty on the north side and retains the non-conformity on the south side. Lastly, in order to
construct a 16-foot wide structure, that the applicant’s findings are the minimum necessary to
accommodate future ADA accessibility, a variance to the setbacks is necessary in order to build on a 25~
foot wide lot. In researching typical home dimensions, a standard manufactured home is 16-feet in
width.

Public Comments:

Comments were received from the public during the 14-day comment period. They expressed concerns
regarding the proposed on-site parking, the variance to setbacks, the size of the structure and the second
story blocking their view. Concerns were raised regarding the lack of a landscaping plan, additional
traffic, light, noise and glare generated from 270 First Street. Both of the comments received stated they
are opposed to the proposed metal roof because it will add to noise pollution and is uncommon on
residential historic railroad housing. 4

Conclusion:

Staff has found that the applicant has addressed the criteria and the request to exceed the maximum
permitted floor area by 262 square feet meets the criteria for a Conditional Use Permit. The applicant
has addressed the historic district design standards, and their findings support the request. The existing
structure on the site currently does not comply with setbacks, during the initial pre-application
conference phases the applicant had expressed desire to retain the existing structure, following the home
inspection it was determined it was financially unfeasible to meet the current building codes for energy
with the existing structures deteriorated state and single wall construction.

The proposed residence will have the same footprint as the existing excepting that there will be a side -
yard setback provided on the north side (alley) where none is provided and exists and the proposed
residence is two story. ‘

The proposed onsite parking is not reviewed as part of this application because the applicant could
install surface parking accessed via the alley without land use review. One of the public comments
received suggested the property install a driveway from First Street. City of Ashland Street Standards
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prohibits new driveway accesses when a parcel has alley access. All of the adjacent properties to the
south in the same block have off-street parking but it is within the public r1ght-of~way and not on private

. property. The parking the applicant is proposing is outright permitted and requires no exceptions or
special permits from the City to utilize the public right-of-way for private benefit.

The variance criteria discussion as addressed by the applicant is addressed above. For new construction
of a single-family residence, a landscaping plan is typically not required; the applicant has indicated that
the landscaping would be upgraded from its current condition.

Based on the application material and information available in the public domain, staff ﬁnds the request
to exceed the maximum permitted floor area in the historic district complies with the Conditional Use
Permit criteria and the Historic District Design Standards. The Historic District design standards provide
flexibility in the standards when the subject property is immediately adjacent to commercially zoned

- lands. Staff finds that the request for a variance to the side yard setbacks is no greater than the existing
situation; the variance request is reducing a non-conforming setback by providing three-feet where none
exists. The 25-foot wide lot is unique as there is only one other in the 200-foot impact area and it is
directly adjacent, does not comply with setbacks or parking requirements and has a commercial
component. The lot size is unique in that the minimum lot size in the zone is 5,000 square feet and the
subject site is less than half of the minim lot size.

The application, accompanied by the attached conditions meets all applicable criteria for apprdval for a
Conditional Use Permit to exceed Maximum Permitted Floor Area and a Variance to the side yard setbacks.

The criteria for a Condiﬁonal Use Permit are described in AMC Chapter 18.104.050, as follows:

A. That the use would be in conformance with all standards within the zoning district in which the
use is proposed to be located, and in conformance with relevant Comprehensive plan policies
that are not implemented by any City, State, or Federal law or program.

B. 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 subjecz‘ property.

C. That the conditional use will have no greater adverse material effect on the livability of the
impact area when compared to the development of the subject lot with the target use of the zone.
When evaluating the effect of the proposed use on the impact area, the following factors of
livability of the impact area shall be considered in relation to the target use of the zone:

1. Similarity in scale, bulk, and coverage.

2. Generation of traffic and effects on surrounding streets. Increases in pedestrian, bicycle, and
mass transit use are considered beneficial regardless of capacity of facilities.

Architectural compatibility with the impact area.
Air quality, including the generation of dust, odors, or other environmental pollutants.

Generation of noise, light, and glare.

IS N

The development of adjacent properties as envisioned in the Comprehensive Plan.
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7. Other factors found to be relevant by the Hearing Authority for review of the proposed use.”

The criteria for a Variance are described in AMC Chapter 18.100.020, as follows:
A. That there are unique or unusual circumstances which apply to this site which do not typically

apply elsewhere,

B. That the proposal’s benefits will be greater than any negative impacts on the development of the
adjacent uses, and will further the purpose and intent of this ordinance and the Comprehensive
Plan of the City. (0rd.2425 S1, 1987).

C. That the circumstances or conditions have not been willfully or pur, posely self-imposed.(Ord,
2775, 1996)

Planning Action 2013-01421 is approved with the following conditions. Further, if any one or more of
the following conditions are found to be invalid for any reason whatsoever, then Planning Action 2013- -
01421 is denied. The following are the conditions and they are attached to the approval:

1) That all proposals of the applicant shall be conditions of approval unless otherwise modified here.
2) That building pérmit submittals shall include:

a) 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
Conditional Use Permit approval shall be submitted and approved prior to issuance of a building
permit.

b) That all recommendations of the Historic Commission from their November 6th 2013 meeting,
where consistent with applicable standards and with final approval by the Staff Advisor, shall be
conditions of approval unless otherwise modified herein.

c) That the transom window proposed over the second story French door facing First Street shall be
removed from the plans.

c¢) Solar setback calculations demonstrating that all new construction complies with Solar Setback
Standard B in the formula [(Height — 16)/(0.445 + Slope) = Required Solar Setback] and elevations
or cross section drawings clearly identifying the highest shadow producing point(s) and their
height(s) from the identified natural grade.

-~ d) Lot coverage calculations 1nclud1ng all building footprints, driveways, parking, and circulation
areas shall be submitted with the building permit. The lot coverage shall be 11m1ted to no more
than the 65 percent allowed in the R-2 zoning district.

¢) That all exterior lighting shall be directed on the property and shall not directly illuminate adjacent
proprieties. Light fixture type and placement shall be clearly identified in the building plan
submittals.
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f) Prior to the issuance of the demolition permit for the removal of the existing residence, priorto any  °©
site disturbing activities and/or issuance of a building permit, the Tree Protection fencing in
accordance with AMC 18.61.200 (six-foot chain link fence at the furthest extent of the dripline of the
trees to not conflict with the area necessary for construction) shall be installed and inspected by the
staff advisor.

/gow» A - ///% /Z/c 12
olnary Director Date
epartment f Community Development
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HISTORIC COMMISSION
Meeting of November 6, 2013

PLANNING APPLICATION REVIEW

PLANNING ACTION: PA-2013-01421

SUBJECT PROPERTY: 270 N First Street

APPLICANT: RNN Properties LLC

DESCRIPTION: A request for a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) approval to exceed
maximum permitted floor area (MPFA) in the Railroad Historic District and variances to the
required side-yard setbacks for the construction of a new residence on the property at 270 N
First Street. The request includes the removal of the existing residence. COMPREHENSIVE
PLAN DESIGNATION: Low Density Multi-Family Residential; ZONING: R-2;

ASSESSOR’S MAP: 39 1E 09BA TAX LOTS: 1300

Recommendation to Planning Staff:
Recommend Approval of the proposed plans with the following design recommendations::

1) That a minimum separation of approximately four-inches shall be provided between the
double hung windows.

Department of Community Development Tel: 541-488-5305

20 East Main St. Fax: 541-552-2050 .‘
Ashland, Oregon 97520 TTY: 800-735-2900 S0
Pem

www.ashland.or.us
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ASHLAND HISTORIC COMMISSION
Meeting Minutes

November 6, 2013

Community Development/Engineering Services Building - 51 Winburn Way - Siskiyou Room

Call To Order — Regular Meeting, 6:05 pm Chairman Skibby

Historic Commissioners Present: Dale Shostrom, Keith Swink, Kerry Kencairn, Allison Renwick, Sam Whitford,
Tom Giordano, Terry Skibby, Ally Phelps, Victoria Law

Commission Members Absent: Tom Giordano

Council Liaison: Greg Lemhouse absent

High School Liaison: None Appointed

SOU Liaison: None Appointed

Staff Present: Staff Liaison; Amy Gunter, Clerk: Billie Boswell

APPROVAL OF MINUTES: Ms. Renwick made a motion to approve the minutes of the October 2, 2013 meeting,
Mr. Whitford seconded the motion. Ms. Law abstained due to being absent. The minutes were approved unanimously
by the remaining Commissioners.

PUBLIC FORUM: There being no one wishing to speak, the Public Forum was closed.

COUNCIL LIAISON REPORT: None

PUBLIC HEARING:

PA2013-01476
108 N. Second Strest
Dudley Rood

Ms. Kencairn recused herself due to her working relationship with the applicant. No other exparte contact or conflict
of interest.

Ms. Gunter reviewed the prior hearing before the Commission for the remodel done. She explained that the
applicant, Dudley Rood, has decided to live in the upstairs apartment and rent the two Travelers Accommodations on
the main floor. This Conditional Use is for the Traveler's Accommodations.

Mr. Rood said that no upgrades or changes need to be made to the structure. He feels the use will not detract from
the mixed use neighborhood since 75% of the structures are commercial. Mr. Shostrom and Mr. Whitford both
commented on how much they like the remodel that was done. There being no further questions of the applicant and
no one in the audience wishing to speak, the Public Hearing was closed.

Mr. Shostrom moved to recommend approval. Mr. Swink seconded the motion and it passed unanimously.

PA-2013-01388
14 Calle Guanajuato
Allan Sandler

Ms. Gunter shared the details of the submitted building plans showing exterior detail and finishes. Mr. Shostrom
stated that the window should have real mullions applied to the glass and not inside the glass or tape on glass.
Overall the Commissioners liked the design. :
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PA-2013-01421
270 N First Street
RNN Properties, LLC

Chairman Skibby confirmed there was no conflict of interest or exparte contact.

Ms. Gunter reviewed the staff report with the Commissioners explaining that the existing structure would be torn
down and a new 2-story, 1300 sq.ft. residence built. The front yard setback was reduced to only 6 feet to conform to
other front yards along the street. Windows will be primarily double hung. No driveway would be allowed due to
spacing issues on First St so the parking would be in the rear off the alley. They are requesting to keep the 3-foot
side yard setback due to the narrowness of the lot. The lot is adjacent to commercial zoning on the north and is
considered a transitional structure. The roof would be metal to accommodate water collection efforts and Leeds
requirements. Ms. Gunter summarized the concern letters received from neighbors stating issues with the parking,
the size of the structure (2-story), the metal roof and other window and trim details that seem to give the structure a
more commercial rather than a residential look more compatible with the other houses in the neighborhood.

Nisha Jackson, the applicant, said the lot has commercial businesses on three sides. Due to the extreme narrowness
of the lot the proposed home will only have 1300 square feet on two floors. The exterior finish will be a combination
of stucco and wood. Ms. Jackson desires to make the home Leeds Certified at the Silver level. The metal roof
contributes to that goal to aid in rainwater recycling. Chairman Skibby commented that the existing house was built
in the 40's and is in poor shape and has little to contribute to the Historic district.

There were no further questions of the applicant and the meeting was opened to those in the audience wishing to
speak.

Patricia Way of Ashland stated she was there also representing her daughter that lived next door and they were both
opposed to the project. She had concerns regarding the metal roof and other commercial aspects of the design.
She also felt the size and scale, specifically the 2-story design, made the house bigger than any other residences on
the block. There was also resistance to the parking being in the back yard and felt it would negatively affect the
neighboring back yard. Chairman Skibby asked what other type of roofing material could be used. If a composition
roof were done it could make the Leeds certification harder to meet. Ms. Way also questioned why a front porch was
allowed, when her daughter was not able to add a porch. Ms. Gunter explained the situation was not the same.

Ms. Jackson clarified that they would have an eight foot front yard setback instead of the six feet allowed by
averaging.

There being no one else in the audience wishing to speak, the public hearing was closed.

~ Chairman Skibby commented on the challenge of building on such a small lot size. He was also concerned about the

metal roof. Ms. Kencairn pointed out that the metal roof was needed for the rainwater collection system and she did
not feel it was inappropriate because of the transitional area. Mr. Whitford agreed. Ms. Law was concerned about
the 2-story size and that it blocked views. Mr. Shostrom felt the 2-story mass was an issue but the step-back of the
second story made it fit better. Ms. Renwick suggested the two double-hung windows be separated by at least 4
inches to give a more period look. She was also struggling with the scale and size. Mr. Shostrom said the large scale
and commercial look was in stark contrast to the other residences in the neighborhood. Mr. Swink supported the
project as the best use of the property.

Mr. Whitford made a motion to recommend approval of the project adding the recommendation that a minimum of
four inches between the double-hung windows be required. Ms. Kencairn seconded the motion. Swink, Whitford,
Renwick, Kencairn and Phelps voted to approve the motion. Shostrom and Law voted against it. The motion passed
by majority vote.
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DISCUSSION ITEMS:

A. Brochures — Discussed the mailing and distribution of the Historic Brochures. Amy needs lists and suggestions
sent to her of who to send to.

NEW BUSINESS:

_ A. Review Board Schedule

November 7 Ally, Keith
November 14 Sam, Dale, Tom
November 21 Terry, Allison, Tom
Wed, November 27t Terry, Allison,
December 5 Keith, Kerry, Victoria

B. Project Assignments for Planning Actions: .

BD-2011-01029 | 400 Allison (Robin Biermann) New SFR_(under construction) Whitford/Renwick
BD-2011-00621 | 89 Oak St (Amorotico) New facade on building (under construction) Shostrom
BD-2013-00256 | 175 Lithia Wy (First Place Partners) 3-story mixed use building (under constr) | Giordano
BD-2013-00388 | 522 Rock (Wallace) 4 Accessory Units (1 under construction) Shostrom
BD-2013-00093 | 108 Second (Dudley Rood) CUP and Solar Waiver for 21 story unit (under constr) - Shostrom
BD-2013-00378 | 245 Van Ness (Nate Witemburg & Brint Borgilt) Addition (under constr) Kencairn
PA-2013-00366 | 57 N Main St. (North) Mix Sweet Shop entry door (complete) Phelps
BD-2013-00718 | 5 B Street (Spartan Properties) New Comm Bidg (under construction) Phelps
BD-2013-00796 | 15 N First (Amuse) Walk in Cooler (under construction)

BD-2013-01363 | 370 E Main (Staunton) Front Fagade (under construction) Shostrom
PreApp 19 Gresham / 374 Hargadine Swink
PA-2013-01388 | 14 Calle Guanajuato (Sandlers) Restaurant Renwick
PA-2013-01421 | 270 N First St (Nisha Jackson) New SFR Renwick

COMMISSION ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA:
Photo boards — Commission needs to identify businesses they can be placed in.
Historic District Books — suggest having them scanned in by an Intern to create an online file for reference.

ANNOUNCEMENTS & INFORMATIONAL ITEMS

Next meeting is scheduled for December 4, 2013, 6:00 pm.
There being no other items to discuss, the meeting adjourned at 8:00 pm.

Respectfully submitted by Billie Boswell.
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\ Planning Department, 51 Wint, . Way, Ashland, Oregon 97520 \ CITY OF

4 541-488-5305 Fax: 541-552-2050 www.ashland.or.us TTY: 1-800-735-2900 ASHLAND

NOTICE OF APPLICATION

PLANNING ACTION:  PA-2013-01421

SUBJECT PROPERTY: 270 N First Street

APPLICANT: RNN Properties LLC :

DESCRIPTION: A request for a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) approval to exceed maximum permitted floor
area (MPFA) in the Railroad Historic District and variances to the required side-yard setbacks for the construction of
a new residence on the property at 270 N First Street. The request includes the removal of the existing residence.
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN DESIGNATION: Low Density Multi-Family Residential; ZONING: R-2;

ASSESSOR’S MAP: 39 1E 09BA TAX LOTS: 1300

NOTE: The Ashland Historic Commission will also review this Planning Action on Wednesday, November 6, 2013 at 6:00 PM in the

Community Development and Engineering Services building (Siskiyou Room), located at 51 Winburn Way.

NOTE: The Ashland Tree Commission will also review this Planning Action on Thursday November 7, 2013 at 6:00 p.m. in the Community

Development and Engineering Services building (Lithia Room) located at 51 Winburn Way.

NOTICE OF COMPLETE APPLICATION: October 18, 2013
DEADLINE FOR SUBMISSION OF WRITTEN COMMENTS: November 1,2013

BIECT PROFERTY
@ FIRST STREET

Froperty tines are for reference only, not ssateadls

G12.8256 50 Feat

"Way, Ashland, Oregon 975620 prior to 4:30 p.m. on the deadline.date shown above:

~The Ashland Planning Division Staff has received a complete application for the property noted above.

Any aﬁected" property owner or resident has a right to: submit written comments to the City of Ashland P|anhing' Division, 51 Winburn -

Ashland Planning Division Staff determine If a: Land Use application is completé within 30 days of submittal, - Upon: determination- of completeness, a
notice is sent-to surrounding properties within 200 feet of:the property submitting application which:allows for a 14 day cornment period.: After the
¢omment-period and-not more than 45:.days from the application being deemed complete, the: Planning Division Staff shall make a final decision on the

“ application. A notice of -decision is mailed to the same properties within 5. days: of decision. An appeal to the Planning Commission of the Planning

Division Staff's decision must be 'made in writing to the Ashland Planning Division within 12 days from the date of the mailing of final- decision. "(AMC
18.108.040) i : : : o : : : :

The,ordinance criteria_applicable to this applicatién are’ attached to- this notice. ~Oregon law: states that failure to raise an objection concerning'this
application, by letter, or failure to provide sufficient specificity to afford the decision maker.an opportunity to respond to-the issue, preciudes your Tight 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 constitufional or other-issues relating to: proposed: conditions of approval with
sufficient specificity to allow this Department to respond to the issue preciudes an action for damages in circuit court. : : : :

A copy of the application; all documents and eviderice relied upon by the applicant and applicable criteria are available for inspection at ho cost-and will be

provided at reasonable cost, if requested: Allmaterials are available at the Ashland Planning Division, Community Development & Engineering ‘Services

_Building, 51 Winburn Way, Ashland; Oregon 97520.

if you have guestions or comments concerning this request, please feel1f®§ to éontact.the Ashiand Planning Division at 541-488-53085.
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CONDITIONAL USE PERMITS

18.104.050 Approval Criteria , ( (

A conditional use permit shall be granted if the-approval authority finds that the proposed use conforms, or can be made to conform through the imposition of
conditions, with the following approval criteria.

A
B.

o

That the use would be in conformance with all standards within the zoning district in which the use is proposed to be located, and in conformance with
relevant Comprehensive plan policies that are not implemented by any City, State, or Federal law or program.

That adequate capacity of City facilities for water, sewer, paved access to and through the development, electricity, urban storm drainage, and adequate
fransportation can and will be provided to and through the subject property.

That the conditional use will have no greater adverse material effect on the livability of the impact area when compared to the development of the subject
lot with the target use of the zone. When evaluating the effect of the proposed use on the impact area, the following factors of livability of the impact area
shall be considered in relation to the target use of the zone: :

1. Similarity in scale, bulk, and coverage.

2 Generation of traffic and effects on surrounding streets. Increases in pedestrian, bicycle, and mass {ransit use are considered beneficial regardless
of capacity of faciities.

Architectural compatibility with the impact area.

Air quality, including the generation of dust, odors, or other environmental pollutants.

Generation of noise, fight, and glare.

The development of adjacent properties as envisioned in the Comprehensive Plan.

Other factors found to be relevant by the Hearing Authority for review of the proposed use.

No o w

VARIANCE
18.100.020 Application

The owner or his agent may make application with the Staff Advisor. Such application shall be accompanied by a legal description of the property and plans
and elevations necessary to show the proposed development. .Also o be included with such application shall be a statement and evidence showing that all of
the following circumstances exist:

A
B.

That there are unique or unusual circumstances which apply to this site which do not typically apply elsewhere. ‘

That the proposal's benefits will be greater than any negative impacts on the development of the adjacent uses; and will further the purpose and intent of
this ordinance and the Comprehensive Plan of the City.

(ORD 2425, 1987).

That the circumstances or conditions have not been willfully or purposely self-mposed.

(ORD 2775, 1996)

G \comm-dev\planning\Planning Actions\Noticing Folder\Mailed Notices & Signs\2013\PA-2013-01421 270N First.docx



APPLICANT’S
MATERIALS
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Request for Demolition permit for single-family residence
Located at:
270 North 1st Street
Ashland, OR 97530
October 21, 2013

Project Name: ' 270 North 1st Sf:reetAshland OR 97530

Type. of Planning Action: A request for demolition permit located at 270 North 1st
' Street Ashland, OR 97530

Project Information: ' Owner/Applicant:
' ' RNN Properties
Rick and Nisha Jackson
2640 E Barnett Road E431
Medford, OR 97504

Designer: .
John Turman .

Design[Sfructural Engineer:
Chad Brancacio

Landscape Designer:
Kerry Kencarin

Surveyor:
James Hibbs - Friar & Associates

Engineer:
Mike Thornton.— Thornton Engineering

Property -Legal Description:
391E09BA1300

Zoning:
R2 Single Family Residence Proposed

Per City of Ashland Municipal Code: 15-04-216 - the
following findings are provided for the demolition of:
270 North 1st Street - Ashland, OR 97530

**PLEASE SEE ANSWERS TO THE QUESTIONS BELOW UNDER THE CITY OF
ASHLAND GUIDELINES. s
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" For demolition or relocation of structures erected more than 45

years pridr to the date of the application:

1. The applicant must demonstrate that either subparagraphs a or b
apply: | ‘

a. The structure cannot be rehabilitated or reused on site as part of
any economically beneficial use of the property. In determining
whether an economically beneficial use can be made of the
property, the Demolition Review committee may require the
applicant to: :

(i) Furnish an economic feasibility report prepared by an architect,
developer, or appraiset, or other person- who is experienced in
rehabilitation of buildings that addresses the estimated market
value of the property on which the building lies, both before and

- after demolition or removal, or -

(i) Market the property utilizing a marketing plan approved by the
Demolition Review Committee or by advertising the property in
the Ashland Daily Tidings and Medford Mail Tribune at least eight
times and at regular intervals for at least 90 days and by posting a
for sale sign on the property, four to six square feet in size and
clearly visible from the street, for the same 90 day period.

b. The structure proposed for demolition is sfructurally‘unsound
despite efforts by the owner to properly maintain the structure.

% According to -the records, this home was constructed in 1949.
The home is small approximately 500-524 sf and is in very poor
condition. The home was not built with a foundation around the
entire footprint, and overtime the foundation has eroded in places
that are now compromising the floor. The floor is unstable in

~. many wareas and the rodents have made home in crawl spaces

§%\ , R X
e throughout the underground of the home; due to holes in the

ocT 2foutidation that rodents are making nests in. The walls are single - |
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wall. framed without adequate conventional studs, and do not have
adequate load bearing which is currently compromising the
integrity of the roof, with the ceiling sagging in many areas.

4

The home was built right onto the ground in most of the square
footage of the footprint and most likely was added onto over the
years without adequate planning or engmeermg or structure. * The
roof has reached is lifespan and is now not only sagging but
leakmg in many areas.

2. In addition to subparagraphs aorb above the applicant must
also

a. Submit a redevelopment plan for the site that provides for
replacement or rebuilt structure for the structure being demolished
or relocated. The replacement or rebuilt structure must be a
minimum of 1,000 square feet, unless the structure being
demolished or relocated is less than 1,000 square feet. If the
structure is-less than 1,000 square feet, the replacement structure
- must be a minimum of 500 square feet. The redevelopment plan
“must indicate in sufficient detail the nature, appearance and
location of all replacement or rebuilt structures. No replacement
structure is required, however, if:

(i) the applicant agrees to restrict the property to open space uses
and a finding is made that such restriction constitutes a greater
benefit to the neighborhood than redevelopment would, or

(ii) the structure being demolished or relocated is a non-habitable
accessory structure.

b. Demonstrate, if the application is for a demolition, the structure
cannot be practicably relocated to another site.

As mentioned above it is impossible to upgrade this structure; duef* I

to the inadequate foundation and the lack of safety of ﬁxmg a
: OCT 2 5 vuis
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foundation in a home with inadequate structural studs and weight
bearing walls. The home due to the poor foundation and built onto
the dirt in many areas would not be able to be moved and would
most likely not survive a move due to the poor structure and
stability of the walls, floors and roof.

3.If a permit is issued and the redevelopment plan:

a. Requires a site review permit, no demolition or relocation may |
occur until the site review permit has been issued, unless the site is
restricted to open space uses as provided in section 15.04.216.A.2.

b. Does not requiré a site review permit, no demolition or
relocation may occur until the building permit has been issued for
the replacement or rebuilt structure, unless the site is restricted to
open spaces uses as provided in section 15.04.216.A.2.

The applicant has submitted -a plan for a replacement dwelling —
single-family residence.  This application is submitted for
demolition once submitted review is completed and approved. No
demolition will occur until the permit for replacement is reviewed
and accepted. | '

"4, The Demolition Review Committee may require the applicant to
post with the city a bond, or other suitable collateral as determined
by the city administrator, ensuring the safe demolition of the
structure and the. completed performance of the redevelopment

plan.

B. For demolition or relocation of structures erected less than 45
years from the date of the application: '

1. The applicant:

V a2 ZHrasé he burden of proving the structure was erected less than 45
OCgfeaf)s Jrirom the date of the application. Any structure erected less
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than 45 years from the date of the application, which replaced a
structure demolished or relocated under section 15.04.216, shall be
considered a structure subject to the standards. in subsect1ons
15.04.216.

b. Must submit a redevelopment plan for the site that provides for a
replacement or rebuilt structure being demolished or relocated. The
replacement or rebuilt structure must be a minimum of 1,000
square feet, unless the structure being demolished ore relocated is
less than 1,000 square feet. If the structure is less than 1,000 square
feet, the replacement structure must be a minimum of 500 square
feet. The redevelopment plan must indicate in sufficient detail the
‘nature, appearance and location of all replacement or- rebuilt
structures. No replacement structure is required, however, if:

(i) the applicant agrees to restrict the property to open space uses
-and a finding is made that such restriction constitutes a greater -
benefit to the neighborhood than redevelopment Would or

(i1) the structure being demolished or relocated is a non-hab1tably
accessory structure

2.Ifa permir is issued and the redevelopment plan:

a. Requires a site review permit, no demolrtlon or reloeatron may
occur until the site review permit has been issued, unless the site is
restricted to open space uses as provided in section 15.04.216.B.

b. Does not require a site review permit, no demolition or
relocation may occur until a building permit has been issued for
the structure or structures to be replaced or rebuilt, unless the site
is restricted to open space uses as provided in section 15.04.216.B.
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C. For any demolition approved under this section, the applicant is
required to salvage or recycle construction and demolition debris,
in accordance with a demolition debris diversion plan -that
complies with the requirements adopted the Demolition Review
Committee. The applicant shall submit such a plan with the
application for demolition. (Ord 2891, 2002).

Per city guidelines, the demolition approved under this section is
required to-sell or recycle under the Demolition Debris Diversion
Plan. The applicant intends to recycle and repurpose as many
cabinets, and doors as possible and will donate to the Habitat for
Humanity the remainder of the items collected during the
demolition. The wood will be reused as reclaimed lumber and used
in parts of the new home to reflect the original design for purposes
of design and not construction. - There is also a small shed on the
property that will be removed during the demolition and is
approx1mately 100 square feet in size. All wood contamed in the
- project will be recycled

For any relocation approved under this section, the applicant must
also comply with the provisions of Chapter 15.08. (Added
2/21/2000 Ord 2852;0rd 2925, 2006)

OcT 25 1013
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Ashland Planning Department

Request:

Conditional Use Permit - to exceed the MPFA
Variance to side yard setbacks.

Description of Project:
270 North 1st Street Ashland, Oregon 97520~ residential home

Applicant:
Nisha Jackson and Rick Jackson - RNN LLC
2640 E Barnett Road #E431 Medford, OR 97504 541-944-5987

Property Owner:
RNN LLC- Rick and Nisha Jackson
2640 E Barnett Road #E431 Medford, OR 97504 541-944-5987

Description of Property:
270 North 1st St. Ashland, OR 97502 :
Lot 13 block A in Railroad Addition to the City of Ashland

We purchased 270 N. 1st Street, which included a home of approximately 500 sf that
was in need of repair. The proposal for this home is present a replacement dwelling
for the existing home that is in disrepair, and beyond the point of repair or remodel.
The proposed replacement dwelling will have a slightly reduced footprint with a
reduced setback to allow for more buffers to the North Alley way. The home is
proposed to be a 2 story; as there is no possible way to have a home that can be
utilized as a residence that could fit into a 500 sf frame. The home is proposed to be
a certified LEED standard home.

e This application will be for a single-family home to be used for our personal
family use. This proposed space will not be used for the following
conditional uses:

1. Retail space or commercial space
2. Multi-family use

e The proposed space will not include any environmental pollutants and will
be built according to the LEED requirements and be considered a “green
home”.

e The proposed space will also NOT increase any traffic in the area, as it will
have its own parking within the property, which it currently does not have.

e The proposed property will inhabit the same number of people that the
current owners have and will not increase traffic in the area.

e The proposed residential dwelling replacement will meet the standards for
“walk-ability” explained in LEED standards ~ to ultimately reduce traffic and
the need to commute with a vehicle. foo
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This application is for a TYPE 1 - Conditional Use Permit and for a Variance
approval for side yard setback reduction on the North and South Property lines.

Conditional Use Permit:

This application is for the consideration of the Maximum Permitted Floor Area
(MPFA) to be 1310 sf, which is a 25% increase from the permitted square footage
for this property.

This increase in square footage will allow for 2 bedrooms, and the basic living areas
needed for a home. The proposed residence will be on 2 floors. To accommodate 2
bedrooms in the narrow 25’ wide lot space provided, it is requested that there be an
approval on increased permitted floor space allowed.

The request for increased square footage will in no way:

e Increase car traffic

e Increase foot traffic -or ,

e Increase the noise in the neighborhood, as this home will continue to
be a single-family residence.

Conditional Use Permit Criteria from Chapter 18.104.050 for a CUP:

The home is currently located in the Railroad historical district on the
bordering lines. This home currently has a paved access to it, has utilities
(city water, city sewer, electricity, storm drain, and adequate
access/transportation supplied to it) and is currently fully functioning as a
residence to a local couple.

The home proposed will have no greater adverse material effect on the
livability of the impact area, due to the fact that it is currently a home that is
occupied and lived in by local residents, and the proposed remodel and
expansion will have the following benefits to the community:

Improve the landscape and landscape buffers

Parking spaces (current residence offers no parking spaces)

Improve and maintain a front fagade to be in line with surrounding
structures.

A front door that faces the street instead of the current front door that faces
the alley/North side of the home.

There will be no increased traffic on any streets including 1st street or the
alley connecting with 1st street.

The home will be the same footprint that it currently has.

There will be parking on the residence lot; which is currently not offered and
only available on the street - competing with local businesses.

The architectural design will be in line with the surrounding homes -
including a gable roof -just like the one next door to the South, with the
second floor of the home set back from the first floor, with a pitched roof
over the front porch, along the front siding. There are accommodations and
detail for the Street Facing facade and side alley fagade that create shadowing
and residential detail, that help tie this home into the neighborhood. The

OCT 6§ 7013

116



home additionally is a significant improvement over the existing shed-like

- home that does not currently have front door - but rather a side door that
opens into the alley way with no set back to the North side/alley way. So the
door literally steps you into the alley. The new proposal additionally will
clean up the landscape in the area, provide for 2 parking spots that are NOT
currently part of the residence, will improve the health of the property trees
and vegetation, and reduce the home hazards that are currently present.

9. This building will be built to certified LEED standards and will not emit
excessive dust, fumes, or odors.

10. There will be no generation of additional noise.

11. The current home has electrical lines intertwined in the trees and the trees
are creating a hazard on the property. The proposal will be to keep the trees
around the home and to bring in an arborist to clean up the trees and to
eliminate any housing hazard and to eliminate the hazards potentially caused
by electrical connections to the current trees.

12. The 2 homes to the South have both been renovated and additional square
footage added to each home. This home will be in line with the 2 previous
remodels performed including height standards. Attached to this document
are pictures of homes and the heights of the homes in the surrounding 200-
foot radius to this lot showing similar heights in many of the surrounding
home.

13. This home will also create an atmosphere that is conduc1ve to the uniqueness
of Ashland and will eliminate the current ill conditions that the home is
under - failing fences, drooping electrical and phone lines, rodent infestation
under the home, excessive dust caused by the dusty front and back and side
scape and previous construction that was not up to the standards for safety,
no front entry-but side entry directly into the alley way and no parking,.

Historic District Design Standards from the Site Design and Use Standards:
The overall design of the home utilizing common materials seen in neighboring

homes in the historic district will represent the time and will hence the nature and
character of the district. The goal with this residential structure is to maintain
livability, pedestrian scale, authenticity, distinctiveness, and communality
consecutiveness. This lot is an interesting setting as it is across the street from a
large commercial business and it has commercial businesses on both the north and
south sides with a public alleyway in between. Because this home is completely
surrounded by commercial businesses and a public alley way- we are suggesting
that possibly this home could lend itself to some appeal to the industrial area and
yet still be clearly a residential

IV-C-1 Height:

Included in exhibit 1 -pictures of surrounding homes within 200 feet of this
property, you will see that the height is similar to 7 other close residences. This
home is a 2 story home, because the foot print is so small and it would be impossible
to have the entire home fit onto a 25 foot wide piece of property that would not
allow for parking and the preservation of the existing beautiful large trees on the
property. Because we are suggesting a 2 story home in line with neighboring homes,
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it will allow us to not only preserve the existing trees, it will keep the home on the
same foot print as the existing home, with the exception of reducing the alley way
set back and it will allow for better use of the very small lot, while still provide the
necessary elements of a single family residence.

The property to the South is the same gable roof as the suggested roof here and the
same height as the height suggested here. In addition it is the exact same height as
the home across the street (1st street) and the same gable roof design.

Due to the narrowness of the lot - 25 feet - and the fact that there are setbacks to
meet on both the north and south sides - the 2 stories may appear to be an
increased height, when indeed the proposed height is the same as the homes in the
surrounding area.

Additionally we have upon your historical recommendations reduced the height by
1 foot; including a reduction in the pitch of the roof.

[V-C-2 Scale

The home is within the scale of the historical neighboring residential properties. The
height, width, and massing conform to the historic building within the immediate
vicinity. The home is directly across the street from 2 large commercial businesses
and the home directly faces a large commercial property. The home is surrounded
by a very busy street, and excessive foot traffic. The home is not located in-a “quite
neighborhood” that would be expected in a historical area. This particular area is
very busy and industrious. The home with regard to scale and mass fits nicely into
this neighborhood and will not look out of proportion or scale to the surrounding
homes, or neighboring buildings.

Additionally we believe it could be acceptable to have a “different residential” feel
due to this area being heavily commercialized and having daily and evening heavy
traffic. ’

[V-C-3 - Mass
There are small-varied masses consistent with historic buildings in the immediate
vicinity. The hip roof off of the front porch along the front flat single planeside of
the home allows for varying mass and residential feel. The facades added to the
front and sides allow for residential detail and design and shadowing that will
further allow this residential structure to fit into the historic standards of the
immediate area. There are double hung windows, consistent with the historic
standards, a front facing porch - front door and a modified rhythm of opening from
the current structure.
We have altered and implemented all historic committee review suggestions thus
far, by:

1. Adding a gable roof instead of a flat roof
Added facades along the alley way
Changed the front door opening placement
Revised all siding to be more consistent with the historic standards
Added a hipped roof to the front porch on the street side of the home, to be
consistent with the immediate area homes.
6. We reduced the pitch of the roof

VN
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7. We reduced the height of the residence

8. We increased the front door entrance detail

.9, We added skirting to the front of the home for additional residential detail.

10. We eliminated the roof top decking

11. We were able to design the foot print to keep all existing trees

12. We changed the alley detail to allow for more residential detail on the alley
side that is more visible.

13. We have applied a base/step back off the front and alleyway to show a
difference in the previous “straight sides and front of the home”.

VARIANCE for side yard Setbacks:

The second proposal is to reduce the North side yard set back to 3 foot in the front

half of the home and 4.6 feet in the back half of the home. Currently the home is
built right on the property line- along the alley or within inches of the property line.
This would change would move the home back 3 feet off the property line - facing
the alleyway. This property line is currently non-conforming. This additional
footage towards the North property line, facing the alley would allow for the home
to have a width of 16’ and would allow for a wheelchair to enter the home and use
the ADA approved downstairs bathroom, which the owner will have a personal need
for.

The setback on the North side would be facing the ally and not a residence.
Neighboring setbacks noted:

e The business to the North of the home has a non-conforming less than one-
foot set back and appears in the front to be built right on the property line or
possibly in the public right of way. '

e The home/business to the South a zero lot line - with no set back noted on
the side yard.

e The set back for the home 2 homes to the South has what appears to be less
than one foot setback and the home to the East -directly behind the home
has a non-conforming side set back of less than 1 foot.

e The set back of the home across 15t street that is also a 2 —story home has
what appears to be less than a one —foot setback on the North side yard.
**Please see pictures in the addendum to this proposal on the neighboring
setbacks.

Additionally Unique or Unusual Circumstances:

e This is a unique lot that is 25 feet wide

e We did not create the size of this lot, this is the size it was when we
purchased this.

e We are requesting a variance on the side yard set backs due to the fact that it
would be impossible to build a home that is 12’ wide (which is what it would
be if we conformed to the allowed residential setbacks)
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e All homes that are on a unique 25’ wide lot have less than a 2-foot setback
noted and are mostly found to be 12 - 18 inches off the property line or have
a zero lot line.

e We are increasing the setback to the north/alley way, which will improve the
standard and look of the residence to not be encroaching into the alleyway.

This set back variance on the side yards would give the needed 16’+ wide residence
needed to accommodate basic living areas on the first floor and the needed ADA
approved restroom on the first floor with the width needed to accommodate a
stairwell that will adapt to a motorized wheelchair lift up the side of the stairs.

VARIANCE to the Setbacks-FRONT:

The front yard setback in the historic district is 20-feet. There is a provision in the
code (AMC 18.68.110), which allows for averaging of front yards. “If there are
dwellings or accessory buildings on both abusing lots.. The front or side yards
abutting a public street with less than the required setback for the district, the front
yard for the lot need not exceed the average yard of the abutting structures.” The
property to the south has an approximately a 9 foot set back to the front and the
property to the south has less than a one foot setback to the front property line.
This would allow for the averaging of the front set back to 5 feet.

We are proposing a 6-foot front set back. Based on the code the front yard setback
suggested complies with the averaging provision.

TREE PRESERVATION PLAN:

e With the current plan - there will be NO trees removed from the lot/parcel.

e A chain link fence with a minimum of 6-feet in height with steel posts placed
no farther than ten feet apart, shall be installed at the edge of the tree
protection zone or drip line, whichever is greater.

e The fencing will be flush with the initial undisturbed grade

e There will be a slab concrete foundation that will eliminate the deep skirting
of excavation needed for crawl space.

e There will be approved signs around the fencing stating that inside the
fencing is a tree protection zone, not to be disturbed unless prior approval
has been obtained from Staff Advisor for the project.

e No construction activity will occur within the tree protection zone, including
dumping or storage of materials.

e Bartlett tree service will be maintaining the trees and observing all of the
preservation before, during and after the construction.

e There will be no hazardous dumping or chemically injurious material used
such as liquids, paint thinners, construction debris, or m-off.

e No excavation or trenching will occur within the tree protection zone unless
approved by the Staff Advisor.

e Inspection will take place prior to any construction activity.
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APPLICANT: Nisha Jackson

design residential

> firte: r/;‘f,’l'syu thett l‘//,,;/,v'/wj

NARATIVE REGARDING ASHLAND HISTORIC REVIEW COMMENTS
AND VARIOUS CONDITIONS PERTAINING TO CONDITIONAL
USE PERMITS AND VARIANCE APPLICATIONS

2640 E. Barnett Rd.
Medford, OR 97504 S
541-044-5987 SEP 20 201

OWNER: Same as above o

AGENT: Design Residential, Inc.

P.O. Box 8062
Medford, OR 97504

SUBJECT PARCEL DESCRIPTION:

MAP: 39 1E 09 BA TAX LOT:1300
270 N. First St.
Ashland, OR 97520

Regarding the Historic Review Board Comments dated 9/12/13:

1.

Suggestion: Hip roof and lower plate heights.
Action taken: The Upper Floor Bedrooms are Vaulted and therefore we cannot Hip the East

and West Upper ends. We have changed the North two story pop out and the covered

Entry to Hip from Gable
The Main Floor plate height remains at 9’ but we have changed the Upper Floor from 9’ to

8, all the more reason to Vault the Bedrooms. These changes will lower Building Height and
reduce Mass

Suggestion: Add trim around Openings.
Action taken: Trim has been applied to all openings even though it is not an industry

standard for Stucco or Cladding.

. Suggestion: Front Porch to small on not well defined. Design confiict with front deck.

Action taken: We have widened the porch from 4'6” to 6'. This gives more definition to the
front porch. The North interior wall of the Living Room should not be decreased to add to
Entry because the Living Room Is 136" wide as it is, a very minimum. A separation from
The covered Entry Roof to the upper deck has been created to eliminate the design conflict.

We feel we have made as many adjustments to our design as possible in light of the very
minimal building envelope dictated by the lot dimensions.

Regarding Conditional Use permit and Variance applications:

1. The Maximum Permitted Floor Area.
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The S.F.D. has been specifically designed to meet the requirements as outlined on the
Ashland Planning Dept. Pre-Application Conference Comment sheet dated: 8/14/13.
The requirements with a 25% increase are 1310 Sq. Ft. We are at 1300 Sq. Ft.

2. Front and Side yard Setbacks:
We have a 6’ Front Setback. The Comment Sheet indicates an average adjacent Front
set back is 5°6”. The existing S.F.D. has a building width of 19’, which means side set-
backs would be 3, We maintain this as a minimum with some at 46",

3. Garage:
We have proposed a 19’X 20’ Garage with a height less than 15, separated from the
main S.F.D. by 15’ and the street by 88'. The back-up dimension is 19’, so a Variance
Will be required. We feel this justified as the property directly to the North also has a
Similar back-up. With the physical constraints of the very narrow lot (25’) and the need to
Provide off-street parking with alley access, we feel a Variance is justified.

SEP 20 2013

Reghrds, //—_\ :
ohn

W. Turman
Design Residential, Inc.
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Dear City of Medford

Attached to this application are home and commercial
businesses located within 200 feet of the proposed home
construction on this application (1% Street)

These homes are a combination of:

e 2-story homes

e 17 story homes

e O-lot lines to the front and sides

e Less than 2-foot lot lines to the side

e The lot to the directly to the EAST is a large commercial

building

e The lot to the directly to the North is a large commercial

building

e The lot to the directly to the North-West is a large
commercial building

e The lot to the directly to the South is a commercial
business and home

Please see attached pictures for homes/businesses within 200

feet of proposed space.
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BARTLETT TREE SERVICE, LLC

Mike Bartlett
Certified Arborist - International Society of Arboriculture
2288 0ld Stage Rd. Central Point, Or. 97502
541-601-6780

To whom it may concern,

This report is written in regard to the trees located on the property of 270 First St.
in Ashland, Or. It was explained to me that the existing structure is to be torn down
and a new, two-story dwelling be built in its place. The new home’s footprint will be
very similar to the existing one. With this information given [ was asked to develop
a tree protection/preservation plan and implement it before, during and after the
demolition/construction project.

As a Certified Arborist I am passionate about trees and their care. Being a
professional in my field, I am compelled to give an honest, educated opinion
regarding tree situations in which I become involved.

There are many procedures that can be done to preserve and protect a tree during
construction, There are some instances where these procedures would be an
unrealistic utilization of time and effort.

At 270 First St. there is a 6 inch diameter Box Elder tree growing from the base of
the stem wall on the west side of the house. There is another Box Elder on the east
side of the house also growing from the base of the stem wall. It has diameter at
chest height of 13 inches. Box Elders have a very invasive, extensive root system.
They require a large area for root growth. The new construction would require
these roots to be cut back to the trunk on the house-side of the trees. This would
create an unstable situation for the Box Elders and place them in a high-risk
category for toppling over. This amount of root removal would also put the trees in
an irreversible decline spiral. It is my intention to preserve trees when and where
reasonably possible. I feel this would be a futile and failed attempt to preserve these
two trees and they should be removed.

The other tree of concern is a 6 inch diameter Black Walnut on the northeast side of
the property. Itis growing within inches of the asphalt alley to the north and within

6 foot of the house. Black Walnuts can reach a height of 100 feet and a crown spread
of that or more. They require a large area of available root space. Their roots tend

NOV 61 zu13
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to be on the invasive side. Because of its proximity to the alley, it has already had
limbs broken off by the nearby traffic. The roots will cause extensive damage to the
road and future home. It does not have a bright future in its present location and
should be removed. '

~ After the new building is constructed, I would recommend an assessment of the
property for the possibility of planting new trees. I would also encourage seeking
the opinion of a Certified Arborist as to what trees would be best suited for the
improved site.

Professionally,

Mike Bartlett

Certified Arborist

P.N.W. & Western Chapter, [.S.A.
International Society of Arboriculture
P.N. # 0984
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Amy Gunter

From: Tish Way [tishway@hotmail.com]
Sent: “Friday, November 01, 2013 4:04 PM
To: guntera@ashland.or.us; melissa syken
Subject: 270 North First Street

To whom it may concern;

| am writing to you regarding my concerns about the the property, located at 270 North First Street, adjoining my own, located at 260
North First Street. The proposed design for development contradicts existing zoning rules for the neighborhood. | believe that if the
proposed plan is approved, it will diminish the value of my own property and that it will diminish the pleasure that my neighbors and |
take in living in the historic railroad district.

Two years ago, when | was building my own home/business, next-door, | had requested the same or similar variances of code that my
neighbor is asking for and my requests were denied. Hence, there is also the big issue of fair treatment.

When | began the renovation to my home, we had asked the planning commission for permission to;

- Add covered porches
-'Add square footage
The current owners are saying it is impossible to build a home 12' wide, so they need to increase the residential setbacks.

They knew exactly what they were purchasing when they bought the property. They can do a remodel and use the current existing
footprint. '

If they needed to build a larger home they ought to have purchased a larger lot.

They did not create the size of the lot, but they are responsible for purchasing it exactly as it is.

| oppose their requests for additional setbacks.

A steel roof proposal;

- Put a steel roof on the building

| oppose the steel roof because it will add additional noise pollution to the neighborhood and not be in compliance with the residential
historic railroad housing.

The many variances to the code that my neighbor is proposing will:

Crowd an oversized building on a tiny little lot that will block the beautiful upstairs view from my home. While my neighbor should be
as free as | to construct an upstairs in his home, his upstairs should be scaled back so that its footprint is does not exceed the zoning
rules and does not block my existing view and sunlight. .

| am concerned about the lack of landscaping in the plans at 270 North First Street also and opposed to not following through with the
existing rules around this issue. :

| am concerned and oppose the additional traffic as a resuit of more than one parking space on such a small lot. The neighbors on the
opposite side have a lot half again larger than the 270 lot and only have one parking space.

| am concerned and opposed to the increase in noise, light, and glare from the proposed plan at 270 North First Street.

| am opposed to changing the front set back also. I the city will allow this setback for this property will you allow all the neighbors to
also change their set backs to 6 feet in the front?

Please consider these ideas and follow through with the existing laws of the Historic Railroad District already in place.
Thank you for your time and consideration on this matter.

Patricia Way

260 North First Street

Ashland; Oregon 97520

541-601-8474
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We would like to submit this additional information to our packet as this is a
new development in our understanding of the effects of this project. Up to
this point it has been unclear which trees are to remain and which will be cut
but the ribbons have made it

obvious.

It has come to our attention that
there is a tree at the 270 N. 1st
property marked for cutting
which is erroneously designated
a bush. A "tree" is defined as
being over 6" diameter at breast
height. This tree is 13"+.

Unfortunately for this tree it has
been signed off as a bush by the
City Planner in charge of this
project. In fact, in the proposal
presented to the Historic
Commission it was stated that
NO trees would be cut and (at
the subsequent meeting) many
of the members were surprised
to learn that anything under 6"
diameter at breast height is not
considered a "tree" and only two
of the many trees on this
property will actually remain.This tree should not be cut unnecessarily to build a larger
than permitted house on this small lot. Without cutting this tree a home with plenty of
square footage for the City guidelines can be built and the only reason to cut this tree is
to build a bigger house. This should be a top consideration of granting the conditional
use permit for a 25% expansion which is out of scope with other homes in this
neighborhood. Does it make sense to grant an exception for a larger home to be built on
such a small lot when it requires cutting down this healthy tree?

There has obviously been some kind of tree protection plan created for 270 N. 1st.
already as it clearly states in the proposal findings that the two trees they have identified
as "trees" which will not be cut must be adequately protected by a 6' chain link fence
before any work can begin on the property. (We have not seen the plan as it is not part
of any of the packets we have received.) This tree pictured has been overlooked and is
a HUGE oversight/unspoken accommodation on the part of the %Igg@m staff

g gy
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This tree alone is reason to send this project back to the Historic Commission for
review. This whole project had many misrepresentations when presented to the Historic
Commission (Such as the existing residence having a metal roof which it does not

and the statement that no trees were to be cut) which is the information they were
given when making their decision. If anyone makes a decision based on misleading
information it is reasonable to imagine they may make a different decision when
presented with true and more accurate information and the Historic Commission vote
was already split which rarely happens.

This project has seemed like it is being pushed through and it may be that one planning
staff member is in charge of too many aspects or gets too sympathetic to the person
and forgets the larger picture of the neighborhood and guidelines. It is very important
that the City remain impartial when looking at projects and make sure that they are
legally making fair and just decisions without making too many accommodations for one

project.

Our neighborhood (as evidenced by the 50+ signatures of many of the owners of these
properties) feels that this project is receiving a green light on a project which is not
compatible for the Historic Railroad District neighborhood where we live. A residential
home with stucco siding, a metal roof (that is the commercial coop design!), a sliding
glass door facing the street, a stainless steel cable railing balcony as a contemporary
street element, and a 25% increase in square footage with two car parking on a 25' wide
lot- there are many people questioning why the City would allow/encourage this when
other options which better fit their design guidelines are available.

Please read your own documents and be careful of using as an “excuse” that this is

a transitional house between commercial and residential. There is no definition for
transitional in your records- it is an arbitrary term. A slippery slope as so much of the
charm of this area is mixed use commercial/residential side by side. Another misleading
statement is that this property is bordered on three sides by commercial property. In
fact there is a residence still on the auto body lot which may be a residence again in the
future and the only other commercial property is the Ashland Food Coop. Many many
many properties border commercial in these neighborhoods. If standards of homes
looking like homes are gone it will quickly turn into a very different looking town. This
will be a project many will look to for future developments as it is just R-2 property...so
many of us border businesses in this areal! :
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*Because the Historic Commission made us aware of how many ordinances
there are that all parties on the Commissions may not be aware of we have
copied some of it here to hopefully be helpful:

2883 Tree Ordinance
Chapter 18.61

TREE PRESERVATION AND PROTECTION

18.61.010 Purpose. ‘
The City of Ashland recognizes the importance of trees to the character and beauty of

Ashland as well as the role that trees have in advancing the public health, safety and
welfare. The City has therefore determined that reasonable regulation of the removal of
certain trees is necessary and that this regulation of trees is based upon the following
general guidelines:

A. The Clty recognizes that
its, T it l t r thei logi

B. The City recognizes the specual S|gn|f|cance of herltage and distinctive trees, and
values the contribution, which such trees make to the beauty and quality of life of
Ashland

18. 61 020 Defmltlons

B. Caliper Inch refers to a manner of expressing the diameter inches of a tree as
calculated by measuring the tree's circumference and dividing by Pi (approximately
3.14159). Specially calibrated "diameter tapes" or "calipers" are used to determine
caliper inches.

D. Diameter at breast height or DBH means the diameter of the trunk, at its maximum
cross section, measured 54 inches (4 1/2 feet) above mean ground level at the base of
the trunk.

M. Tree means any woody plant having a trunk six caliper inches or larger in
diameter at breast height (DBH). If a tree splits into multiple trunks above ground, but
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below 4.5 feet, the trunk is measured at its most narrow point beneath the split, and is
considered one tree if greater than six inches DBH.

18.61.042 Approval and Permit Required.

B. TREE REMOVAL - VERIFICATION PERMIT:

1. If a site has received development approval through a planning action consistent with
the standards of this chapter, then a Verification Permit shall be required for those trees
approved for removal through that process. To obtain a verification permit, an applicant
must clearly identify on the property the trees to be removed by tying pink tagging tape
around each tree and submitting a site plan indicating the location of the requested
trees. Vegetation 4" to 6" DBH that is to be removed shall also be marked with pink
tagging tape. The Staff Advisor may require the building footprint of the development
to be staked to allow for accurate verification of the permit appllcatlon Ihe_S_taf_L

pjgnmng_a_gtjgn_, The City shall requwe the applicant to mltlgatefor the removal of each
tree pursuant to AMC 18.61.084. Such mitigation requirements shall be a condition of
approval of the original development permit.

18.61.094 Conditions of Approval for Tree Removal Permits.

gwes_gn_a_s_ug orto requ1re or prohlblt certaln constructlon methods
Modifications may result in a decrease in size of residential or commercial structures,
but modifications shall not reduce the density of residential development below the
permitted density allowed by the zone;

18.61.200 Tree Protection.

A. Tree Protection Plan Required.

1. A Tree Protection Plan approved by the Staff Advisor shall be required prior to
conducting any development activities including, but not limited to clearing, grading,
excavation, or demolition work on a property or site, which requires a planning action or
building permit.

2. In order to obtain approval of a Tree Protection Plan; an applicant shall submit a plan
to the City, which clearly depicts all trees to be preserved and/or removed on the site.
The plan must be drawn to scale and include the following:

a. Location, species, and diameter of each tree on site and within 15 feet of the site;

b. Location of the drip line of each tree;
c. Location of existing and proposed roads, water, sanitary and storm sewer, irrigation,
and other utility lines/facilities and easements;

d. Location of dry wells, drain lines and soakage trenches;
e. Location of proposed and existing structures;

f. Grade change or cut and fill during or after construction;
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g. Existing and proposed impervious surfaces;

h. Identification of a contact person and/or arborist who will be responsible for
implementing and maintaining the approved tree protection plan; and

i. Location and type of tree protection measures to be installed per AMC 18.61.230.

3. For development requiring a planning action, the Tree Preservation Plan shall include
an inventory of all trees on site, their health or hazard condltlon and recommendations
for treatment for each tree.

B. Tree Protection Measures Required.

1. Except as otherwise determined by the Staff Advisor, all required tree protection
measures set forth in this section shall be instituted prior to any development activities,
including, but not limited to clearing, grading, excavation or demolition work, and shall
be removed only after completion of all construction activity, including landscaping and
irrigation installation.

2. Chain link fencing, a minimum of six feet tall with steel posts placed no farther than
ten feet apart, shall be installed at the edge of the tree protection zone or dripline,
‘whichever is greater, and at the boundary of any open space tracts, riparian areas, or
conservation easements that abut the parcel being developed.

3. The fencing shall be flush with the initial undisturbed grade.

4. Approved signs shall be attached to the chain link fencing stating that inside the
fencing is a tree protection zone, not to be disturbed unless prior approval has been
obtained from the Staff Advisor for the project. _

5. No construction activity shall occur within the tree protection zone, including, but not
limited to dumping or storage of materials such as building supplies, soil, waste items,
equipment, or parked vehicles.

6. The tree protection zone shall remain free of chemically injurious materials and
liquids such as paints, thinners, cleaning solutions, petroleum products and concrete or
dry wall excess, construction debris, or run-off.

7. No excavation, trenching, grading, root pruning or other activity shall occur within the
tree protection zone unless approved by the Staff Advisor.




Amy Gunter

From: Tish Way [tishway@hotmail.com]

Sent: Friday, November 01, 2013 4:15 PM

To: guntera@ashland.or.us; melissa syken (
Cc: " TISH WAY

Subject: , 270 North First

To whom it may concern;

On an additional note, it is inaccurate to state the lot is surrounded by commercial businesses.
The fact is there is a residence directly behind the lot,(not commercial property), a residence to the south of
the lot (not commercial property), and a residence to the north of the lot (not commercial property).

The proposed house would also look proportionately out of scale to the existing houses it borders.
Thank you for your time and attention to this matter.
Patricia Way

P O Box 1327
Ashland, Oregon 97520

Tish Way

Oregon Shakespeare Festival
Company Management Team
541-601-8474
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Amy Gunter

From: Tish Way [tishway@hotmail.com]
Sent: ; Friday, November 01, 2013 4:04 PM
To: : guntera@ashland.or.us; melissa syken
Subject: 270 North First Street

To whom it may concern;

I am writing to you regarding my concerns about the the property, located at 270 North First Street, adjoining my own, located at 260
North First Street. The proposed design for development contradicts existing zoning rules for the neighborhood. | believe that if the
proposed plan is approved, it will diminish the value of my own property and that it will diminish the pleasure that my neighbors and |
take in living in the historic railroad district.

Two years ago, when | was building my own home/business, next-door, | had requested the same or similar variances of code that my
neighbor is asking for and my requests were denied. Hence, there is also the big issue of fair treatment.

When | began the renovation to my home, we had asked the planning commission for permission to;

- Add covered porches

- Add square footage

The current owners are saying it is impossible to build a home 12' wide, so they need to increase the residential setbacks.

They knew exactly what they were purchasing when they bought the property. They can do a remodel and use the current existing
footprint.

If they needed to build a larger home they ought to have purchased a larger lot.

They did not create the size of the lot, but they are responsible for purchasing it exactly as it is.

| oppose their requests for additional setbacks.

A steel roof proposal;

- Put a steel roof on the building

I oppose the steel roof because it will add additional noise pollution to the neighborhood and not be in compliance with the residential
historic railroad housing. ’

The many variances to the code that my neighbor is proposing will:

Crowd an oversized building on a tiny little lot that will block the beautiful upstairs view from my home. While my neighbor should be
as free as | to construct an upstairs in his home, his upstairs should be scaled back so that its footprint is does not exceed the zoning
rules and does not block my existing view and sunlight.

| am concerned about the lack of landscaping in the plans at 270 North First Street alsoc and opposed to not following through with the
existing rules around this issue.

| am concerned and oppose the additional traffic as a result of more than one parking space on'such a small lot. The neighbors on the
opposite side have a lot half again larger than the 270 lot and only have one parking space.

I am concerned and opposed to the increase in noise, light, and glare from the proposed plan at 270 North First Street.

| am opposed to changing the front set back also. If the city will allow this setback for this property will you allow all the neighbors to
also change their set backs to 6 feet in the front?

Please consider these ideas and follow through with the existing laws of the Historic Railroad District already in place.
Thank you for your time and consideration on this matter.

Patricia Way

260 North First Street

Ashland, Oregon 97520

541-601-8474
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October 28, 2013

Melissa Syken
260 N. 1% Street
Ashland OR 97520
541-842-0642

To whom it may concern:

| am writing with concerns about the proposed building to go in at 270 N. 1% Street. As the closest
neighbor (our homes will be 3 feet apart) | would like to voice some things | have noticed about the

planned building.

e Home does not look like it will be to scale with others on street in relation to size of lot.

e Noise, Light & Glare WILL GREATLY increase if parking is allowed behind residence in current
back yard and home is allowed to be built bigger.

e A metal roof will be confusing (if this is indeed a residence) as that is not in any way contributing
to the historic feel of the neighborhood.

PARKING:

| am greatly opposed to the idea to put parking behind the building at 270 N. 1st when all the other
homes on N 1* park on the street. Before the new sidewalk went in last year past renters who lived
there previously always parked in the front on the lawn there as matched all the other homes. By
allowing parking in the rear of the home you are allowing my current back yard where my two young
sons play to become open to the alley {as the fence will be removed which is currently in place). This will
seriously negatively impact my quality of life here as one of the things that makes our super small
residence work for our family is that | feel safe with my kids in the backyard. | did not build my home
thinking that there would be no yard next door to me. That is my buffer from the alley pedestrian traffic

especially!

Parking behind the house will degrade the neighborhood feeling for my home unnecessarily and
contribute light, noise, and glare to where | live which is currently not there at all. NO QUESTION! Me
and my children sleep less than ten feet from where lights will be pulling in and out and cars will be
warming up pouring exhaust up into our windows. That alley already has its own traffic as well as
permanent parking for the home right behind 270 which you should be aware of. There is no street
access to the home at 272 N. 1* so the only option is parking right there.

In my view, it would be more compatible with our neighborhood if the car were to park in the front of
the home as all the other cars on N. 1% do. The home just two up from mine is also on the alley and they
have made it look really nice. | do realize the existing trees there would need to be removed but these
trees cost the city money every year to cut back as they are right in the power lines and grow very
quickly and | have heard there was talk of removing them anyway for this reason. Cottonwoods are not
a good street tree and some other replacement more appropriate could be put in in their place. Also, 4
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of the 5 homes on the street will have pavers soon, 270 is the only.one that will not so there could be a
nice consistency along the street.

To go from zero parking on a 25’ wide lot to two spaces is a definite increase. All of the parking for other
homes in this area allows for one car and families share a car and bike/walk. This is not a large lot nor is
there any need for two parking spaces. If, when the City put the new sidewalk in, they did not cut a
parking spot it seems that should be a signal that there is no parking on this lot. Where is the room for
the landscaping then? | think the idea that two car parking should be allowed is extremely inconsistent
with this lot and neighborhood.

The second thing about allowing the back area to be parking is that | see a potential for this to easily
turn from residential to commercial at any time as one space can become residence and one handicap
and they are set. They are using a very similar layout as our “commercial” front to our home (a big open
space closest to the street with home upstairs and behind) which is fine if that is what they intend but |
feel this is a tricky way to get all approved and then | am next door to a commercial parking lot in my

backyard.

| noticed they are paying attention to ADA accessibility and have made ADA bathroom downstairs as
well as front door facing the street. While these may currently be personal concerns these are all
conditions for a commercial application which | feel they are adding in now as a potential for down the
road and | don’t want to be surprised when that presents itself. They may be living in it for a time but
then may decide to do their private practice from their home or sell/rent to someone else and that
would be the reality so | am looking to the future and that impact.

Again, per stated page one of the proposal: “The proposed space will NOT increase any traffic in the
area, as it will have its own parking within the property, which it currently does not have” is in no way
possible. If there is currently no traffic- adding car parking adds traffic. They are also welcome to
continue to park where they are currently parking (street side) and have no parking on the lot as many
homes of this size in the railroad district do. That IS another option and that really would not increase
traffic.

*Side note: the parking surplus on this particular street is due to the coop over- use not residential use.
Rather than burden the neighborhood by putting parking in backyards perhaps the coop should be more
responsible with their parking and find other solutions.

CONDITIONAL USE. PERMIT FOR HOME SIZE EXPANSION:

To me it looks like this home will stick out on this street as it will be a much bigger home per lot size
than any other. These are small lots which mean they should be small homes. To me, they are trying to
build a large home on a small lot and if they wanted a big home they should have purchased a bigger lot.
This is still in the historic railroad district...
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These homes are a little community and i think it is important to look at that quality and not allow a
home to be built that will not contribute to that community. Four homes of the five homes on this block
have went through ownership changes and/or remodel work in the past year so we are all invested.

Again- | think there is a big assumption stated in their proposal:
“there is no possible way to have a home that can be utilized as a residence that could fit into a 500 sf
frame”

They also state on page 5 that it would be “impossible to build a home that is 12’ wide”. AND YET- that is
what the size of my residence next door is!

This is all a matter of perspective and many families live in small spaces including mine with two
children... I do not think this idea should be the basis for any increase in home size conditional use
permit. To get a relationship to lot size: our exact same size property next door has a 1000 square foot
building with 600 square foot shop in front and our residence is only 400 square feet. They are asking for
a 327.5 square foot increase which is almost the size of the home space we are living in! A 1,000 square
foot home on a 25’ wide lot does not need to accommodate 2 bedrooms with walk in closets and 2.5
baths necessarily. Buy a bigger lot if you want a bigger house ©

My understanding is that the footprint of the home will not increase but by adding a covered porch to
the bottom story they can essentially increase their air footprint. The size of the upstairs area will then
go over the porch blocking my upstairs windows entirely from natural light and the only views | have of
the mountains. | would request that this be considered when looking at how our two homes relate to
each other as we are only 3 feet apart. More home always equals more light and any light in their home
will greatly increase light in my home- at the 3 foot distance you can pretty much read by it.

| request that the covered patio and waterproof deck be removed as they are more space taken up by
building on the lot and they already have an outside porch to the front of the house. That way | can still
see the mountains out of the farthest upstairs corner window in my home at the least. | feel the home
they are proposing to build in not similar in scale, bulk, and coverage to surrounding homes as they are
trying to build something bigger and utilizing more than all the allotted space and leaving no room for
vegetation. These decks will have to be built around the existing tree...

Another concern | have is how the windows on our buildings will match up with one another. | would
prefer to not have to look into their rooms or have them looking into mine as it was before our remodel.

METAL ROOF:

| see no reason for a metal roof on this home unless the intent is for it to one day be commercial. There
are NO surrounding homes in this historic residential area with metal roofing and | think the metal
would look commercial and/or California home like. How would that contribute to the historic feel? |
was also denied the request to put a metal roof on our building and we are commercial in the front so |

would be greatly surprised how their metal roof would be more contributing than mine could have
been.

Thank you for your consideration,

Melissa Syken
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TYPE I
PUBLIC HEARING

PA-2014-00052
87 West Nevada Street
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Planning Department, 51 Winburn Way, Ashland, Oregon 97520

T 541-488-5305 Fax: 541-552-2050 www.ashland.orus TTY: 1-800-735-2900 ASHLAND

PLANNING ACTION: PA-2014-00052

SUBJECT PROPERTY: 87 W Nevada St.

OWNER/APPLICANT: Wilma LLC

DESCRIPTION: A request to modify the Development Agreement for the Verde Village

Subdivision for the properties located at 87 W. Nevada Street and 811 Helman Street. The proposed
modifications include: clarifications of the project phasing to make clear which improvements are required
with each phase and to allow either phase to occur first; changes to the energy efficiency requirements of
the development so that all units will be constructed to at least Earth Advantage Gold standards and will be
“Photovoltaic Ready”; and changes to the landscaping and maintenance requ:rements associated with
construction of the multi-use path.

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN DESIGNATION: Suburban Residential and Single-Family Residential; ZONING: R-
1-3.5, R-1-5, R-1-7.5 ASSESSOR’S MAP: 39 1E 04B TAX LOT: 1100, 1400-1418

ASHLAND PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING: February 11, 2014 at 7:00 PM, Ashland Civic Center
ASHLAND CITY COUNCIL MEETING: February 18, 2014 at 7:00 PM, Ashland Civic Center
o7 | ASHLAND AN
{ 77 DOGPARK o
. | PA #2014-00052
[ } / 87 W. NEVADA ST. & 811 HEL.MAN ST.
SUBJECT PROPERTIES

VERDE VILLAGE
SUBDIVISION

0 37575 160 Feet

Notice is hereby given that PUBLIC HEARINGS on the above request with respect to the ASHLAND LAND USE ORDINANCE will be held before the
ASHLAND PLANNING COMMISSION and ASHLAND CITY COUNCIL on the meeting dates shown above. The meetings 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 preciudes 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 Hearings, the Chair shall allow testimony from the applicant and those in attendance concerning this request. The Chair shall have the right
to limit the length of testimony and require that comments be restricted to the applicable criteria. Unless there is a continuance, if a participant so requests
before the conclusion of the hearing, the record shall remain open for at least seven days after the hearing.

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

If you have questions or comments concerning this request, please feel free to contact the Ashland Planning Division, 541-488-5305.
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Criteria from Chapter 18.88.030.A.4 for modification of the original subdivision’s Outline Plan approval:

a. That the development meets all applicable ordinance requirements of the City of Ashland.

b. That adequate key City facilities can be provided including water, sewer, paved access to and through the
development, electricity, urban storm drainage, police and fire protection and adequate transportation; and
that the development will not cause a City facility to operate beyond capacity.

c. That the existing and natural features of the land; such as wetlands, floodplain corridors, ponds, large trees,
rock outcroppings, etc., have been identified in the plan of the development and significant features have
been included in.the open space, common areas, and unbuildable areas.

d. That the development of the land will not prevent adjacent land from being developed for the uses shown in
the Comprehensive Plan.

e. That there are adequate provisions for the maintenance of open space and common areas, if required or
provided, and that if developments are done in phases that the early phases have the same or higher ratio of
amenities as proposed in the entire project.

f. That the proposed density meets the base and bonus density standards established under this Chapter.

The development complies with the Street Standards.(Ord 2836, 52 1999)

Q

Criteria from Chapter 18.62.040.1 for modifications of the Physical & Environmental Constraints Review
Permit which allowed construction of a multi-use path in the Ashland Creek riparian preservation area:

1.

Through the application of the development standards of this chapter, the potential impacts to the property and
nearby areas have been considered, and adverse impacts have been minimized.

That. the applicant has considered the potential hazards that the development may create and implemented
measures to mitigate the potential hazards caused by the development.

That the applicant has taken all reasonable steps to reduce the adverse impact on the environment. Irreversible
actions shall be considered more seriously than reversible actions. The Staff Advisor or Planning Commission shall
consider the existing development of the surrounding area, and the maximum permitted development permitted
by the Land Use Ordinance.
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ASHLAND PLANNING DEPARTMENT
STAFF REPORT

February 11, 2014

PLANNING ACTION: 2014-00052
OWNERS/APPLICANTS: Wilma, LLC
LOCATION: 87 West Nevada Street

811 Helman Street
(Map 39 1E 04B, Tax Lots: 1100, 1400-1418)

ZONE DESIGNATION: R-1-3.5, R-1-5,R-1-7.5

COMP. PLAN DESIGNATION: Suburban Residential and Single-Family Residential

ORDINANCE REFERENCE: 18.20 R-1 Single-Family Residential District
18.22 R-1-3.5 Suburban Residential District
18.61 Tree Preservation and Protection
18.62 Physical and Environmental Constraints
18.88 Performance Standards Options
18.108 Procedures

APPLICATION DEEMED COMPLETE ON: February 3, 2014

REQUEST: A request to modify the Development Agreement for the Verde Village
Subdivision for the properties located at 87 W. Nevada Street and 811 Helman Street.
The proposed modifications include: clarifications of the project phasing to make clear
which improvements are required with each phase and to allow either phase to occur
first; changes to the energy efficiency requirements of the development so that all units
will be constructed to at least Earth Advantage Gold standards and will be “Photovoltaic
Ready”; and changes to the landscaping requirements associated with construction of the
multi-use path.

L Relevant Facts

jl} Background - History of Application

Approved in December of 2007, the Verde Village Subdivision of an 11.64 acre
site comprising five parcels on the site of the old Ashland Greenhouses at 87
West Nevada and 811 Helman Streets included a number of approvals by the City
of Ashland:
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o An Annexation, Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Map changes from Jackson County
Rural Residential (RR-5) to City of Ashland Low-Density Multi-Family Residential (R-
2) and Suburban Residential (R-1-3.5)

o Outline Plan approval to develop the property as a 68-unit residential development

o Site Review approval for multi-family development

o Physical and Environmental Constraints Review Permit to locate a multi-use path in
the Ashland Creek Riparian Preservation Area.

o Tree Removal Permit

o Exceptions to the Street Standards to install a curbside sidewalk on one side of a
proposed street, to not locate a street adjacent to natural features and to not
connect two of the proposed streets.

o Variances to reduce the on-street parking requirement from 78 to 38 spaces, to
reduce therear yard setback requirement forsix of the townhomes in the
northwestern corner of the site from 20 feet to 12, 14 and 16 feet, and to reduce the
required distance between buildings for the 27 cottages in the southwestern corner
of the site.

o An Administrative Variance to the Site Design and Use Standards to have the
primary orientation of the buildings to the south, rather than to the street, in order
to maximize the use of solar energy.

o A land exchange with the City of Ashland dedicating 2.78 acres adjacent to Ashland
Creek to the city for parks purposes in exchange for approximately 1.54 acres of the
Dog Park in the area of the access and to the south of the existing parking area.

o A Development Agreement with the City of Ashland which governed the
requirements for development of the subdivision to completion, including a detailed
timeline.  This development agreement was adopted by Ordinance #2945 on
December 19, 2007.

Subsequent to the 2007 approval, the applicants dedicated property to the Rogue
Valley Community Development Corporation to develop 15 affordable units as
part of the first phase of Verde Village to satisfy the affordability requirements of
the annexation. Utilities and infrastructure, including the partial extension of
Almeda Street, were completed to serve these units, which are now built and
occupied as “Rice Park at Verde Village.”

The applicants obtained Site Review approval for the remainder of the first phase,
the multi-family cottage housing portion of the subdivision, in 2009. Prior to the
installation of infrastructure or commencement of the remainder of the first phase
of the development, the national economy suffered a major downturn which made
it difficult for projects with approvals in place to obtain financing. To date, the
city has approved three timetable extensions in response to diffiiculties associated
with the current state of the economy and availability of financing.

2 Detailed Description of the Site and Proposal

Site Description _

The parent pacels to the original subdivision are located on the north side of
Nevada Street, west of the Ashland Creek corridor, near the terminus of Helman
Street at Nevada Street. A driveway and multi-use path accessway serving the
Dog Park and the Bear Creek Greenway north of the property bisects the
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subdivision. To the west, Almeda Drive abuts the western boundary of the site,
with a short extension into the property providing access to the Rice Park
affordable housing units.

Ashland Creek, which runs along the eastern and northeaster boundary of the site,
is identified as a Riparian Corridor in the adopted Water Resources map, and is
considered a Riparian Preservation Creek in the Physical and Environmental
Constraints Chapter (AMC 18.62) Flood Plain Corridor Lands map. The site also
contains two wetlands which were identified in the original subdivision
application. The site includes a variety of slopes including relatively flat portions
and steeper slopes adjacent to Ashland Creek. Generally, the site slopes downbhill
to the north and northeast.

The adjacent properties to the south, west and north are in the Ashland city limits.
The properties to the south of the site, between the site boundary and Nevada St.,
are zoned Single-Family Residential (R-1-5). The properties to the west and
north of the site are zoned Single-Family Residential (R-1-7.5). Most of the
property to the east of Ashland Creek is outside the Ashland city limits and
Ashland UGB, and is zoned Jackson County EFU (Exclusive Farm Use).

Current Proposal

The current proposal requests to modify the original land use approval and the
association Development Agreement for the Verde Village Subdivision as

follows:

1. Project Phasing: The applicants request to make the projecct a true
two phase project, noting that as written, the current development
agreement requires the completion of the bulk of the infrastructure
with the first phase, and they request modifications to require
infrastructure installation more in keeping with the proposed
phasing as well as clear flexibility in terms of the order in which the
phases are constructed (i.e. either phase could be built first, or both
simultaneously).

2. Energy Efficiency Performance Standards: As presently
approved, all units within the development are subject to a unique,
~ project-specific “net-zero energy performance standard” that was
developed by the applicants’ team for the original application
submittal from 2006. The applicants are now requesting to change
the energy efficiency requirements to be more compatible with
technological changes since 2006, and easier to administer from
both the city’s and the developer’s perspectives by removing the
previous “net-zero energy performance standard” and replacing it
with a minimum requirement to meet at least an Earth Advantage
“Gold” certification and to be “Photovoltaic Ready.”
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3. Multi-Use  Path/Riparian Corridor  Restoration &
Enhancement. The applicants propose “fo change the landscaping
requirements of the multi-use path to a level that is more in keeping
with what is reasonable to maintain by the City and takes into
account what has been learned in the creek side restorations since
the development agreement was written. These changes still serve
to protect the valuable creek.”

IL Project Impact
Procedurally speaking, the Development Agreement requires in 21.2 that, “Admendment...
of this agreement shall be made by adoption of an Ordinance.... The procedures and

Agreement, currently notice and hearing before the Council with a recommendation from
the Planning Commission.” The current request is before the Planning Commission for a
recommendation to Council. The Council will conduct a hearing to consider the first
reading of the Ordinance at their regular meeting on February 18.

Proposed Modifications - Project Phasing

The applicants request to make the projecct a true two phase project, noting that as
written, the current development agreement requires the completion of the bulk of the
infrastructure with the first phase, and they request modifications to require infrastructure
installation more in keeping with the proposed phasing as well as clear flexibility in
terms of the order in which the phases are constructed (i.e. either phase could be built
first). Specific modifications proposed include:

e That the multi-use path and the sidewalk on Nevada Street, from Helman Street to
Oak Street, be tied to the construction of Sander Way as part of Phase II rather than
as a part of Phase L.

e That Planning staff have the ability to allow Phase II to be constructed prior to Phase
I if the developer requests.

e That if the project is built in phases, the first phase that is built will include:

o The construction of Almeda Street to Helman Street.

o The construction of Perozzi Street.

o The construction of curbs, gutters, sidewalks and parkrow planting strips on
both sides of Almeda Street and Perozzi Street prior to any home construction
for either phase.

e That if the project is built in a single phase, 24 lots (50 percent of the combined lots
in Phase I and Phase II) would need to meet the time line requirements of Phase I in
the current timeline. '

The applicants assert that these changes do not adversely affect the final development,
and would still yield the improved Dog Park access as the first item to be completed
before any lots could be developed. They note that these changes would minimize the
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land disturbance where lots are not ready to be built upon, and that these changes do not
alter the final completion date. They suggest that the only items which might be delayed
with the proposed changes are the construction of the Greenway multi-use path and the
sidewalk along Nevada Street to Oak Street which would be completed prior to the
development of any lots in Phase II. The application materials include a revised
timetable which would replace the adopted timetable as ‘Exhibit F’ of the Development
Agreement.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Project Phasing — Rice Park, the affordable housing
portion of the Verde Village subdivision, was completed with only a partial extension of
Almeda Drive and with temporary facilities installed to provide the required fire
apparatus access and fire truck turn-around. For staff, the key concerns with any
alteration in subdivision phasing are ensuring that whichever portion of the development
occurs first includes completion of the extension of Almeda Drive to provide permanent
access to the already completed and occupied units in Rice Park for both residents and
emergency vehicles, and that Perozzi Street is extended to provide permanent access to
the existing, heavily-used Dog Park. The applicants’ proposed modifications clearly
address these concerns, and staff is therefore supportive of the requested modifications to
the project’s phasing.

Proposed Modifications - Energy Efficiency Performance Standards

As originally approved, all of the units in the development are subject to a unique,
project-specific “net-zero energy performance standard” that was developed by the
applicants’ team for the original application submittal from 2006. The stated goal
underlying these standards was to provide “the most energy efficient homes constructed
in Oregon,” and this was to be accommplished through a combination of proper solar
orientation, improved thermal envelopes, solar heating, night flush cooling, high
efficiency HVAC systems, heat recovery ventilation, and efficient appliances, all of were
to achieve 50 percent better performance, and 50 percent less potable water use, than a
typical code compliant home at the time. In addition, through the installation of a
photovoltaic system, the homes were to be capable of generating as much energy as they
used on an annual basis, making them “net zero energy.” Specific energy efficiency
measures were required, and these ranged from specific requirements for the lighting and
water fixtures (only fluorescent or compact fluorescent lighting were allowed, only either
dual flush 1.1/1.5 gpf or single 1.1 gpf toilets were allowed, and all showerheads and
faucets were to provide 1.5 gpm fixture controls) to requirements that the homes be
designed for “night flush cooling” through the use of mass (concrete floors), improved
thermal envelopes and operable windows so that they could be cooled at night to a degree
that would elminate the need for air conditioning.

- The original application included a Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment to upzone the
property. Comprehensive Plan Map Amendments require that the proposed change meet
one of five factors detailed in Chapter 18.108.060.B and be in compliance with the
Comprehensive Plan. Both the Planning Commission and Council’s support of the
original Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment’s approval were based on the energy and
water conservation measures proposed addressing an identified public need for energy
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and water conservation in new homes as supported in the Ashland Comprehensive Plan
(Chapter XI, Policy #3-C, -D, -E and -G, and Policy #8-B). The Council further
found that the energy efficiency measures proposed supported the requested up-zoning as
they equated favorably to development under the prior Comprehensive Plan designation
with density bonuses for affordability and energy efficiency.

As part of the original approval, building permits were required to include a summary of
how each unit complied with the energy efficiency performance standard to facilitate
plan review. The affordable homes at Rice Park were constructed according to these
performance standards and staff believes this posed substantial complications to the plan
review, construction and inspection processes because of the uniqueness, specificity and
complexity of the standards which leave little room for variation and which differ
drastically from what most contractors are used to building under either standard codes or
the common third-party “green building” accreditation programs like LEED or Earth
Advantage.

The applicants are asking to replace these unique, project-specific energy efficiency
performance standards with a requirement that each home obtain at least an Earth
Advantage “Gold” certification and be “Photovoltaic Ready.” They explain that this
would benefit the city both through the ease of administration and through the ability to
automatically change with technological developments, and suggest that with the
modifications proposed they will still satisfy the standards initially approved. The
applicants note that that the Earth Advantage Gold with Photovoltaic Ready option
produces homes that are at least 15 percent more energy efficient than current codes, that
the solar orientation of the homes is not proposed to change, and that the proposed
modifications continue to address the Comprehensive Plan’s identified public need for
energy and water conservation in new homes.

Earth Advantage certification considers materials and methods to reduce energy and
water usage and improve indoor air quality; development practices which diminish land
degradation and deforestation, promote healthy landscapes, reduce waste, and prevent
potential erosion associated with development; and the encouragement of local,
environmentally responsible, durable materials. Builders complete a points worksheet
detailing the proposed approach to the development, and an independent third-party
verifier visits the site to verify compliance. FEarth Advantage has various levels of
certification including silver, gold, platinum, net zero ready and net zero. The City of
Ashland is the local Earth Advantage license-holder, with certified inspectors on staff and
additional third-party inspectors in the community operating under the city license. The
Earth Advantage program is currently the program used in granting density bonuses for
Conservation Housing, and city staff and the local development community have a
general familiarity with the requirements of the program.

The Conservation Department is reviewing the proposed modifications, and staff
anticipates that they will provide an assessment and recommendation relative to the
proposed changes prior to the Planning Commission’s hearing.
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Energy Efficiency Performance Standards - While
homes certified as Farth Advantage Gold/Photovoltaic Ready would not be the “net zero
energy” homes originally envisioned for the development, staff believes that the level of
energy efficiency proposed would continue to support the original up-zoning approval
findings that the project meets an identified public need for energy and water
conservation in new homes, and that the energy efficiency measures and affordability
would equate favorably to development under the previous Comprehensive Plan
designation with density bonuses for affordability and energy efficiency. In addition,
staff believes that the change to an established, standardized rating system with
independent third party verification of compliance would simplify the plan review and
inspection processes on the city side. For the applicants, it would likely have the added
advantage of being a program with which designers, contractors, lenders, realtors and
homebuyers have a greater degree of familiarity and would thus be more willing to
invest. As such, staff is supportive of the proposed modifications to the project’s energy
efficiency requirements.

‘Proposed Modifications - Multi-Use Path Landscaping and Riparian Restoration &
Enhancement

The original Verde Village application included a land exchange between the developers
and the city. Because the city lands involved were originally purchased with federal
funds as park land, there were requirements to ensure that the land received in exchange
was of equal or greater value for public use and that the exchange would further the
public interest. As originally approved, the exchange was for 1.54 acres of the city’s ten-
acre “Dog Park” parcel, including the access drive and entry lawn area, for 2.78 acres of
land from the developers which had previously been identified by the city for acquisition
in the adopted “Parks, Trails and Open Space Master Plan” map.

In addition to the real property exchanged, as part of the Development Agreement, the
City was also to receive a new city standard public street entrance to the Dog Park and an
additional 1,300 lineal feet of multi-use pathway to extend the regional Bear Creek
Greenway Trail. The value of these improvements was specifically noted as not being
considered in the valuation for the land exchange. The original findings in support of the
land exchange noted, “City finds that the difference in value between the two parcels
being exchanged is $150,000 in favor of City, based on the analysis and conclusions
contained in the Appraisal Reports commissioned by City, contained in the record and
incorporated herein by this reference. AFSG agrees to “gift” the $150,000 difference in
value to City.” These findings also noted, “The approximately 2.78 acres of property
received by the City will be used for public open space and passive recreation, including
-the greenway trail. The reasons stated for City Council consideration for the exchange
include but are not limited to the added value to the City’s Parks and Trails system....
Acquisition by City of the [parcel]... provides City with the opportunity to extend City’s
multi-use path, which is part of the regional Bear Creek Greenway. The real property
exchange also provides the public with additional scenic frontage along Ashland Creek.
Further, acquisition of the Williams Property provides City with an opportunity to benefit
the community by preserving and enhancing the riparian area along Ashland Creek.”
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As approved, the multi-use path will weave above and below the riparian zone and the
top of the slope of the creek corridor. The path will cross slopes of 40 to 50 percent in
some areas and will include retaining wall construction to retain the necessarily steep

-cuts. The riparian corridor is regulated both by the requirement to preserve significant
natural features in the Outline Plan approval criteria, and by AMC Chapter 18.62,
Physical and Environmental Constraints, which requires a Physical Constraints Review
Permit for construction of the path on Riparian Preservation lands. The multi-use path
will also be within five feet of the edge of one of the site’s wetlands for a distance of
approximately 40 feet. To ensure that the path installation was adequately buffered and
would not negatively impact the functions of the riparian area or wetland and satisfied the
Physical Constraints Review Permit approval criterion requiring demonstration that all
reasonable steps to reduce adverse impacts on the environment would be taken with the
path installation, the applicants were required to provide a:

.. mitigation plan prepared by a riparian biologist or a natural resource
professional with training and experience in biology, ecology or related
fields for the impact of the construction of the multi-use path in the
riparian corridor and to address the 10-foot wide riparian corridor buffer.
The riparian corridor buffer is the setback between the new eastern
property line adjacent to the Ashland Creek riparian corridor and the
single family homes and yards for units 68, and 25 -39, and is delineated
as common area in the application materials. Disturbed areas firom the
multi-use path construction shall be re-vegetated and an additional area
restored and enhanced with local source native plant material including
ground cover, shrubs and trees at a 1:1.5 ratio, erosion control material
shall be applied (e.g. mulch, hay, jute-netting, or comparable) and
temporary irrigation facilities installed. The mitigation plan shall include
but not be limited to a statement of objectives, measurable standards of
mitigation, an assessment of riparian corridor functions and values, a
statement and detail plan of the location, elevation and hydrology of the
mitigation area, a planting plan and schedule, a monitoring and
maintenance plan, a contingency plan and performance guarantees. The
applicants shall install the mitigation measures in the approved mitigation
plan in conjunction with the multi-use path installation.

The applicants provided the required mitigation plan along with plans for the multi-use
path installation as part of the Final Plan application for Phase I of the development
(Planning Action #2008-01853). This plan proposed the mitigation of approximately
46,005 square feet of the riparian setback area (i.e. the full riparian corridor area between
the proposed path and the creek) to mitigate habitat impacts and provided an additional
approximately 9,382 square feet of non-invasive ornamental plantings selected for their
habitat and screening value outside of the riparian setback area. As required in the
Development Agreement, there was also a maintenance period where the applicants were
responsible for the maintenance and replacement of any plantings which failed to survive
three years after the path’s completion.
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With the current request, the applicants propose “fo change the landscaping requirements
of the multi-use path to a level that is more in keeping with what is reasonable to
maintain by the City and takes into account what has been learned in the creekside
restorations since the development agreement was written. These changes still serve fo
protect the valuable creek.” With the request, they would reduce the plantings associated
with mitigating the path installation to the areas within four-feet of the path itself and any
additional lands disturbed through construction of the path. They would also plant the
ten-foot buffer along the eastern property lines of units 25-39 and 68 on the subdivision
property as required in the original approval. The application materials provided
emphasize that the restoration and enhancement of the creek corridor were not
considerations for the land exchange — only the lands’ location, size and the multi-use
path itself were considered, and these are not proposed to change in terms either of the
value of the exchange or in furthering the public interest with the requested
modifications.

The materials provided suggest that the currently approved mitigation plan requirements
are not appropriate in light of recent experiences with creekside restoration, and that the
blackberries and other non-native plants that are currently on the property serve to protect
the stream. They go on to suggest that by removing these plants and replacing them with
natives, it would adversely impact the stream in the short term by removing the shade
which currently cools the water, and that by planting all of the new plantings at once
there would be higher plant mortality rates because of the sudden change to the growing
conditions. They note that the Parks Department has estimated that it would cost roughly
$49,000 per year to maintain the new plantings as all maintenance would need to be done
by hand, rather than through chemical application, because of the proximity to the creek.
The applicants conclude that this is a high cost with little benefit, and that the changes
proposed would reduce costs by 60 to 75 percent. [The Parks Department has
subsequently revised their estimate and indicated that maintenance of the full three-acre
maintenance project would run $39,000 per six-month season, including irrigation and
staff time, and that with the reduced planting area proposed by the applicants here, costs
might be reduced to one quarter of that amount.]

The Ashland Parks and Recreation Commission considered the proposed modifications to
the pathway installation and associated riparian landscaping and made a number. of
recommendations. The meeting minutes of their discussion, and a memorandum from
Parks Director Don Robertson detailing and explaining their recommendations, have
been included in the Planning Commission’s packets. The Parks Commission’s
recommendations were as follows:

1. With regard to the time for improvements, the Commission made a motion to
“recommend to Council allowing Verde Village developmers fo wait for the second
phase of development to install the path if the first phase was not along the path,
however if the first phase was implemented and the developers did not put in the
second phase along the pathway, afier five years they would need to build the path.”
This recommendation was unanimously approved.

2. With regard to the pathway landscaping, the Commission recommended that, “the
proposed vegetation in the development plan be reduced to an 18-foot wide corridor
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along and including the bike path, including any affected or disturbed areas within
that corridor which would be revegetated, as opposed to how the plan is shown.” In
explaining this recommendation, Parks staff noted that the concern of the
Commission was that they would receive a large re-vegetated piece of property that
would be impossible to maintain at a reasonable cost with a reasonable chance of
success. They suggested that the proposed modifications would accomplish the need
for replacing vegetation on disturbed areas and begin the process of eliminating
noxious and invasive weeds but would not saddle the department with a project that
was too large, and thus too costly, to be adequately maintained.

3. Also with regard to the pathway landscaping, the Commission asked that Council,
“allow Parks’ professional staff the flexibility to work with the developer to identify
any additional trees to plant outside or inside the identified 18-foot corridor.” Based
on the minutes, it appears the intention was that some additional trees could be
strategically planted and maintained further into the riparian corridor to establish
themselves and gain dominance over the blackberries leading to a higher survivability
and success rate.

4. The Parks Commission made no recommendation with regard to the possibility of
reducing the maintenance period associated with the revegetation from three-years
down to one-year. Parks staff have noted that the feeling among Commissioners was
that the existing maintenance period was appropriate, and that with the changes they
were supporting the scope of maintenance necessary would ultimately be reduced to a
level that was reasonable for the developer to maintain, and would provide a higher
likelihood of success for the plantings when ultimately turned over to the Parks
Department. '

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Multi-Use Path Landscaping/Riparian Corridor
Restoration & Enhancement - While staff strongly disagrees with the applicants’
assertions that the short term disruption associated with riparian restoration and
enhancement somehow outweighs the long-term benefits of restoring native plantings to
support the restoration of healthy riparian corridor function, we recognize that the scope
of the previously approved mitigation plan went well beyond what was necessary to
mitigate the disturbance associated with the path installation. Particularly in light of the
Ashland Parks and Recreation Commission’s general support of the request, staff would
recommend that the Planning Commission forward a recommendation to Council in
support of the requested modifications to the multi-use path landscaping and riparian
corridor restoration requirements with the following (hopefilly minor) modification to

-the applicants’ request:

® That the revised plan (replacing Sheet R-1 from December 1, 2008) to be
provided prior to pathway installation shall illustrate the proposed
pathway installation and the redefined limits of the slope stabilization and
associated revegetation and shall include the planting of additional trees
both inside and outside the pathway corridor to be selected and placed
after consultation with Parks Department staff.

Procedural - Required Burden of Proof

Planning Action 2014-00052 Ashland Planning Department — Staff Report / dds
Applicant; WILMA LLC 168 Page 100f 13




IVv.

The criteria for Outline Plan subdivision approval or modification from the Performance
Standards Options Chapter are detailed in AMC 18.88.030.A.4 as follows:

a. That the development meets all applicable ordinance requirements of the City of Ashland.

b. That adequate key City facilities can be provided including water, sewer, paved access to and
through the development, electricity, urban storm drainage, police and fire protection and
adequate transportation; and that the development will not cause a City facility to operate

beyond capacity.

C. That the existing and natural features of the land; such as wetlands, floodplain corridors,
ponds, large trees, rock outcroppings, etc., have been identified in the plan of the development
and significant features have been included in the open space, common areas, and unbuildable

aredas.

d. That the development of the land will not prevent adjacent land from being developed

for the uses shown in the Comprehensive Plan.

e. That there are adequate provisions for the maintenance of open space and common areas, if
required or provided, and that if developments are done in phases that the early phases have the

same or higher ratio of amenities as proposed in the entire project.

f. That the proposed density meets the base and bonus density standards established under this
Chapter.
g. The development complies with the Street Standards.

The criteria for approval or modification of a Physical & Environmental Constraints Review
Permit to allow construction of a multi-use path in the Ashland Creek riparian preservation

area are detailed in AMC 18.62.040.1 as follows:

1. Through the application of the development standards of this chapter, the potential
impacts to the property and nearby areas have been considered, and adverse impacts

have been minimized.

2. That the applicant has considered the potential hazards that the development may
create and implemented measures to mitigate the potential hazards caused by the
development.

3. That the applicant has taken all reasonable steps to reduce the adverse impact on the

environment. Irreversible actions shall be considered more seriously than reversible
actions. The Staff Advisor or Planning Commission shall consider the existing
development of the surrounding area, and the maximum permitted development

permitted by the Land Use Ordinance.

Conclusions and Recommendations

The Verde Village project envisioned a unique mix of housing types and energy
conserving housing that Ashland has not seen before in a subdivision, and included
connectivity improvements to better serve the now constructed affordable housing in
Rice Park, the Dog Park, the Bear Creek Greenway and the surrounding community. In
staff’s view, the merits of the project remain years following its approval and it is
unfortuneate that the economic downturn of the “Great Recession” has jeopardized

realization of the applicants’ original vision for the development.
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Staff have previously expressed support for modifications of the approved timetable of
development to give the applicants as much opportunity as allowed under city and state
regulations to make the project happen, and staff are generally supportive of the
modifications requested here. Specifically:

e Project Phasing — Rice Park, the affordable component of the Verde Village
subdivision, was completed with only a partial extension of Almeda Drive, with
temporary facilities to provide required fire apparatus access and turn-around.
For staff, any alteration in phasing needs to include completion of the extension
of Almeda Drive to provide permanent access to the already completed and
occupied units in Rice Park for both residents and emergency vehicles, and of
Perozzi Street to provide permanent access to the Dog Park. The proposed
modifications clearly address these concerns as required regardless of which
phase is built first. :

o Energy Efficiency - While homes certified as FEarth Advantage
Gold/Photovoltaic Ready would not be the “net zero energy” homes originally
envisioned for the development, staff believes that the level of energy efficiency
proposed can still be found to support the original up-zoning approval findings
that the project meets an identified public need for energy and water conservation
in new homes, and that the energy efficiency measures and affordability proposed
would have allowed for density bonuses comparable to the original up-zoning. In
addition, the change to a third-party rating system would simplify plan review and
inspections for the city while providing the applicants a program with which
designers, contractors, realtors, future homebuyers, lenders and investers have a
greater degree of familiarity and comfort.

e Path & Riparian Corridor - While staff believes that the long-term benefits of
restoring native plantings to support healthy riparian function outweigh the
impacts of any short term disruption, we also recognize that the scope of the
previously approved mitigation plan went beyond what was necessary to mitigate
the disturbance of the path installation. In light of the Ashland Parks and
Recreation Commission’s general support, and concerns over their ultimate
maintenance cost for a larger project, staff recommends that the Planning
Commission forward a favorable recommendation to Council with the following
modification requested by the Parks Commission, “That the revised plan
(replacing Sheet R-1 from December 1, 2008) to be provided prior to pathway
installation shall illustrate the proposed pathway installation and the redefined
limits of the slope stabilization and associated revegetation and shall include the
planting of additional trees both inside and outside the pathway corridor to be
selected and placed after consultation with Parks Department staff. Pathway
improvements shall be installed with the second phase of development, but no
later than five years following completion of the first phase.”

Should the Planning Commission concur with staff and choose to forward favorable
recommendations to Council for the requested modifications, staff would recommend that the
following conditions be added to the Development Agreement’s “Revised Revised Exhibit E,
Verde Village Special Conditions” to reflect the proposals of the applicants in the current request :
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30) Phasing. That Phase I and Phase II refer to specific portions of the
development, and the applicants shall have the ability to construct Phase
II prior to Phase I, or to construct both phases at the same time. If the
project is built in a single phase, 24 lots (50 percent of the total number
of lots in Phase I and Phase II) would need to meet the timetable for
Phase 1. If the project is built in phases, whichever phase is constructed
first shall include: the construction of Almeda Drive from its current
terminus out to Helman Street, and the construction of Perozzi Street
(formerly ‘Canine Way’) from Almeda Drive to the Dog Park. Both streets
shall be completed according to the approved plans (including paving,
curbs, gutters, sidewalks and parkrow planting strips with street trees on
both sides), inspected and approved prior to the construction of any
homes for either phase.

31) Multi-Use Path & Nevada Street Sidewalk Timing. That the multi-
use path and the sidewalk on Nevada Street, from Helman Street to Oak
Street, shall be tied to the construction of Sander Way as part of Phase 1I,
rather than as a part of Phase 1. A revised plan (replacing Sheet R-1 from
December 1, 2008) shall be provided prior to pathway installation
illustrating the proposed pathway installation and the redefined limits of
the slope stabilization and associated revegetation and shall include the
planting of additional trees both inside and outside the pathway corridor
to be selected and placed after consultation with Parks Department staff,
The multi-use pathway improvements shall be installed with Phase II of
the development, but no later than five years following completion of the
first phase.”
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Memo

DATE: - 2/5/2014

TO: = Derek Severson, Associate Planner

FROM: Adam Hanks, Administration/Conservation
RE: Verde Village Approval Modification Request

The Conservation Division has been involved with both the applicants, Greg and Val Williams, and
Planning Staff as the applicants researched and prepared materials for their request to the Planning
Commission to modify several of the conditions of approval associated with the original Verde Village
subdivision approval from 2006. ’

The Conservation Division focused its conversations and evaluation on the suggested modifications to
the energy efficiency measures approved via exhibit K3 of the approval findings. The K3 exhibit
outlined very specific and customized energy efficiency measures to be implemented with the objective
of achieving 50% savings in both energy and water compared to standard “code built” homes.
Additionally, the installation of photovoltaic solar systems were proposed to reach “net zero” for each of
the homes built within the subdivision.

The Conservation Division staff met with the applicants, reviewed exhibit K3, and offered the applicant
a variety of potential pathways to achieve energy and water savings beyond current code. The
applicants have proposed to replace the requirements listed in exhibit K3 with a more standardized,
measurable and verifiable way to achieve a higher level of energy and water efficiency than the “code
built” baseline home, which is the Earth Advantage/Energy Star program that the Conservation Staff has
had in use and available since 2002.

The applicant’s request for Earth Advantage Gold would result in home construction that is at least 15%
more energy efficient than a code home built today and 20-30% more energy efficient than a code home
from 2006. Additionally, in contrast to the very customized and project specific energy efficiency
measures detailed in the original exhibit K3, the Earth Advantage program offers a reliable, successful
and verifiable program that ensures the stated efficiency measures are achieved. Additionally, the Earth
Advantage program also incorporates and measures enhancements in healthy indoor air quality, resource
efficiency, environmental responsibility and water conservation, which was not a part of the original K3
measures.

CONSERVATION DEPARTMENT Tel: 541-488-2063
20 E. Main Street Fax: 541-488-6006

Ashland, Oregon 97520 TTY: 800-735-2900 .“
van

www.ashland.or.us

172



The Conservation Staff is excited at the prospect of an entire subdivision committing to the Earth
Advantage program and supports the concept of utilizing a tested third party system to help the builder,
City staff and ultimately the homeowner, ensure that the home functions as designed, approved and

built.

While the applicant is requesting relief from the photovoltaic solar installation in attempts to reach “net
zero”, the Conservation Division’s solar incentive programs are still available to individual builders and
homeowners who may be interested in striving to meet the net zero standard. As noted in the

application materials, the orientation of the homes is not proposed to be altered which means that it is
highly likely that all of the homes built will have more than adequate solar exposure to take advantage of
the sun as a power source in the future, either at the time of home construction or as a retro-fit at some

point in the future.

CONSERVATION DEPARTMENT Tel: 541-488-2063
20 E. Main Street Fax: 541-488-6006

Ashland, Oregon 97520 TTY: 800-735-2900 .‘
www.ashland.or.us '-
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NEW HOM

earthadvantage.

CERTIFICATION

About Earth Advantage

New Home Certification

INSPECTED FOR QUALITY

New homes certified as Earth Advantage meet strict green building and energy standards.
They have been verified through third-party inspections and performance testing.

THIRD-PARTY CERTIFICATION

Third-party certification offers many benefits to a homeowner. Most important is
that a third-party verifier such as Earth Advantage has assisted the builder and
verified that systems and materials are properly installed. Third-party testing
has confirmed that this home is performing to its highest potential.

An Earth Advantage-certified house incorporates design elements, systems and
materials that create superior indoor air quality, use natural resources responsibly,
protect land, and lower water usage. Combining these benefits with energy
efficiency standards ensures that this home exhibits superior performance and
environmental responsibility compared to a traditionally built home.

The Five Pillars of Certification

Energy

By using high performance
equipment, increased
insulation, and air sealing
techniques this home’s
monthly energy bills can
be significantly lower than
those of a traditionally
built home, saving you
money from the day you
maove in, Other benefits
include increased

comfort and even heating
throughout the home.

Health

Indoor air quality plays

a major role in overall
health and lifestyle. This
home contains earth
friendly building materials
that off-gas fewer harmful
chemicals than traditional
materials. It also
incorporates a mechanical
ventilation system

that reduces airborne
contaminants, diminishing
the chances of allergies,
asthma, and other more
serious health risks.

Contact a Green Building Consultant to learn more.

Water

This home was built using
water-wise technologies
that help lower utility
bills and reduce the total
amount of water needed
to maintain a comfortable
lifestyle. Water shortages
are a primary concern in
the 21st century, and this
home addresses water
conservation needs.

Materials

New home construction
and upkeep depend
heavily on natural
resources. The use of
locally manufactured
products is encouraged
because they are
environmentally
responsible. Durable
material choices are
also incorporated. This
helps the environment
by reducing the amount
of materials needed to
maintain the home.

Land

Practices used during the
construction of this home
diminish land degradation
and deforestation,
promote healthy
landscapes, reduce waste,
and prevent potential
erosion associated with
lot development during
the construction process.

earthadvantage.org/homes
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COMMISSIONERS:
Mike Gardiner

Rick Landt
Jim Lewis

Stefani Seffinger
Vanston Shaw

ASHLAND PARKS AND RECREATION COMMISSION

340 SO. PIONEER STREET ° ASHLAND, OREGON 97620

MEMORANDUM

TO : Derek Severson, Associate Planner

FROM : Don Robertson, Ashland Parks and Recreation Director
DATE : January 29, 2014

SUBJECT : Verde Village Agreement

On December 23, 2013, the Ashland Parks and Recreation Commission heard a presentation
from the Williams family, developers of Verde Village. The Williams’ notified the commission
about their intention to request modifications to their development agreement with the City. The
modifications specific to Parks dealt with the timing of improvements to extend the Bear Creek
Greenway to Nevada Street, the design for the improvements, and the length of maintenance for
the developers. By motion, the commission made three recommendations that evening.

Recommendation #1

With regard to the timing for improvements; the commission made a motion to “recommend to
council allowing Verde village developers to wait for the second phase of development to install
the path if the first phase was not along the path; however if the first phase was implemented and
the developers did not put in the second phase along the pathway, after five years they would
need to build the path.” This motion was unanimously approved.

Explanation ‘
Currently the agreement indicates that the development would need to be built as a single phase

and the path would be installed concurrently with the development. The commission recognized
that it may need to be developed in two phases and the recommended modification would tie the
path, located adjacent to the actual trail, to the “second phase.” The commission used the term
“second phase” as an indicator for the location but recognized that it may proceed before the
“first phase.” The trail would need to be built regardless of which phase actually proceeded first.
Further, the five-year certain timeline was meant to hold the developer accountable to the
original timeline for construction.

Home of Fahddus Lithia Park

Don Roberison

TEL: (541) 488-5340
FAX: (541) 488-5314



Recommendation #2

The next action taken by the commission was to recommend to council that “the proposed
vegetation in the development plan be reduced to an 18-foot-wide corridor along and including
the bike path, including any affected or disturbed areas within that corridor which would be re-
vegetated, as opposed to how the plan is shown.”

Explanation
The concern of the commission was that they would receive a very large re-vegetated piece of

property that would be impossible to maintain at a reasonable cost with a reasonable chance of
success. The proposed modifications would accomplish the need for replacing vegetation on
disturbed areas and begin the process for the elimination of noxious and invasive weeds but not

saddle the department with a project that could not adequately succeed.

Recommendation #3

The third action taken by the commission was to recommend that council “allow Parks’
professional staff the flexibility to work with the developer to identify any additional trees to
plant outside or inside the identified 18-foot corridor.”

Explanation
Again, this action was intended to create a project with a higher survivability and success rate

that would accomplish the goals of removal of noxious or invasive weeds while replacing them
with native or native-like species to help sustain the project. While the commission did not
specify the types or numbers of trees, the intention was to allow professional staff to make
positive impacts on the reductions of non-natives and noxious weeds on the property that was

previously exchanged.

No Recommendation

The commission discussed but did not take action on the request for eliminating the agreement

provision requiring the developer to provide three years of ongoing maintenance for the trail or
the landscaped area associated with the trail. The feeling among the commission was that it was

an appropriate timeframe.

Explanation
They felt the actions outlined above would reduce the needed scope of maintenance to a level

that was reasonable for the developer and ultimately reasonable for Ashland Park and Recreation
while also providing a higher likelihood of success. '

176



TO: Ashland Planning Commission

DATE: February 4, 2014

FROM: Barb Barasa
183 W Nevada
Ashland OR
barb@websitings.net 541-621-2739

RE: Support for Verde Village Applicant Request for Variances

| will be out of town on the dates of the planning commission and city council meetings where the Verde
Village project will be discussed and comments will be taken, so | am submitting my comments in
writing.

| have been an Ashland resident for 17 years. For 5 years | worked for land planner Alex Forrester,
including during the time he wrote the findings for the original Verde Village project and presented the
project to the planning commission, where it received approval.

| was also one of the original homeowners/builders in the Rice Park project (the affordable housing
portion of the original Verde Village plan) although | dropped out of that project before it was
completed.

| now own and live in the house at 183 W Nevada at the intersection of Laurel, so | am about one block
from the Verde Village property.

So | have a lot of reasons to be interested in Verde Village!

| don’t have time to go to the planning office to review the original findings and still get my comments to
planning in time to be distributed, so I am making my comments based on what | recall of the findings
and on information Derek Severson sent me about the applicant’s current requests.

1) Request to change the phasing of construction and infrastructure. This request seems
reasonable, especially since the affordable housing requirement of the approved plan has
already been met. Originally, | believe all the infrastructure was to be completed at once,
including the infrastructure for what is now Rice Park (affordable housing). So the original plan
already did not happen as envisioned. Because of the real estate crash, Rice Park (which was
funded by USDA) got built in 2009-2011, before Verde Village, and | believe RVCDC was
responsible for the infrastructure needed for Rice Park. As long as all the homes have utilities
and access to Nevada (via some completed street) at the time they are built, and access to the
dog park is available during all phases of construction, changing the phasing (again) should not
negatively impact the project or the neighborhood. Getting some houses built could help sell
other lots and speed completion of the project.

2) Request to change the building standards from net zero energy standard to Earth Advantage
Gold plus “solar ready”. This change should lower the cost of construction while still achieving
the main goal of the project — sustainable, energy efficient residences. The change could bring in
more buyers, which would speed the completion of the project. Net zero is a very high standard
to meet, even for one individual building one house. To find 53 buyers who are willing to meet
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that standard significantly limits the pool of potential buyers. This change would not affect the
neighborhood, and the construction standards would still exceed the city’s standards.

Request change to Bear Creek Greenway extension and riparian planting. This issue is
problematic. If I recall correctly, there was a land swap involved and possibly a variance given so
that more homes could fit in the plan and the greenway . In return, the applicants agreed to the
specific Greenway extension and riparian restoration in the findings. To change this part of the
agreement after the fact does not seem right to me. Derek says the applicants would work with
Parks staff to reach a new agreement. | believe the city is already trying to get more trees
planted along the creeks in order to bring down the temperature of the water to meet DEQ
standards. In my opinion, the applicants should not be allowed to renig on their agreement
since the cost of full riparian restoration would then fall to Parks.

| strongly support the first two requests and hope Parks can reach an agreement with the applicants
to fulfill the most important parts of the original plan agreement regarding the riparian zone.
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Proposed Modification o
of the JAN 10 2014

Verde Village Development Agreement

l. Introduction

Since the approval of the Development Agreement in January of 2009, we have
moved ahead with the development of Verde Village by finishing the land exchange, the
donation of land to Rogue Valley Community Development and the building of the
affordable housing which is now fully occupied. Due to the ‘Great Recession’ we have
been in a holding pattern since funds have dried up. Now that the economy is starting
to improve we are looking at the project with 2014 eyes. There are items in the
Development Agreement that are not in the best interest of the City or the development.

It is to the City of Ashland’s advantage for this project to move forward. The road
to the Dog Park needs to be improved and the multi-use path, included in this project,
will be an asset to the City. Then there is the advantage of the tax and fee revenue
generated from the homes. We believe that the modifications we are proposing will help
to cause this project to be completed sooner.

We are requesting the following changes.

1. To make the project a 2 phase project- Throughout the development agreement
there is reference to Phase | and Phase Il. The reality is that the way the time
line was written it is a one phase project because all of the improvements need to
be made first even if they are not associated with Phase |. So we will be
requesting that requirements in the physical area of Phase Il be moved in the
time line to the place in the time line that refers to Phase Il. We are also asking
for flexibility in the order the phases are built.

2. To change the energy efficiency requirements so they are more compatible with
the new technology, easier to administer from both the City’s prospective and the
developers. This will be done by removing the K3 document and replacing it with
a minimum requirement to meet Earth Advantage Gold and be “Photovoltaic
ready”.

3. To change the landscaping requirements of the muiti-use path to a level that is
more in keeping with what is reasonable to maintain by the City and takes into
account what has been learned in the creek side restorations since the
development agreement was written. These changes still serves to protect the
valuable creek.

It is our belief that with these changes the project will be a better project by
incorporating what has been learned in the 6 years since it was written.

Page 1 of 7
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JAN 10 2004
il. Proposed Modifications to the Revised Exhibit F Timetable of ngelopment,

a. That the multi-use path and the sidewalk on Nevada to Oak Street be tied
to the construction of Sander Way, Phase Il construction not the Phase |
construction.

b. That staff have the ability to allow Phase Il to be constructed prior to
Phase | if the developer requests.

c. Ifthe project is built in phases the first phase that is build will include;

i. The construction of Aimeda Street to Helman Street
ii. The construction of Perozzi Street
iii. Curbs, sidewalks and park rows will be completed on both sides of
Almeda Street and Perozzi Street prior to any home construction in
Phase | or Phase |l

d. If the project is built all at once 24 lots (50% of the lots in Phase | and
Phase Il) need to meet the time line requirements of Phase | in the current
timeline.

These changes do not adversely affect the final development. It still has the
improved access to the Dog Park as the first item to be completed prior to any new lots
being developed. It minimizes the disturbance of land in areas where lots are not ready
to be built on. The final completion date is not changed.

The only items that may be delayed are the multi-use path and sidewalk to Oak
Street. This delay would only happen if Phase Il was developed after Phase I. In any
case multi-use path and sidewalk to Oak Street would have to be installed before the
development of the any of the lots in Phase .

A proposed revised Exhibit F Timetable of Development — Outline Plan Physical
Commencement and Completion is attached to this document. This revised document
clearly shows the changes that need to be made in the timeline.

. Proposed Modifications to Energy Performance Standards Outlined in
Exhibit K-3 of the approved Outline Plan’s Book Illl narrative

1) We are requesting the removal the following and their requirements:
a) Exhibit K-3 of the Revised Outline Plan Book lll revised October 24, 2017

b) Exhibit E of the Development items
i) #11 - Energy Conservation: Earth Advantage Program. A minimum of 53 of the residential
units shall qualify in the City of Ashland Earth Advantage program. The applicants shall
meet with the Ashland Conservation Division regarding eligible site activities prior to
issuance of an excavation permit. The required Earth Advantage documentation shall be
submitted with each building permit application.

ii) # 12 - Energy Conservation: Net Zero Energy._53 residential units, in the subdivision,
including the cottages, duplexes and single family units, shall meet the application “Net Zero
Energy” Performance Standard as outlined in Exhibit K-3 of the Revised Outline Plan, Book Il
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Narrative revised October 24, 2007. The Final Plan application shall include systems for
measuring and monitoring compliance of the development with the Performance Standard
that is administered by the applicants and verified by the city.

iii) “Net Zero Energy” Performance Standard as outlined in Exhibit K-3 of the Revised Outline
Plan, Book lll-Narrative revised October 24, 2007 shall be consistent with the following.

(1) That all dishwasher and washing machines shall qualify for the State of Oregon tax
credit and be selected from the list of qualified machines maintained by the Oregon
Department of Energy.

(2) That each home that would be built to the standards encompassed in the applicant’s
Exhibit K shall be provided with a Photovoltaic (PV) system that is either 3kW'’s in size or
produces 1.5 Kwh’s/Sq. Ft./Yr. whichever is less, and also be provided with enough
available south facing unshaded roof space to double the size of the PV system.

(3) That the homes will meet a minimum requirement of R-49 attic insulation for flat
ceilings.

(4) That the passive solar homes shall meet the State of Oregon’s minimum requirements
for the passive solar home tax credit.

¢) Council Conditions from the development agreement.

i) #26 That 53 residential units in the subdivision, including the cottages, duplexes and single-
family units, shall meet the application “Net Zero Energy” Performance Standard as outlined
in Exhibit K-3 of the Revised Outline Plan, Book Ill - Narrative revised October 24, 2007. The
Final Plan application shall include systems for measuring and monitoring compliance of the
development with the Performance Standard that is administered by the applicants and
verified by the city.

ii) #27 That a minimum of 53 of the residential units shall qualify in the City of Ashland Earth
Advantage program. The applicants shall meet with the Ashland Conservation Division
regarding eligible site activities prior to issuance of an excavation permit. The required
Earth Advantage documentation shall be submitted with each building permit application.

iii) #44 That “Net Zero Energy” Performance Standard as outlined in Exhibit K-3 of the Revised
Outline Plan, Book Ill-Narrative revised October 24, 2007 shall be revised as follows.

(1) That all dishwasher and washing machines shall qualify for the State of Oregon tax
credit and be selected from the list of qualified machines maintained by the Oregon
Department of Energy.

(2) That each home that would be built to the standards encompassed in the applicant’s
Exhibit K shall be provided with a Photovoltaic (PV) system that is either 3kW’s in size or
produces 1.5 Kwh’s/Sq. Ft./Yr. whichever is less, and also be provided with enough
available south facing unshaded roof space to double the size of the PV system.

(3) That the homes will meet a minimum requirement of R-49 attic insulation for flat
ceilings.

(4) That the passive solar homes shall meet the State of Oregon’s minimum requirements
for the passive solar home tax credit.

2) To replace these with the following -
JAN 10 2014
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Enerqy Conservation: Earth Advantage Program. A minimum of 53 of the residential
units shall qualify in the City of Ashland Earth Advantage program with at least a Gold
rating. That a minimum of 53 of the residential units be constructed as Photovoltaic

ready.

Earth Advantage Gold is a third party accreditation that changes as technology and our
understanding of the environment changes. Photovoltaic ready means that the homes
need to have wiring and/or chases to connect the potential photovoltaic units on the roof
to the potential unites to run the photovoltaic system. It also means that the roof needs
to be designed to house the photovoltaic system. These changes have many benefits to
the City of Ashland.

1. Ease of administration- Earth Advantage is designed to keep up with current
technology, there is less of a chance of conflicting requirements and a better
chance of the builder, developer and City staff to have a common understanding
of the requirements.

2. Ability to automatically change as technology changes- There would not be the
issue of having to request approval from the Planning Commission and City
Council when there is a new more efficient technology. As an example the type
of light bulb required now is fluorescent or compact fluorescent lamps. LED lights
are not allowed.

3. The Development Agreement as modified by this change will still satisfy the
standards initially approved. The Earth Advantage Gold with the Photovoltaic
ready option produces homes that are at least 15% more energy efficient than
current code. There are no changes being requested that would change the
east-west axis for a true South building orientation so that the optimum solar
efficiency is gained. With the proposed modifications this project still meets
the identified public need for energy and water conservation in new homes
as supported in the Ashland comprehensive Plan.

IV. Proposed Modifications to the Multi-Use Path Installation

The City of Ashland’s Compressive plan shows the Multi-Use path in the same
area as shown on the Development agreement. Getting it there was a challenge, first
we had to get an exception to street standards. The Planning Commission and the City
Council both agreed with applicant that having a Multi-Use path near a stream was
better environmentally than having a street. We are not requesting any changes that
affect this decision.

Then there was the land swap. The land that is now the dog park and the road to
the dog park was purchased with Federal parks money. With that money came strings!
The swap could only take place if the land the city received was of greater value than
the land they gave up and “furthered public interest”. The changes we are requesting
still give the city added value and further public interest.
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Added value- The restoration and enhancement of the vegetation was not part
of the land swap application. The lands location, size and multi-use path were. There
are no changes to these items being requested.

Furthered public interest- The location of the land along a creek satisfies this
requirement. The protection of the stream and the improved multi-use path are a bonus.

The requirement to provide for the restoration and enhancement of the Park
Corridor Riparian areas are not appropriate in light of recent experiences with creek
side restorations. The black berry and other non-native plants that are currently on the
property are protecting the stream. The removal of these plants and replacement with
new plants in the short term would adversely affect the stream by not providing shade to
keep the stream cool. In nature not all plants start at the same time. One type of plant
starts which provides an environment for another plant. When all types of plants are
planted at once in this type of setting the success rate of the plants is low because
growing conditions are changing so fast. The cost to maintain the entire area is
estimated by the Parks Department at about $49,000 a year. Because the currents
plants are very invasive and hard to remove and because chemical application is not
appropriate due to the close proximity to the creek all maintains would have to be by
hand. This is a high price with little benefit. The changes being proposed would reduce
this cost by about 60% to 75%. o

JAN 10 204
We propose to restore and enhance;
e The area within 4 feet of the multi- use path,
e Any land that is disturbed in the construction of the multi-use path,
¢ The 10 foot riparian corridor buffer in Phase Il eastern property line units 68 and
25 -39

AMC 18.62 requires the following

1. Through the application of the development standards of this chapter, the potential
impacts to the property and nearby areas have been considered, and adverse impacts
have been minimized.

The mitigation plan has been submitted and approved. We will adhere to that plan in the
construction of the path and any areas that are disturbed by the construction of the
Multi-use path. Where the disturbance is less than 4 feet on either side of the path we
will follow plan in that 4 foot buffer.

2. That the applicant has considered the potential hazards that the development may create
and implemented measures to mitigate the potential hazards caused by the development.

This has been addressed with City Council Condition #15 below. The plan has been
approved and we are not asking to change the 10 foot riparian corridor. The area
between the path and the development will remain as designed. The path will remain as
designed and then there will be at least 4 feet to the east and north of the path that will
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remain as designed. That is a minimum of 24 feet of riparian corridor and path between
the development and the stream.

#15 The Final Plan application shall include a mitigation plan prepared by a riparian biologist or a natural
resource professional with training and experience in biology, ecology or related fields for the
impact of the construction of the multi-use path in the riparian corridor and to address the 10-foot
wide riparian corridor buffer. The riparian corridor buffer is the setback between the new eastern
property line adjacent to the Ashland Creek riparian corridor and the single family homes and yards
for units 68, and 25 -39, and is delineated as common area in the application materials. Disturbed
areas from the multi-use path construction shall be re-vegetated and an additional area restored
and enhanced with local source native plant material including ground cover, shrubs and trees at a
1:1.5 ratio, erosion control material shall be applied (e.g. mulch, hay, jute-netting, or comparable)
and temporary irrigation facilities installed. The mitigation plan shall include but not be limited to a
statement of objectives, measurable standards of mitigation, an assessment of riparian corridor
functions and values, a statement and detail plan of the location, elevation and hydrology of the
mitigation area, a planting plan and schedule, a monitoring and maintenance plan, a contingency
plan and performance guarantees. The applicants shall install the mitigation measures in the
approved mitigation plan in conjunction with the multi-use path installation.

3. That the applicant has taken all reasonable steps to reduce the adverse impact on the
environment. Irreversible actions shall be considered more seriously than reversible
actions. The Staff Advisor or Planning Commission shall consider the existing development
of the surrounding area, and the maximum permitted development permitted by the Land
Use Ordinance.

In addition to the steps listed in item 2 above. We will follow the approved plan in any
areas that are disturbed by the construction of the Multi-use path. The design and
mitigation measures have already been approved. We are only asking that we not
impact that riparian area any more than is necessary to build the Multi-use path in a
responsible manner.

A revised plan which clearly delineates the proposed pathway installation and the limits
of the slope stabilization and revegetation proposed will be submitted to the City for
approval prior to the construction of the multi-use path. This would be a modification of
sheet #R-1 from December 1, 2008 which was approved in conjunction with the Final
Plan approval for the cottages.

The only modification we are proposing is that the first sentence of the Development
Agreement Exhibit E.5 be changed from

The Owner shall be solely responsible for the restoration and enhancement of
the Riparian Corridor to be conveyed to the City as part of the land exchange.

TO

The Owner shall be solely responsible for the restoration and enhancement of

1 4 g At B
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the area of the Riparian Corridor that is disturbed in the construction of the
multi-use path and 4 feet on either side of the Multi-use path, to be conveyed to
the City as part of the land exchange.

V. Miscellaneous additions
a. To the extent anything in this approval and conditions conflict, it is
the intent of the Council that the provisions adopted in this
document be the governing requirements superseding all other
references which may be in conflict with it.
b. Upon approval this document will be recorded on the property.

VL Conclusion

We respectfully request that you help to make Verde Village a reality by accept
the changes we have requested. We have already provided the City of Ashland with 15
affordable homes and the land to extend the Multi-use path as planned for in the
Compressive plan. The roads and phase | engineering plans have been approved by
the City of Ashland and are ready to be built. What we need now is some common
sense changes to make this project a reality.

The change in timing which allows for a 2 phase project, will not change the
finished development, to the contrary it may cause it to finish sooner.

The changes in the energy efficacy requirement still leave Ashland with a project
it can be proud of and the potential that the final home owner will carry those
efficiencies even further.

The reduction of the plantings in the riparian area does not adversely affect the
stream health and makes economic sense to both the development and the City of
Ashland.

We have shown that the changes still meet all the requirements of the City of
Ashland.

Let's make this project a reality!

Page 7 of 7
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THIRD AMENDMENT TO VERDE VILLAGE DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT TO REFLECT
COUNCIL-APPROVED TIMETABLE EXTENSION

THIS THIRD AMENDMENT is made and entered into this _4t* day of June 2013, by
and between the City of Ashland, a municipal corporation of the State of Oregon,
(hereinafter referred to as “City”), and WILMA, LLC, an Oregon Limited Liability Company,
(hereinafter referred to as "WILMA").

Whereas, on December 18, 2007, the City of Ashland approved Ordinance 2945
granting approval to the Verde Village Development Agreement, a land use decision; and

Whereas, on July 17, 2009 Planning Director Bill Molnar approved and executed
the First Amendment to the Verde Village Development Agreement, approving a 12 month
administrative timetable extension as contemplated in Exhibit F of the original
Development Agreement; and

Whereas, on March 2, 2010, the Ashland City Council adopted Ordinance No. 3007,
the Recession Extension Ordinance, which ordinance created a ministerial process for the
Planning Director to grant current planning actions a 12 month timetable extension in
recognition of the difficult financial market.

Whereas, on April 9, 2010 WILMA LLC requested an extension for the entire project
in accordance with the Recession Extension ordinance.

Whereas, on June 6, 2010 the requested Amendment to the Development
Agreement to extend the timetable was approved administratively by the Director in
accordance with the Recession Extension Ordinance;

Whereas, on April 2, 2013 WILMA LLC requested an extension for the entire project
in accordance with the allowances of the original development agreement and the Oregon
Revised Statutes.

Whereas, on June 4, 2013, the Ashland City Council adopted Ordinance No. #3082
which amended the timetable for the entire project.

NOW THEREFORE, the Verde Village Development Agreement is hereby amended as
follows:

1. The above recitations are true and correct and are incorporated herein by this
reference; and

2. Exhibit F, Timetable of Development, is hereby amended to reflect a seven (7)
year extension of time for all eligible timetables, said extension being reflected
in a Revised Exhibit F, attached hereto and made a part hereof by this reference.

3. All other provision of the Verde Village Development Agreement, not
inconsistent with the above changes remain in full force and effect. -
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed these presents on the
dates indicated below. The date of this Amendment shall be the date on which this
Agreement was executed by all parties.

WILMA LLC CITY OF ASHLAND

By: By:

Gregory D. Williams, Managing Member John Stromberg, Mayor
Date: Date:

Approved as to Form:

John Blackhurst,
Attorney for OWNER/DEVELOPER

STATE OF OREGON )

)
County of Jackson )

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this ___ day of 2013,
by Gregory D. Williams, as Managing Member and authorized agent of Wilma, LLC.

Notary Public for Oregon
My Commission Expires:
STATE OF OREGON )

)
County of Jackson )

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this ___ day of 2013,
by John Stromberg, as Mayor and authorized agent of City of Ashland pursuant to Ordinance
#

Notary Public for Oregon
My Commission Expires:
Approved as to Form:

David Lohman
City Attorney
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REVISED EXHIBIT F

TIMETABLE OF DEVELOPMENT - OUTLINE PLAN

PHYSICAL COMMENCEMENT AND COMPLETION
[ORS 94.504(4)]

This development will be constructed in phases as shown on Exhibit D to this Agreement.
Phase [ includes the R-1-3.5 portion of the project , twenty four cottage units, along with 1
single family lot . Phase Il includes all other lots, the multi-use path, the sidewalk on the north
side of Nevada, the Riparian Corridor and Wetland area. Phase I and Phase II may be
constructed in any order or at the same time. If the project is constructed in two phases the
completion of Almeda will be included in the first phase. Each phase to be constructed, and the
date which Final Plan and Site Review and final plat approval of each phase must be obtained,
are as follows:

Physical commencement of construction of any phase of development shall occur on or
before January 17, 2010. +

t[Physical Commencement of Rice Park affordable housing project, a portion of Phase I, commenced on June 1, 2009.

Completion of all infrastructure and vertical construction, except for single family units on
individual platted lots, [4 total exempt from vertical construction deadline] shall occur no later
than January 17, 2023.

Phase Final Plan and Site = Infrastructure Final Plat and Completion
Review Approval Completion of Vertical Construction
I July 17,2009* July 17,2020 January 17,2022

*[Final Plan Approval was obtained on 01-06-09 for Rice Park, a portion of Phase 1]
*[Final Plan Approval was obtained on 01-25-09 for the remainder of Phase 1]

July 25, 2018+ Final Civil Plan Approval (construction
authorization) and any associated construction permits must
be obtained and Contract for Installation and Maintenance of
Plant Materials with Security submitted and executed, and
construction commenced with respect to the first pPhase 1
elements no later than specified.

¥[Final Civil Plan Approval (construction authorization] for Rice Park, a portion
of Phase 1, was obtained on May 5, 2009.]

July 17, 2020. Complete extension of Almeda to
Nevada Street, completion of construction of
“Canine Way” access to Dog Park, including
installation of water, sanitary sewer, storm
drainage power, gas, telephone and all utilities.

ide of Nevadas ; : :
2014 beﬂ*}d—&%@@—ﬂ%@—iﬂ%@ﬁ@éﬂ@ﬂ—&f—b‘@*‘&dﬂ—ﬂﬂd i
' Oak Street:
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July 17, 2020. Complete construction of
subdivision infrastructure to the affordable
housing site and complete extension of all
needed public facilities to the affordable
housing site. (to service 15 townhome units).

July 17, 2020. Complete construction of
“subdivision” Infrastructure for the first
pPhase {R-1-3-5—pertien)—of—the—projeet
inclusive—infrastructure—for—one—{1)—single
familyJot—and-infrastructurefor—twenty-four
{24)cottageunits

July 17, 2020. Phase+—Deadline for final
survey to be signed after completion of

subdivision infrastructure and before start of
vertical construction for the first phase.

July 17,2011.+tDeadline to transfer property
title to Affordable Housing Tract to Rogue
Valley Community Development Corporation
(RVCDC) or other approved non-profit
affordable housing developer. Transfer shall
occur prior to vertical construction on any
Phase of the project.

1 The Affordable Housing Tract was transferred to RVCDC
on December 09, 2008, upon approval of the early
conveyance by the City Council on October 07, 2009.

January 17, 2022, Vertical construction
deadline for all of the first phase units or 24
units (50% of the units in this project). twenty-
i ”E. HE ﬁgg (45) i farnl oo €
affordable-housing {tewn-hemes)
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Phase Final Plan and Site  Infrastructure Final Plat and Completion
Review Approval Completion of Vertical Construction
II July 17, 2020 July 17, 2022 January 17,2023

January 17,_2022.4# Final Civil Plan Approval (construction
authorization) and any associated construction permits must
be obtained and Contract for Installation and Maintenance of
Plant Materials with Security submitted and executed, and
construction commenced with respect to the second
phasePhase—H elements within 18 months of Final Plan
Approval, no later than specified.

July 17, 2022. Complete construction of

“subdivision” Infrastructure for the second

phase Phase H{R-1-5-pertion)—oftheproject

o clusive_ink Cor_tl (3)_sing
: ; :

Fﬂ five- (253 single Rally-lotstnclud]

SanderWayparlirove

July 17, 2022. Phase-H—Deadline for final
survey to be signed after completion of
subdivision infrastructure and before start of
vertical construction for the second phase.

January 17, 2023.
Vertical construction
deadline for——the
remainder of the units

twenty-five{25)-single

Failure to strictly comply with this timetable of development requires an amendment to this
Agreement and subjects the Owner to then current laws, including but not limited to
engineering construction standards, contrary to the ordinary protection of ORS 92.040. The
title transfer, physical commencement and the 2023 completion deadline shall not be
administratively extended.

After the construction termination date, no further development as authorized herein (except
for building permits for single family units on individual platted lots) shall be allowed on the
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subject property unless such development is in compliance with applicable development
regulations in effect at the time. Any amendment to the extent of the Amendment shall comply
with the laws in effect at the time the amendment is sought.

Failure of the timetable of development to list an element of the Project does not relieve or
excuse the Owner from the requirement to complete that element.
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