CITY OF

ASHLAND

TREE COMMISSION AGENDA
April 6, 2017

l. CALL TO ORDER
6:00 p.m. in the Siskiyou Room of the Community Development and Engineering Services
Building located at 51 Winburn Way.

Il. APPROVAL OF MINUTES
Approval of March 9, 2017 meeting minutes.

11K ANNOUNCEMENTS & LIAISON REPORTS
e Council Liaison
e Parks & Recreation Liaison
e Community Development Liaison

V. PUBLIC FORUM
Open to guests.

V. TYPE | REVIEWS

PLANNING ACTION: PA-2017-00340

SUBJECT PROPERTY: 676 South Mountain Avenue

OWNER: Livni Family Trust/Gil Livni, Trustee

APPLICANT: Rogue Planning & Development

DESCRIPTION: A request for Site Design Review approval to construct a new Accessory
Residential Unit in conjunction with the construction of a new Single Family Residence for
the property located at 676 South Mountain Avenue. Also included are requests for a
Tree Removal Permit to remove seven trees greater than 18-inches in diameter at breast
height, including six ponderosa pines within the proposed building footprint and a 28-inch
diameter cedar tree which is dying, and a Solar Access Exception to allow the proposed
building to cast more of a shadow on the property to the north than would be cast by a
six-foot fence built on the north property line. The applicant owns the adjacent property
and has consented to the proposed shading. COMPREHENSIVE PLAN DESIGNATION:
Single Family Residential; ZONING: R-1-7.5; ASSESSOR’S MAP: 39 1E 16AA; TAX LOT:
9002.

PLANNING ACTION: PA-2017-00389
SUBJECT PROPERTY: 552 Beach Street
OWNER/APPLICANT: Scott and Laura Bandoroff
Rogue Planning and Development
DESCRIPTION: A request for a Tree Removal Permit to allow for construction of a single-

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).




VI.

family detached house. The requested removal is to take place on a preliminarily
approved new lot created through Planning Action No. 2016-01677, which proposed to
protect the 48” Diameter at Breast Height Douglas Fir tree during the construction
process. COMPREHENSIVE PLAN DESIGNATION: Single-family Residential; ZONING: R-1-
7.5 ASSESSOR’S MAP: 39 1E 16 AA; TAX LOT: 4100.

PLANNING ACTION: PA-2017-00450

SUBJECT PROPERTY: 901 — 907 Larkin Lane

OWNER/APPLICANT: Kate Jackson

DESCRIPTION: A request for a hazardous tree removal permit to remove two
trees from a multi-family property. The first tree proposed for removal is a
cypress that is currently leaning against the structure and the second tree is an
incense cedar located next to the power pole that has suffered from previous
topping(s). COMPREHENSIVE PLAN DESIGNATION: Low Density Multi-Family
Residential; ZONING: R-2; ASSESSOR’S MAP: 391E09DA; TAX LOT: 90000.

PLANNING ACTION: PA-2017-00499

SUBJECT PROPERTY: 1290 & 1680 Green Meadows Way

OWNER: Mountain Ranch Property Owners Association (MRPOA)

APPLICANT: Douglas Kay, MRPOA President

DESCRIPTION: A request for Tree Removal Permits to remove two trees located in the
common areas of the Mountain Ranch Property Owners Association (MRPOA). The first
is an eight- to nine-inch diameter Ponderosa Pine located on the greenway behind 1290
Greenmeadows Way; the applicant’s tree care professional indicates that the tree is
negatively impacting a Tilia east of it which would thrive if the Pine were removed. The
second is a 24-inch diameter Scots Pine located on the greenway behind 1680
Greenmeadows Way and proposed for removal because previous topping has caused
remaining limbs to elongate unnaturally and created a hazard with broken limbs falling in
several recent storms. COMPREHENSIVE PLAN DESIGNATION: Single Family Residential;
ZONING: R-1-7.5; ASSESSOR’S MAP: 39 1E 23BB; TAX LOTS: 504 and 536.

TYPE Il REVIEWS

PLANNING ACTION: PA-2017-00200

SUBJECT PROPERTY: 165 Water Street (corner of Van Ness & Water Streets)
OWNER/APPLICANT: Magnolia Investment Group, LLC/Gil Livni

DESCRIPTION: A request for Site Design Review approval to construct a 42,841 square
foot, three-story, mixed-use building consisting of commercial tenant space on the ground
floor, 26 hotel units on the second floor, and ten residential condominiums on the third
floor for the vacant property located at 165 Water Street, at the corner of Van Ness and
Water Streets, in the Skidmore Academy Historic District. The application includes
requests for a Conditional Use Permit to allow hotel/motel use; an Exception to Street
Standards; a Physical & Environmental Constraints Review Permit for the development of
floodplain and severe constraints lands; and a Tree Removal Permit to remove seven

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).




trees. COMPREHENSIVE PLAN DESIGNATION: Employment; ZONING: E-1; ASSESSOR’S
MAP: 39 1E 04CC; TAX LOT #: 2000

VIl.  STREET TREE REMOVAL PERMITS

VIll.  DISCUSSION
1. Arbor Day
2. Earth Day
3. Street Tree Guide

IX. ADJOURNMENT

Next Meeting: May 4, 2017

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

DRAFT TREE COMMISSION MINUTES
March 9, 2017

CALL TO ORDER
Chair Christopher John called the meeting to order at 6:01 pm in the Siskiyou Room of the Community
Development and Engineering Services Building located at 51 Winburn Way.

Commissioners Present: Council Liaison:

Maureen Batistella

Mike Oxendine Parks Liaison:
Asa Cates Peter Baughman
Christopher John

Russell Neff Staff Present:

Cory Darrow, Assistant Planner

Commissioners Absent:

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
Oxendine /Batistella m/s to approve the minutes of the February 9, 2017 Tree Commission meeting.
Voice Vote: All ayes, motion passed.

ANNOUCEMENTS & LIAISON REPORTS

e Parks & Recreation Liaison — Baughman reported that the City Council approved the Plaza tree plan.
He also commented that the potential asphalt under the plaza may not be an issue as previously
thought before.

e Community Development Liaison — Darrow reported that when the City renewed the Arbor Day
Foundation membership they received Ten River Birch trees which went to the Parks Department.
Baughman has scheduled a tree planting on April 14, 2017 and will consider using these trees for part
of that planting. Darrow acknowledged that new commission members are appointed in April and
should likely be on the Commission by May.

PUBLIC FORUM
No one was present to speak.

TYPE | REVIEWS

PLANNING ACTION: PA-2017-00235

SUBJECT PROPERTY: 114 Granite Street

APPLICANT/OWNER: Mardi Mastain

DESCRIPTION: Arequest for a Site Design Review to allow for the onsite relocation of the existing historic
dwelling unit and the addition of an accessory residential unit (ARU) to the subject property. The proposal
is to relocate the existing dwelling unit to the rear of the property and convert it to a 998 square foot ARU.
In addition, the applicant proposes to construct a new 2,462 square foot primary dwelling unit as part of



the Site Design Review. A Physical & Environmental Constraints Review permit is also requested for
Hillside Lands affected by the proposed primary dwelling unit. In addition, the applicant is requesting a
Solar Setback Exception for a Standard B lot to allow a larger shadow to be cast on the property to the
north by the new primary dwelling unit/garage. There are 12 trees located on or adjacent to the site and
two of these trees are proposed to be removed as part of this application. A Variance to the maximum
allowed lot coverage is requested, going from 45 percent to 48 percent, a three percent increase. An
Exception to the Site Design and Standards is requested to allow for a reduced landscaping buffer for
vehicle parking spaces from eight to six feet from the ARU and from five to three feet to the property line.
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN DESIGNATION: Single-Family Residential; ZONING: R-1-7.5; ASSESSOR’S MAP: 39
1E 09 BC; TAX LOT: 3401

Applicant Mardi Mastain was present along with her representative Amy Gunter, Rogue Planning and
Development, to review the project with the Commissioners and answer questions. Ms. Gunter pointed
out that the two trees proposed to be removed are not on the slop of the property but on the flat portion
of the land.

The Commissioners discussed the application and made the following recommendation.
John motioned to approve the application as presented.

Oxendine amended the motion to add, “With the recommendation that if the retaining wall doesn’t need
to go all the way through the property that tree protection for tree #1 #2, #3 and #8 be joined together to
make a continuous protection zone.” Oxendine seconded.

Voice Vote: Commissioners Batistella, Oxendine, Cates, Neff, and John, YES. Motion passed.

PLANNING ACTION: PA-2017-00236

SUBJECT PROPERTY: 975 West Ivy lane

APPLICANT/OWNER: Thomas and Linda Lamore

DESCRIPTION: A request for a Physical and Environmental Constraints Permit to allow for the
construction of a 2,485 square foot single-family home on slopes in excess of 35% (Severe Constraints
Lands) and within the Wildfire Overlay. This application involves a request to remove nine trees from the
property ranging in diameter from 3” clusters to a 20” Pinus Ponderosa. COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
DESIGNATION: Rural Residential; ZONING: RR - .5; ASSESSOR’S MAP: 39 1E 16 AD; TAX LOT: 5109.

The applicant Tom Lamore was present to explain his application.
The Commissioners discussed the application acknowledging they appreciated his tree list.

Cates/Neff m/s to approve the application as submitted. Voice Vote: Commissioners Batistella,
Oxendine, Cates, Neff, and John, YES. Motion passed.



PLANNING ACTION: PA-2017-00346

SUBJECT PROPERTY: 221 Granite Street

OWNER / APPLICANT: JoAnne Eggers

DESCRIPTION: A request to remove two trees from a multifamily property. The trees proposed for
removal are a 16” DBH Big leaf Maple and a Black Oak (approx. DBH not provided). COMPREHENSIVE
PLAN DESIGNATION: Multi-family Residential; ZONING: R-2; ASSESSOR’S MAP: 391E08DA; TAX LOT:
1100.

Commissioner John recused himself because he is the arborist for the applicant. He did offer his assistance
with any questions pertaining to the property. Applicant JoAnne Eggers was also present to answer
questions.

Oxendine/Cates m/s to approve with the recommendation that the applicant mitigate one small stature
street from the Street Tree guide on site and one large stature tree from Street tree guide off site. Voice
Vote: Commissioners Batistella, Oxendine, Cates and Neff, YES. Motion passed.

PLANNING ACTION: PA-2017-00196

SUBJECT PROPERTY: 784 Park

APPLICANT/OWNER: Lorrie Coey

DESCRIPTION: A request for a Tree Removal Permit to remove one apple tree that is showing signs of rot
and one birch tree that may be infested with the Bronze Birch Borers. A total of three other birch trees
were requested for removal in the application however, these trees proved to be dead per. AMC 18.6 and
were exempt from the permit requirement. COMPREHENSIVE PLAN DESIGNATION: Low Density
Multiple-Family Residential; ZONING: R-2; ASSESSOR’S MAP: 39 1E 15 AD; TAX LOT: 90000.

Commissioner John recused himself because he is the arborist for the applicant.

Oxendine/Batistella m/s to approve with the recommendation that two mitigation trees such as a
Zelkova Serrata a European Hornbeam or River Birch be planted on site. Voice Vote: Commissioners
Batistella, Oxendine, and Neff, YES. Cates, NO, Motion passed.

PLANNING ACTION: PA-2017-000170

SUBJECT PROPERTY: 1216 Tolman Creek Road

APPLICANT: Dale Shostrom

OWNER: John Gallen & Eva Skuratowicz

DESCRIPTION: A request for a Site Design Review to allow for the construction of a 672 square foot
detached accessory resident unit (ARU) on the subject property. No trees are proposed for removal as
part of this application. COMPREHENSIVE PLAN DESIGNATION: Single-Family Residential; ZONING: R-1-
7.5; ASSESSOR’S MAP: 39 1E 14 CD; TAX LOT: 900.

Darrow reviewed the protection plan that was submitted. No trees were proposed for removal with this
application.

Oxendine/Cates m/s to approve the plan with the recommendation that tree protection fencing meets
Ashland Municipal Code standards by wrapping all five significant trees on site at the drip line and that
the sewer tie not be routed through any tree protection zones. Voice Vote: Commissioners Batistella,
Oxendine, Cates, Neff, and John, YES. Motion passed.

Meeting adjourned at 8:35 p.m.
Respectfully submitted by Carolyn Schwendener






CITY OF

. Planning Department, 51 Winburn Way, Ashland, Oregon 97520
P W 5414885305 Fax 541-552-2050 www.ashland.orus TTY: 1-800-735-2900 ASHLAND

NOTICE OF APPLICATION

PLANNING ACTION: PA-2017-00340

SUBJECT PROPERTY: 676 S. Mountain Ave.

OWNER/APPLICANT: Livni Family Trust & Gil Livni, Trustee/Rogue Planning & Development
DESCRIPTION: A request for Site Design Review approval to construct a new Accessory Residential Unit in
conjunction with the construction of a new Single Family Residence for the property located at 676 South
Mountain Avenue. Also included are requests for a Tree Removal Permit to remove seven trees greater than 18-
inches in diameter at breast height, including six ponderosa pines within the proposed building footprint and a
28-inch diameter cedar tree which is dying, and a Solar Access Exception to allow the proposed building to cast
more of a shadow on the property to the north than would be cast by a six-foot fence built on the north property
line. The applicant owns the adjacent property and has consented to the proposed shading. COMPREHENSIVE
PLAN DESIGNATION: Single Family Residential; ZONING: R-1-7.5; ASSESSOR’S MAP: 39 1E 16AA;

TAX LOT: 9002.

NOTE: The Ashland Tree Commission will also review this Planning Action on Thursday, April 6, 2017 at 6:00 PM in the
Community Development and Engineering Services building (Siskiyou Room), located at 51 Winburn Way.

NOTICE OF COMPLETE APPLICATION: March 29, 2017
DEADLINE FOR SUBMISSION OF WRITTEN COMMENTS: April 12, 2017

PLEASANT WY

PA #2017-00340 |
1 662 SOUTH MOUNTAIN AVENUE
—— " PROPERTY AGREEING TO SOLAR EXCEPTION |

= '['LJ'[’" =
<
PA #2017-00340
876 SOUTH MOUNTAIN AVENUE
SUBJECT PROPERTY

[—ﬁimq REQUESTING SOLAR EXCEPTION

S MOUNTAIN AV

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

Any affected property owner or resident has a right to submit written comments to the City of Ashland Planning Division, 51 Winburn Way,
Ashland, Oregon 97520 prior to 4:30 p.m. on the deadline date shown above.

Ashland Planning Division Staff determine if a Land Use application is complete 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 comment period. After the comment 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 18.5.1.050.G)

The ordinance criteria applicable to this application 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, 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 Department 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. All materials are available at the Ashland Planning Division, Community Development & Engineering Services

Building, 51 Winburn Way, Ashland, Oregon 97520.
If you have questions or comments concerning this request, please feel free to contact the Ashland Planning Division at 541-488-5305.

Is)
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SITE DESIGN AND USE STANDARDS

18.5.2.050
The following criteria shall be used to approve or deny an application:

A.

Underlying Zone: The proposal complies with all of the applicable provisions of the underlying zone (part 18.2), including but not limited to: building and
yard setbacks, lot area and dimensions, density and floor area, lot coverage, building height, building orientation, architecture, and other applicable
standards.

Overlay Zones: The proposal complies with applicable overlay zone requirements (part 18.3).

Site Development and Design Standards: The proposal complies with the applicable Site Development and Design Standards of part 18.4, except as
provided by subsection E, below.

City Facilities: The proposal complies with the applicable standards in section 18.4.6 Public Facilities and that adequate capacity of City facilities for
water, sewer, electricity, urban storm drainage, paved access to and throughout the property and adequate transportation can and will be provided to the
subject property.

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

1. There is a demonstrable difficulty meeting the specific requirements of the Site Development and Design Standards due to a unique or unusual
aspect of an existing structure or the proposed use of a site; and approval of the exception will not substantially negatively impact adjacent
properties; and approval of the exception is consistent with the stated purpose of the Site Development and Design; and the exception requested is
the minimum which would alleviate the difficulty.; or

2. There is no demonstrable difficulty in meeting the specific requirements, but granting the exception will result in a design that equally or better
achieves the stated purpose of the Site Development and Design Standards.

ACCESSORY RESIDENTIAL UNITS

18.2.3.040
Where accessory residential units are allowed, they are subject to Site Design Review under chapter 18.5.2, and shall meet all of the
following requirements.

A. R-1Zone. Accessory residential units in the R-1 zone shall meet the following requirements.
1. One accessory residential unit is allowed per lot, and the maximum number of dwelling units shall not exceed two per lot.
2. Accessory residential units are not subject to the density or minimum lot area requirements of the zone, except that accessory residential units shall
be counted in the density of developments created under the Performance Standards Option in chapter 18.3.9.
3. The maximum gross habitable floor area (GHFA) of the accessory residential unit shall not exceed 50 percent of the GHFA of the primary residence
on the lot, and shall not exceed 1,000 square feet GHFA.
4. The proposal shall conform to the overall maximum lot coverage and setback requirements of the underlying zone.
5. Additional parking shall be provided in conformance with the off-street parking provisions for single-family dwellings in section 18.4.3.040, except that
parking spaces, turn-arounds, and driveways are exempt from the paving requirements in subsection 18.4.3.080.E.1.
TREE REMOVAL PERMIT
18.5.7.040.B
1. Hazard Tree. A Hazard Tree Removal Permit shall be granted if the approval authority finds that the application meets all of the following criteria, or can
be made to conform through the imposition of conditions.
a. The applicant must demonstrate that the condition or location of the tree presents a clear public safety hazard (i.e., likely to fall and injure persons or
property) or a foreseeable danger of property damage to an existing structure or facility, and such hazard or danger cannot reasonably be alleviated
by treatment, relocation, or pruning. See definition of hazard tree in part 18.6.
b.  The City may require the applicant to mitigate for the removal of each hazard tree pursuant to section 18.5.7.050. Such mitigation requirements shall
be a condition of approval of the permit.
2. Tree That is Not a Hazard. A Tree Removal Permit for a tree that is not a hazard shall be granted if the approval authority finds that the application

meets all of the following criteria, or can be made to conform through the imposition of conditions.

a. The tree is proposed for removal in order to permit the application to be consistent with other applicable Land Use Ordinance requirements and
standards, including but not limited to applicable Site Development and Design Standards in part 18.4 and Physical and Environmental Constraints
in part 18.10.

b. Removal of the tree will not have a significant negative impact on erosion, soil stability, flow of surface waters, protection of adjacent trees, or
existing windbreaks.

¢.  Removal of the tree will not have a significant negative impact on the tree densities, sizes, canopies, and species diversity within 200 feet of the
subject property. The City shall grant an exception to this criterion when alternatives to the tree removal have been considered and no reasonable
alternative exists to allow the property to be used as permitted in the zone.

d.  Nothing in this section shall require that the residential density to be reduced below the permitted density allowed by the zone. In making this
determination, the City may consider alternative site plans or placement of structures of alternate landscaping designs that would lessen the impact
on trees, so long as the alternatives continue to comply with the other provisions of this ordinance.

e. The City shall require the applicant to mitigate for the removal of each tree granted approval pursuant to section 18.5.7.050. Such mitigation
requirements shall be a condition of approval of the permit.

G:\comm-dev\planning\Planning Actions\Noticing Folder\Mailed Notices & Signs\2017\PA-2017-00340.docx



Solar Exceptions

Exceptions and Variances. Requests to depart from section 18.4.8.030 Solar Sethacks are subject to 18.4.8.020.C.1 Exception to the Solar Setback,
below. Deviations from the standards in section 18.4.8.050 Solar Orientation Standards are subject to subsection 18.5.2.050.E Exception to the Site
Development and Design Standards.

1. Solar Setback Exception. The approval authority through a Type | review pursuant to section 18.5.1.050 may approve exceptions to the standards
in 18.4.8.030 Solar Sethacks if the requirements in subsection a, below, are met and the circumstances in subsection b, below, are found to exist.

a. That the owner or owners of all property to be shaded sign, and record with the County Clerk on the affected properties' deed, a release form
supplied by the City containing all of the following information.

i.  The signatures of all owners or registered leaseholders holding an interest in the property in question.
ii. A statement that the waiver applies only to the specific building or buildings to which the waiver is granted.

iii. A statement that the solar access guaranteed by this section is waived for that particular structure and the City is held harmless for any
damages resulting from the waiver.

iv. A description and drawing of the shading which would occur.
b.  The approval authority finds all of the following criteria are met.

i.  The exception does not preclude the reasonable use of solar energy (i.e., passive and active solar energy systems) on the site by future
habitable buildings.

ii.  The exception does not diminish any substantial solar access which benefits a passive or active solar energy system used by a habitable
structure on an adjacent lot.

iii. -~ There are unique or unusual circumstances that apply to this site which do not typically apply elsewhere.

G:\comm-dev\planning\Planning Actions\Noticing Folder\Mailed Notices & Signs\2017\PA-2017-00340.docx






CITY OF

ASHLAND

Community Development — Planning Department
20 East Main Street, Ashland, OR 97520
Phone 541-488-5303 Fax 541-488-6006

SOLAR ACCESS WAIVER AGREEMENT

Planning Action # For County Use

i1
Address of Property Requesting Solar Waiver bib %OV&’H" MEn, Ave
Tax Lot # of Property Requesting Solar Waiver 30\ \ < W AN C\OO’Z_
Address of Property Agreeing to Solar Waiver __ (002 Srouth M. AUQ, .

Legal Description of Property Agreeing to Solar Waiver (attach, if necessary) ee aHad\e,d

The undersigned, for themselves, their heirs, successors and assigns, consent to permit obstruction of their solar access
rights described in Chapter 18.70 of the Ashland Municipal Code on that portion of property in Township 39, Range 1 East,
Section HQ Ag Tax Lot#_A0O ), further described by legal description in the attached Exhibit “A”.

The undersigned certify and agree to the following:

1. This agreement shall be binding upon their heirs, successors and assigns and shall run with the land.

2. The undersigned are the owners of the property described on Exhibit “A”.

3. This waiver applies only to the specific building(s) noted in the attached Exhibit “B”; and to the shadow(s) cast by
such building(s) as noted in Exhibit “B”.

4. The solar access rights described in Chapter 18.70 of the Ashland Municipal Code are waived only for that
buildable space shown on Exhibit “B” and the City of Ashland is indemnified and shall be held harmless for any
damages resulting to any person or property resulting from this waiver.

5. The consideration for this agreement is $1.00 and other good and valuable consideration, the receipt of which is
acknowledged by the undersigned.

Property Owner(s) Agreeing to Solar Waiver

S|gnaturem L. LW Date Z 27-20/7
Signature /\J,J'/ /C Date 2 -2 7:20//
[l — U

State of Oregon )
County of Jack%c\ )

On this ¢ day of ﬁ:)w ;3 20\ | before me personally appeared, h C“\\t( 0 Ly f\\ arcl G \\ L\V'\\

whose identity was proven to me oh _the basis of satlsfactory evidence to be the Q‘rso“(sj whose name(s) is (are) subscribed to this instrument, and
acknowledged that he (she@ executed the same.

? i OFFICIAL STAMP %Nh’/( o ( f/)gf)( e O\ [58)2020
N

2\ KIMBERLEY ANN WMILLER Notary Pubhybr Oregon Commission Expiration Date
Approved by City of Ashland Planning Staff Date

J NOTARY PUBLIC-OREGON (
COMMISSION NQ. 546702
MY COMMISSION EXPIRES JANUARY 28, 2020

G:\comm-deV' ing\Forms & F Waiver Agri doc 9/3/2010




676 South Mountain Avenue
Site Design Review for Accessory Residential unit within a new Single
Family Residence

RECEIVED
2ara0r FEB 27 2017
City of Ashtand

@

ROGUE PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT SERVICES, LLC



February 28, 2017

Site Review approval for an Accessory Residential Unit within a new

Single Family Residence.

A solar setback waiver and tree removal permit are also requested.

Subject Property
Address:

Map & Tax Lot:

Property Owner:

Planning Consultant:

Building Designer:

Arborist:

676 South Mountain Avenue

39 1E 16AA: Tax Lot 9002

Livni Family Trust
Gil Livni Trustee
2532 Old Mill Way
Ashland, OR 97520

Rogue Planning and Development Services

Amy Gunter

1424 S vy Street
Medford, OR 97501
541-951-4020

4dProof Design

Patrick May

455 Buena Vista Avenue
Alameda, CA 94501

Southern Oregon Tree Care
Willie Gingg

PO BOX 5140

Central Point, OR 97502
(541) 772-0404

RECEIVED
FEB 27 2017

City of Ashiang

Page1of 11



Project Proposal:

The request is for a Site Design Review Permit to allow for an Accessory Residential Unit within the lower
level of a new single family residence at 676 S Mountain Avenue. The request includes a tree removal
permit request to remove six ponderosa pines that are within the footprint of the new single family
residential home. A dying 28-inch DBH cedar tree will also be removed.

Site Background and Description: —
FERN 3 I
The subject property is a vacant lot on the east side of South | =z|| . drimrer, T
Mountain Avenue. The property was originally part of lots 28and | £f! | — o Pank
29 of the Galey Addition from 1907. In 1984, the subject lot in its | S b ,
current configuration was created as part of a three-lot partition ; e S Y
from the larger parcel to the east, (TL#9000) at 1135 Fern Street e%&.";’ 3 I
(PA 84-029). The lots were then consolidated and remained = L—l—-—lﬁ;ﬁ’%g ot
under one ownership. The lot lines were re-activated in June z bountory by Aqreomen '
2016. The subject property, 676 South Mountain is Parcel 1 on | 3f | e 5
the attached 1984 Survey Plat map. E l

The subject property and the surrounding properties are all zoned Single Family Residential (R-1-7.5).
The property is within the wildfire hazard zone. The property had been very dry and before summer, the
understory, interlocking canopy and small diameter fuels were removed from the site to reduce wildfire
danger.

There are several larger stature trees on the property. A tree inventory has been provided, additionally
a detailed arborist report was completed by Arborist Willie Gingg of Southern Oregon Tree Care. The
arborist reviewed the health of trees and their suitability to construction, a report is attached. The
arborist recommended removal of some of the trees due to the impact of construction on previously
stressed trees.

The property slopes between 10 — 15 percent from South Mountain up towards Elkader Street with an
average slope of 12 percent. There is also a five percent downhill cross slope from south to north.

South Mountain Avenue is classified as an Avenue in the Transportation System Plan and has a 50-foot
wide right of way. The improved width of the street is approximately 30-feet. The improvements include
pavement, curb and gutter. This portion of South Mountain Avenue, including properties more than 200-
feet to the north and south of the subject property do not have sidewalk or parkrow. South Mountain
has a slope of six-percent downhill along the frontage of the property.

There is a driveway curb cut from South Mountain Ave. onto the subject property. A gravel driveway
traverses’ the parcel from South Mountain Avenue crosses 1135 Fern Street and connects to Elkader
Street.

RECEIVED
FEB 27 2017

C|ty Of AShland Page 2 of 11



Fern Street is an un-improved right-of-way to the North of the vacant parcel to the north of the (TL#9001)
subject property. The two properties to the north of the Fern Street right-of-way both take access via a
gravel driveway that is located on the southern half of the ROW, each lot has a driveway connection to
the gravel surface within Fern Street ROW. The two properties have additional improvements in the
ROW such as yard area, paver stone patio areas, and landscaping. To obtain driveway access from Fern,
the right-of-way will be improved to the Shared Street Standards, or the minimum standards allowed by
the City of Ashland Public Works Division. Ideally, the improvements will be centered within the right-
of-way.

Fern Street’s connection at S Mountain Ave. is approximately 35 percent slopes with large conifer trees,
this prevents Fern Street from connecting Elkader to South Mountain Avenue.

Elkader Street to the east of 1135 Fern Street (TL#9000) is improved with pavement, curb and gutter,
there are no sidewalks on Elkader Street.

There is a 6-inch water main in S. Mountain Ave. There is a 6-inch sanitary sewer main in S. Mountain
Avenue. The property is served by a 12-inch storm sewer main in S. Mountain Avenue. There is no electric
service to the property. The property owner has been in discussions with the City of Ashland Electric
Department to determine service locations and layout. A preliminary electric distribution plan has been
provided with the application.

A property line adjustment has been processed separately for the relocation of the east property line
between the subject property, and the property to the east at 1135 Fern Street. This property line
adjustment has not been recorded.

Proposal:

A new single family residence (SFR) is proposed to be constructed on the long vacant lot at 676 South
Mountain Avenue. An accessory residential unit (ARU) is proposed to be within the new residence.

Utilizing the 12 percent average slope of the property uphill away from South Mountain, the topography
lends itself to the split-level construction to respond to the grade.

The proposed SFR is a single story, 2,026 square foot, three-bedroom residence with a 541-square foot,
attached, two vehicle garage. The primary dwelling is proposed to be accessed from the rear utilizing a
shared driveway with the vacant lot to the north that connects to Fern Street. The garage would provide
for two vehicle parking spaces, a vehicle turnaround area and a visitor parking space. The primary
orientation of the residence is towards the rear of the property so that the single level living can be
provided. Through the provision of a large deck that extends from the front of the residence towards
Mountain Avenue, a sliding patio door and large windows provide strong orientation for the residence
towards the street.

The ARU within the lower level is proposed to be 814 square foot, one-bedroom space. The unit is also
accessible from the residence above allowing for an extended famil é set up. The ARU will have a large
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covered patio area under the upper story deck with a front entry door and a slider door. The patio and
the street facing entrances provide orientation to the street for the accessory residential unit as well. A
variety of shrubs and landscape

Parking, Access, Circulation:

As stated previously, the proposal is to access the SFR from “above” via a shared access driveway that
will extend from Fern Street across the parcel to the north and including the property to the east. The
driveway is proposed to have 15-foot clear width and 12-feet of solid surface. The driveway is proposed
to be screened and provide a vehicle turn around area for vehicles backing out of the garage. In addition
to the two parking spaces provided for the SFR within the garage a surface parking space for guests is
proposed near the front entrance courtyard.

The 814-square foot ARU requires two off-street parking spaces. One space is proposed to be accessed
from the existing curb cut off of South Mountain Avenue as a surface parking space and one on-street
parking credit is requested. The single vehicle parking space is utilizing an existing curb cut, driveways
with surface parking are found on adjacent properties and a pathway

Two covered bicycle parking spaces are proposed within the garage and a covered bicycle parking space
will be provided on the oversized front entry patio outside of the ARU.

Trees and Landscaping:

The site is forested with conifer trees. The trees are predominantly Ponderosa Pine trees that are 18-
inches in diameter at breast height and greater. The trees were looked at by a Certified Arborist. It is
unknown how long the irrigation has been shut-off (many of the pipes are broken) on the property and
the soil has dried out significantly in the previous drought stricken years. Nearly all of the trees exhibit
signs of different pests including Red Turpentine Beetle, Mountain Pine Borer, pitch moth and Western
Gall Rust. Though none of the Ponderosa pine trees are dead, stress from the insects and drought
conditions and the combination of the two, causes weakness to the trees and increases susceptibility to
other beetle infestations. Per published documents, these issues (pests) are usually not a problem in a
forest but are problematic in an urban environment (Managing Diseases and Pests in Oregon Conifers,
Oregon State University Extension Service; June 2009). There is a large 28-inch DBH Cedar tree near the
southwest corner of the property, directly adjacent to South Mountain Avenue that is nearly 80 percent
dead. This tree will be removed as well.

The proposed landscape plan uses a variety of deciduous trees, shrubs, and ground covers. Including
plants that are appropriate to the local climate, exposure, and water availability. The presence of utilities
and drainage conditions were also considered in the planning of the landscaping.

On the following pages, findings of fact addressing the criteria from Ashland Municipal Code are provided
on the following pages. For clarity, the criteria are in Calibri font and the applicant’s responses are in
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CRITERIA from the Ashland Land Use Ordinance

Standards for Residential Zones:

18.2.3.040 Accessory Residential Unit

Where accessory residential units are allowed, they are subject to Site Design Review under chapter
18.5.2, and shall meet all of the following requirements.

A. R-1 Zone. Accessory residential units in the R-1 zone shall meet the following requirements.

1. One accessory residential unit is allowed per lot, and the maximum number of dwelling units shall not
exceed two per lot.

One accessory residential unit is proposed. Including the single-family residence, the maximum number
of dwelling units will not exceed two per lot.

2. Accessory residential units are not subject to the density or minimum lot area requirements of the
zone, except that accessory residential units shall be counted in the density of developments created
under the Performance Standards Option in chapter 18.3.9.

The lot was created as part of a standard subdivision and further divided through a 1980s-minor land
partition. The lot exceeds the minimum lot area in the zone by approximately 800 square feet.

3. The maximum gross habitable floor area (GHFA) of the accessory residential unit shall not exceed 50
percent of the GHFA of the primary residence on the lot, and shall not exceed 1,000 square feet GHFA.
The proposed accessory residential unit is 814 square feet in area. The primary residence is proposed to
be 2,026 square feet in area, more than 50 larger than the proposed ARU.

4. The proposal shall conform to the overall maximum lot coverage and setback requirements of
the underlying zone.
The proposed lot coverage at 3,590 square feet is 45 percent of the fotal lot area of 7,985 square feet.

5. Additional parking shall be provided in conformance with the off-street parking provisions for
single-family dwellings in section 18.4.3.040, except that parking spaces, turn-arounds, and driveways
are exempt from the paving requirements in subsection 18.4.3.080. E.1.

The one bedroom ARU greater than 500 square feet requires 1.5 parking spaces in addition to the two
required for the single-family residence. One additional parking space is proposed on-site on a surface
parking pad accessed via the existing curb cut on South Mountain Avenue. Provision of driveway curb
cut from South Mountain that provides for surface parking is similar to the residential development on
the adjacent properties in the impact zone. The other space is proposed as an on-street parking credit.
The number of driveway approaches curb cuts will not exceed one approach/curb cut per street frontage.
The primary access fo the lot is via the shared access easement and driveway accessed from Fern Street.
The secondary access (ARU) access is proposed from South Mountain Avenue. With a single vehicle
parking space, proposed, the number of vehicle trips from the property onto the street will be minimal.
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18.5.2.050 Site Design Review

A. Underlying Zone. The proposal complies with all of the applicable provisions of the underlying zone
(part 18.2), including but not limited to: building and yard setbacks, lot area and dimensions, density and
floor area, lot coverage, building height, building orientation, architecture, and other applicable
standards.

The subject property is zoned R-1-7.5, Single Family Residential. The parcel is proposed to be 7,985
square feet and complies minimum lot area and minimum lot dimensions in the R-1-7.5 zone.

The proposed residence complies with the minimum setbacks in the zone.

The solar setback standards are met through the provision of a solar setback waiver. Findings addressing
the solar setback waiver have been provided in the document.

Lot Coverage: Proposed impervious areas including building footprints, patios, pathways, driveways,
decks are 3,590 square feet. The maximum coverage is the zone is 45 percent the proposed lot coverage.
The proposed lot coverage is 45% of the total lot area.

Parking: Five parking spaces are required for the development of the property. A two-vehicle garage is
accessed from the shared driveway accessed from Fern Street, the driveway at more than 50-feet in length
requires an additional, third, guest parking space. A single off-street parking space accessed from
Mountain Avenue is proposed for the ARU and an on-street parking credit on South Mountain Avenue as
the second ARU parking space.

Three bicycle parking spaces are required. Two bicycle parking spaces are provided for within the
garages along the rear wall and one is provided on the patio outside of the ARU,

Energy Usage: Both units will be constructed to the most current standards of the State of Oregon
Building Standards for residential construction.

B. Overlay Zones. The proposal complies with applicable overlay zone requirements (part 18.3).

The property is within the Ashland Wildland Urban Interface and the wildfire overlay zone. The proposed
tree removal and the previous site work removing the ladder fuels, the small diameter timber and the
understory growth will make the property compliant with the standards from 18.3.10.030.b. A composition
shingle roof of class B or better or metal roofing will be provided.

C. Site Development and Design Standards.

The proposed site development complies with the applicable Site Development and Design Standards of
part 18.4.

The layout and design does not provide for vulnerable areas that are not visible from the units and open
space. The trash / recycle areas are near the public street for easy access and will be screened in
accordance with the screening standards. The cans will not be visible from the public right-of-way. A
pathway is proposed from the patio for the ARU to the parking space and the street.
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Shrouded yard lights that provide down-lighting and security for the unit but will not directly illuminate
adjacent properties will be provided. Fences that comply with the fence ordinance are shown along the
property lines, a fence permit will be obtained prior to construction of the fence. No plant materials are
proposed that prevent surveillance of the open space or the semi-private patios and balconies.

More than eight percent of the site is available as open spaces for the use of the residents. There is 320
square feet deck for the primary residence and a 320-square foot patio for the ARU. The 640 square feet
of patio, and deck account for only a portion of the 638-square foot required 8 percent open space. This
does not include the private yard areas adjacent to the residence.

Building Orientation.

Building Orientation to Street. Dwelling units shall have their primary orientation toward a street. Where
residential buildings are located within 20 feet of a street, they shall have a primary entrance opening
toward the street and connected to the right-of-way via an approved walkway.

There is a front entrance to the ARU facing South Mountain Avenue. There is a door for the primary
residence and stair accessing the residence from South Mountain Avenue provided as well.

A walk way is proposed to connect the residence to the public right-of-way.

Limitation on Parking between Primary Entrance and Street. Automobile circulation or off-street parking
is not allowed between the building and the street. Parking areas shall be located behind buildings, or
on one or both sides.

A single vehicle parking space is proposed between the structure and the street. This is a typical
development pattern in the neighborhood. The proposed parking does not detract from the single family
residence nor the ARU. If the garage was placed adjacent to South Mountain Avenue a larger area of the
property would be devoted to automobile parking. The proposed design reduces the amount of parking in
the front yard and the layout is consistent with the houses on the adjacent properties.

Build-to Line. Where a new building is proposed in a zone that requires a build-to line or maximum front
setback yard, except as otherwise required for clear vision at intersections, the building shall comply
with the build-to line standard.

There is not a build-to or maximum setback line in the R-1 zone.

Garages. Alleys and Shared Drives. Where a lot abuts a rear or side alley, or a shared driveway, including
flag drives, the garage or carport opening(s) for that dwelling shall orient to the alley or shared drive, as
applicable, and not a street.

The primary vehicular access to the site is via a shared driveway access from the unimproved portion of
Fern Street on the uphill side of the property. This allows for a garage at the same level as the primary
living area. The ARU is proposed to have a single vehicle parking space accessed from South Mountain
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Avenue. There is only one curb cut proposed for the property. The allowance of the ARU parking adjacent
lo the street allows for separate living areas when desired, or for guest parking when the ARU is part of
the SFR and not rented separately.

Driveways accessed via South Mountain Avenue are common in the neighborhood and a single wide
driveway is consistent with the neighborhood development pattern.

Setback for Garage Opening Facing Street. The minimum setback for a garage (or carport) opening facing
a street is 20 feet. This provision does not apply to alleys.

The garage faces the share access easement driveway not the street.

Building Materials. Building materials and paint colors should be compatible with the surrounding area.
Very bright primary or neon-type paint colors, which attract attention to the building or use, are
unacceptable.

The building materials are compatible with the surrounding area. The materials are typical building
materials such as hardi-plank, lap siding and stucco. Fiberglass windows and a metal roof. The exact
paint colors have not been selected but they will not be bright primary or neon colors.

Streetscape. One street tree chosen from the street tree list shall be placed for each 30 feet of frontage
for that portion of the development fronting the street pursuant to subsection 18.4.4.030.E.

Two, new street frees are proposed on South Mountain Avenue. There is a large statue pine tree that will
be retained as the third street tree. The street trees will be 1.5 inch caliper, eight feet tall and planted in
accordance with AMC 18.4.4.030. No trees will be planted within 10-feet of the driveway.

Landscaping and Recycle/Refuse Disposal Areas. Landscaping and recycle/refuse disposal areas shall be
provided pursuant to chapter 18.4.4.

Area for a trash and recycle container is proposed adjacent to each unit. The trash can area will be
screened to prevent view of the cans from the public street.

18.4.4.030 Landscaping and Screening

The final landscaping plan and the irrigation plan will be submitted with the building permits will comply
with the Irrigation and Water Conserving Landscaping requirements of the City of Ashland. The

conceptual landscaping plan submitted with the application has been designed so that plant coverage of
90 percent within five years of planting is met. Two-inches of mulch will be provided in all non-turf areas
after planting. Turf areas are limited to comply with the Water Conserving Landscaping requirements.

The proposed landscaping has been designed for crime prevention and defensible space to allow for
natural surveillance.

All landscaping shall be maintained in good condition and replaced by the property owner.
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D. City Facilities. The proposal complies with the applicable standards in section 18.4.6 Public Facilities,
and that adequate capacity of City facilities for water, sewer, electricity, urban storm drainage, paved
access to and throughout the property, and adequate transportation can and will be provided to the
subject property.

Adequate city facilities exist to service the new units.

Water: There is an existing six-inch water main in South Mountain.

Sanitary Sewer: There is a six-inch sanitary sewer line South Mountain Avenue. In discussion with the
Wastewater Department Supervisor, there are no capacity issues with the public sanitary sewer line.

Electrical: New electric services will be installed on the property in conjunction with the needs of the
Ashland Electric Department. The attached plan shows the preliminary electric layout.

Storm Sewer: There is a 12-inch Storm sewer main in South Mountain Avenue. In consultation with the
Street Division, there are no capacity issues with the city’s facilities.

South Mountain Avenue is also an Avenue and is paved with curb, and gutter along the frontage of the
property. There are no sidewalks along this side of Mountain Avenue due to topographical constraints on
both sides of the street, large frees and other encroachments. The applicant is in favor of a local
improvement district agreement.

Tree Preservation, Protection, and Removal

18.4.5.030 Tree Protection: The trees along the west property line on the adjacent neighbor’s property
are protected by a six-foot tall, solid panel fence. No additional tree protection is proposed.

18.5.7 Tree Removal:

B. Tree Removal Permit.

2. Tree that is Not a Hazard. A Tree Removal Permit for a tree that is not a hazard shall be granted if
the approval authority finds that the application meets all of the following criteria, or can be made to
conform through the imposition of conditions.

a. The tree is proposed for removal in order to permit the application to be consistent with other
applicable Land Use Ordinance requirements and standards, including but not limited to applicable Site
Development and Design Standards in part 18.4 and Physical and Environmental Constraints in part
18.3.10.

There are six Ponderosa Pine trees and one nearly dead Cedar tree on the property that are proposed for
removal. According to the table of allowed uses in the zone, the construction of a single-family residence
and a garage is a permitted use in the R-1 zone (18.2.2.030.B). A permitted use is allowed provided they
comply with chapter 18.2.3., Special Use Standards and are subject to the development standards of the
zone. The special use standards do not apply to single family home and accessory structure construction.
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The development standards of the zone call for standard yard requirements and provides for special yard
exceptions for accessory structures (18.2.5.040).

Standard setbacks for the zone are six-foot side yard and ten feet per story rear yard setback. In addition
fo the yard setbacks there are solar setbacks that affect structure placement on a piece of property.

Due to the large area of the Ponderosa tree’s driplines, without free removal, the vacant developable site
is unable to have a residential structure consistent with the development pattern in the neighborhood on
the property. Due to the large optimal tree protection zone, any construction would negatively impact the
tree’s root system. The removal of the trees allows for the site to be developed in accordance with the
outright permitted uses allowed in the zone, the single-family residence and attached garage accessed
Jrom the shared access easement.

b. Removal of the tree will not have a significant negative impact on erosion, soil stability, flow of surface
waters, protection of adjacent trees, or existing windbreaks.

The property, though compliant with the minimum lot size in the zone, the parcel is small at 7,945 (post
BLA) there is a significant canopy coverage of the parcel to the extent that there is only a small area
where site development will not have an impact on the trees. The removal of the trees will not have impacts
on erosion, soil stability, flow of surface waters, and protection of adjacent trees or existing windbreaks.

c. Removal of the tree will not have a significant negative impact on the tree densities, sizes, canopies,
and species diversity within 200 feet of the subject property. The City shall grant an exception to this
criterion when alternatives to the tree removal have been considered and no reasonable alternative
exists to allow the property to be used as permitted in the zone.

There are a significant number of deciduous and confer trees within 200-feet of the property. The removal
of the Ponderosa Pine trees and cedar tree will not have a negative impact on the densities, sizes, canopies
or species diversity.

d. Nothing in this section shall require that the residential density to be reduced below the permitted
density allowed by the zone. In making this determination, the City may consider alternative site plans
or placement of structures of alternate landscaping designs that would lessen the impact on trees, so
long as the alternatives continue to comply with the other provisions of this ordinance.

The proposal complies with residential densities. The proposal for a single-family residence and an
Accessory Residential Unit on the property complies with the allowed residential densities. The removal
of the trees facilitates the construction of a new single family residence.

e. The City shall require the applicant to mitigate for the removal of each tree granted approval pursuant
to section 18.5.7.050. Such mitigation requirements shall be a condition of approval of the permit.

Due to the property’s location within the Wildfire Hazard Zone, the applicant is requesting to not replant
“trees which will achieve similar size and stature at maturity as the trees removed”. An exception to the

mitigation standards is requested.
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Solar Setback Exception:

18.4.8.020.C.1

Due to the steep cross slope, between 12 — 15 percent slopes on the property, even with a nearly 19-foot
setback from the north construction of a structure on the property does not comply with the solar setback
ordinance. The proposed structure is approximately 23 Y; feet tall and 18-feet, 11-inches from the property
line with a low pitch skillion style roof. The actual shadow cast by the structure is shown on Solar Setback
Calculation Plan A-1.2.

C. Exceptions and Variances. Requests to depart from section 18.4.8.030 Solar Setbacks are subject to
18.4.8.020.C.1 Exception to the Solar Setback, below.

b. The approval authority finds all of the following criteria are met.

i. The exception does not preclude the reasonable use of solar energy (i.e., passive and active solar
energy systems) on the site by future habitable buildings.

The proposed exception does not preclude the reasonable use of solar energy on the site by future
buildings.

ii. The exception does not diminish any substantial solar access which benefits a passive or active solar
energy system used by a habitable structure on an adjacent lot.

The lot to the north is currently vacant. The proposed area of solar encroachment beyond what is allowed
is a small triangular area that is at the 20-foot front setback and behind a large protect tree.

ili. There are unique or unusual circumstances that apply to this site which do not typically apply
elsewhere.

The property has two substantial slopes to contend with for site development. The property has a five-
percent slope downhill to the north for the purposes of calculating solar. The site also has a substantial
cross slope of between 10 and 15 percent with an average cross slope of 12 percent. The cross slope
presents challenges to providing the necessary floor area to have a functional floor area for a residence
constructed on the site. Having the cross slope and compliance with the solar setback ordinance is unique
in the vicinity. The majority of the residences in the neighborhood do not comply with solar setbacks as
they appear to have been constructed in response to the 10 — 15 percent slope and not the five percent
downhill solar access slope.

Attachments:

1) SO TREE CARE TREE REPORT RECEIVED

2) PROPOSED SITE PLAN AND ELEVATIONS

3)  SURVEY FEB 27 2011
4)  PRELIMINARY ELECTRIC DISTRIBUTION PLAN _
5)  SOLAR ACCESS WAIVER DOCUMENTS City of Ashtand
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SOUTHERN OREGON

TREE CARE, Li.c =

| was contacted by Gil Liveney regarding a home site development project at 1135 Fern St. in Ashland, Oregon. |
met Gil and Amy Gunter on site July 28" 2016 to discuss the project and what they needed from me. My
assignment was to determine which ponderosa pine trees could be reasonably retained on two parcels that
border Mountain Ave on this development site based on the layout of the buildings.

The southern parcel has seven pine trees on it. Four of these are inside the building foot print. One is three feet
outside of cut line (approximate area of excavation area for foundation) and the tree is 40 inches DBH (diameter
breast height) and leaning south over a neighboring home. Another Pine tree is three feet away from the garage
cut on the east side of the building and 22 inches DBH. The remaining tree is located in the northwest corner of
that parcel and 20 feet away from nearest building corner, it is 32 inches DBH.

The northern parcel has seven trees on it as well and three are inside the footprint of that building. There is a 28
inch DBH pine tree five and one half feet from cut line. Another 28 inch DBH pine is located 13 feet from cut line
and 10 feet from the street. There is a 24 inches DBH tree 15 feet from the cut line. The remaining tree from
this parcel is 30 inch DBH, and 15 feet north of north cut line.

Ponderosa pine has a relatively good tolerance to fill soils and root pruning. Optimal tree preservation zones
(OPZ) for the trees outside the cut lines are .75 feet per inch of DBH (Matheny Clark 1998). So for example, the
smallest tree on the plan outside of the cut line is 22 inches DBH. This tree would have an optimal preservation
zone of 16.5 feet. This particular tree is three feet from the cut line. This is well inside the OPZ and would likely
be both a cause for the tree to die as well as for the tree to fail structurally do to major structural root loss.

In conclusion | believe only four pine trees should be saved on these two parcels due to proposed construction
plans. One on the southern parcel at the northwest corner. One near the southwest corner of the north lot and
the two trees near the northern edge of the north lot. These trees should be irrigated at least weekly during the
summer months beginning as soon as possible to decrease stress. As well they should have temporary fencing
placed around them prior to construction commencing. This fence is to keep out vehicular traffic, equipment
clean out, storage etc. All care to minimize soil compaction and excavation around the remaining trees is critical
during construction. Some of these trees showed signs of insect damage, they should be treated with a systemic
insecticide as soon as possible and again next spring as well. All trees to remain will have some impact inside the
OPZ so if these steps are not taken the chances of tree survival will be significantly reduced. If any major roots
from the four trees are encountered in the excavation process they should be worked around until a qualified
arborist is consulted. Root pruning should be done with sharp hand tools to minimize long term damage. Feel
free to contact us for any additional information that may be required.
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Mountain Avenue South
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SITE NOTES

1. PROVIDE SEPARATE UTILITY METERS
AND CONNECTIONS FOR ADU & MAIN
HOUSE

2. VERIFY ALL UTILITY CONNECTIONS AND
LOCATIONS ON SITE

3. NEW DRIVEWAY AND WALK WAY TO BE
VERIFIED IN FIELD

4. VERIFY STAGING ON SITE

5. NEW FINISHED GRADES AND
ELEVATIONS TO BE VERIFIED ON SITE

6. ALL DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION TO
MEET OR EXCEED REQUIREMENTS OF
2009 IRC AND ALL OTHER LOCAL/STATE/
NATIONAL CODES REQUIRED BY THE CITY
OF ASHLAND

7. VERIFY ALL FINISH GRADES, SLOPE
AND LANDSCAPE TREATMENT ON SITE

LOT COVERAGE CALCULATION

PROPERTY AREA 7,985 8Q. FT.
BUILDING FOOTPRINT 2,650 8Q. FT.
FRONT PORCH 270 SQ. FT.
REAR PATIO/WALK 220 SQ. FT.
DRIVEWAY (REAR) 375 8Q. FT.
DRIVEWAY (FRONT) 176 8Q. FT.
TOTAL 3590 8Q. FT.
3590/7985=.45 44.9%
AREA CALCULATION
MAIN LEVEL 2,026 SQ. FT.
GARAGE 541 8Q. FT.
LOWER LEVEL 1,212 8Q. FT.
TOTAL CONDITIONED 3,779 SQ. FT.
SITE PLAN LEGEND
GAS —_G
ELECTRICAL e i . Pt
SEWERWASTE g5
WATER I N
FENCE/SCREEN ___ =
STORMWATER o __ _

g Lelioceiab

:;"‘t,
\ 1135 Fern Street
NOT TO SCALE

MAGNOLIA
FINE HOMES LLC

MAGNOLIA FINE HOMES LL
Gil Livni
2532 Old Mill Way
Ashland, OR 97520
(510)913-5110

4dProof Deslgn
Patrick May
4655 Buena Vista Ave
Alameda, CA 84501

MOUNTAIN
AVE HOME

676 MOUNTAIN AVE
ASHLAND, OR97520

RECEIVED
FEB 27 2017

City ¢f Ashiand

MARK | DATE DESCRIPTION
ez e ass s eaans|

DATE:
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SITE PLAN
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150'

OO0 n

W17

7,

ALLOWED SHADOW
o0 FENCE @ PROP.LINE),

LOPE CALCULATIO

OLAR SETBACKS

-61,445-.048 (,397)
-6/.397= 5.037' (EAST)*
3.6-6/,397=44.08' (WEST,

WEST)

A\

| $ 2166] i ,//
Ty ] ]
SOLAR SETBACK PLAN

SCALE: 3/32"= 1-0"

SSB Ea

st Elevation
10"

|

WEST ELEVATION

RECEIV

MAGNOLIA
FINE HOMES LLC

MAGNOLIA FINE HOMES LL
Gil Livni
2532 Old Mill Way
Ashland, OR 97520
(510)913-5110

4dProof Deslgn
Patrick May
455 Buena Vista Ave
Alameda, CA 94501

MOUNTAIN
AVE HOME

676 MOUNTAIN AVE
ASHLAND, OR97520

D

FEB 27 241

City of As

SCALE: 1/8"

0"

and

MARK DATE DESCRIPTIOM

SRR
DATE: 2/27/17

SHEET TITLE

SSB
CALCULATIONS

A-1.2
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PLAN NOTES:

1. PROVIDE MIN. 4 1/2" AT ALL DOOR & WINDOW JAMBS FOR
TRIM & STUDS

2.ALL CORNERS OF EXTERIOR WALLS TO BE (2) STUDS W/
NAILING BLOCKS OR DRYWALL CLIPS FOR FINISH AS
REQUIRED. INSULATE INTO CORNER FRAMING.

3. SEE STRUCTURAL FOR ALL HEADER SIZES AND FRAMING
DETAILS

4. ALL WALL SHEATHING/BRACING PER STRUCTURAL

5. SEALAND BLOCK ALL GYP PANEL EDGES

6. INSTALL SIDING PER MANUFACTURERS RECOMMENDATIONS
OVER WEATHER BARRIER INSTALLED IN A SHINGLE FASHION
PER WRB MANUF. INSTRUCTIONS

7. FINISH FLOOR OVER CONCRETE SLAB TO BE INSTALLED
OVER MANUF. APPROVED MOISTURE BARRIER

8.ALL INTERIOR BEDROOM AND BATHROOM WALLS TO BE
INSULATED W/ 3 1/2" SOUND ATTENUATING BATTS

9. CRAWL SPACE TO BE PROVIDED WITH TAPED AND SEALED
VAPOR BARRIER OR 2" CONCRETE RAT SLAB OVER VAPOR
BARRIER RATED FOR UNDER SLAB INSTALLATION

10. PROVIDE DRAINAGE FROMALL CRAWL SPACE AND AT
EXTERIOR PERIMETER FOOTINGS W/ PERFORATED DRAIN IN
FILTER SOCK INSTALLED IN FREE DRAINING SOIL OR LOOSE
GRAVEL BACK FILL.

11. VERIFY ALL CRAWL AND ATTIC ACCESS W/ FRAMING PLANS
12. ALLWOOD IN CONTACT W/ CONCRETE TO BE PRESSURE
TREATED

13. INSTALL SILL PLATES PER STRUCTURAL OVER CLOSED CELL
SILL GASKET

14. EXTERIOR TRIM AND FINISH WOOD TO BE ROT RESISTANT
CEDAR OR PRIMED AND PAINTED FJ FINISH WOOD. PRIME ALL
ENDS AND BACKS OF TRIM BOARDS BEFORE INSTALLING.

CANTILEVERED AWNING ROOF

o /' OVER STO\RAGE ENTRY

15. PORCH AND PATIOS TO BE CONCRETE SLAB PER

STRUCTURAL

16. REAR DECKS TO BE:
OPTION 1:  BROOM FINISHED CONCRETE
OPTION 2:  PAVERS OVER COMPACTED SAND W/

CONCRETE RISERS/PERIMETER EDGING

17. DO NOT SCALE PLANS. DIMENSIONS TO TAKE PRECEDENT

OVER SCALED OR MEASURED DIMENSIONS.

18. DOCUMENTS ARE PROVIDED FOR DESIGN INTENT. ALL
INSTALLATION, MEANS AND METHODS, STRUCTURE, AND CODE
COMPLIANCE ARE TO BE THE SOLE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE w

GENERAL CONTRACTOR.

Ry

STORAGE

SPACED DECK (SOFFIT) ABOVE

SPLIT FACE BLOCK OR STONE
VENEER @ ALL EXPOSED
RETAINING AND SITE WALLS

GARAGE SLAB ABOVE

ACK FILL @ GARAGE & ENTRY COURTYARD

WATER PROOFING T.B.D.
| \ PATIO, SLAB ON GRADE
BROOM OR PEBBLE FINISH
| SLOPE TO DRAIN
[ § | OFFICE
| } i
|
| | 4 811 1/4" 5.9 3/4"
G |
g PORCH
2‘l8;;(7‘>0' Hi
& A | a-0¥eue
S | PRIMARY RESIDENCE, L)
A\ FRONT DOOR N
— | B \ﬁ lpl—| ||| |18 RisERS [ 7]% ax !
5 i X
& | | _RECESS REF,
= [T INTO WALL FRAMING
o v B e —— [
3 f 2.8X70"
N' Y e
ADU FRONT DOOR\ QL\ KITCHEN
i | B \b § 777T -
Y o T 3 |
i i il
L
l 1 = 94172
e S RN (l 7 [
| T T ; VAPOR BARRIER @ CRAWL
" | / SPACE, TAPE & SEALLALL EDGES
: L |
10 x
= 3 CRAWL. SPACE
(=l
1 b1
A4.2 L
£ *
| | 244" X7
e |
® @ | | CONC. SLAB ON GRADE
LIVING L“’Z | PER STRUCTURAL
&
®) i
’[ BEDROOM CONC. STEM WALL W/ CRIPPLE
‘ﬁ- N "—WALL T0 MAIN FLOOR LEVEL
12-13/4" 61" E i 1211 /2"
< [’ i [~[—FLAT STUD FURR WALL TO CONC. HT.
inf

LOWER LEVEL

2-5 3/4" 6-8"

&

12-6 1/2" 6-1/2"

277 314"

27-10 1/4"

RECEIVED
FEB 27 2017

City of Ashiand

SCALE: 1/4" = 1-0°

G

Ll

MAGNOLIA
FINE HOMES LLC

Gil Livni

Patrick May

MAGNOLIA FINE HOMES LL

2532 Old Mill Way
Ashland, OR 97520
(510)913-5110

4dProof Design

455 Buena Vista Ave
Alameda, CA 94501

MOUNTAIN
AVE HOME

676 MOUNTAIN AVE
ASHLAND, OR97520

MARK DATE

DESCRIPTION
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PLAN NOTES:

1. PROVIDE MIN. 4 1/2" AT ALL DOOR & WINDOW JAMBS FOR
TRIM & STUDS

2. ALL CORNERS OF EXTERIOR WALLS TO BE (2) STUDS W/
NAILING BLOCKS OR DRYWALL CLIPS FOR FINISH AS
REQUIRED. INSULATE INTO CORNER FRAMING.

3. SEE STRUCTURAL FORALL HEADER SIZES AND FRAMING
DETAILS

4. ALL WALL SHEATHING/BRACING PER STRUCTURAL

5. SEAL AND BLOCK ALL GYP PANEL EDGES

6. INSTALL SIDING PER MANUFACTURERS RECOMMENDATIONS
OVER WEATHER BARRIER INSTALLED IN A SHINGLE FASHION
PER WRB MANUF. INSTRUCTIONS

7. FINISH FLOOR OVER CONCRETE SLAB TO BE INSTALLED
OVER MANUF. APPROVED MOISTURE BARRIER

8. ALL INTERIOR BEDROOM AND BATHROOM WALLS TO BE

WOOD & CABLE
GUARD RAIL

CONC. SLAB
WALK WAY

MAGNOLIA
FINE HOMES LLC

MAGNOLIA FINE HOMES LL

INSULATED W/ 3 1/2" SOUND ATTENUATING BATTS FINE H
9. CRAWL SPACE TO BE PROVIDED WITH TAPED AND SEALED Gil Livni
VAPOR BARRIER OR 2" CONCRETE RAT SLAB OVER VAPOR g 2532 Old Mill Way
BARRIER RATED FOR UNDER SLAB INSTALLATION Ashland, OR 97520
10. PROVIDE DRAINAGE FROM ALL CRAWL SPACE AND AT 4-6" (510)913-5110
EXTERIOR PERIMETER FOOTINGS W/ PERFORATED DRAIN IN
FILTER SOCK INSTALLED IN FREE DRAINING SOIL OR LOOSE
GRAVEL BACK FILL.
11. VERIFY ALL CRAWL AND ATTIC ACCESS W/ FRAMING PLANS
12. ALL WOOD IN CONTACT W/ CONCRETE TO BE PRESSURE SONG, SLAS
TREATED . SLAB,
13. INSTALL SILL PLATES PER STRUCTURAL OVER CLOSED CELL SLOPE TO DRAIN—\ g % g
SILL GASKET \ p !
14. EXTERIOR TRIM AND FINISH WOOD TO BE ROT RESISTANT GARAGE d \ i
CEDAR OR PRIMED AND PAINTED FJ FINISH WOOD. PRIME ALL
ENDS AND BACKS OF TRIM BOARDS BEFORE INSTALLING.
15. PORCH AND PATIOS TO BE CONCRETE SLAB PER
STRUCTURAL 4dProof Deslgn
16. REAR DECKS TO BE: _ MASTER BED Patrick May
OPTION 1:  BROOM FINISHED CONCRETE % 1 HOUR FIRE WALL / 455 Buena Vista Ave
OPTION 2:  PAVERS OVER COMPACTED SAND W/ o 1/2" TYPE X GYP. Alameda, CA 94501
CONCRETE RISERS/PERIMETER EDGING | SEesss e e ool
17. DO NOT SCALE PLANS. DIMENSIONS TO TAKE PRECEDENT
OVER SCALED OR MEASURED DIMENSIONS.
18. DOCUMENTS ARE PROVIDED FOR DESIGN INTENT. ALL M o U N TAI N
INSTALLATION, MEANS AND METHODS, STRUCTURE, AND CODE
COMPLIANCE ARE TO BE THE SOLE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE @’/ AVE H O ME
GENERAL CONTRACTOR. »| SPACED DECKING
OVER PT DECK JOISTS "~~\\
WOOD & CABLE \ | 676 MOUNTAIN AVE
GUARDRAL | ;‘M ASHLAND, OR97520
i B
Ka
.
i~
% FRONT PORGH (2
@ 5/4X WRAPPED B _ \312)
6X6 PT COLUMNU i &
kbl || :
Kl e
il
"
2\ _ N
fedd 5 A4
; o R
= " =
= @
REAR PATIO n &
2-33/4"), | 43 14" o/
-
] e , i
! ;
2 th | PARTIAL -2
3 I I HT. WALL 17"
K ° 1 RECESS REF. 329 9-3" y 5.6" 0
|~~———INTO FLAT STUD
FRAMING | e e ]
] | e
“‘ LGYP. CEILING
B TYP. INTERIOR
. : 1 ‘ - A\
b 2.8"X8l- 1
A4 % X8 =¥
o N o
135° P 5
1o S ‘ _ JARK T DESCRIPTIO|
g 3 LIVING DINING BEDROOM 1 E BEDROOM 2 2 R
i
4 - DATE: 212711
8 !
5 g3 420 [ —
g i DIRECT VENT 5 i
| s " GAS FIREPLACE 13-9 114" Hl Bl2-634 ]| 3-814 104 114"
o &
w in)|
. SHEET TITLE
| — | —— j— : A ] = -
T 60X e X0 RE
1st FLOOR PLAN
FEB 27 2011
; e I |
2.5 1/2" f 117" ; 7-6 1/2" 10-7" w 11-8" 9-2" 2-6"
d d °
City of Ashfand
1st FLOOR PLAN A-2 .1
SCALE: /4" = 10 = > = = "
o |
SHFFT & OF 1A




ROOF NOTES:

1. ALL ROOFS TO BE STANDING SEAM METAL ROOF OVER WRB
PER ROOFING MANUFACTURER.

2. FASCIAAND SHADOW BOARDS TO BE ROT RESISTANT CEDAR
OR PRIMED AND PAINTED FJ FINISH WOOD. PRIME ALL ENDS
AND BACKS OF TRIM BOARDS BEFORE INSTALLING.

3. SOFFITS TO BE T&G OR CEDAR PLY, VERIFY. MATCH & ALIGN
W/ ROOF SHEATHING BEYOND OVERHANGS

4. INSTALL MIN 26 GA. GALVANIZED FLASHING WITH DRIP EDGE
AT ALL EAVES, RAKES AND SHED PEAKS

5. INSTALL LEVEL WALL AND SIDE WALL FLASHING INTEGRATED
INTO SIDING, WEATHER BARRIERS AND ROOFING PER ROOF
MANUFACTURERS INSTRUCTIONS AND DETAILS

6. INSTALL VALLEY FLASHING & EXTRA LAYER UNDERLAYMENT
AT ALL CRICKETS

7. ALL GUTTERS TO BE INSTALLED WITH MINIMUM SLOPE TO
DRAIN

8. PROVIDE EROSION CONTROL SYSTEMS, SPLASH BLOCK OR
DIVERSION HARD LINE AT ALL DOWNSPOUTS AND RAIN CHAIN
9. PROVIDE CONTINUOUS ATTIC VENTS AT ALL EAVES, RIDGES,
SHED ROOF HIGH SIDE AND LEVEL WALL CONDITIONS.

10. TYPICAL INSULATION TO BE R-38 ROLLED BATT.

11. WHERE ROOFS CAN NOT BE VENTED AT HIGH & LOW SIDE
OF TRUSS/RAFTER SPANS, PROVIDE OPEN CELL FOAM
INSULATION TO EQUIVALENT R-VALUE FOR FULL TRUSS/
RAFTER LENGTH

12. DOCUMENTS ARE PROVIDED FOR DESIGN INTENT. ALL
INSTALLATION, MEANS AND METHODS, STRUCTURE, AND CODE
COMPLIANCE ARE TO BE THE SOLE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE
GENERAL CONTRACTOR.

3411 174"

\

30X2-6" _ 3-0X2-6"

6" 1/2 ROUND GUTTER OR
6" INTERNAL BOX GUTTER

[ 1) NOTE: ALIGN WINDOW W/
a4 OPENINGS BELOW, TYP.
=§> =
)
N Tl
byt
g RICKET @ ROOF INTERSECTION \_1
ol | 2) 2X10 FASGIA, TYP.
K
&
| L ; =
. . g ey ]" - a
R EEEE LT - | &)
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| - |
I
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H I 1 | =5
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|
I
I ‘ : ()
| ' i %
- | ! |
| ' |
I ' I
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| | | 2'TYP.OH.
0. | : |
—i0! |
T T g i
| z
I | I o
, L )
b . N Syt A s st o s s et i s | I E
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2 ‘
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3 i ’
A4Z 9 I 1
g ¥ : A2
I
I Ll
5 ; I
3 1:12 SLOPE - |
o
i
I
J I L
I
B I
)
] I
) | RECEIVED
J I L
s I
3 | DS. F E B o=
& j— 27 2017
T 3-0X3%6 172° -
o o)
5 L
&

ROOF PLAN

J. 13-0"O.H.

25 3/4"

17

City of Ashland

SCALE: 1/4" = 10"

MAGNOLIA
FINE HOMES LLC

IMAGNOLIA FINE HOMES LL
Gil Livni
2532 Old Mill Way
Ashland, OR 97520
(510)913-5110

4dProof Design
Patrick May
455 Buena Vista Ave
Alameda, CA 94501

MOUNTAIN
AVE HOME

676 MOUNTAIN AVE
ASHLAND, OR97520

MARK | DATE DESCRIPTION
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MAGNOLIA
FINE HOMES LLC

MAGNOLIA FINE HOMES LL
Gil Livni

T&G SOFFIT, TYPICAL 2532 Old Mill Way
Ashland, OR 97520
(510)913-5110
| EEEm eS|
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e 4dProof Design
& FLAT Patrick May
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NORTH ELEVATION

STUCC

2X2 WINDOW/DOOR TRl

e

o

2) 2X10 FASCIA

SIDING

/TANDING SEAM METAL ROOF

o= — e ‘. o
: AWNING ROOF
VER LOWER

T

STORAGE DOOR

ABLE GUARD RAIL

[——————2X10 DECK FASCIA

6" 1/2 ROUND GUTTER

MAGNOLIA
FINE HOMES LLC

AGNOLIA FINE HOMES LL
Gil Livni
2532 Old Mill Way
Ashland, OR 97520
(510)913-5110

4dProof Deslgn
Patrick May
455 Buena Vista Ave
Alameda, CA 94501

MOUNTAIN
AVE HOME

676 MOUNTAIN AVE
ASHLAND, OR97520

SCALE: 14" = 1-0"

EAST ELEVATION

e e | aa|

fo

‘I;;‘ILU::‘TI [ —

-/
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SCALE: 1/4" = 10"

4

NORTH REAR PATIO

SCALE: 174" = 1-0"

[ e [

— | ———| —

5

EAST GARAGE ELEVATION

RECE(VED
FEB 29 2017

City of Abhland

SCALE: 1747 = 1-0"
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MAGNOLIA
FINE HOMES LLC

AGNOLIA FINE HOMES LL
Gil Livni

2532 Old Mill Way ‘
Ashland, OR 97520 \
(510)913-5110 !

D

4dProof Design
Patrick May
455 Buena Vista Ave
Alameda, CA 94501

MOUNTAIN
AVE HOME

;
676 MOUNTAIN AVE Q

ASHLAND, OR97520

SOUTH ELEVATION

CALE: 1/4" = 1-0"
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32 SOUND ATTENUATING BATTS
(TYP. BED & BATH WALLS)

-\\

ENTRY PORCH M. BEDROOM

xq .

-38 INSULATION (TYP. ROOF)

/p——R—21 INSULATION (TYP. EXTERIOR WALLS)

[

TYPE X' GYP. BOARD

ONC. SLAB, SLOPE TO DRAIN
_—BACKFILL @ GARAGE SLAB

kN

\PACED DECKING & PT DECK JOISTS

STORAGE
ARKING

—

i
!
- |

A

i -

N
N 2X FLAT STUD WALL W/ 1" AIR
GAP, R-15 MIN. RIGID INSULATION

,_’,..—[————r"/"’ -
— S e ———

SECTION

XISTING GRADE
4" SLAB ON GRADE OVER VAPOR

BARRIER RATED FOR UNDER SLAB

I~ / L
\_RETAINING WALL AND

FOOTING PER STRUCTURAL

SCALE: 1/4" = 1-0"

ENTRY PORCH PANTRY

PATIO

el HALL LAUNDRY
’ -

16

REAR PATIO

T r e e,

SECTION

CRAWL SPACE

SCALE: 1/4" = 1-0"

&

RECEIVED
FEB 27 2017

City of Ashtand

MAGNOLIA
FINE HOMES LLC

MAGNOLIA FINE HOMES LL
Gil Livni
2532 Old Mill Way
Ashland, OR 97520
(510)913-5110

4dProof Deslgn
Patrick May
455 Buena Vista Ave
Alameda, CA 94501

MOUNTAIN
AVE HOME

676 MOUNTAIN AVE
ASHLAND, OR97520

MARK | DATE DESCRIPTIOM
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DATE: 2/27/17

SHEET TITLE
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FINE HOMES LLC
MAGNOLIA FINE HOMES LL
Gil Livni
HANG JOISTS @ UPHILL WALL 2532 olld 13[’3; Way
|_L—MAINTAIN 6" CLEAR T.0. CONC. Ashland, OR 97520

TO GRADE, TYP.
(510)913-5110

LIVING/DINING
(KITCHEN BEYOND)

- I
l |

|

|

T BEDROQ

CRAWL SPACE

v
J
L

LIVING BATHROOM
8

4dProof Deslgn
Patrick May
455 Buena Vista Ave
Alameda, CA 84501

i
| MOUNTAIN

/. = ~ - —
r_LI AVE HOME

676 MOUNTAIN AVE
SECTION ASHLAND, OR97520

i
A

SCALE: 14" = 10"

o
N
=
c

MARK | DATE DESCRIPTION
R T T

DATE: 2/27/11

SHEET TITLE
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FEB 27 2011
City of Ashtand
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MAGNOLIA
FINE HOMES LLC

MAGNOLIA FINE HOMES LL
Gil Livni
2532 Old Mill Way
Ashland, OR 97520
(510)913-5110

-

TO FERN
STREET

4dProof Deslign
Patrick May

455 Buena Vista Ave
Alameda, CA 94501

SLAB ON GRADE

DRIVEWAY SLAB MOUNTAIN
| ) | eEHOWE
| ASHLAND, ORS7526
PATIO e ,
“SRADE. | FacH bried

BASEMENT }

MOUNTAIN AVENUE

PROVIDE SILT FENCE UNTIL
BACKFILL IS COMPLETE, &
UNTIL LANDSCAPE COVERAGE
HAS COMMENCED

LINE OF EXCAVATION &
BACKFILL FOR CRAWL SPACE
CRAWL SPACE
PROVIDE STRAW GROUND COVER
OR OTHER EROSION PREVENTION
METHOD TO MINIMIZE RUN OFF
AFTER EXCAVATION

N

ERROSION CONTROL & STAGING PLAN

SCALE: 1/8" = 10"

MARK DATE DESCRIPTIOM

| s easeass e
DATE: 2127111
SHEET TITLE

RECEIVED ERROSSION &
STAGING
FEB 27 2017

City of Ashiand

L-2.1
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IRRIGATION PLAN

MOUNTAIN AVENUE

TO FERN
STREET

e

1y e

7" o_~ DRIP IRRIGATION

DIRECTIONAL POP UP
mj SPRINKLER HEADS

SCALE: 1/8" = 10"

RECEIVED
FEB 27 2011

City of Ashiand

MAGNOLIA
FINE HOMES LLC
MAGNOLIA FINE HOMES LL
Gil Livni
2532 Old Mill Way
Ashland, OR 97520

(510)913-5110

)

4dProof Deslign
Patrick May
455 Buena Vista Ave
Alameda, CA 94501

MOUNTAIN
AVE HOME

676 MOUNTAIN AVE
ASHLAND, OR97520

MARK DATE DESCRIPTIOM

DATE: 2/27111

SHEET TITLE

IRRIGATION

| SeSAsses At

L-2.1
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TO FERN
STREET

MOUNTAIN AVENUE

4;& =

%3/ NS 771 T
N e e

PLANTING PLAN

VoY
R

). \ 2" @ DWARF TREE
T /MAPLE OR SIMI

5 GALON GOLDENROD
OR SIMILAR
P

3 GALON FESCUE OR
FOUNTAIN GRASS

SCALE: 1/8" =

RECEIVED
FEB 27 2017

City of Ashiand

MAGNOLIA
FINE HOMES LLC

AGNOLIA FINE HOMES LL
Gil Livni
2532 Old Mill Way
Ashland, OR 97520
(510)913-5110

4dProof Deslgn
Patrick May
455 Buena Vista Ave
Alameda, CA 94501

MOUNTAIN
AVE HOME

676 MOUNTAIN AVE
ASHLAND, OR97520

MARK | DATE DESCRIPTIOM
| EEnaEe e e

DATE: 2/27/17

SHEET TITLE

PLANTING
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MAGNOLIA
FINE HOMES LLC

MAGNOLIA FINE HOMES LL
Gil Livni
2532 Old Mill Way
Ashland, OR 97520
(510)913-5110

>

4dProof Design
Patrick May

TO FERN
STREET

\\|\‘“ "

455 Buena Vista Ave
DRIVEWAY SLAB Alameda, CA 94501
| BEESE s s ]
DRIVEWAY SLAB
676 MOUNTAIN AVE
ASHLAND, OR97520
o
PATIO ="
SLAB ON _
LANDSCAPE PATH-
GRADE CRUSHED GRAVEL
PATIO g
GRASS- DRAUGHT
séQRDOEN RESISTANT FESCUE TURF

MOUNTAIN AVENUE

LANDSCAPE BED
MULCH OVER WEED BARRIER

HARDSCAPE/PAVING

BUILDING ENVELOPE

7 //I LTI ] / / / [r——
Fode o g o »
LANDSCAPE PLAN
MARK DATE DESCRIPTIOM
e
DATE: 2127117
|
SHEET TITLE

RECEIVED LANDSCAPE
FEB 27 2017

Clty of Ashiand ;—— |
L-2.2

SHFEFET 16 OF 18




PARCEL 2 (676 S. MOUNTAIN AVE)

# SPECIESDBHCROWN RAD OPZCONDITION NOTES:

1 P.PINE 32 14 24 @ FOOTPRINT REMOVE
2 P.PINE 34 12 25,5 @ FOOTPRINT REMOVE
3 P.PINE 40 15 30 50% @ FOUNDATION REMOVE
4 P.PINE 34 19 25.5 @ DRIVEWAY REMOVE

5 P.PINE 24 13 18 @ DRIVEWAY REMOVE

6 P.PINE 18 13.5 @ DRIVEWAY REMOVE

7 P.PINE 36 21 27 HEALTHY RETAIN

PARCEL 2 (656 S. MOUNTAIN AVE)

# SPECIESDBHCROWN RAD OPZCONDITION NOTES:
1 P.PINE 28 155 21 HEALTHY RETAIN
2 P.PINE 24 18 13 HEALTHY RETAIN
3 P.PINE 30 22 22.5 @ FOUNDATION REMOVE

18.4.5.030 Tree Protection

A. Tree Protection Plan. A tree protection plan shall be
approved by the Staff Advisor concurrent with applications
for Type |, Type |I, and Type Iil planing actions. If tree removal
Is proposed, a Tree Removal Permit pursuant to chapter
18.5.7 may be required.

B. Tree Protection Plan Submission Requir 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 persevered and/or removed on the site. The plan must
be drawn to scale and include the following:

1. Location, species and diameter of each tree on site and
within 15’ of the site.

2.Location of the drip line of each tree.

3. An inventory of the health and hazard of each tree on site,
and recommendations for treatment of each tree.

4. Location of existing and proposed roads, water, sanitary
and storm sewer, irrigation, and other rituality lines/facilities
and easements,

5. Locations of dry wells, drain lines and soakage trenches.
6. Location of proposed and existing structures.

7. Grade change or cut and fill during and after construction.
8. Existing and proposed impervious surfaces.

9. Identificatlon of a contact person and/or arborist who will
be responsible for implementing and maintain gin the
approved tree protection plan.

10. Locatlon and type of tree protection measures to be
Installed per section 18.4.5.030C.

Tree Protection Measures Required:
1. 8ix foot tall chain link fencing with steel posts placed no
farther than ten feet apart will be installed at the edge of the
tree protectlon zone or drip line, whichever is greater.

2, The fencing shall be flush with the initial undisturbed
grade.

3. Approved slgns will 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.

4, No constructlon activity shall occur within the tree
protection zone, including dumping or storage of materials
such as bullding supplies, soil, waste items, equipment, or
parked vehicles,

5. The tree protection zone shall remain free of chemically
injurlous materlals and liquids, and construction debris or
run-off,

6. No excavatlon, trenching, grading , root pruning, or other
activity will occur within the tree protection zone unless
approved by the Staff Advisor.

7. All required tree protection measures set forth in this
sectlon shall be instituted prior to any development
actlvities, Including clearing, grading, excavation or
demolition work, and will be removed only after completion
of all constructlon activity, including landscaping and
Irrigation Installation.

TREE TQ REMAIN

TREE TO BE REMOVED

DRIP LINE/
PROTECTION FENCE

PARCEL #1

PARCEL #3
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FEB 27 2017
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. Planning Department, 51 Winburn Way, Ashland, Oregon 97520 CITY OF
Fam 541-488-5305 Fax: 541-552-2050 www.ashland.or.us TTY: 1-800-735-2900 ASHLAND

NOTICE OF APPLICATION

PLANNING ACTION: PA-2017-00389

SUBJECT PROPERTY: 552 Beach Street

OWNER/APPLICANT: Scott and Laura Bandoroff/Rogue Planning and Development

DESCRIPTION: A request for a Tree Removal Permit to allow for construction of a single-family detached
house. The requested removal is to take place on a preliminarily approved new lot created through Planning
Action No. 2016-01677, which proposed to protect the 48 Diameter at Breast Height Douglas Fir tree during the
construction process. COMPREHENSIVE PLAN DESIGNATION: Single-family Residential; ZONING: R-
1-7.5 ASSESSOR’S MAP: 39 1E 16 AA; TAX LOT: 4100.

NOTE: The Ashland Tree Commission will also review this Planning Action on Thursday, April 6, 2017 at 6:00 PM in the
Community Development and Engineering Services building (Siskiyou Room), located at 51 Winburn Way.

NOTICE OF COMPLETE APPLICATION: March 27, 2017
DEADLINE FOR SUBMISSION OF WRITTEN COMMENTS: April 11, 2017

ASHLAND ST

208
1030

552

555

BEACH ST

arcel
|iminarily 8 roved new
rell

AN

\_._Approx. location of tree proposed for removaITJ

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

Any affected property owner or resident has a right to submit written comments to the City of Ashland Planning Division, 51 Winburn
Way, Ashland, Oregon 97520 prior to 4:30 p.m. on the deadline date shown above.

Ashland Planning Division Staff determine if a Land Use application is complete 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 comment period. After the comment
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 18.5.1.050.G)

The ordinance criteria applicable to this application 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, 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 Department 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. All materials are available at the Ashland Planning Division, Community Development & Engineering Services
Building, 51 Winburn Way, Ashland, Oregon 97520.

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

G:\comm-dev\planning\Planning Actions\Noticing Folder\Mailed Notices & Signs\2017\PA-2017-00389.docx



TREE REMOVAL PERMIT

18.5.7.040.B

1.

Hazard Tree. A Hazard Tree Removal Permit shall be granted if the approval authority finds that the application meets all of the following
criteria, or can be made to conform through the imposition of conditions.

a.

b.

The applicant must demonstrate that the condition or location of the tree presents a clear public safety hazard (i.e., likely to fall and
injure persons or property) or a foreseeable danger of property damage to an existing structure or facility, and such hazard or danger
cannot reasonably be alleviated by treatment, relocation, or pruning. See definition of hazard tree in part 18.6.

The City may require the applicant to mitigate for the removal of each hazard tree pursuant to section 18.5.7.050. Such mitigation
requirements shall be a condition of approval of the permit.

Tree That is Not a Hazard. A Tree Removal Permit for a tree that is not a hazard shall be granted if the approval authority finds that the

application meets all of the following criteria, or can be made to conform through the imposition of conditions.

a.

The tree is proposed for removal in order to permit the application to be consistent with other applicable Land Use Ordinance
requirements and standards, including but not limited to applicable Site Development and Design Standards in part 18.4 and Physical
and Environmental Constraints in part 18.10.

Removal of the tree will not have a significant negative impact on erosion, soil stability, flow of surface waters, protection of adjacent
trees, or existing windbreaks.

Removal of the tree will not have a significant negative impact on the tree densities, sizes, canopies, and species diversity within 200
feet of the subject property. The City shall grant an exception to this criterion when alternatives to the tree removal have been
considered and no reasonable alternative exists to allow the property to be used as permitted in the zone.

Nothing in this section shall require that the residential density to be reduced below the permitted density allowed by the zone. In
making this determination, the City may consider alternative site plans or placement of structures of alternate landscaping designs that
would lessen the impact on trees, so long as the alternatives continue to comply with the other provisions of this ordinance.

The City shall require the applicant to mitigate for the removal of each tree granted approval pursuant to section 18.5.7.050. Such
mitigation requirements shall be a condition of approval of the permit.

G:\comm-dev\planning\Planning Actions\Noticing Folder\Mailed Notices & Signs\2017\PA-2017-00389.docx



March 2, 2017

Subject Property

Property Address:

Map & Tax Lot:

Comprehensive

Plan Designation:

Zoning:

Adjacent Zones:

Water Resource Protection Zone
Lot Area:

Lot Coverage:

Property Owner:

Applicant:

ROGUE PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT SERVICES, LLC

Request for Modification of
A previously approved
Minor Land Partition

552 Beach Street
379 1E 16AA; 4100

Single Family Residential
R-1-7.5
R-1-7.5; R-2 & SO

.83 /35,719.2 sf
Maximum 45 percent

MAR 07 2011
Scott Bandoroff & Laura Robin —
552 Beach Street »ﬂv Of ASh\d\ \C

Ashland, OR

Rogue Planning & Development Services
Amy Gunter

1424 S lvy Street

Medford, OR 97501

The following is a request is for a modification of PA2016-1677 that allowed for a two-lot partition at 552
Beach Street. A 48-inch DBH Douglas fir tree had been proposed to be retained with that partition.
Following a consultation with an ISA Certified Arborist, the buyers of the newly created lot (the property
has not been recorded pending stub-out of utilities and is presently a single family parcel occupied by a
single-family residence). The Douglas Fir tree proposed for removal is located along the south property

line.

The location of the tree and its recommended tree protection zone due to the area of the critical root
zone for the Douglas Fir tree of this size, the bifurcated leader, the evidence of previous branch drop,
etc. push the future single family into a small and constrained area of the parcel in the northwest
corner. The area that is not affected by the trees critical root zone provides for less than 1,000 sf
footprint area, and is beyond the area of the lot where a 21-foot tall structure could be located for
compliance with the solar setback standards for the zone. Any new construction would be less than the
average size of residences in the vicinity and substantially less than the average single family home size



ROGUE PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT SERVICES, LLC

both in Ashland and nationally which per the 2015 data available from the US Census Bureau, the
median size of a completed single-family house nationally, was 2,467 square feet.
(https://www.census.gov/construction/chars/highlights.htm). In Ashland, the median size single-family
house is proportional to the national average. Development of the parcel would be relegated to an area
that is less than 20% of the total lot area. We believe it can be found that the proposed tree removal is
not a substantial modification and can be approved ministerially as it does not have a substantial impact
on the developability of the subject properties or the adjacent properties.

Applicable Criteria:

18.5.3.020 Applicability and General Requirements

F. Minor Amendments. The following minor amendments to subdivisions and partitions are subject to
Ministerial review in Chapter 18.5.1.040. Changes to an approved plan or condition of approval that do
not meet the thresholds for a minor amendment, below, are subject to Chapter 18.5.6 Modifications to
Approved Planning Actions.

1. A change that does increase the number of lots or parcels created by the subdivision.

The number of lots or parcels is not increased with the request for tree removal.

2. A change that does not enlarge the boundaries of subdivided or partitioned area.
The requested change to the tree protection and removal plan does not enlarge the boundaries of the
subdivided or partitioned area.

3. A change that does not alter the general location or amount of land devoted to a specific land use.
The requested tree removal dos not alter the amount of land devoted to the single family residential zone.

4. A changes that makes only minor shifting of the established lines, location, or size of buildings or
building envelopes, proposed public or private streets, pedestrian ways, utility easement, or

parks and other public open spaces.

The requested tree removal allows for the shifting of the buildable area of the property closer to the south
property line. The 48-inch Douglas fir tree requires a substantial critical root zone or recommended tree
protection zone according to the arborist, Willie Gingg of Southern Oregon Tree Care. The height of the
tree, the number of large branches that have already been dropped by the tree, and the need for the
construction to take place nearly 30-feet from the edge of the dripline, coupled with the solar setback
standards, renders a large portion of the newly created lot unbuildable. The tree removal allows for the
construction of a single-family residence on the single-family lot and still retains the majority of the
significant trees on the site.

In the event that staff does not find the requested tree removal to meet the Minor Amendment to Minor
Land Partitions as addressed above, findings addressing a Minor Modification to the approved Planning

Action are provided below. \g E C E E ‘V g
MAR 07 2017

ij Of Achland
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ROGUE PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT SERVICES, LLC

18.5.6.040 Minor Modifications
A. Authorization of Minor Modifications.
The application is to remove a tree that had been shown as protected with the partition application.

C. Minor Modification Approval Criteria. A Minor Madification shall be approved only upon the

approval authority finding that all of the following criteria are met.

1. Minor Modification applications are subject to the same approval criteria used for the initial project
approval, except that the scope of review is limited to the modification request. For example, a request
to modify a commercial development’s parking lot shall require Site Design Review only for the proposed
parking lot and any changes to associated access, circulation, etc. Notice shall be provided in accordance
with chapter 18.5.1.

The modification is a request to remove a significant tree that had been proposed to be preserved when
the lot was partitioned. Findings addressing Tree Removal have been provided.

18.5.3.050 Preliminary Partition Plat Criteria

E. Proposed lots conform to the requirements of the underlying zone, per part 18.2, any applicable
overlay zone requirements, per part 18.3, and any applicable development standards, per part
18.4 (e.g., parking and access, tree preservation, solar access and orientation).

The proposed lots will continue to conform to the requirements of the underlying zone. The
proposal is to remove one of the trees that had been proposed for preservation. The removal of
the tree allows for been solar access as the proposed residence on the property is able to move
approximately 30-feet to the south and further away from the Cedar and Oak trees along the front
property line near Beach Street.

2. A modification adding or altering a conditional use, or requiring a variance, administrative variance, or
exception may be deemed a Major Modification and/or may be subject to other ordinance requirements.
The requested modification does not alter a conditional use, require a variance, an administrative variance
or exception. The tree could have been removed without requiring review or permit prior to the minor land
partition.

3. The approval authority shall approve, deny, or approve with conditions the application, based on
written findings; except that conditions of approval do not apply, and findings are not required, where
the original approval was approved through a Ministerial review.

It can be found that the requested tree removal is consistent with the partition application and approval
and that the tree removal is permissible on the vacant R-1 zoned lot.

18.5.7.040 B. Tree Removal Permit.
2. Tree That is Not a Hazard. A Tree Removal Permit for a tree that is not a hazard shall be granted if the
approval authority finds that the application meets all of the following criteria, or can be made to conform

through the imposition of conditions. ) o= R
RECEIVED

a. The tree is proposed for removal in order to permit the application to be consistent with other
applicable Land Use Ordinance requirements and standards, including but not limited Mmp@q&%ﬂte

City Of Ashland



ROGUE PLANNING & DEVELCPMENT SERVICES, LLE

Development and Design Standards in part 18.4 and Physical and Environmental Constraints in part
18.3.10.

The tree is proposed for removal to allow for the construction of a single-family residence on a newly
created lot that complies with minimum setbacks in the zone.

b. Removal of the tree will not have a significant negative impact on erosion, soil stability, flow of surface
waters, protection of adjacent trees, or existing windbreaks.

The removal of the tree will not have a significant negative impact on the soil stability or erosion as the
property is relatively level. There are no surface flow waters that will be impacted. The tree is not part of
a windbreak — Douglas Fir trees are not a typical windbreak tree. The other smaller Doug firs and deciduous
trees in the vicinity may improve in their health without the competition of the large Doug fir requested
for removal.

c. Removal of the tree will not have a significant negative impact on the tree densities, sizes, canopies,
and species diversity within 200 feet of the subject property. The City shall grant an exception to this
criterion when alternatives to the tree removal have been considered and no reasonable alternative exists
to allow the property to be used as permitted in the zone.

There are two Douglas fir trees in direct proximity to the Douglas fir tree proposed for removal. There are
numerous other Douglas fir trees of various sizes, heights, canopy coverage areas, etc. The removal of this
one tree will not have a significant negative impact on tree densities, sizes and canopies. The removal of a
single Douglas fir tree will not have a significant negative impact on species diversity as the tree is
commonly found in the neighborhood.

d. Nothing in this section shall require that the residential density to be reduced below the permitted
density allowed by the zone. In making this determination, the City may consider alternative site plans or
placement of structures of alternate landscaping designs that would lessen the impact on trees, so long
as the alternatives continue to comply with the other provisions of this ordinance.

The tree proposed for removal was reviewed by an arborist that found that the tree’s critical root zone is
more than 30-feet from the dripline. Though a home could be built within the critical root zone, the
construction would remove more than 25% of the root zone which is often deemed the mass amount of
root area that can be impacted before the tree is negatively affected. The presence of a residence directly
under the tall, double trunk (more sensitive to trunk failure due to two leaders) and previous evidence of
branch drop in the trees canopy is a cause of concern. The removal of the tree allows for the residence to
be located further south, away from the north property line assuring there is a buildable area that is solar
compliant and not in the fall zone of the large Douglas Fir tree.

There a very limited number of developable, relatively flat parcels, unencumbered by constraints such as
topographical, water resource, access, or location of existing structures. The request is to remove this tree
to allow the development of the parcel as envisioned in the single family residential zone.

e. The City shall require the applicant to mitigate for the removal of each tree granted approval pursuant
to section 18.5.7.050. Such mitigation requirements shall be a condition of approval of the permit.

In accordance with the mitigation standards found in AMC 18.5.7.050, a five-six-foot-tall conifer tree will
be planted on site in the riparian zone to improve the shading for Beach Creek at the rear of the property.

i n = = ?\
‘Il\\/lt;clgge?rtee Protection and Removal Plan Q E L % H v E t“
Email from Willie Gingg, SO Tree Care
MAR 07 2017
City Of Ashland



om: info@sotreecare.com
FW: Beach Street - Tree & Sewer Update
February 13, 2017 at 12:57 PM

To: eapooleil@gmail.com, mistipwest@gmail.com

From: Willie Gingg [mailto:williegingg @gmail.com]
Sent: Saturday, February 11, 2017 6:36 AM

To: Eric Poole <eapoolell@gmail.com>

Subject: Re: Beach Street - Tree & Sewer Update

I'll just hit these point by point.

e |s the tree healthy? Is there any justification for removing the tree?
Yes, Tree appears very healthy. Yes there is justification due to structural issues and better chance to
save other trees.

e Show him the area we will likely have to build the two story structure (right up to the permitter
of the branches on the beach street side) and ask if there are roots we will disturb.
Absolutely there are roots that will be disturbed

o |s there a chance the tree might die due to excavation and disruption of the soil?
Yes

e Does it matter how high we cut the branches back? How hard is this to maintain going forward
with this type of tree?
Yes, prune off as little as possible. Low maintenence generally. Should be cabled if kept. Will likely
shed limbs in storms.

e If the tree does need to be removed, does he have any idea what that process looks like from a
timing / cost perspective? Is this a service he provides?
Yes, discussed the process with Eric.

Willie Gingg
Board Certified MasterArborist
Southern Oregon TreeCare, Llc

On Feb 10, 2017 8:46 PM, "Eric Poole" <eapoolell(@gmail.com> wrote:
Hello Willie,

Thank you very much for coming over to the lot on Beach Street today. I look forward to
hearing from you with your answer to the questions that Misti sent and also the link to the

reference book you were using when you were at the property. Agai i time

and look forward to hearing from you. ﬁgﬁ%ﬁvg: f}
MAR 07 2011

City Of AshianC

Kindest Regards,



Eric

On Fri, Feb 10, 2017 at 3:04 PM Eric Poole <eapoolel 1 (@gmail.com> wrote:

Here are the questions from Misti and Paul.

Hi Eric,

Below are the questions I have for Willy regarding the tree in the middle of the lot:

e s the tree healthy? Is there any justification for removing the tree?

e Show him the area we will likely have to build the two story structure (right up to the
permitter of the branches on the beach street side) and ask if there are roots we will
disturb.

o Is there a chance the tree might die due to excavation and disruption of the soil?

e Does it matter how high we cut the branches back? How hard is this to maintain going
forward with this type of tree?
e If the tree does need to be removed, does he have any idea what that process looks like
from a timing / cost perspective? Is this a service he provides?
We do really love the tree, but the location of it makes it difficult to make the most of the
lot. The worst case scenario for us is that we design a home around this beautiful tree and
then it dies and we have to remove it. Would be terrible!

On another note - I talked to David about the sewage and he said we definitely want to avoid
having the pump, but we should talk to the architect about whether that is doable with the
home design. We are talking with him at 3:00 and will keep you posted.

Thanks so much!

Misti

_S—ent from Gmail Mobile "R E C‘, E E v E D
gent from Gmail Mobile MAR 07 2017
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Tree #|Type |DpBH Health
1|0ak 2X14  |Good
Oak 14|Good
Oak 16|Good

2

3

4|0ak ‘ 16/Good
6|Cedar 32|Good
7
8
9
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|Poplar | 12|Good
1Doug Fir 48{Good
Doug Fir | 24]Goad
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REMOVE |

Protect

LT MIN

- 5 . 10|Cedar | 26{Good
~ 11)Maple 10|good
12{Maple 14|Good

13|Madrone 24|off-site

14|0ak 3X16 Good
15]0ak 3X16 Good

Six-foot tall chain link fencing, posts no further than 10-feet apart
installed at the dripline of trees.

No construction activity, including dumping, storage of materials,
parking of vehicles, chemicals, ane allowed in tree protection zones.

N No excavation, trenching or grading will occur in the tree protection zone

—

without staff advisor approval.
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. Planning Department, 51 Winburn Way, Ashland, Oregon 97520 C Y OF
P W 5/14885305 Fax 541-552-2050 www.ashland.or.us TTY: 1-800-735-2900 ASHLAND

NOTICE OF APPLICATION

PLANNING ACTION:  PA-2017-00450

SUBJECT PROPERTY: 901 - 907 Larkin Lane

OWNER/APPLICANT: Kate Jackson

DESCRIPTION: A request for a hazardous tree removal permit to remove two trees from a multi-family property.
The first tree proposed for removal is a cypress that is currently leaning against the structure and the second tree is
an incense cedar located next to the power pole that has suffered from previous topping(s). COMPREHENSIVE
PLAN DESIGNATION: Low Density Multi-Family Residential; ZONING: R-2; ASSESSOR’S MAP: 391E09DA; TAX

LOT: 90000.

NOTE: The Ashland Tree Commission will also review this Planning Action on Thursday, April 6, 2017 at 6:00 PM in the Community
Development and Engineering Services building (Siskiyou Room), located at 51 Winburn Way.

NOTICE OF COMPLETE APPLICATION: March 27,2017
DEADLINE FOR SUBMISSION OF WRITTEN COMMENTS: April 10, 2017

——

BEACH ST

LARKIN LN

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

Any affected property owner or resident has a right to submit written comments to the City of Ashland Planning Division, 51 Winburn
Way, Ashland, Oregon 97520 prior to 4:30 p.m. on the deadline date shown above.

Ashland Planning Division Staff determine if a Land Use application is complete 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 comment period. After the
comment 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
18.5.1.050.G)

The ordinance criteria applicable to this application 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, 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 Department 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. All materials are available at the Ashland Planning Division, Community Development & Engineering Services

Building, 51 Winburn Way, Ashland, Oregon 97520.
If you have questions or comments concerning this request, please feel free to contact the Ashland Planning Division at 541-488-5305.

G:\comm-dev\planning\Planning Actions\Noticing Folder\Mailed Notices & Signs\2017\PA-2017-00450.docx



TREE REMOVAL PERMIT

18.5.7.040.B

1.

Hazard Tree. A Hazard Tree Removal Permit shall be granted if the approval authority finds that the application meets all of the following criteria, or can

be made to conform through the imposition of conditions.

a. The applicant must demonstrate that the condition or location of the tree presents a clear public safety hazard (i.e., likely to fall and injure persons or
property) or a foreseeable danger of property damage to an existing structure or facility, and such hazard or danger cannot reasonably be alleviated
by treatment, relocation, or pruning. See definition of hazard tree in part 18.6.

b.  The City may require the applicant to mitigate for the removal of each hazard tree pursuant to section 18.5.7.050. Such mitigation requirements shall
be a condition of approval of the permit.

Tree That is Not a Hazard. A Tree Removal Permit for a tree that is not a hazard shall be granted if the approval authority finds that the application meets

all of the following criteria, or can be made to conform through the imposition of conditions.

a. The tree is proposed for removal in order to permit the application to be consistent with other applicable Land Use Ordinance requirements and
standards, including but not limited to applicable Site Development and Design Standards in part 18.4 and Physical and Environmental Constraints
in part 18.10.

b. Removal of the tree will not have a significant negative impact on erosion, soil stability, flow of surface waters, protection of adjacent trees, or
existing windbreaks.

¢.  Removal of the tree will not have a significant negative impact on the tree densities, sizes, canopies, and species diversity within 200 feet of the
subject property. The City shall grant an exception to this criterion when alternatives to the tree removal have been considered and no reasonable
alternative exists to allow the property to be used as permitted in the zone.

d.  Nothing in this section shall require that the residential density to be reduced below the permitted density allowed by the zone. In making this
determination, the City may consider alternative site plans or placement of structures of alternate landscaping designs that would lessen the impact
on trees, so long as the alternatives continue to comply with the other provisions of this ordinance.

e. The City shall require the applicant to mitigate for the removal of each tree granted approval pursuant to section 18.5.7.050. Such mitigation
requirements shall be a condition of approval of the permit.

G:\comm-dev\planning\Planning Actions\Noticing Folder\Mailed Notices & Signs\2017\PA-2017-00450.docx



Landscape Maintenance at Larkin Lane Condominiums
Project statement

This is a combined application for two city permit applications: a zoning permit is
required to remove hazard landscape trees on a property zoned, and in use, as multi-
family housing; a tree removal permit is required to remove a hazard street tree. One
hazard tree under the power lines will be removed from the park-row. One hazard
tree by the City utility pole will be removed from the property. One tree against the
building is a hazard as it grows bigger and taller close to the foundation.

This project involves routine landscape maintenance on an existing property. No
building modifications, no new construction, or demolition is proposed. No building
permits are needed for this work, to our knowledge. Three trees will be removed. All
other trees, shrubs and vegetation will be undisturbed.

The site plan, page 2, has been annotated to focus on the landscape aspects of the
project, labeling trees, DBH, shrubs, fixtures and dimensions. Eleven photos taken on
March 6 and March 11, 2017 are inserted throughout the text. The arborist’s letter is
the last page. S5 R

Background

Larkin Lane Condominiums were formed in late 2006 by conversion of an existing
apartment building built in the 1970’s. There are four units. One is in the city’s
affordable housing program, address 905, owner Sylvia Weaver. Larkin Lane
Homeowners Association manages the exterior maintenance, most of which is carried
out by the local owners and residents. Sylvia and I are the officers for the Board of
Directors of the 4 unit HOA. Larkin is the only multi-family residential property in this
entire block of Beach and Liberty (which backs to the alley).

Larkin Lane is an unpaved city street off Beach Street directly across from the former
Lincoln Elementary School. Larkin “Lane” is used for parking by local residents and
tenants of the school building. It also provides access to the alley that connects Henry
St to lowa St down the middle of the block.

Storm drainage flows down the alley, along the west side, down to lowa Street. Storm
runoff also flows along the north edge of Larkin Lane to Beach Street. The City created
and maintains the proper grades and these grades prevent storm water from entering
the Larkin Lane properties. We greatly appreciate the work of City Public Works
Department to maintain this function.

None of the current owners are original to the conversion. The landscape is v sﬂﬁﬁu " .
established, so we assume it dates from much earlier than 10 years agé ?ﬁega ¢ £ ‘M ;&"} Eqi
fully irrigated with drip or low pressure spray heads. The timer and controller are

new in 2016. lerare
City.LfAshlanc
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View of Larkin Lane and condominiums from across Beach Street (LT-1)

Current Landscape Conditions

The condominiums face toward Larkin Lane. A curb-cut near the beginning of the
Lane gives entrance to the driveway and access to the garages of the four condos. The
driveway in front of the condos is concrete and has a drain that discharges onto
Beach St below the water meters. A landscaped area and pedestrian path connect the
driveway to the sidewalk on Beach Street. The mail delivery box is at the corner of the
pedestrian path and the Beach Street sidewalk.

The park-row between Larkin Lane and the condos is about 10 feet wide. There are 7
pines and 2 deciduous trees along its 145 foot length.

The east side of the property ‘fronts’ on Beach Street for about 65.5 feet. The building

is set a minimum of 20 feet back from the sidewalk and at an angle so the distance
increases toward the north. Well established vegetation screens the building from

view of the street. The landscaped area is approximately 1400 square feet in area. V E;
Four photos LT-13, LT-11, LT-14 and LT-4, give a perspective into this Ianc%scapec&"‘a
yard in sequence from Larkin Lane northward down Beach Street. MAR 1 4 2017

Oty @fAshiand



Landscape materials include 8 shrubs of more than 10 feet height (6 evergreen and 2
deciduous), four ground cover shrubs at the path corner, three full-grown deciduous
trees near the north fence line, an incense cedar by the power pole and a cypress
against the wall of unit 907. For reference, the homes are two stories.

The landscape between the pedestrian path and Larkin Lane contains two large pines,
an 8” deciduous tree and numerous ground cover plants. See photo LT-1 previous

page.
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Landscape along Beach Street, Larkin Lane condos (LT-13)

[Seen here is the pedestrian path into the complex, the five water meter boxes in the
park-row, and the fully shrub shaded yard. The cypress is visible at the top of the
photo, left of center. The oak in the park-row is surrounded on both sides by 10-foot
high shrubs. Not visible is the fire hydrant off the left edge of the photo; it can be seen
in photo LT-1 page 3. ]

MAR 1.4 2017
City Of Ashland
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Landscaping and park-row seen from across Beach Street (LT-14)

[This image from further back across Beach Street brings the park-row in front of 303
Beach into the picture. A curb-cut can be seen at the north property line. One of four
small street trees at 303 Beach is at the far right edge. Two of the three trees to be
removed can be seen. The cypress is visible as a column taller than the two-story
building. The oak has utility lines running directly through its canopy. The cedar
cannot be seen.]

The park-row along Beach Street is 7 feet wide, not including the six inch curb. The
sidewalk varies from 4’10” to 5’- wide. The section is about 65.5 feet long. The park-
row is occupied by two shrubs (about 10 feet high) on both sides of the oak, a red oak
(6” DBH), a second deciduous (5” DBH) tree as well as a fire hydrant, a street sign,
and the five water meter boxes serving the complex. The second tree, the fire hydrant
and the street sign are off the left side of the photo.

RECEIVED
MAR 1 4 2011
City Of Ashianc
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View from Beach Street near north side of property (LT-4)

[The oak tree is off the left side of the photo. The shrub next to the oak forms the left
edge of the picture. The cypress can’t be seen. The cedar and the utility pole appear
on the right as two parallel vertical poles.]

MAR 1 4 2017
City Of Ashiand
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North property line: power pole, cedar, 5 full grown deciduous trees (LT-11)

[The white fence line encloses 303 Beach Street. Three deciduous trees are in the
Larkin property front yard. One tree is in the yard of 907 Larkin. The fifth tree, in the
foreground of the photo, is on 303 Beach’s property. This group of trees provide
substantial summer shade to this side of the property and onto Beach Street due to
their height.

Due to repeated topping, the cedar tree is shorter than the deciduous trees. See the
site plan on page 2 for location and size of each tree. See also photo LT-12, page 9]

Actions proposed

The owners plan basic spring maintenance of this well-established landscape. As part
of that work, we wish to remove three hazard trees. The trees are marked at their
base with a spot of green paint on the north side.

i

the house structure, its branches are intruding into a window, ant
trunk and roots are too close to the building foundation. We wWishi0 sean « 4 an4
, & MAR 1 4 2017
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remove this tree to avoid damage to the structure. Painting scheduled for
this spring will be hampered if the tree is not removed. See photo below.

Reasons: Hazard to foundation and walls of structure. Immediate obstacle to proper
painting that will safeguard siding from moisture, insects and dry rot.

Cypress against house wall (LT-7)

RECEIVED
MAR 14877
Gity Of Ashian@
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2) Remove incense cedar growing within 15 inches of city power pole. It is
not appropriate to be growing under utility lines or this close to the pole.
The power pole has been in place since before 1975 (label shows insect
control in 1977). The tree would not have been allowed to be planted so
close to a pole, so this tree is likely a volunteer. The tree has been severely
topped by city staff over the years and continues to grow branches around
the incoming power and utility lines. To avoid power outage in a storm and
severe damage to the tree by continued topping, we wish to remove this
tree. Three photos depict this tree, LT-12, LT-5 and LT-6.

Reasons: hazard to city utilities, never should have been allowed to be in this place.

RECEIVED
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Power and utility lines come through upper tree branches (LT-12)

Page 9 of 16
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Looking up into cedar tree top with utility lines among the branches (LT-6)

[An incense cedar in the right place is an elegant, very tall, erect tree. This poor tree
has been irreparably damaged by topping. Continued growth stimulated by topping
will only exacerbate the risk of power and line damage and further stress this

distressed tree.]

MAR 14 2017
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3) Remove 6” red oak in park-row under utility lines (see separate application
for street tree removal). As with the incense cedar, this tree would
naturally grow far taller than desired for its location under utility lines.
Though only 6” DBH, it has been topped at least once already. Established
shrubs on both sides of the oak are 10 feet tall and may well be older than
the oak. These shrubs will remain in place. Two photos, LT-9 and LT-8,
show this situation.

Reason: Hazard to utility lines, poor tree choice for this location.

Red oak, two shrubs, and utility lines from across Beach Street (LT-933 %’W {’,‘5 E@
MAR 1 4 2011
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Discussion

Trees within the landscaped yard: The removal of these two trees will be hard to
notice.

The photos show that it is hard to see the cypress and the cedar from among the large
shrubs, most of which are evergreen. The cypress is visible mainly above the roofline
of the building. Otherwise it is hidden behind the rest of the foliage. You don’t see its
trunk or the elegance of its columnar shape. The foundation and siding of the condo
will be protected from damage by removal of the tree.

Page 13 of 16
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The cedar is visible at the corner of the property. However, it is located too close to
the power pole, has already been severely topped and cannot achieve its normal form
in this place. The other existing trees and shrubs in the landscape are not being
disturbed and will continue to provide full coverage after removal of this hazard tree.
The power and utility lines will be safe from storm damage.

Along the fence line with 303 Beach and within the Larkin HOA property, there are
four full-size deciduous trees taller than the condo building: a three-trunk tree
inward from the power pole, another three-trunk tree in the backyard of 907, an old
three-trunk pear tree that continues to bear some fruit, and a single trunk deciduous.
None of these four trees will be affected by the proposal. In addition, a fifth
deciduous, an 18, joins the canopy of the others on the 303 Beach side of the fence.

See the site plan on page 2 for placements. See photo LT-11 on page 7 for perspective.

Trees along the two street frontages: City code requires one street tree per 30 foot
of frontage along neighborhood collectors, and has no specifics for alleys. Code
encourages trees in parking lots, a secondary use of Larkin Lane.

Standard park-row width for new developmentis 7 to 8 feet with 5 to 6 feet sidewalk
for residential collector streets with 2 lanes and parking on both sides of street. On
Beach Street, the actual park-row is 7 feet and the sidewalk is 5 foot wide
(approximately). Along Larkin Lane, there is no sidewalk but a 10-foot wide
landscape strip supporting 7 pine trees separates Larkin Lane from the condo
driveway.

Along Larkin Lane, a distance of approximately 145 feet, there are 7 pines and 2
deciduous trees, well established, and more than 20 years old, certainly predating the
condo conversion of 10 years ago. With Larkin being unpaved, rain infiltrates and
provides a much wider root base for trees. These trees will not be disturbed by this
action.

Along Beach Street, there are two large (13”, 15"DBH) pines adjacent to the sidewalk
and the driveway, two small (5” and 6”"DBH) deciduous trees, and two large shrubs.
The distance is about 65 feet. The property to the north, 303 Beach, has four 3" trees
in its frontage. One of them can be seen in the photo LT-14 (p5). With one 6” tree
removed, there will be two pines (13” and 15”) and a 5” deciduous along Beach
Street. Code for this frontage length would specify two trees. Three will remain. But
this is not a new development. All the vegetation is well established.

If not removed, the red oak will need to continue to be topped as long as the utility
lines remain among its branches. It seems impractical to relocate the utility lines. This
is a handsome tree in the wrong location. This tree would normally form a tall, broad
oval canopy. It is just 6” DBH now. By topping it, the canopy shape will nots 8= A = | ‘ | ?/ e f
achieved. It poses a hazard in windy weather and winter storms, could cut' 6Wé(f’té¢ﬁ Y s L
the condos and 303 Beach, and repeatedly damage the utility lines. A

MAR 1 4 2017
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Removal of this hazard tree will not have a significant negative impact on tree
densities, sizes, canopies, or diversity within 200 feet of the property, nor on the
subject property. Given the density of shrubs and trees in the ‘front’ of the building,
the 5 trees at the north property line, and the row of NINE pine trees at Larkin and
Beach, the condo complex is surrounded by greenery. Beach Street up and down
street from this location has a consistent line of established and varied street trees on
both sides of the street, some in park-rows, some in the yard landscape.

No mitigation is required for removal of hazard trees. The two hazard trees in the
landscape are not contributing to the overall canopy or coverage. The hazard tree in
the street park-row is small and not a good choice. Its natural growth will be
seriously damaged by continued topping and pruning around the utility lines.

Within this well-established landscape, there is really no place to plant another tree.
Two tall shrubs already growing at the same place as the hazard oak will not be
disturbed and do not threaten the utility lines.

Planting another tree southward toward Larkin Lane would conflict with the existing
fixtures that include buried utilities (water, storm-water), utility boxes, another tree,
the fire hydrant and the street sign. There are two very tall pine trees at the end of the
park-row across the sidewalk at Larkin Lane. No other trees should be placed within
their dripline. (See photo LT-1, page 3).

Planting a new tree toward the north is impractical due to the short distance to the
property line, to the neighbors’ street trees, and to the overhead utility lines we seek
to protect. Four established tall deciduous trees already dominate the corner of the
property and form a shade canopy over the property line shared by Larkin HOA and
303 Beach Street. This group of trees also shade Beach Street itself from the westerly
afternoon sun.

The large pines at Larkin and Beach also provide late afternoon shade to Beach Street.
Conclusion

These two applications request approval to remove one hazard street tree and two
hazard landscape trees. In this established landscape, their removal will have little
discernible effect. Hazards will be removed before damage occurs. This is routine

landscape maintenance in a decades old four-unit multi-family property.

Thank you for your prompt attention to this request.
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Casey P. ROLANDTREF: CARr:

Phone: 541-488-0782 * ccb 186190

March 7, 2017

To whom it may concern.

Kate Jackson, 359 Kearney St. Ashland, Oregon 97520 recently contacted me regarding 3 trees @ 901-
907 Larkin Ln. Ashland, Or.

The first tree is an Italian Cypress approximately 6” D.B.H. This tree is 24” from the exterior of the
easternmost unit on site. Plans to paint the exterior of this unit is hampered by the close proximity of
this tree to the exterior wall. While pruning this tree will allow the paintwork, it will require removing
most of the foliage on the west side. It is my opinion this tree should be removed.

The second tree is 12” D.B.H. Incense Cedar next to the low voltage power feed pole between the
easternmost unit and the sidewalk adjacent to Beach St.

This tree has been topped to facilitate clearance of the overhead utilities that supply the units. It will
require repeated severe pruning in the future to maintain this clearance. It is my opinion that this tree

be removed "

The third tree is a,@ D.B.H. red oak in the parking strip adjacent to Beach St.

This tree is growing under the power feed as well, and will require severe pruning to provide clearance
for overhead utilities in the future. It is my opinion that this tree be removed as re-routing the utilities
would be impractical. Replacement of these trees may be possible on site, providing they have sufficient
space to attain size at maturity.

All trees mentioned have been marked with florescent green paint at the base on the north side.

Please contact me if you have any questions or concerns regarding this matter.

Sincerely, 7

CaSey P. Roland.

\ = R
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Cory Darrow

From: Regan Trapp

Sent: Saturday, March 18, 2017 4:13 PM

To: Cory Darrow; Mark Schexnayder

Subject: Fwd: Permits PA-2017-00450 and PW-2017-00451 Electric department crew

consultation

Please see below and call applicant asap.

Get Outlook for i0S

From: Katharine Jackson <katharinejackson@me.com>

Sent: Saturday, March 18, 2017 4:06:54 PM

To: Regan Trapp

Cc: Dave Tygerson

Subject: Permits PA-2017-00450 and PW-2017-00451 Electric department crew consultation

Dear Regan,

Shortly after | turned in the two permit applications referenced above, Dave Tygerson from the Electric Department, met me on
location. This occurred on Thursday March 16 at 7:45 a.m.

Permit PA-2017-00450 is a zoning request to remove two hazard trees on the multi-family property on Larkin Lane.

Concerning the incense cedar next to the power pole on the property, Dave said the tree is a real risk: its ladder of branches provide an
easy route to climb the power pole and reach the lines. This is a true hazard in a college neighborhood as well as illegal. Dave offered
to remove the top 5 feet of the tree to do the work around the city’s electric lines, when my arborist is ready to take down the rest of
the tree.

Permit PW-2017-00451is a street tree removal request for the Larkin Lane HOA Beach Street frontage.

The red oak in the park row is of less concern to the Electric Department: the only high voltage is the uppermost line and is at 220 not
440. The lower lines are low voltage phone and cable services. Still, the department will top the tree again as it gets taller around the
power line servicing the Larkin condos and 303 Beach Street.

My preference would be to remove the tree now, before it becomes injured by pruning that damages the normal growth process of the
tree and causes stress and disease. Soon we will be required to cut the lower branches from the tree to the required 14 feet above the
street level, while the topping and top pruning will lower its upper growing points. 18.5.7.040C on page 5-60 of the land use code,
speaks to the undesirability of having to top a tree.

The Beach Street frontage will still meet street tree planting densities without the red oak. There are two very large pines at Larkin and
Beach and a 5-Inch deciduous tree in the park row of Beach St. There are 9 trees along Larkin Lane in 145 feet, where there is no
street tree requirement. Please see page 14 of permit application for a discussion of this concern.

Thank you for your prompt service at the counter. | very much appreciate Dave coming out to the site to discuss their concerns with
me as well.

Please put this note into the permit application files.

Best,
Kate Jackson
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NOTICE OF APPLICATION

PLANNING ACTION: PA-2017-00499

SUBJECT PROPERTY: 1290 & 1680 Green Meadows Way

OWNER: Mountain Ranch Property Owners Association (MRPOA)

APPLICANT: Douglas Kay, MRPOA President

DESCRIPTION: A request for Tree Removal Permits to remove two trees located in the common areas of the
Mountain Ranch Property Owners Association (MRPOA). The first is an eight- to nine-inch diameter Ponderosa
Pine located on the greenway behind 1290 Greenmeadows Way; the applicant’s tree care professional indicates
that the tree is negatively impacting a Tilia east of it which would thrive if the Pine were removed. The second is a
24-inch diameter Scots Pine located on the greenway behind 1680 Greenmeadows Way and proposed for removal
because previous topping has caused remaining limbs to elongate unnaturally and created a hazard with broken
limbs falling in several recent storms. COMPREHENSIVE PLAN DESIGNATION: Single Family Residential;
ZONING: R-1-7.5; ASSESSOR’S MAP: 39 1E 23BB; TAX LOTS: 504 and 536.

NOTE: The Ashland Tree Commission will also review this Planning Action on Thursday, April 6, 2017 at 6:00 PM in the Community
Development and Engineering Services building (Siskiyou Room), located at 51 Winburn Way.

NOTICE OF COMPLETE APPLICATION: March 29, 2017
DEADLINE FOR SUBMISSION OF WRITTEN COMMENTS: April 12, 2017

PLANNING ACTION #2017-00499
8-INCH DIAMETER PONDEROSA PINE
TO BE REMOVED FROM

.~ GREENWAYBEHIND

1290 GREENMEADOWS WAY

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

Any affected property owner or resident has a right to submit written comments to the City of Ashland Planning Division, 51 Winburn
Way, Ashland, Oregon 97520 prior to 4:30 p.m. on the deadline date shown above.

Ashland Planning Division Staff determine if a Land Use application is complete 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 comment period. After the
comment 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
18.5.1.050.G)

The ordinance criteria applicable to this application 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, 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 Department 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. All materials are available at the Ashland Planning Division, Community Development & Engineering Services
Building, 51 Winburn Way, Ashland, Oregon 97520.

If you have questions or comments concerning this request, please feel free to contact the Ashland Planning Division at 541-488-5305.
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TREE REMOVAL PERMIT

18.5.7.040.B

1.

Hazard Tree. A Hazard Tree Removal Permit shall be granted if the approval authority finds that the application meets all of the following criteria, or can

be made to conform through the imposition of conditions.

a. The applicant must demonstrate that the condition or location of the tree presents a clear public safety hazard (i.e., likely to fall and injure persons or
property) or a foreseeable danger of property damage to an existing structure or facility, and such hazard or danger cannot reasonably be alleviated
by treatment, relocation, or pruning. See definition of hazard tree in part 18.6.

b.  The City may require the applicant to mitigate for the removal of each hazard tree pursuant to section 18.5.7.050. Such mitigation requirements shall
be a condition of approval of the permit.

Tree That is Not a Hazard. A Tree Removal Permit for a tree that is not a hazard shall be granted if the approval authority finds that the application meets

all of the following criteria, or can be made to conform through the imposition of conditions.

a. The tree is proposed for removal in order to permit the application to be consistent with other applicable Land Use Ordinance requirements and
standards, including but not limited to applicable Site Development and Design Standards in part 18.4 and Physical and Environmental Constraints
in part 18.10.

b. Removal of the tree will not have a significant negative impact on erosion, soil stability, flow of surface waters, protection of adjacent trees, or
existing windbreaks.

¢.  Removal of the tree will not have a significant negative impact on the tree densities, sizes, canopies, and species diversity within 200 feet of the
subject property. The City shall grant an exception to this criterion when alternatives to the tree removal have been considered and no reasonable
alternative exists to allow the property to be used as permitted in the zone.

d.  Nothing in this section shall require that the residential density to be reduced below the permitted density allowed by the zone. In making this
determination, the City may consider alternative site plans or placement of structures of alternate landscaping designs that would lessen the impact
on trees, so long as the alternatives continue to comply with the other provisions of this ordinance.

e. The City shall require the applicant to mitigate for the removal of each tree granted approval pursuant to section 18.5.7.050. Such mitigation
requirements shall be a condition of approval of the permit.
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'. ‘ Planning Department, 51 Winburn Way, Ashland, Oregon 97520

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

Y OF
LAND

NOTICE OF APPLICATION

PLANNING ACTION: PA-2017-00499

SUBJECT PROPERTY: 1290 & 1680 Green Meadows Way

OWNER: Mountain Ranch Property Owners Association (MRPOA)

APPLICANT: Douglas Kay, MRPOA President

DESCRIPTION: A request for Tree Removal Permits to remove two trees located in the common areas of the
Mountain Ranch Property Owners Association (MRPOA). The first is an eight- to nine-inch diameter Ponderosa
Pine located on the greenway behind 1290 Greenmeadows Way; the applicant’s tree care professional indicates
that the tree is negatively impacting a Tilia east of it which would thrive if the Pine were removed. The second is a
24-inch diameter Scots Pine located on the greenway behind 1680 Greenmeadows Way and proposed for removal
because previous topping has caused remaining limbs to elongate unnaturally and created a hazard with broken
limbs falling in several recent storms. COMPREHENSIVE PLAN DESIGNATION: Single Family Residential;
ZONING: R-1-7.5; ASSESSOR’S MAP: 39 1E 23BB; TAX LOTS: 504 and 536.

NOTE: The Ashland Tree Commission will also review this Planning Action on Thursday, April 6, 2017 at 6:00 PM in the Community
Development and Engineering Services building (Siskiyou Room), located at 51 Winburn Way.

NOTICE OF COMPLETE APPLICATION: March 29, 2017
DEADLINE FOR SUBMISSION OF WRITTEN COMMENTS: April 12, 2017

PLANNING ACTION #2017-00499
24-INCH SCOTS PINE

TO BE REMOVED FROM
GREENWAY BEHIND

1680 GREENMEADOWS WAY

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

Any affected property owner or resident has a right to submit written comments to the City of Ashland Planning Division, 51 Winburn
Way, Ashland, Oregon 97520 prior to 4:30 p.m. on the deadline date shown above.

Ashland Planning Division Staff determine if a Land Use application is complete 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 comment period. After the
comment 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
18.5.1.050.G)

The ordinance criteria applicable to this application 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, 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 Department 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. All materials are available at the Ashland Planning Division, Community Development & Engineering Services
Building, 51 Winburn Way, Ashland, Oregon 97520.

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

G:\comm-dev\planning\Planning Actions\Noticing Folder\Mailed Notices & Signs\2017\PA-2017-00499 1680 Greenmeadows.docx



TREE REMOVAL PERMIT

18.5.7.040.B

1.

Hazard Tree. A Hazard Tree Removal Permit shall be granted if the approval authority finds that the application meets all of the following criteria, or can

be made to conform through the imposition of conditions.

a. The applicant must demonstrate that the condition or location of the tree presents a clear public safety hazard (i.e., likely to fall and injure persons or
property) or a foreseeable danger of property damage to an existing structure or facility, and such hazard or danger cannot reasonably be alleviated
by treatment, relocation, or pruning. See definition of hazard tree in part 18.6.

b.  The City may require the applicant to mitigate for the removal of each hazard tree pursuant to section 18.5.7.050. Such mitigation requirements shall
be a condition of approval of the permit.

Tree That is Not a Hazard. A Tree Removal Permit for a tree that is not a hazard shall be granted if the approval authority finds that the application meets

all of the following criteria, or can be made to conform through the imposition of conditions.

a. The tree is proposed for removal in order to permit the application to be consistent with other applicable Land Use Ordinance requirements and
standards, including but not limited to applicable Site Development and Design Standards in part 18.4 and Physical and Environmental Constraints
in part 18.10.

b. Removal of the tree will not have a significant negative impact on erosion, soil stability, flow of surface waters, protection of adjacent trees, or
existing windbreaks.

¢.  Removal of the tree will not have a significant negative impact on the tree densities, sizes, canopies, and species diversity within 200 feet of the
subject property. The City shall grant an exception to this criterion when alternatives to the tree removal have been considered and no reasonable
alternative exists to allow the property to be used as permitted in the zone.

d.  Nothing in this section shall require that the residential density to be reduced below the permitted density allowed by the zone. In making this
determination, the City may consider alternative site plans or placement of structures of alternate landscaping designs that would lessen the impact
on trees, so long as the alternatives continue to comply with the other provisions of this ordinance.

e. The City shall require the applicant to mitigate for the removal of each tree granted approval pursuant to section 18.5.7.050. Such mitigation
requirements shall be a condition of approval of the permit.
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Phone: 541-488-0782 » cch 186190

February 23, 2017

To whom it may concern.

Doug Kay, of Mountain Ranch H.O.A. contacted me in regards to two trees located in the common areas
of the H.O.A. greenways. The first is a 24” Scots Pine located on the greenway @1680 Greenmeadows
Way. This tree was topped about 10 years ago. The topping has caused the remaining limbs to elongate
unnaturally. These limbs act as a “catch basin” for heavy wet winter snowloads. | have climbed this tree
to remove broken limbs 3 separate times in the last 4 years. No reasonable remedial pruning will
prevent this tree from shedding large branches due to excessive weight from future snow loading. Due
to this condition, | feel this tree should be removed and replaced with a specimen more suited to the
close proximity to the walking path/common area.

The second tree | examined is a 8” diameter Ponderosa Pine located on the greenway @ 1290
Greenmeadows Way. This tree, while not a hazard, is negatively impacting the Tilia due east of it. The
Tilia would benefit from the removal of this pine, and it is the wishes of the H.0.A. to retain and
preserve the Tilia to the best possible outcome. | would not recommend a replacement tree at this
location, due to the limited planting area.

Both of the above recommended pines are marked with fluorescent green paint at the base of the north
side.

Please feel free to contact me with any questions or concerns regarding this matter.

Sirlg/erely, |
e /aed

Casey P. Roland.

Thank You for your Business!
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. Planning Department, 51 Winburn Way, Ashland, Oregon 97520 CITY OF
P ¥ 5414885305 Fax 541-552-2050 www.ashland.orus TTY: 1-800-735-2900 ASHLAND

PLANNING ACTION:  PA-2017-00200

SUBJECT PROPERTY: 165 Water Street (corner of Van Ness & Water Streets)

OWNER/APPLICANT: Magnolia Investment Group, LLC/Gil Livni

DESCRIPTION: A request for Site Design Review approval to construct a 42,841 square foot, three-story,
mixed-use building consisting of commercial tenant space on the ground floor, 26 hotel units on the second floor,
and ten residential condominiums on the third floor for the vacant property located at 165 Water Street, at the
corner of Van Ness and Water Streets, in the Skidmore Academy Historic District. The application includes
requests for a Conditional Use Permit to allow hotel/motel use; an Exception to Street Standards; a Physical &
Environmental Constraints Review Permit for the development of floodplain and severe constraints lands; and a
Tree Removal Permit to remove seven trees. COMPREHENSIVE PLAN DESIGNATION: Employment; ZONING: E-1;
ASSESSOR’S MAP: 39 1E 04CC; TAX LOT #: 2000.

NOTE: The Ashland Historic Commission will also review this Planning Action on Wednesday April 5, 2017 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, April 6, 2017 at 6:00 PM in the Community
Development and Engineering Services building (Siskiyou Room), located at 51 Winburn Way.

ASHLAND PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING: Tuesday, April 11, 2017 at 7:00 PM, Ashland Civic Center,
1175 East Main Street

} _ | b

s PA #2017-00200 §. \\
Q/J 165 WATER ST - N
‘Z\ ¥ SUBJECT PROPERTY \\\

50

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

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

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

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

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

If you have questions or comments concerning this request, please feel free to contact the Ashland Planning Division, 541-488-5305.
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SITE DESIGN AND USE STANDARDS

18.5.2.050

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

A

Underlying Zone: The proposal complies with all of the applicable provisions of the underlying zone (part 18.2), including but not limited to: building and
yard setbacks, lot area and dimensions, density and floor area, lot coverage, building height, building orientation, architecture, and other applicable
standards.

Overlay Zones: The proposal complies with applicable overlay zone requirements (part 18.3).

Site Development and Design Standards: The proposal complies with the applicable Site Development and Design Standards of part 18.4, except as

provided by subsection E, below.

City Facilities: The proposal complies with the applicable standards in section 18.4.6 Public Facilities and that adequate capacity of City facilities for

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

subject property.

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

1. There is a demonstrable difficulty meeting the specific requirements of the Site Development and Design Standards due to a unique or unusual
aspect of an existing structure or the proposed use of a site; and approval of the exception will not substantially negatively impact adjacent
properties; and approval of the exception is consistent with the stated purpose of the Site Development and Design; and the exception requested is
the minimum which would alleviate the difficulty.; or

2. Thereis no demonstrable difficulty in meeting the specific requirements, but granting the exception will result in a design that equally or better
achieves the stated purpose of the Site Development and Design Standards.

EXCEPTION TO STREET STANDARDS

18.4.6.020.B.1

Exception to the Street Design Standards. The approval authority may approve exceptions to the standards section in 18.4.6.040 Street Design Standards if all
of the following circumstances are found to exist.

a. There is demonstrable difficulty in meeting the specific requirements of this chapter due to a unique or unusual aspect of the site or proposed use of the
site.
b.  The exception will result in equal or superior transportation facilities and connectivity considering the following factors where applicable.
i.  Fortransit facilities and related improvements, access, wait time, and ride experience.
ii. ~ For bicycle facilities, feeling of safety, quality of experience (i.e., comfort level of bicycling along the roadway), and frequency of conflicts with vehicle
cross traffic.
iii. For pedestrian facilities, feeling of safety, quality of experience (i.e., comfort level of walking along roadway), and ability to safety and efficiency
crossing roadway.
c.  The exception is the minimum necessary to alleviate the difficulty.
d.  The exception is consistent with the Purpose and Intent of the Street Standards in subsection 18.4.6.040.A.
CONDITIONAL USE PERMITS
18.5.4.050.A

A Conditional Use Permit shall be granted if the approval authority finds that the application meets all of the following criteria, or can be made to conform through
the imposition of conditions.

1.

2.

3.

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, electricity, urban storm drainage, paved access to and throughout the development, and adequate

transportation can and will be provided to 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, pursuant with subsection 18.5.4.050.A.5, below. 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.

a.  Similarity in scale, bulk, and coverage.

b.  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.

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

Other factors found to be relevant by the approval authority for review of the proposed use.

A conditional use permit shall not allow a use that is prohibited or one that is not permitted pursuant to this ordinance.

For the purposes of reviewing conditional use permit applications for conformity with the approval criteria of this subsection, the target uses of each zone

are as follows.

a.  WRand RR. Residential use complying with all ordinance requirements, developed at the density permitted by chapter 18.2.5 Standards for Residential
Zones.

b. R-1.Residential use complying with all ordinance requirements, developed at the density permitted by chapter 18.2.5 Standards for Residential Zones.

c. R-2andR-3. Residential use complying with all ordinance requirements, developed at the density permitted by chapter 18.2.5 Standards for Residential
Zones.

d.  C-1. The general retail commercial uses listed in chapter 18.2.2 Base Zones and Allowed Uses, developed at an intensity of 0.35 floor to area ratio,
complying with all ordinance requirements; and within the Detailed Site Review overlay, at an intensity of 0.50 floor to area ratio, complying with all
ordinance requirements.

e. C-1-D. The general retail commercial uses listed in chapter 18.2.2 Base Zones and Allowed Uses, developed at an intensity of 1.00 gross floor to area
ratio, complying with all ordinance requirements.

f. E-1. The general office uses listed in chapter 18.2.2 Base Zones and Allowed Uses, developed at an intensity of 0.35 floor to area ratio, complying

with all ordinance requirements; and within the Detailed Site Review overlay, at an intensity of 0.50 floor to area ratio, complying with all ordinance

requirements.

M-1. The general light industrial uses listed in chapter 18.2.2 Base Zones and Allowed Uses, complying with all ordinance requirements.

CM-C1. The general light industrial uses listed in chapter 18.3.2 Croman Mill District, developed at an intensity of 0.50 gross floor to area ratio,

complying with all ordinance requirements.

CM-OE and CM-MU. The general office uses listed in chapter 18.3.2 Croman Mill District, developed at an intensity of 0.60 gross floor to area,

complying with all ordinance requirements.

k. CM-NC. The retail commercial uses listed in chapter 18.3.2 Croman Mill District, developed at an intensity of 0.60 gross floor to area ratio, complying
with all ordinance requirements.

I. - HC, NM, and SOU. The permitted uses listed in chapters 18.3.3 Health Care Services, 18.3.5 North Mountain Neighborhood, and 18.3.6 Southern

@ ~+~o a0
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Oregon University District, respectively, complying with all ordinance requirements.

PHYSICAL & ENVIRONMENTAL CONSTRAINTS

18.3.10.050

An application for a Physical Constraints Review Permit is subject to the Type | procedure in section 18.5.1.050 and shall be approved if the proposal meets all
of the following criteria.

A. 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.

B. 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.

C. Thatthe 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 development permitted by this ordinance.

TREE REMOVAL PERMIT

18.5.7.040.B

1. Hazard Tree. A Hazard Tree Removal Permit shall be granted if the approval authority finds that the application meets all of the following criteria, or can
be made to conform through the imposition of conditions.

a. The applicant must demonstrate that the condition or location of the tree presents a clear public safety hazard (i.e., likely to fall and injure persons or
property) or a foreseeable danger of property damage to an existing structure or facility, and such hazard or danger cannot reasonably be alleviated
by treatment, relocation, or pruning. See definition of hazard tree in part 18.6.

b.  The City may require the applicant to mitigate for the removal of each hazard tree pursuant to section 18.5.7.050. Such mitigation requirements shall
be a condition of approval of the permit.

2. Tree Thatis Not a Hazard. A Tree Removal Permit for a tree that is not a hazard shall be granted if the approval authority finds that the application meets

all of the following criteria, or can be made to conform through the imposition of conditions.

a. The tree is proposed for removal in order to permit the application to be consistent with other applicable Land Use Ordinance requirements and
standards, including but not limited to applicable Site Development and Design Standards in part 18.4 and Physical and Environmental Constraints
in part 18.10.

b.  Removal of the tree will not have a significant negative impact on erosion, soil stability, flow of surface waters, protection of adjacent trees, or
existing windbreaks.

c.  Removal of the tree will not have a significant negative impact on the tree densities, sizes, canopies, and species diversity within 200 feet of the
subject property. The City shall grant an exception to this criterion when alternatives to the tree removal have been considered and no reasonable
alternative exists to allow the property to be used as permitted in the zone.

d.  Nothing in this section shall require that the residential density to be reduced below the permitted density allowed by the zone. In making this
determination, the City may consider alternative site plans or placement of structures of alternate landscaping designs that would lessen the impact
on trees, so long as the alternatives continue to comply with the other provisions of this ordinance.

e. The City shall require the applicant to mitigate for the removal of each tree granted approval pursuant to section 18.5.7.050. Such mitigation
requirements shall be a condition of approval of the permit.
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Date Received

Applicant’s Statement of Completeness
(To be completed by the Applicant and

returned to the City of Ashland Planning Division)

(to be completed by staff)

Re: PA-2017-00200, 165 Water Street
Date Application Expires:  August 2, 2017

Pursuant to an Incompleteness Determination, I, the undersigned applicant or agent for the applicant,
elects one of the three options below by initialing:

( ) 1. Submit All of the Missing Information
(Initial if elected)

I am submitting all of the information requested in the Incompleteness Determination letter.

Unless checked below, I am requesting that the City of Ashland Planning Division review this additional
information within 30 days of submission to determine whether the application is complete. I
understand that this 30-day review for completeness period for the new information preserves my
opportunity to submit additional materials, should it be determined that the application is still
incomplete after the second review. (Note: The 120-day period for the City of Ashland’s final
determination of compliance with applicable criteria does not commence until the additional review

Jor completeness period is completed.)

Check if desired

L] I waive further review of the information submitted for completeness and direct review
of the information submitted for compliance with the Community Development Code
criteria, regardless of whether the application is, in fact, later determined by the staff to
be incomplete.

I'understand that by checking the above statement the application will be evaluated based upon

the material submitted and no notice of any missing information will be given. If material

information is missing from the application, the application will fail to meet the burden of
showing that all criteria are met, and the application will be denied.

Community Development Dept.  Tel: 541-552-2040
20 E. Main Street Fax: 541-552-2050 p‘

Ashland, Oregon 97520 TTY: 800-735-2900 ’g
- www.ashland.or.us derek.severson@ashland.or.us




|
('%q 2. Submit Some of the Requested Information:
(Initial if elected) Decline to Provide Other Information

I am submitting some of the information requested and declining to submit other information requested
in the Incompleteness Determination letter. I understand that by declining to submit all information the
City of Ashland believes necessary, the Ashland Planning Division may conclude that the applicable
criteria are not met and a Denial will be issued or recommended.

( ) 3. Decline to Provide any of the Requested Information
(Initial if elected)

I decline to provide any of the information requested. Iunderstand that the Community Development
Department may conclude that the applicable criteria are not met and a Denial will be issued or

recommended.
dé\»fﬁ @i&/\“‘f’/\ ,
Slgnecﬁa)nd Acknowledged
(Applicant or Applicant’s Agent)
3-20-17

Date

Return to:

City of Ashland

Planning Department

Attn: Derek Severson, Senior Planner

c/o 20 East Main Street

Ashland, OR 97520

Community Development Dept.  Tel: 541-552-2040

20 E. Main Street Fax: 541-552-2050

Ashland, Oregon 97520 TTY: 800-735-2900 ‘

www.ashland.or.us derek.severson@ashland.or.us




Magnolia Building

Site Design Review
Conditional Use Permit
Physical and Environmental Constraints Review

RECEIVED
MAR 2.0 2017

City of Ashland

QL

ROGUE PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT SERVICES, LLC




March 2017
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RECEIVED

Subject Property MAR 20 2017
Address: 165 Water Street :
Map & Tax Lot: 39 1E 04 CC; 2000 Clty of Ashland
Comprehensive Plan Designation: Employment
Zoning: E-1
Overlays: Skidmore Academy Historic District
Detail Site Review Zone
Floodplain
Severe Constraints
Lot Area: .75 ac / 32,232 square feet
Request:

Request for Site Design Review and Conditional Use Permit for a 42,841-square foot, three-story, mixed
use, commercial, hotel and residential condominium structure at 165 Water Street. The request includes a
Physical and Environmental Constraints Review Permit for encroachment onto to lands that have more
than 35 percent slope, and development within the Ashland Adopted Floodplain (outside of the 2011
FEMA Floodplain boundaries), and a Tree Removal Permit. The application includes a request for an
exception to the street design standards for improvements to Van Ness Street.

Property History:

The property appears on the earliest City of Ashland
Maps (1883 AD) as a part of Lots 4 & 5 of Block 29 at
the intersection of Mechanic (Van Ness) and Water
Streets (prior to railroad) created from Abel D.
Helman’s Donation Land Claim Act. The property to
the north across the street was the site of Daley & Co.’s
Planing Mill. This mill was run using water from a
flume that diverted water from Ashland Creek to the
south of the subject property, and run through a turbine.
(http://wrightarchives.blogspot.com/ 2011/07/ashland-
oregon-early-history.html)

In 1887, the “Golden Spike” was driven, finishing the ~
trans-continental route for the railroad. The area to the
north of the subject property (Block 18, Lots 1, 2 & 3)
where the Daley & Co. Planing Mill had been located, )
became railroad right-of-way. Historically, a steel
trestle was constructed crossing Ashland Creek (Mill
Creek at the time) and Water Street. On the 1898
Sanborn map (clip of July 1898 #4 below (full sheet -/
attached)), an irrigation ditch traverses the property to £% -

Ashland 1883 |

T
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from the south to the northwest. Another flume carried the tail race waters from Ashland Woolen Mill that
had been located at the property now occupied by the Plaza Inn and Suites, to the south of the property,
to the Oregon Mining and Stamp Co. which was located on the north side of the railroad tracks. The via
duct for Water Street that passes under the Railroad as seen was constructed in 1907.

7 T

June 1911

|

Ture TR
ASHLAND
N ORE

APPROX. PROP. \ W Ez':J : ||  APPROX.PROP.
BOUNDARY \\ NS BOUNDARY
‘\ (Y \\-5 L= 1 T

By 1911, according to the Sanborn Fire Insurance Map, the site still had the tail race flume but the former
irrigation route had been converted to a spur rail line for the Southern Pacific Railroad that went into town
to serve the various mills, including Ashland Cold Storage that had taken over the Woolen Mill site.

Following the closure of the mills and the subsequent removal of the flumes, the property held commercial
structures (shops, sheds, etc.). Above ground fuel storage tanks were placed along Van Ness Street. In
about the mid-1950s, a service station was constructed on the site. The property operated as a service
station then auto repair for many years. In the 1980s, SOS Plumbing began operations on the property.
SOS operated at the site until 2007. The site has been most recently used as an auto repair shop, then as
a storage area for the property owners construction business equipment and for a local landscape
contractors equipment.

Due to the presence of the above ground fuel storage tanks, the fueling station and the auto repair shop,
the site was considered a Brownfield. The site was cleaned up and the case has been closed by the
Department of Environmental Quality
http://www.deq.state.or.us/Webdocs/Forms/Output/FPController.ashx?Sourceld=495 1 &Sourceld Type=11

RECEIVED
MAR 2 2017
City of Ashlang  "***"
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MAR 2.0 2017

Property Description: Clty of Ashland

The subject property is a vacant lot on the west side of Water Street, south of Van Ness Street at the
southwest intersection Van Ness and Water Street. There is an east / west alley right-of-way along the
south side of the property. The property has 153.52 feet of frontage on Water Street, there is 225.83 feet
of frontage on Van Ness and 138.52 feet of frontage along the unimproved alley right-of-way.

The property is bound by Water Street on the east. Behind the residence at 16 Van Ness, across, Water
Street, is Ashland Creek. Along the Water Street frontage, the first approximately 47-feet of the property,
is within the Ashland Adopted Floodplain Overly for Ashland Creek. The FEMA 100-year floodplain is
adjacent to the banks of Ashland Creek and to the rear of 16 Van Ness, the FEMA 500-year floodplain
extends onto the subject property. Floodplain maps are attached.

Van Ness Street is to the north. Across Van Ness is a steep berm leading up to the Southern Pacific
Railroad tracks, the tunnel for Water Street under the railroad tracks is diagonally to the northeast.

The property to the west fronts on Van Ness and Helman Streets. This property is substantially higher
than the subject property. The west property line runs diagonally from the north to the south where the
south property line abuts a 16-foot public alley right-of-way. The alley is not improved along the frontage
of the property.

The subject property and the immediately adjacent properties
to the north, south, east and west are zoned Employment with
the Residential Overlay. Beyond the employment zoned
properties to the east and west are residentially zoned
properties (across Helman Street on the west and abutting Oak
Street on the east side of Ashland Creek). To the south is
employment and commercially zoned properties. The
properties to the north, across the railroad tracks, are zoned
Employment with Residential Overlay and Industrial zoning.

ning Map

The property is at the northern boundary of the Skidmore
Academy Historic District (railroad tracks form boundary).
The properties across Water Street are within the Railroad
Historic District.

L

!

There are three deciduous trees along the steep slope adjacent ;
I

to the east property line. A dying Cedar tree is near the south
property line adjacent to the un-improved alley and there are two trees along the Water Street frontage.

On the adjacent property to the west there are smaller stature trees, none have driplines that encroach onto
the subject property.

Water Street has a 40-foot wide right-of-way and is improved with an varying improved width consisting
“of curb, gutter, pavement, five-foot curbside sidewalk and a parking bay across the street from the subject
property. Van Ness has a varying width right-of-way, with between 50 — 30 feet of right of way and
approximately 27-feet of improvements including a five-foot wide curb side sidewalk. Both streets are
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RECEIVED
MAR 2.0 2017

classified as Neighborhood Streets in the Transportation System Plan. A 16-foot @t‘é{ Lﬁlfi)ﬁﬁmaﬂ(ﬁey
extends along the south property line. The alley right-of-way extends through to Helman Street but due to
the significant grade change along the west property line, the alley does not physically extend through
from Water Street to Helman.

Detailed Proposal:
The proposal is for a 42,814-square foot, three-story, mixed use, commercial/residential structure. The
proposed structure is oriented towards both streets with the primary orientation towards Water Street.

The ground floor is proposed as 9,406 square feet. The ground floor is divided into nine tenant spaces. As
proposed, the spaces are a mixture of retail, commercial space, coffee shop, the hotel lobby and small
lobby for the residential units. The second floor is proposed as 16,306 square feet and is with a 26-unit
hotel. There is also breakfast dining area, a fitness center and a large balcony area.

The third floor is proposed as ten residential units. This floor is 17,129 square feet in area. The residential
units range in size from approximately 1,000 square feet to 1,600 square feet and include one, two and
three bedroom units.

Building Design:

The primary orientation of the structure is towards the intersection with prominent building entrances on
both street frontages. An “anchor” tenant space entrance faces Water Street near the intersection. The
structure is proposed as close to the intersection as feasible with the building fagade occupying the
majority of both street frontages.

The proposed building is designed as a nod to “Main Street” design. The fagade of the building along the
street frontages incorporates offsets, jogs and other distinctive changes in the building’s fagade. The
building has been designed to give the impression of separate, 25 — 30-foot wide “buildings” through the
use of exterior material changes, surface treatments and finishes that provide interest and emphasize the
“separate” buildings attached along the frontage and provide emphasis on the entrances. Though not
within the Downtown Design Standards, the proposed building incorporates many of the standards to
reduce the massing of the structure along the frontages of the property found within the Downtown Design
Standards.

The entrances to the commercial units open onto the public pedestrian areas, public plaza areas and
outdoor seating areas with benches and table areas for future potential eating establishment clients. The
entrances are all designed in a manner to provide clear, visible, and functional entrances with direct access
to the public sidewalk. Emphasis has been provided to the entrances using roof overhangs, awnings,
lighting and surface treatment changes. The upper stories provide roof cover, the recesses in the fagade
provide arcades and awnings will be provided to further protect pedestrians from the rain and sun. The
proposed street improvements will create a pedestrian friendly environment in an area where there is
presently very little pedestrian activity due to the lack of development and pedestrian infrastructure.
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Access and Site Circulation:

The proposed vehicular and bicycle access to the property is from Water Street via the public alley to the
south of the property and a driveway access from Van Ness Street. A driveway through the parking lot
connects the two points of access. The project Civil Engineer has determined the access point from Van
Ness is not too steep for the proposed driveway. Adequate vertical clearances are provided for emergency
vehicles to traverse the site. The proposal includes street improvements to both street frontages and to the
alley. Water street is proposed to be improved with new curb, gutter, five-foot hardscape parkrow with
street trees in grates and an eight-foot sidewalk. Van Ness is proposed to be improved along the majority
of the frontage with the required five-foot hardscape parkrow and eight-feet sidewalk, as the property and
Van Ness slope uphill, to the west towards Helman Street, the proposed sidewalk is reduced in width to
achieve the necessary transition between the subject property and the property to the west at 160 Helman
Street. The alley is proposed to be improved with 16-feet of paving. Due to the topography of the site and
the grade difference between the subject property and the properties to the west, the alley cannot be
improved to have vehicular traffic, to provide a pedestrian connection, a stairway is proposed. The steep
topography and the limited right-of-way width does not allow for switchbacks that would provide for
ADA or bicycle access through the alley. A single vehicle parking space is proposed within the alley. This
space will not be utilized by residents but will be allowed for business hour use.

Parking:

The proposed development of the site requires 63 (62.75) automobile parking spaces if a substantial
portion of the ground floor is utilized as retail commercial with the higher retail parking requirements
over office space parking requirements. If the retail portions are utilized as office, 58 parking spaces
would be necessary. As provided, there are 21 surface parking space, 22 parking spaces below grade,
and a single parking space within the alley for a total of 43 on-site parking spaces.

Commercial / Retail: 2528 / 350 =7.36
Office: 3,680/ 500 =7.22

Coffee: 1 per 4 seat = 4

Commercial Total: 18.5

RECEIVED

Hotel: 26 rooms = 26

Manager: = 1 MAR 2 2017
Hotel Total =27 Qlty of Ashland
Residential:

1br>500=3

7 2br=12.25

3br=2

Residential Total = 17.25
Total Spaces Required = 62.75

The proposed development requires 26 bicycle parking spaces. Of those 21 are required to be covered,
all proposed bicycle parking is covered. The bicycle parking is as close to the entrances as the nearest
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on-site vehicle parking spaces and can be found between the building and the streets, to the side of the
building in the parking area accessed from the Van Ness driveway and in the underground parking.

Bicycle parking: R EC EIV ED

Commercial = 1 space for every 5 parking spaces / 45.5 parking space = 9.1 | .
Residential = 16.5 MAR 2.0 2017
Bicycle Total = 26 Clty of Ashland

The request includes a Parking Management proposal as permitted in AMC 18.4.3.060 and the application
seeks to reduce the off-street parking spaces through the application of the allowed credits for on-street
parking, alternative vehicle parking and six-percent mixed use credit. The requested reduction in off-street
parking spaces is 33 percent. The maximum allowed credit within the Parking Management strategies is
50 percent. The proposed reduction in vehicle parking spaces are permitted within the municipal code and
the parking demand analysis prepared by Sandow Engineering demonstrates that the requested utilization
of Parking Management Strategies’ and the provision of a mixed-use credit demonstrates that the parking
generated by the proposed development complies with the standards.

Parking Management Strategies:

extra bicycle =30/ 5 = 6 space credit

motorcycle = 5 spaces = 1 space credit

on-street = 9 space credit

alley = 1 space credit

Parking Management Strategy Total = 17 spaces (17/ 63 =.27)

Mixed-Use Credit = 4 spaces (4 / 63 = .06)

Provided on-site parking = 43 spaces

Parking Management Strategy = 17 space credits
Mixed-Use Credit = 4 space credits

Total provided = 63 spaces

The required parking space calculations assume that all the tenant spaces are occupied and open for
business, the hotel is at full capacity and every room is occupied by a guest that drove a vehicle and that
every resident is home with at least one automobile. Though ideal for the property owner, hotel owner,
business owners, etc., it is highly unlikely and not typical of commercial development. With Ashland’
proximity to the Medford International Airport, hotel guests from out of the area also will taxi or take
shuttles from the airport to the hotel thus reducing the hotels parking impact. The provided parking, the
justified parking management strategies as allowed in the municipal code, coupled with the low demand
for on-street parking along the frontages of the property and the close proximity to downtown and the
“walkability” (the site scores an 89 out of 100 for walkability according to WalkScore) of the
neighborhood, appears to justify the reduction in the number of vehicle parking spaces.

The proposed parking lot design and construction complies with the standards from AMC 18.4.3.080.B.
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Common Areas:

The proposed 42,841 square foot building requires 4,284 square feet of plaza space. Within the recessed
alcoves of the commercial spaces, public pedestrian plaza areas have been proposed. Of the required
public plaza area, 1,540 square feet are proposed along the front of the building between the structure and
the public sidewalk and parkrow area. A substantial outdoor seating area has been proposed at the rear of
the building. The outdoor plaza areas include sitting space in the form of tables and chairs and traditional
benches. A water feature is proposed in the middle of the space. Much of the ground floor tenant spaces
has direct access to this space. The outdoor area in the rear is on a southwest exposure and is therefore
covered. The space will have substantial shade to protect from the summer sun and is covered to encourage
year-round use and protection from rain and snow. This area provides the remaining outdoor plaza area.
The balance of both street fronting plaza area and plaza area at the rear of the building is to provide a
mixture of sun and shade. The east and north sides of the proposed building abut the public streets and are
not the ideal locations for outdoor areas due to perpetual shade and limited view corridors. The southwest
plaza area at the rear of the building provide views of the Siskiyou’s and provide for a mixture of sun and
shade. The hotel and the residential units have functional balcony areas to provide private outdoor space
for each residence and for the majority of the hotel units. These balcony areas have not been included in
the total common area calculation as they are not publicly available.

Trees and Landscaping:

The existing trees on the site will be removed to facilitate the development. The two trees on Water Street
are species that are known for their ‘destructive’ qualities — Liquid Ambar and Fruitless Mulberry are
known to have surface rooting that damages streets, sidewalks, structure and utility infrastructure.

The proposed landscape plan uses a variety of deciduous shade trees, shrubs, and ground covers. Using
water conserving landscape and irrigation design, the proposed landscape plan and the future irrigation
plan can demonstrate compliance with the standards.

Findings of Fact:

The following information addressing the findings of fact for the applicable criteria from the Ashland
Municipal Code are provided on the following pages. For clarity, the criteria are in Arial font and the
applicant’s responses are in Times New Roman font.

RECEIVED
MAR 2.0 2017

City of Ashland
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Criteria from the Ashland Land Use Ordinance

Site Development Design Standards Approval Criteria:

18.5.2.050 Approval Criteria

An application for Site Design Review shall be approved if the proposal meets the criteria in
subsections A, B, C, and D below.

A. Underlying Zone. The proposal complies with all of the applicable provisions of the
underlying zone (part 18.2), including but not limited to: building and yard setbacks, lot area and
dimensions, density and floor area, lot coverage, building height, building orientation,
architecture, and other applicable standards.

The proposal complies the standards from 18.2.

The property is zoned Employment (E-1). The proposed uses of the site as commercial is a permitted use,
the hotel is a Conditional Use and the residential portions are a special permitted use.

The proposed structure is setback approximately 13-feet from the Water Street property line and varies
between 15 to 20-feet firom the street, and approximately 10-feet from Van Ness. The proposed setback is
to provide adequate clearance for minimum street improvements (eight feet of sidewalk and five-foot
hardscape parkrow with 5X5 metal street tree grates). There are variations in the setbacks to provide
additional setback areas to the facade with alcoves for the entrances to the various ground floor
commercial spaces. The rear setback and side setbacks are to accomplish fire separations, parking space
and vehicular access and circulation. There are no residential zones adjacent that would require a greater
setback.

The proposed building is an average of 32-feet, 5-inches. A five-foot parapet is proposed that will provide
mechanical screening.

The proposed building at 42,841 square feet, exceeds the minimum Floor Area Ratio of 15,481.5 square
feet, but is less than the maximum permitted floor area of 45,000 square feet.

The proposed residential density is ten units, this is the less than the allowed residential density of 10.6
units.

Slightly more than 15 percent of the site is proposed as landscape areas (5,079 square feet). This total
includes all landscape areas, there is 4,776 square feet of landscape area that is outside of the building
areas and not impeded by a three-foot overhang. The landscape area that is provided outside of the three-
foot overhang areas is 15.42 percent and complies with the minimum landscape area.

The proposed buildings are clearly oriented to both street frontages with prominent pedestrian entrances
into each separate tenant space. The proposed architecture has a modern feel from our time as required
in the Historic District Design Standards but has clear historical elements such as a strong base, a
consistent rhythm of openings within each “building”, material choices commonly found in Ashland’s
Commercial Historic Districts.

18.2.3.130 Dwelling in Non-Residential Zone RECEIVED
MAR 20 2017
City of Ashland
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A. Dwellings in the E-1 zone are limited to the R-overlay zone. See chapter 18.3.13
Residential Overlay.
The Employment (E-1) Zoned property is within the Residential Overlay.

B. Dwellings in the E-1 and C-1 zones shall meet all of the following standards:

1. If there is one building on a site, ground floor residential uses shall occupy not more
than 35 percent of the gross floor area of the ground floor. Where more than one building
is located on a site, not more than 50 percent of the total lot area shall be designated for
residential uses.

There is one building on the site. The ground floor use for the residential lobby and elevator is
less than 35 percent of the gross floor area. (682 /9,406 = 6.4 percent).

2. Residential densities shall not exceed 15 dwelling units per acre in the E-1 zone, 30
dwelling units per acre in the C-1 zone, and 60 dwelling units per acre in the C-1-D zone.
For the purpose of density calculations, units of less than 500 square feet of gross
habitable floor area shall count as 0.75 of a unit.

The proposal has ten residential dwelling units which is less than the allowed density. (74 X 15 =
10.6 units)

3. Residential uses shall be subject to the same setback, landscaping, and design
standards as for permitted uses in the underlying zone.

The setbacks, landscaping and design standards that have been applied to the residences are the
same as those of the underlying zone.

4. Off-street parking is not required for residential uses in the C-1-D zone.
Off-street parking for the residences has been provided. More details on the parking are provided
in the findings below.

5. Where the number of residential units exceeds ten, at least ten percent of the
residential units shall be affordable for moderate-income persons in accord with the
standards of section 18.2.5.050. The number of units required to be affordable shall be
rounded down to the nearest whole unit.

Ten residential units are proposed. The proposal does not require the dedication of an affordable
unit.

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

The property is subject to the Physical and Environmental Constraints Review, Basic and Detail Site
Design Review and Historic District Standards. As evidenced in the findings below and with the
supplemental documents from the Geo-Tech, preliminary Civil Engineering and future Structural
Engineering it can be found that the proposed development complies with the development of a
commercial building within the Ashland Modified Floodplain but outside of the FEMA floodplain and
complies with the development standards for Severe Constraints due to the slope of the property.

RECEIVED
MAR 20 2017
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Physical and Environmental Constraints Review (AMC 18.3.10.050)

The subject property is subject to the Physical and Environmental Constraints Review Chapter
due to the presence of the Ashland Modified Floodplain adopted on the maps of the City of
Ashland.

18.3.10.060 Land Classifications

A. Flood Plain Corridor Lands. Lands with potential stream flow and flood hazard. The
following lands are classified as Flood Plain Corridor Lands.

1. All land contained within the 100-year Flood Plain as defined by the Federal Insurance
Administration and identified in the Flood Insurance Map (FIRM) adopted by the City
Council as provided forin AMC 15.10.

The property is not within the 100-year floodplain as defined by the FEMA Flood Insurance Rate
Maps.

2. All land within the area defined as Flood Plain Corridor Land in maps adopted by the
Council as provided for in section 18.3.10.070 Official Maps.

The property is on land that was determined as the Ashland Modified Floodplain. The Ashland
Modified Flood Zone was identified back in the 1980’s based on City of Ashland identified
discrepancies with the FEMA Flood Zone maps at the time. This map is based on an elevation line
drawn on a map but lacks the necessary elevation data for floodplain elevation and delineation as
required by FEMA. The FEMA Maps are flood hazard areas and the City’s map is a flood
protection area. Following the 1997 flood, the City of Ashland studied the impacts of the 1996/97
flood event and a plan for Flood Restoration was drafted. Otak Engineering presented the final
documents to the City of Ashland in November 1997. The Ashland Creek Flood Restoration Project
study identified the highest flood flows based on year event through research study of the creek,
survey of high water marks and collection of detailed eye witness accounts and anecdotal
information the Otak team pulled together a clearer picture of the New Year’s Day flood scenario.
What was determined using the survey data was that the flooding area is within the Water Street
and Van Ness Streets right-of-way.

3. All lands which have physical or historical evidence of flooding in the historical past.

Upstream blockages during the 1996/97 event caused the original stream corridor to exist the
natural drainage course and create a new course that ran through the front lawn of Lithia Park,
through the front of the Plaza (note: majority of Ashland Plaza not in and never included in the
floodplain designations) and down Water Street. Per the Ashland Creek Flood Restoration Plan
completed in November 1997 and written by Otak Engineering, not long after the blockages were
cleared, Ashland Creek was freely flowing in its banks below the flood stage but the ravages of the
creek above the Winburn Way bridge, more water was directed through the plaza and down Water
Street than flowing in the creek. The events of 1997 have largely been rectified through the
construction of the new bridge at Winburn Way and the Calle Guanajuato. The construction of
floodwalls and stabilization of the banks and redevelopment of the Calle Guanajuato, the study
and stabilization of the East Main Street bridge at the Plaza and Bluebird Park. And most recently,
the bridge under Water Street to the south of 165 Water Street and the improvement of properties
immediately downstream of the bridge (51 Water Street, 70 Water Street and 96 Water Street) to

RECEIVED
MAR 20 2017
City of Ashland
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convey floodwaters was recently completed. The bridge was increased in size, the banks were
stabilized, in-stream barriers were removed and non-native, noxious vegetation and frees that
created barriers to floodwaters and debris removed. This project was started by the City of
Ashland following the 1997 flood and was completed in 2012. Any flooding that happened near
on the subject property was heavily impacted by upstream conditions and caused out of bank
flooding that may not have happened had the blockages and stream re-direction not occurred.

18.3.10.060 Land Classifications

D. Severe Constraint Lands. The following lands are classified as Severe Constraint
Lands, which have characteristics that severely limit normal development.

1. All areas that are within the floodway channels, as defined in AMC 15.10.

There are no floodway channels as defined in AMC 15.10.

2. All lands with a slope greater than 35 percent.
There is an embankment along the west property line that is more than 35 percent slope.

A. 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.

It can be found that the potential to impacts to the property and nearby areas have been
considered. The construction of the structure 13-feet from the Water Street property line. The
proposed structure encroaches approximately 32-feet into the Ashland Modified Floodplain.
From the elevation line drawing approved with the Ashland Modified Floodplain, the flood
“elevation” is 1845. The proposed ground floor, finished floor elevation at 1845.00, is the
approximate elevation of the line drawn on the Ashland Modified Floodplain Map. The FEMA
floodplain is across Water Street. There are no pillars or other barriers being constructed that
could be found to be a barrier to possible floodwaters. No loose fill or other impacts that could
have adverse impacts on downstream properties.

The hillside has been evaluated by Rick Swanson, P.E, G.E., and has been found to be reasonably
stable and no areas of instability or seepage were observed. The soil types, Camas-Newberg-
Evans and Shefflein Loam are typically found on shallow slopes, adjacent to floodplains and are
relatively stable, with slight erosion hazard. The hillside will be removed and a structural retaining
wall will be installed to accomplish the proposed site development. The retaining walls will be
designed by the Structural Engineer with review by the Geotechnical Expert. The retaining wall
will provide stability for the future development of the property above. The proposed development
will not increase erosion, sedimentation of lower slopes as there are none, flooding problems or
sever scarring of the sloped areas.

18.3.10.080 Development Standards for Flood Plain Corridor Lands

For all land use actions that could result in development of the Flood Plain Corridor,
the following is required in addition to any requirements of AMC 15.10.

Ashland Municipal Code 15.10 does not apply to the subject property as AMC 15.10 is the
building code regulations regarding construction within the FEMA regulated 100-year

Jloodplain. RECEIVED
MAR 20 2011
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A. Standards for Fill in Flood Plain Corridor Lands.
The only fill on the site will be poured concrete and other building, paving and landscaping
materials necessary for the construction of the new structure.

The are no fill slopes nor is the floodway channel on the subject property.

Little fill in the sense of loose dirt, excepting the landscape areas is necessary to
accomplish the proposed development. The proposal has below grade construction which
will require soil removal. Poured concrete and other materials necessary for the
construction of the structure. Aggregate base and paving materials necessary to construct
the approved public street improvements (e.g. sidewalks, curb, gutter, alley and driveways)
is the only “'fill” proposed on the site.

It is not anticipated that more than 50 cu yards of “fill” will be placed on the site.

The proposed structure is not within the FEMA floodplain which has specific elevation
data as to what the height of the elevation would be required to be raised too. The Ashland
Modified Floodplain Boundary from 1989 was not based on surveyed elevation data. There
are no survey markers provided for necessary survey data to determine the elevation for
the finished floor elevations.

B. Crossings.
No crossings proposed.

C. Elevation of Non-Residential Structures.

The structure is not required to be flood proofed to the standards found in AMC 15.10
because those standards are specific to the elevation data provided in the Digital Flood
Insurance Rate Maps (DFIRMs) and the FEMA Base Flood Elevations (BFE) which have
necessary survey data that allows for surveys of finished floor elevations where
development occurs within the FEMA floodplain.

Since the Ashland Modified Floodplain was adopted based on the same level of science
and fact that the FEMA flood plain maps are adopted to and even to the data found through
the Ashland Creek Flood Restoration, it is difficult to arbitrarily dictate the building be
elevation to somewhere between 1845 and 1849.

D. Elevation of Residential Structures.
The residential units are sustainably above the FEMA floodplain.

E. Structure Placement.
In order to comply with the standards from the Employment District Design Standards, the
Basic and Detail Site Review Standards and the Historic District Design Standards, the
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structure has been placed within the floodplain corridor land. In order to remove the
structure firom the Ashland Modified Floodplain, the structure would be located on the
southwest portions of the property and the parking lot could be along the street frontage.
This is in consistent with Ashland’s design standards. The documented flood elevations
using the hydrologic modeling from the Ashland Creek Floodplain Restoration study found
the water stayed within the rights-of-way and didn’t encroach onto the subject property.

F. Residential Structure Placement.
N/A

G. New Non-Residential Structures. New non-residential uses may be located
on that portion of Flood Plain Corridor Lands that equal to or above the flood
elevations on the official maps adopted in section 18.3.10.070 Official Maps.

The FEMA floodplains which have clear elevation data that provides precise
measurements for elevations above the FEMA floodplains are not located on the subject
property. The City of Ashland Modified floodplain is not based on elevation data and
cannot be definitively surveyed. The proposed structure is more than 50-feet from the
floodplain, will not impact any riparian vegetation. The proposed structures lowest
finished floor is at or above the elevation contained on the Ashland Modified Floodplain.

H. Building Envelopes.
No property line adjustments or partitions that require the identification of a building
envelope are part of the application.

l. Basements.
No portion of the below grade parking area is habitable.

The flood-proofing standard from AMC 15.10 are directly correlated to the FEMA
floodplain base flood elevations (BBFE) and there are no FEMA floodplains on the

property.

J. Hazardous Chemicals. No toxic chemicals will be stored on the site. The property
had been previously identified as a Brownfield. The site has been cleaned up fo the
DEQ'’s recommended standards. The proposed development is consistent with the
condition of approval from the DEQ report (DEQ Summary Attached).

http://www.deq.state.or.us/Webdocs/Forms/Output/FPController.ashx?Sourceld=495 1 &SourceldType=11 .

K. Fences. RECEIVED

No fences are proposed. MAR 2 0 2017
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L. Decks and Other Structures.

Not applicable. The flood-proofing standard from AMC 15.10 are directly correlated to
the FEMA floodplain, base flood elevations (BFE) and there are no FEMA floodplains on
the property.

M. Local Streets and Utilities.

The existing public infrastructure and utility connections are within Water Street which is
outside of the FEMA floodplain but within the Ashland Modified Floodplain. It is not
possible for the existing public infrastructure to be relocated outside of the floodplain.

18.3.10.110 Development Standards for Severe Constraint Lands

Along the west property line there is an area of more than 35 percent slopes. Rick Swanson,
P.E., G.E. from Marquess and Associates, LLC has reviewed the steep slope along the west
property line. No slope failure or seepage were evident. The Geo-Tech provided an
assessment that the slope is stable and that with appropriate engineering, the retaining
wall will further stabilize the topography. There is currently a retaining wall on the public
alley and the adjacent property to the south along the same hillside. These retaining walls
do not exhibit any evidence of failure. The soil type, Camas-Newberg-Evans and Sheffelin
Loam are both stable soil types found throughout the area. The Geo-Tech’s evaluation
letter is attached.

18.3.10.090 Development Standards for Hillside Lands

B. Hillside Grading and Erosion Control.

The grading, retaining wall design, drainage and erosion control plans are designed by
Structural and Civil Engineers with review by a geotechnical expert (geo-techs don’t
typically design). All cuts, grading and if any fill proposed will conform to the applicable
building code.

The proposed retaining wall construction would be one of the first site improvements and
ideally the construction on the wall would begin in May and end prior to October 31.

No partition or subdivision is proposed and the site will not be retained in a natural state.
The cut slope is proposed to be retained with a structural retaining wall.

No exposed cut slopes are proposed. The retained cut slope is be more than seven feet in
height and is not proposed to be terraced. The vertical height of the existing hillside is 8 —
12 feet and the retaining wall will be approximately 10— 12 feet tall.

The encroachment into the steep slope area is not for a structure but a retaining wall. The
intent of the “split pad or stepped footings” is to “cut” a residence into the hillside to
reduce the massing and to keep the structure low on the hills to limit houses from sticking
out of the hillside above town. The applicant finds that it was not the intent of the hillside
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design standards to prevent the development of Employment zoned lands that happen to
have a steep embankment that has been manipulated for decades. In order to reduce the
effective visual bulk of the retaining wall, a living, green screen is proposed in front of the
retaining wall adjacent to the parking spaces. The portions of the retaining wall where a
landscape buffer is located between the parking area and the wall, a climbing plant is
proposed to grow up the wall to screen the wall and reduce the visual bulk.

The soil types, Camas-Newberg-Evans and Schefflin Loam have little erosive qualities and
are not soil types typically found on Ashland’s hillsides where highly erosive decomposed
granite is the predominant soil material. No fill on the lands classified as Hillside Lands
is proposed.

6. Revegetation Requirements.

Following site development, all areas of proposed landscaping will be revegetated as
required by the City of Ashland codes. With the final landscaping plan, it can be shown
that vegetation can be substantially established within one year of installation.

7. Maintenance, Security, and Penalties for Erosion Control Measures.
All landscaping and erosion control will be maintained in perpetuity.

The property has existed long before January 1, 1998 and the erosion control security bond
is not applicable.

8. Site Grading. The grading of a site on Hillside Lands shall be reviewed
considering the following factors.

The applicability of this section is questionable as the intent of Employment Zoned lands
is to develop the site to the highest and best use and the majority of the hillside lots that
the intent of the ordinance was addressing are the steep, residentially zoned slopes above
town. Keeping development away from the hillside (ten feet per the Geotech) would reduce
the developable area of the Employment Zoned land substantially. There are no unstable
or hazardous areas of the site.

9. Inspections and Final Report.

The geotechnical expert will inspect the site and provide a final report to the City of
Ashland as requested. The report will indicate that the approved grading, drainage, and
erosion control measures were installed as per the approved plans and the scheduled
inspections periodically throughout the project.

C. Surface and Groundwater Drainage.
It can be found on the proposed preliminary Civil Engineering plans, and will be shown
on the building permit submittals that, collection and treatment of new impervious surface
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runoff from the development complies with the standards for surface, ground water and
storm water treatment. As proposed, storm water facilities for the new driveways, parking
areas and roof drain systems can be accommodated on the site and released into the City
of Ashland approved destination point in accordance with the Storm Water Facility Design
Requirements. Storm drainage will be installed as part subsurface site preparation for the
underground parking and therefore, one of the first improvements constructed on the sie.
The surface parking area and driveway are proposed to drain first to a parking lot bio-
swale for treatment of the surface generated storm water as a result of the site development.
This flow retarding system is intended to minimize increases in run-off volume and peak
flow rate.

All storm water drainage has been designed by a Civil Engineer with the consultation of
the Geo-Technical Expert and the project Structural Engineer.

D. Tree Conservation, Protection and Removal.

Three trees that are more than six-inches in diameter at breast height are on the sloped
area of the site. There are two Oak trees, a 24-inch DBH oak and an 11-inch, multi-trunk
firuitless mulberry and a 10-inch maple. There are two deciduous trees along the Water
Street frontage. One is a 12-inch DBH Liquid Ambar and the other is a 15-inch DBH
Sfruitless mulberry.

The trees are not suitable for conservation for a number of reasons. The two trees adjacent
to Water Street, the Liquid Ambar and the Mulberry are both trees that are notorious for
their penchant for damaging sidewalks, curbs, streets, utilities with their strong, surface
rooting growth pattern. Both trees also have fruit that litters the ground and creates trip
hazards. Both trees also are in a location that would prevent the required street
improvements in accordance with the City’s codes.

The Oak trees and the mulberry tree along the hillside slope will be substantially,
negatively impacted by the site construction and would not survive the amount of cut
necessary within the root zone in order to allow for the development of the parking area
and driveway.

Replacement trees will be planted in the landscape areas to replace the trees removed on
the hillside. The two trees in the Water Street right-of-way (the Mulberry and Liquid
Ambar) will be replaced with street trees in the new sidewalk and street tree grates.

H. Exception to the Development Standards for Hillside Lands.

1. There is demonstrable difficulty in meeting the specific requirements of this
chapter due to a unique or unusual aspect of the site or proposed use of the site.
The site is zoned Employment and is unique in that there are no other Hillside Lands and
the area of steep slope is isolated along a property line. In order to develop the site in
accordance with the standards for the Site Review and Historic District Design
Standards, encroachment into the steep slopes is necessary.
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2. The exception will result in equal or greater protection of the resources
protected under this chapter.

The proposed exception for the retaining wall along the parking area to be structurally
retained instead of unretained loose soil. The retaining provide protection to the subject
property that is “down slope” of the unretained slope. Eventually, when the property to
the east which is also Employment zoned develops, the proposed retaining wall will
protect their property from slope failure due to the structural retention proposed.

3. The exception is the minimum necessary to alleviate the difficulty.

The exception is the minimum necessary to alleviate the difficulty in not developing the
property in accordance with the standards from the Site Review and Historic District
Design Standards.

4. The exception is consistent with the stated Purpose and Intent of chapter
18.3.10 Physical and Environmental Constraints Overlay chapter and section
18.3.10.090 Development Standards for Hillside Lands.

The proposed exception is consistent with the purpose and intent of the chapter and insures the
development does not create soil erosion, sedimentation of lower slopes as there are none, and
prevents slide damage. The development standards for hillside lands appear to be focused
primary on retention of the natural hillsides and the retention of the natural slopes. The
“natural” physiographic conditions of the site that created the embankment are called into
question as there has been documented development on the property as long as there has been a
City of Ashland.

B. 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.

The applicant has considered the potential hazards from development of the Ashland Modified
Floodplain. The Ashland Modified Floodplain was created without surveyed elevations and
without a flood water modeling study. The FEMA floodplain is based on flood modeling, and
more recently, following the Ashland Flood Restoration Study was undertaken following the
1997 flood. It was found using oral account, evidence of flooding, and floodplain modeling, that
the drainage system upstream of the subject property had numerous areas of failure including
heavily vegetated banks, unsecured bridges, undersized culverts, channelization from previous
flood scarring, instream hazards that contributed to the flooding in 1997. It was found that the
flood “elevation” firom the Ashland Restoration Study that the subject property didn’t flood and
that the floodwaters stayed within Water Street. The proposed development is outside of the
FEMA floodplain. In the event of an even more major, 1997 flood was considered a 25-year
event, it is found that minor property protections such as sandbags can prevent flooding to the
structure.

RECEIVED
MAR 20 2017
City of Ashland

Page 18 of 37



The construction of the retaining wall on the stable soil slopes will not create hazards to
adjacent properties. The retaining wall will not cause slope failure, erosion or siltation on to
adjacent properties.

C. 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 development permitted by this
ordinance.

The applicant finds that due to previous site developments, adverse impacts to the environment
will not occur as a result of the proposed development. The site development is proposed in
accordance with the Site Design Review Standards for commercial development and it can be
found that the impacts from the proposed development will not have negative environmental
impacts.

C. Site Development and Design Standards. The proposal complies with the applicable Site
Development and Design Standards of part 18.4, except as provided by subsection E, below.

18.4.2.040 Non-Residential Development

The proposed development of the Employment zoned land with a mixed-use commercial structure
will have a positive impact upon the streetscapes of Water and Van Ness Streets. The building is
proposed to have a minimal setback as . Outdoor spaces for pedestrian activity and outdoor
seating areas for guests, customers and tenants of the building are proposed that will improve
the projects appearance and site amenities. Landscaping is proposed to enhance the site and
provide screening of the parking lot and trees to provide cooling of the surface parking areas.
The proposed public transportation improvements will enhance the pedestrian environment and
will improve bicycle transit by providing an abundance of bicycle parking facilities as
encouraged in the Off-Street parking chapter of the municipal code.

The proposed building is designed to be consistent with the highest standards for compliance
with the detail site review, large scale and historic district design standards even though the site
is on lower order, less traveled City streets adjacent to the railroad tracks.

B. Basic Site Review Standards.

1. Orientation and Scale.

The proposed building is clearly oriented towards the public streets. The streets have equal
functional classifications, the proposed building is oriented towards both streets. The Water Street
frontage has its most prominent pedestrian entrance as close to the intersection as practicable. No
parking is proposed between the building and the street, all parking is behind the fagade of the
structure.

The proposed building occupies the majority of the two street fiontages. The only gap created is
for the driveway access from Van Ness under the struﬁugé” égﬁeffgﬁand third story facades
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are continuous over the driveway access. A pedestrian sidewalk is proposed to extend from the
Van Ness Street improvements under the bridge to the rear of the building and the large public
plaza area.

The majority of the proposed building entrances are located within 20-feet of the street right-of-
way. The entrances are clearly visible, have alcoves, lighting, pedestrian covering and changes in
materials to emphasize the entrances.

Public sidewalks are proposed along the public street frontages, pedestrian walkways are
provided for each business entrance firom the public pedestrian sidewalks. Landscape screening
is proposed for the parking spaces that are accessed from the alley along the south property line
to screen the vehicles from Water Street.

2. Streetscape.
One street tree for every 30-feet of frontage in compliance with the spacing standards for street
trees have been provided. See preliminary landscape plan.

3. Landscaping.

The proposed landscaping complies with the minimum standards and slightly more than 15
percent of the site has been provided as landscape area. A recycle and refuse area that will be
screened in accordance with the standards from AMC 18.4.4 is proposed along the west property
line.

More than seven percent of the parking lot area has landscaped areas. There are parking lot
shade trees provided for every seven parking spaces. There are 21 surface parking spaces and
five parking lot shade trees proposed.

An exception to the parking lot screening standards for the reduction of the parking lot buffer
adjacent to the property line has been requested. The proposed parking lot is more than eight
feet below the embankment and therefore, headlight encroachment, automobile noise, exhaust,
etc. will not negatively affect the adjacent property. The retaining wall is proposed to be
screened with a living, green screen.

4. Designated Creek Protection.
Not applicable

5. Noise and Glare.

All artificial lighting will comply with the standards of 18.4.4.050. There are no residential zones
in the vicinity of the project site. Two, new Sternberg Commercial street lights are proposed at
the intersection of the two public streets and on Water Street at the intersection of the alley and
Water.

6. Expansion of Existing Sites and Buildings.

Not applicable RECEIVED
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C. Detailed Site Review Standards.
The subject property is within the Detailed Site Review Standards.

1. Orientation and Scale.
Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 0.50.
The proposed Floor Area Ratio exceeds .50. The proposed structure is 42,841 square feet which
is more than the required .50 FAR of 15,481 square feet.

The infill building is adjacent to the public sidewalk. The proposed building frontage is more
than 100-feet in length. The building has substantial offsets, jogs and other distinctive changes in
the building fagade. The walls within 30-feet of the public street have more than 20 percent of
the wall area as windows and doorways. No blank walls are proposed.

The proposed building has substantial changes in mass, surfacing and the exterior finish
materials to emphasize the entrances. The proposed building has alcoves for the entrances. The
upper floors, awnings and marquees are proposed to provide protection for pedestrians from
rain and sun.

2. Streetscape.

Colored and scored concrete are proposed to designate people areas for both the sidewalks and
the covered outdoor seating area at the rear of the building. The internal sidewalks provided
through the development will match the San Diego Buff city sidewalk.

The building is at no point more than five feet from the public sidewalk. The alcoves that are
recessed more than five feet have plaza areas, and outdoor seating areas.

3. Buffering and Screening.

There are no incompatible uses on adjacent lots. All the surrounding properties are Employment
Zoned and generally all have commercial uses on the sites.

A landscape buffer with a parking lot shade tree is proposed to buffer the surface parking lot
from Water Street.

4. Building Materials.

More than 15 percent of the exterior walls have substantial changes in relief. There are cornices,
bases, fenestration, changes in material such as brick, siding, stucco, metal and wood. No bright
or neon paint colors are proposed the majority of the building is not glass.

D. Additional Standards for Large Scale Projects.
The proposed building is more than 10,000 square feet in gross floor area and has more than
100-feet of frontage and is considered a Large-Scale Building.

1. Orientation and Scale.

The proposed 42,841 square foot building is less than the maximum 45,000 gross floor area. The
below grade parking is not counted in the gross floor area for the purposes of determining
maximum building area for this section of code.

As depicted on the Architectural Elevation plans, the proposed building fagade has been divided
into a series of distinct, separate “buildings” that range between 27 — 40-feet. Each “building”
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has been created to give the impression that the site developed organically overtime similar to
the development pattern found in the downtown. The various building divisions are created
through material changes, changes in window type and promote a more human scale by
reducing the massing, and the setbacks. The separate business entrances also anchor the
“building” divisions. Sheltering roofs and distinct changes in architectural styles further reduce
the building mass with interesting variations in setbacks and coverings.

Street trees will also provide a softening effect and increase shading and changes in lighting
throughout the day.

The corner unit at the intersection of Water and Van Ness is proposed as an anchor space. This
portion of the building is proposed to have traditional building materials found in Ashland’s
commercial developments, specifically found in the downtown area. The corner unit utilizes a
post and lintel construction style, with a traditional reddish brick, strong, fiber cement base,
aluminum, storefiont style windows with divided light transoms and a recessed entrance with
traditional, storefiront double doors on the ground floor. This building is proposed to have upper
story balconies that break up the vertical massing and provide a distinct relationship to modern
development style in concert with the traditional style of the overall building fagade. The divided
light windows on the upper floors are smaller than those on the ground floor to retain the
emphasis on the lower level. A well-defined cornice has been proposed on this building to “cap”

it off.

The unit to the south has a more modern styling. This unit is recessed behind the fagade of the
corner unit. The exterior finish is proposed as a horizontal siding with stucco accents. This unit
has a narrower frontage and has taller upper story windows with metal sunshade awnings giving
it a more vertical presence over the more horizontal fagade designs on the adjacent units. This
unit has more modern design aesthetic with the use of metal, stucco, horizontal siding and glass.
These are traditional design elements found in Ashland’s more “modern” historic buildings.

The next building to the south has a more elongated fagade reflecting a “Moderne” style of
architecture. This 50-foot wide unit is divided into two tenant spaces which are reflected through
the use of columns, and distinctive, recessed facades. This section of the building is lower in
height in comparison to the adjacent units. This building has larger, storefront glazing, a lower,
less substantial base reflective of architecture found on the Claycomb Mall building in
downtown. Modern materials such as stucco, cement board, horizontal siding and metal railings
on the upper story decks, create a distinctive break in the facade of the structure.

The end unit on Water Street has elements of traditional architecture though the choice of
materials, brick, cement board, divided light windows that are more vertical than horizontal and
modern elements such as expansive upper story decks with metal railings.

The “units” facing Van Ness utilize modern materials such as horizontal lap siding, cement
base, aluminum storefront windows, metal railings and single pane glazing instead of more
historically accurate divided light windows. A five foot parapet is provided along the entire
facade of the structure to screen the rooftop mechanical equipment.

2. Public Spaces.
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The proposed building requires 4,841 square feet of plaza space. Within the recessed alcoves of
the commercial spaces, along the frontage of the building 1,540 square feet (36 percent) of
public plaza areas have been proposed. The remaining 2,744 square feet (2,990 provided) is
found within the substantial outdoor seating areas to the side and the rear of the building. The
outdoor plaza areas include sitting space in the form of tables and chairs and traditional
benches. A water feature is proposed in the middle of the space. The outdoor area in the rear is
on a southwest exposure and is therefore covered. The space will have substantial shade to
protect firom the summer sun and is covered to encourage year-round use and protection from
rain and snow. Some of the metal awnings along the street frontages will have clear roofing
within the metal frame to incorporate sunlight and shade.

The property is to the southwest of the street intersection. The plaza areas along the street
frontages are on the east and north sides. These areas have limited view corridors due to the
railroad tracks and the creek corridor and are within the naturally less sunny areas of the
property. The provided mixture better addresses the City Standards both engaging the street
corridors and providing a lively pedestrian area. The proposed building setbacks from property
line vary from 13-feet (minimum sidewalk improvements) to more than 20-feet to provide for
ample public pedestrian plaza areas along the street frontages while retaining the maximum
setback in the detail site review zone of five feet unless provided as pedestrian plaza areas. The
proposed site layout allows for vehicular access to and though the property, while retaining
minimum setbacks and provision of a substantial pedestrian plaza area outside of the 13-foot
pedestrian corridor.

The plaza areas on the front and rear provide for accesses to the street and the rear entrances of
the commercial tenant spaces on the ground floor. Trees and landscaping are provided in the
landscape areas adjacent to the outdoor spaces. Concern has been express that the proposal
does not provide a “vibrant streetscape that provides an engaging transition between the street
and the private site”. It can be found that providing 1,540 square feet (36 percent) of the
required plaza area between the building and streets adequately provides for vibrant streetscape
that will engage pedestrian as expressed in the Site Design Standards. This 1,540 square feet of
plaza area has sitting and standing areas, benches and tables with chairs, provides for
protection from wind by the building and provides a mixture of areas that provide sunlight and
shade. The proposal also provides for ample area between the required parking spaces and the
rear entrances of the ground floor commercial spaces to engage the customers of the business,
the guests of the hotel and the residents of the residential units.

When compared to the only similar commercial developments in the vicinity, the Plaza Inn and
Suites on Helman and Central (58,578 square feet in two buildings) and the Ashland Creek
Condominiums (42,224 square feet) on Water and Central, the proposed public plaza area along
the street at 1,540 square feet in area is more substantial than the plaza areas provided with
those developments (none at the Water Street Condominiums and approximately 1,350 square
feet behind an uninviting, disengaging four-foot metal hand rail at the Plaza Inn and Suites
separated from the public sidewalk by landscape area).

RECEIVED
MAR 2.0 2017

City of Ashland

Page 23 of 37



18.4.2.050 Historic District Development

The subject property is at the northeast corner of the Skidmore Academy Historic District. The
property across Water Street is the northwest corner of the Railroad Historic District. The
proposed building incorporates the main architectural themes found in Ashland’s historic
districts but is not an imitation of a specific architectural style. The standards speak to a
comparison of historic buildings in the vicinity. In the case of the subject property, the adjacent
properties are underdeveloped or have non-conforming residential development.

B. Historic District Design Standards.

1. Transitional Areas.

The property is located that the boundary of the Skidmore Academy Historic District, and the
Detail Site Review zone. The proposed building has numerous traditional, architectural elements
and materials, the scale, form, massing and some of the material elements are more modern in
styling. It can be found that the proposed building is architecturally compatible with the historic
district design standards and provides a solid neighborhood anchor for the future redevelopment
of the adjacent employment zoned properties.

The Historic District Design Standards are primarily a contrast and comparison of the proposed
site development and the development on immediately adjacent properties. The adjacent
properties, and those within the 200-foot impact area, are underdeveloped, partially vacant or
utilized as a non-conforming use such as, residences in the E-1 zone. Additionally, the graphics
provided within the Historic District Design Standards are of residential properties and do not
translate easily to commercial development. This complicates that comparisons necessary by
code.

It can be found that the proposed building incorporates a number of the historic district design
standard objectives such as sense of entry, provision of a base, fenestrations, a rhythm of
openings, smaller masses to reduce bulk and scale.

2. Height.
The structure is proposed to be three stories and an average height of 40-feet, a five-foot parapet
is proposed. This is the allowed building and parapet height in the Employment zone.

3. Scale.

The scale of the building is appropriate for an Employment zoned property that has two street
frontages. The nearest commercial developments can be found on Central Avenue. The Ashland
Creek Condominiums and the Plaza Inn and Suites on the south side of Central, are just over
200-feet away, too far to adequately judge scale. (Plaza Inn and Suites is 58,578 square feet in
area and Ashland Creek Condominiums is 42,224 square feet in area). A graphical
representation is provided on page A-3.0, 3.4 & 3.5 of the Architectural renderings that depicts
the proposed development with the referenced commercial structures and properties.

The property on the corner of Van Ness and Helman, 160 Helman, is partially vacant, a previous
development proposal for the site would have completely screened the subject property from
Helman. The future development of 160 Helman will likely screen the building from view by the
residential properties to the west. Due to the topography, with the current adjacent site
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development, the building will appear as a two-story from Helman Street until the adjacent
Employment zoned properties develop at a higher intensity that dictates larger building areas.

There is a 4,058-square foot, two story commercial building with residential above to the
northwest, across Van Ness. This structure is on a 3,500-square foot lot, has nearly 80-feet of
fagade along Van Ness Street. Though on a smaller scale, the floor area ratio of this site at 1.15
percent Floor Area Ratio is similar to proposal.

4. Massing.

The proposed building is divided into smaller, varied masses. The architecture differs from the
residentially inspired Plaza Inn and Suites and is more consistent with historically appropriate
commercial architecture. The recessed entrances, canted bay windows, covered pedestrian
areas, wide sidewalks, street trees all provide visual relief and reduce the massing. The proposed
vertical and horizontal rhythms are symmetrical.

5. Setback.

The proposed building is setback the maximum allowed by the municipal code. The maximum
setback firom the public sidewalk in the Detail Site Review overlay is five feet, the proposed
setback is at no point more than five feet.

6. Roof.

The proposed flat roof with a staggered parapet is consistent with traditional streetscapes found
the developed commercial areas of Ashland such as A Street and in the downtown.

7. Rhythm of Openings.

The proposed pattern of wall to door and window openings on the street frontages is maintained
within each clearly defined “building unit”. The pattern, and a compatible width to height ratio
is maintained across the entire building facade even though the window style changes to retain
consistent window styles within the different vertical divisions.

8. Base or Platforms.

The proposed building has a well-defined base. The base is reflective of the style of the building.
The base is not consistent across the entire fagade and materially changes with the style of the
fagade division.

9. Form.

The proposed buildings form is consistent with commercial development and the design is

In order to add visual interest, the proposed building incorporates complex paneled

exteriors with columns, framed bays, transoms, and windows to create multiple surface

levels. There is a clear visual division shall be maintained between ground level floor and upper
floors.

10. Entrances.
Well-defined, covered, recessed, primary entrances are provided into each tenant space on the
street frontages. Awnings and marquees are proposed to emphasize the entrances.

11. Imitation of Historic Features. RECEIVED
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The building design is consistent with this standard. The proposed building is clearly contemporary in
design while providing historical context with the incorporation of materials and architectural elements
Jfound on commercial buildings in Ashland’s historic districts.

18.4.3 Parking Access and Circulation:

The proposed development requires 63 vehicle parking spaces.
Commercial / Retail: 2528 / 350 = 7.36

Office: 3,680/500 = 7.22

Coffee: I per 4 seat = 4

Total: 18.5

Hotel Use: 26 units + 1 manager = 27

Residential:

1br. 500 sfunit: 2X 1.5 = 3
2br. Units: 7X 1.75 = 12.25
3br. Units: 1 X2 = 2
Total Residential Spaces: 17.25

Total Required Automobile Spaces: 62.75

The proposal accommodates for 21 parking spaces above ground, to the side and rear of the
proposed structure. An additional 22 parking spaces are proposed underground, beneath the
structure. The parking spaces are accessed via the driveway near Van Ness through fo the alley
that connects to Water Street. A total of 43 of the required 63 are provided for on site.

Additional parking is proposed utilizing the various Parking Management Strategies’ provided
within the land use ordinance to meet parking demands. One additional parking space is
provided for within the public alley that cannot be connected through to Helman Sireet due to
the topography. A head-in parking space is proposed with a stairway that provides pedestrian
access to and through the development. In preliminary discussions with the City of Ashland
Public Works Division, will be permitted with an encroachment permit approval.

The remaining required parking spaces are requested to be accounted for through the
implementation of Parking Management Strategies from AMC 18.4.3.060. The parking
management strategies have been reviewed by the project Transportation Engineer, Kelly
Sandow and it has been found that the proposed uses, the mixture of uses, how their demand off-
sets each other and the location of the proposed structure all reduce parking demand. It can be
found that the proposed parking management strategies are supported through the provided
traffic data. The requested parking management credit is 33 percent or 21 vehicle parking
spaces.

The proposal requires 26 bicycle parking spaces. Commercial requires 16.5 bicycle parking
spaces, residential requires 9.5 bicycle parking spaces. The bicycle parking is accommodated

throughout the site.
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18.4.3.060 Parking Management Strategies

A. On-Street Parking Credit. Credit for on-street parking spaces may reduce the
required off-street parking spaces up to 50 percent, as follows.

1. Credit. One off-street parking space credit for one on-street parking space

With the proposed street improvements, nine, on-street parking spaces will be created. The nine
spaces are contiguous with the property frontage, comply with the separation from driveway and
intersection standards and presently, development in the immediate vicinity is very low and on-
street parking is not in demand along the frontages of the property at the same capascily as the
on-street parking demands found on the properties to the south of Central Avenue.

B. Alternative Vehicle Parking. Alternative vehicle parking facilities may reduce the
required off street parking spaces up to 25 percent, as follows.

1. Motorcycle or scooter parking. One off-street parking space credit for four motorcycle
or scooter parking spaces.

Six motorcycle parking spaces are proposed to provide a single vehicle parking credir.

2. Bicycle parking. One off-street parking space credit for five additional, non-required
bicycle parking spaces.

There are 30 additional covered bicycle parking spaces provided distributed throughout the site.
The 30 additional spaces provide a credit for six vehicle parking spaces.

C. Mixed Uses.

Several users are proposed to occupy the structure. The uses of the site, retail / commercial and
office space peak parking demands are off-set by the peak parking demand for the residential
uses and a mixed-use credit of six parking spaces. Additionally, a parking space is provided for
each hotel accommodation unit. According to the Traffic Institute Hotels often have 60 percent
occupancy and even when fully occupied, the associated parking is not fully occupied because
visitors that come by air take a taxi or shuttle and stay in Ashland without their personal vehicle.
Additionally, the property and the neighborhood is very walkable, where most errands can be
accomplished on foot and receives a WalkScore of 89 out of 100.
https://www.walkscore.com/score/ 1 65-water-st-ashland-or-97520

This reduces the dependence of automobiles both from the development but also to the site. The
customers and clients of the commercial business that live and / or work in the area are able to

walk or bike to the proposed development.
RECEIVED

18.4.3.080 Vehicle Area Design MAR 20 2017
A. Parking Location .
The proposed parking is located to the side and rear of the proposed building. Glty of AShland

B. Parking Area Design.

The required parking area is proposed to be designed in accordance with the standards. The
proposed parking spaces are 9 X 18 with up to 50 percent of the provided parking spaces as
compact. The parking spaces have the required 22-foot back up, except the compact car parking
spaces adjacent to the south side of the structure where a compact automobile turning radi is
shown on the Architectural renderings. Another 22-parking spaces are provided underground.
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One additional parking lot shade tree is proposed. The parking area has been designed to
minimize the adverse environmental impacts. The parking lot is designed to capture and treat
surface run-off through a landscape swale. A raised pedestrian walkway is proposed to provide
access from the surface parking spaces to the building.

18.4.5.030 Tree Protection.

The trees on the subject property are proposed for removal. There several smaller deciduous trees
on the adjacent property to the east, uphill from the subject property. These trees will have six-
foot chain link fence installed at the dripline of the trees to protect them from the proposed site
development. These trees are on the adjacent property and no construction activities will occur
within the tree protection zones. The driplines of the trees do not encroach across the property
lines.

18.4.6.020 Public Facilities

B. Exceptions and Variances.

1. Exception to the Street Design Standards.

a. There is demonstrable difficulty in meeting the specific requirements of this chapter
due to a unique or unusual aspect of the site or proposed use of the site.

The location of the public infrastructure at the intersection of the two streets, particularly the fire
hydrant, would require relocation at a high cost to the property owner. Installing street
improvements that comply with the standards for sidewalk and park row width including curb
return at the intersection are cost prohibitive when considering an intensification of the site is not
proposed.

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

The connectivity of the property and the neighborhood will have superior transportation facilities
through the installation of sidewalk to city standards on Water Street along the frontage of the
property. The sidewalk on Van Ness will be improved in width, from four-feet to six-feet, the
requested area of exception is fo transition the existing curbside sidewalk along the property to
the east. There is also a substantial grade change along the frontage of the property and the
proposed location of the sidewalk allows for a transition area that will not increase the steepness
or the cross slope of the property.

i. For transit facilities and related improvements, access, wait time, and ride
experience.
Not applicable

. For bicycle facilities, feeling of safety, quality of experience (i.e., comfort
level of bicycling along the roadway), and frequency of conflicts with vehicle
cross traffic.
Van Ness and Water Streets are both ‘shared’ streets without dedicated bicycle
lanes. The proposal will not have a negative impact on the bicycle facilities. The
provision of ample, secure bicycle parking facilities will encourage employees of
the commercial uses of the site to utilize alternate transportation over vehicles.

RECEIVED
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iii. For pedestrian facilities, feeling of safety, quality of experience (i.e., comfort

level of walking along roadway), and ability to safety and efficiency crossing
roadway.
The proposal is to add sidewalks where none currently exist on Water Street and to
widen the sidewalk on Van Ness. Street trees are proposed on both frontages. A
truncated dome and accessible cross walk is proposed for the intersection of Water
and Van Ness. The proposed improvements improve the comfort level of walking
along the street and provides a safer crossing of Water Street along the Van Ness
sidewalks. The area where the sidewalk on Van Ness requires the exception will
have a parking bay between the sidewalk and the street which will provide a feeling
of safety as the sidewalk surface is not directly adjacent to the travel lane.

c. The exception is the minimum necessary to alleviate the difficulty.

The exception is the minimum necessary to alleviate the difficulty of improving to full city
standards since a transition to the sidewalk on the property up-hill to the west is necessary.

d. The exception is consistent with the Purpose and Intent of the Street Standards in
subsection 18.4.6.040.A.

The purpose and intent contains standards for street connectivity and design as well as cross
sections for street improvements including installation of new streets and improvements to existing
streets. The increased sidewalk width for a majority of the frontage while maintaining connectivity
is consistent with the standards.

18.4.7 Signs.

A single projecting sign for the Magnolia Building is proposed currently. This sign is an
architectural feature. The signs for the individual businesses will comply with the sign code
standards for sign area based upon business frontage with the sign sizes varying based on the
frontage dimensions. No plastic or internally illuminated signs will be permitted.

18.4.8 Solar Access.

The proposed property has a 60 foot wide right-of-way for Van Ness Street to the north but also a
70-foot wide railroad right-of-way beyond that. The proposed structure complies with the solar
setback as the rights-of-way are allowed to be shadowed by development.

D. City Facilities. The proposal complies with the applicable standards in section 18.4.6 Public
Facilities, and that adequate capacity of City facilities for water, sewer, electricity, urban storm
drainage, paved access to and throughout the property, and adequate transportation can and
will be provided to the subject property.

Adequate city facilities exist to service the proposed development. REC EIVEQ
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Water: There is an existing 16-inch water main in Water Street. There is also a 16-inch main in Van Ness.
The new water services are proposed adjacent to Water Street, along the curb line to reduce the
infringement into the sidewalk and the 13-foot pedestrian corridor. There is a fire hydrant on Water Street.
The fire connection vault is proposed to be located within the sidewalk adjacent to the alley along Water
Street as required by the City of Ashland Water Department. The water line sizes are substantial enough
to comply with the water needs for the new structure.

Sanitary Sewer: There is an eight-inch sanitary sewer line in the Water Sireet In discussion with the
Wastewater Department Supervisor, there are no capacity issues with the public sanitary sewer lines.
New sewer connections will be made to connect the proposed structure to the public infrastructure.

Electrical: Substantial upgrades are required to the electrical infrastructure. The primary power will
come from a pole on Helman and Van Ness. A new transformer will be installed behind the sidewalk
adjacent to the new structure, this will connect to a new junction box that is proposed to be located on the
south side of the alley. A public utility easement will be provided for all public utilities that are on the
private property. Solar panels are proposed on the roof of the building to off-set the demands on the
electrical system.

Storm Sewer: There is a 12-inch Storm sewer main in Van Ness Street and a 10-inch main in Water. In
consultation with the Street Division, there are no capacity issues with the city’s facilities. When
considering that post development peak flows are not to exceed pre-development peak flows, there should
be little discernable impacts on the storm sewer facilitates.

Transportation: According the Transportation System Plan, both Water and Van Ness Water Street are
classified as Neighborhood Collectors. This street classification anticipates less than 1,500 ADT and
are meant to provide access to residential and neighborhood commercial areas.

Water Street has a 40-foot right-of-way and has a varied improved width. Water Street is currently
“improved” with curb, gutter on the subject property side of the street (west) and curb, gutter, and a five-
foot curbside sidewalk the east side of Water Street. Across from the subject property there is an on-street
parking bay near the driveway that accesses the surface parking area for the residence at 16 Van Ness.
The proposal is to upgrade Water Street with five-foot hardscape parkrow and eight feet of sidewalk. A
public pedestrian access easement will be provided to provide the required pedestrian access across the

property.

Van Ness Street has a variable width right-of-way with 60-feet of ROW at the west side of the property
and reduces to 40-feet at the intersection of Van Ness and Water Street. Van Ness, is improved with curb,
gutter and a four-foot curbside sidewalk. The proposal is for the majority of the sidewalk along the
frontage of the proposed building to comply with the standards (five-foot hardscape park row and an
eight-foot sidewalk). The sidewalk is proposed to transition to a five-foot curbside adjacent to the new,
on-street parking parallel parking spaces that will be constructed along Van Ness.
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The public alley along the south side of the property cannot be completed through to Helman Street due
to the topography is proposed to have a pedesirian stairway to provide pedestrian access to and through
the development.

A Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) was completed by Kelly Sandow from Sandow Engineering with the
following summary:
All intersections operate within the mobility standards with the exception of Water Sireet/Main
Street. The Water St Approach does not meet standards in the future year condition with the
development in place. The simple mitigation is to restripe the approach to be two lanes with a
separate left and through lane.

The TIA was reviewed by the City of Ashland Public Works Division and comments and concerns were
provided in response that expressed concerns regarding the inability to stripe Water Street to afford
necessary future year condition. The comments firom the City discussed a planned improvement of a traffic
light to be partially funded through the ODOT ARTS program and that the light is the preferred mitigation.
As addressed by the Traffic Engineer, the proposed development increases traffic at the intersection by
less than two percent. Any recommended financial contributions to the light to cover the difference
between the grant funding and the City’s proportional share should not exceed that of the cost of striping.

The Public Works Dept. also expressed concern about Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT)
review of the impact to North Main Street since North Main Street is an ODOT facility. ODOT has stated
they have no comment because the proposal is off-highway, and is not a zone change (Attachments include
the TIA, Engineers response, and ODOT response to request for comment).

E. Exception to the Site Development and Design Standards.

1. There is a demonstrable difficulty meeting the specific requirements of the Site Development
and Design Standards due to a unique or unusual aspect of an existing structure or the
proposed use of a site; and approval of the exception will not substantially negatively impact
adjacent properties; and approval of the exception is consistent with the stated purpose of the
Site Development and Design; and the exception requested is the minimum which would
alleviate the difficulty.; or

The requested reduction of a portion of the parking lot buffer adjacent to the property line requires an
exception. The property is unique in that there is a more than 35 percent slope along the property line. 4
retaining wall will be constructed to accommodate the parking and the parking will be more than 8-feet
below the grade of the adjacent property which will effectively screen the vehicles parking in the spaces
adjacent to the property line. The exception will not have any negative impacts on the adjacent
properties.

18.5.4.050 Conditional Use Permit
A. Approval Criteria.
1. 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 progra =
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The proposed hotel requires a conditional use permit in E-1 zone.

It can be found that the proposed hotel complies with the standards of the zoning district. The target use
in the zone is employment with the potential for up to 15 dwelling units per acre. The proposed hotel will
not have any greater adverse material effects on the livability of the impact area. The residentially zoned
properties are across Helman Street, uphill to the west, and across Ashland Creek off of Oak Sireet to the
east. The proposed use complies with the standards for the non-residential zone, employment zoned
property setbacks, lot coverage, landscaping, openspace, parking requirements, maximum heights and
overall City of Ashland Site Design Review standards for commercial development in the Employment
zone.

The proposal complies with relevant Comprehensive Plan policies. Specifically, the City of Ashland
Comprehensive Plan recognizes the importance or tourism on Ashland Economy. Section 7.06, Future
Growth and Development of Ashland’s Economic Bases has an entire section devoted to Tourism
(7.06.02). It finds that tourism can be beneficial because tourists patronize a wide variety of
establishments and consequently contribute to diversification of the goods and products produced locally.
Tourism thus promotes specialization in production and consumption of a greater variety of goods than
the community itself can efficiently produce. (Ashland Comprehensive Plan; pg. 19 — 20). The
Comprehensive Plan notes that in order to meet demand (in 2005) more than 9.5 acres of land were
needed to meet the current demand.

The Comprehensive Plan states “If no additional rooms are built, more people will stay in nearby
communities and come to Ashland by car, causing additional traffic and parking problems. Building
motels and hotels in Ashland will allow the city to encourage the use of public transport or shuttle services
in town, and will provide additional employment and tax base. At present occupancy rates, however, it
would take an additional nine and one half acres to provide the number of rooms that will be demanded
at the peak month in the year 2005...The City should accommodate new hotel rooms sufficient to allow
tourists whose primary destination is Ashland to stay in the City limits.” (Ashland Comprehensive Plan,
The Economy; pg. 28)

The State of Oregon also recognizes that importance of providing tourist accommodations and the
property is eligible for Oregon Enterprise Zone tax relief.

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

Adequate city facilities exist to service the proposed development.

Water: There is an existing 16-inch water main in Water Street. There is also a 16-inch main in Van Ness.
The new water services are proposed adjacent to Water Street, along the curb line to reduce the
infringement into the sidewalk and the 13-foot pedestrian corridor. There is a fire hydrant on Water Street.
The fire connection vault is proposed to be located behind the sidewalk adjacent to the alley along Water
Street. The water line sizes are substantial enough to comply with the water needs for the new structure.
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Sanitary Sewer: There is an eight-inch sanitary sewer line in the Water Street In discussion with the
Wastewater Department Supervisor, there are no capacity issues with the public sanitary sewer lines.
New sewer connections will be made to connect the proposed structure to the public infrastructure.

Electrical: Substantial upgrades are required to the electrical infrastructure. The primary power will
come from a pole on Helman and Van Ness. A new transformer will be installed behind the sidewalk
adjacent to the new structure, this will connect to a new junction box that is proposed to be located on the
south side of the alley. A public utility easement will be provided for all public utilities that are on the
private property. Solar panels are proposed on the roof of the building to off-set the demands on the
electrical system.

Storm Sewer: There is a 12-inch Storm sewer main in Van Ness Street and a 10-inch main in Water. In
consultation with the Street Division, there are no capacity issues with the city’s facilities. When
considering that post development peak flows are not to exceed pre-development peak flows, there should
be little discernable impacts on the storm sewer facilitates.

Transportation: According the Transportation System Plan, both Water and Van Ness Water Street are
classified as Neighborhood Collectors. This street classification anticipates less than 1,500 ADT and
are meant to provide access to residential and neighborhood commercial areas.

Water Street has a 40-foot right-of-way and has a varied improved width. Water Street is currently
“improved” with curb, gutter on the subject property side of the street (west) and curb, guiter, and a five-
foot curbside sidewalk the east side of Water Street. Across from the subject property there is an on-street
parking bay near the driveway that accesses the surface parking area for the residence at 16 Van Ness.
The proposal is to upgrade Water Street with five-foot hardscape parkrow and eight feet of sidewalk. A
public pedestrian access easement will be provided to provide the required pedestrian access across the

property.

Van Ness Street has a variable width right-of-way with 60-feet of ROW at the west side of the property
and reduces to 40-feet at the intersection of Van Ness and Water Street. Van Ness, is improved with curb,
gutter and a four-foot curbside sidewalk. The proposal is for the majority of the sidewalk along the
firontage of the proposed building to comply with the standards (five-foot hardscape park row and an
eight-foot sidewalk). The sidewalk is proposed to transition to a five-foot curbside adjacent to the new,
on-street parking parallel parking spaces that will be constructed along Van Ness.

The public alley along the south side of the property cannot be completed through to Helman Street due
to the topography is proposed to have a pedestrian stairway to provide pedestrian access to and through
the development.

A Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) was completed by Kelly Sandow from Sandow Engineering with the
following summary:
All intersections operate within the mobility standards with the exception of Water Street/Main
Street. The Water St Approach does not meet standards in the future year condition with the
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development in place. The simple mitigation is to restripe the approach to be two lanes with a
separate left and through lane.

The TIA was reviewed by the City of Ashland Public Works Division and comments and concerns were
provided in response that expressed concerns regarding the inability to stripe Water Street to afford
necessary future year condition. The comments firom the City discussed a planned improvement of a traffic
light to be partially funded through the ODOT ARTS program and that the light is the preferred mitigation.
As addressed by the Traffic Engineer, the proposed development increases traffic at the intersection by
less than two percent. Any recommended financial contributions to the light to cover the difference
between the grant funding and the City’s proportional share should not exceed that of the cost of striping.

The Public Works Dept. also expressed concern about Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT)
review of the impact to North Main Street since North Main Street is an ODOT facility. ODOT has stated
they have no comment because the proposal is off-highway, and is not a zone change (Attachments include
the TIA, Engineers response, and ODOT response to request for comment).

3. 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, pursuant with subsection 18.5.4.050.A.5, below. 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.

The target use in the zone is employment with the potential for up to 15 dwelling units per acre. The

proposed hotel will not have any greater adverse material effects on the livability of the impact area. The

residentially zoned properties are across Helman Street, uphill to the west, and across Ashland Creek off
of Oak Street to the east. The proposed use complies with the standards for the non-residential zone,

employment zoned property setbacks, lot coverage, landscaping, openspace, parking requirements,

maximum heights and overall City of Ashland Site Design Review standards for commercial development
in the Employment zone.

a. Similarity in scale, bulk, and coverage.

This is a challenging criterion to address since the adjacent commercial properties in the impact area are
under-developed and the majority of the residentially zoned lots in the impact area are smaller than the
minimum lot area in the R-2 zone. The proposed building will have a three-story presence on Water and
Van Ness Streets but due to the topographical “bowl” on the north and west sides, the massing is reduced.
Due to the lack of commercial development in the impact area it can be found that the proposed
development complies with scale, bulk and coverage standards. The Ashland Creek Condominiums at
Central and Water and the Plaza Inn and Suites at Helman and Water Streets are both similar scale with
58,578 square feet of building area and 42,224 square feet respectively, with two and three story
construction, the proposed 42,841 square foot building can be found to be similar in scale and bulk. The
proposed coverage is consistent with the maximum lot coverage allowed in the zone.

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

RECEIVE

1)'5—‘;:

MAR 20 2017
City of Ashland

Page 34 of 37



The proposed generation of traffic and the effects on the surrounding streets firom the hotel can be found
similar to or less than the impacts of an office use of comparable size. It can be found that typically hotel
guests that are within walking distance of the downtown take advantage of the proximity and walk to their
destinations. Additionally, bicycle parking is provided for with the development, the site is near the
through town connections to the Bear Creek Greenway providing easy access to bicycle facilities. The
property receives a Walkscore of 89 out of 100 which is considered very walkable.

c. Architectural compatibility with the impact area.

The proposed structure is architecturally compatible with the Historic District Design Standards and will
not detract firom any historic commercial structures in the vicinity as there are none. The impact area is
underdeveloped or residential which does not provide any basis for comparison of architectural
compatibility.

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

The proposed hotel will not have greater adverse negative impacts on air quality, including the generation
of dust, odors, or other environmental pollutants when compared to an office use of similar size.

e. Generation of noise, light, and glare.

The proposed hotel will not have greater generation of noise, light or glare over what a similarly sized
office use would.

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

The proposed hotel development will have no impact on the development of adjacent properties as
envisioned in the comprehensive plan. In fact, the upgrades to the electric utilities will assist the
development of the adjacent properties to higher intensities as envisioned in the Comprehensive Plan.

4. A conditional use permit shall not allow a use that is prohibited or one that is not permitted
pursuant to this ordinance.

A hotel use is allowed with a Conditional Use Permit in the employment zone.

18.5.7.040 Approval Criteria

B. Tree Removal Permit.

2. Tree That is Not a Hazard.

a. The tree is proposed for removal in order to permit the application to be consistent with
other applicable Land Use Ordinance requirements and standards, including but not limited
to applicable Site Development and Design Standards in part 18.4 and Physical and
Environmental Constraints in part 18.3.10.
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The trees are proposed for removal to permit the applicant to be consistent with other applicable
ordinance requirements and standards applicable to the Site Design Standards and the Physical and
Environmental Constraints ordinance.

b. Removal of the tree will not have a significant negative impact on erosion, soil stability, flow
of surface waters, protection of adjacent trees, or existing windbreaks.

The removals will not have significant negative impacts on erosion, soil stability, flow of surfaces waters,
protection of adjacent trees or existing windbreaks. The areas where the trees are located, post removal
will be redeveloped as part of the larger, comprehensive site development.

c. Removal of the tree will not have a significant negative impact on the tree densities, sizes,
canopies, and species diversity within 200 feet of the subject property. The City shall grant

an exception to this criterion when alternatives to the tree removal have been considered and
no reasonable alternative exists to allow the property to be used as permitted in the zone.

There are several trees within 200-feet of the subject property. The proximity to the heavily vegetated
creek area provides substantial species diversity, canopy coverage and iree densities. The proposed
development replaces canopy, tree densities, sizes and species diversity.

d. Nothing in this section shall require that the residential density to be reduced below the
permitted density allowed by the zone. In making this determination, the City may consider
alternative site plans or placement of structures of alternate landscaping designs that would
lessen the impact on trees, so long as the alternatives continue to comply with the other
provisions of this ordinance.

The residential density is not increased or decreased as a result of the tree removals.

e. The City shall require the applicant to mitigate for the removal of each tree granted approval
pursuant to section 18.5.7.050. Such mitigation requirements shall be a condition of
approval of the permit.

Mitigation trees are proposed throughout the property. There are five lrees proposed within the parking
lot to mitigate the removal of the five trees on the site. The conifer tree that is in a state of decline will not
be mitigated for.

Conclusion:

The applicants have gone to great lengths to design the building and site in a manner that complies with
the Basic, Detail, Large-Scale Building Design, and the Historic District Design Standards for the City of
Ashland. The proposed building is an efficient use of the land, allows for intensification of uses across the
spectrum of allowed uses in the Employment zone including office, retail, restaurant, hotel and residential
uses. The proposal provides adequate transportation for pedestrian, bicycle and vehicular access to and
through the site. The proposed plaza areas encourage outdoor engagement of both the pedestrian

streetscape and for the tenants and guests of the property. p g @EEVE D
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We believe that after the past year of planning and meeting with City staff, and the Historic Commission
the proposed building exceedingly complies with the standards, furthers the intent and purpose of the
Employment Zone and is consistent with implementing the Comprehensive Plan and provides
employment that meets both the City of Ashland needs and identified needs of the State of Oregon.

Attachments:
1) SANBORN FIRE INSURANCE MAP 1889; SECTION 4
2) FEMA FLOODPLAIN MAP
3) DEQ SITE CLEAN-UP CLEARANCE
4) GEOTECH EVALUATION
5) SITE SURVEY
6) ARCHITECTURAL SITE PLAN AND ELEVATIONS
7) PRELIMINARY LANDSCAPE PLANS
8) PRELIMINARY CIVIL PLANS
9) TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS
10) TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS REVIEW RESONSE
11) ODOT RESPONSE
12) PARKING ANALYSIS
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Department of Environmental Quality
re On Western Region

165 E. 7" Avenue
Kate Brown, Governor Eugene, Oregon 97405
(541) 686-7836

January 6, 2016

Mike Davis

SOS Plumbing and Drain, Inc.
206 S. Pacific Hwy

Talent, OR 97540

RE:  Conditional No Further Action Determination for SOS Plumbing and Drain, Inc.
ECSI #4951

Dear Mr. Davis:

The Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) has completed a review of the
available information and the closure report entitled Near Surface PCS Removal and
Groundwater Site Investigation, dated September 14, 2015, and submitted to DEQ on your
behalf. The site address is 165 Water Street, Ashland, Jackson County Oregon. The tax lot is
391E04CC, Tax Lot 2000 on the Jackson County tax map.

DEQ has determined that the remedial action to address environmental contamination at the SOS
Plumbing and Drain, Inc. Ashland Site is complete, and no further action is required, however,
no groundwater use at the facility is allowed.

The only potentially complete exposure pathway that could present an unacceptable risk is for
construction workers who could encounter soil at a depth that contains petroleum hydrocarbons
at levels above DEQ’s Risk-Based Cleanup levels. However, this risk will be managed by a
Contaminated Media Management Plan (CMMP), which will be required to be used when
excavating contaminated soil at the site. The CMMP is required by an Easement and Equitable
Servitudes (EES) that is now attached to the property deed. Both documents are attached to this
letter.

The EES also prohibits use of groundwater from the site, and limits the use of the site to non-
agricultural use, and further prohibits residential use on the ground floor of any future buildings.

Based on the removal of contamination and the sample results for soil, groundwater, and soil gas,
acceptable risk levels are not exceeded or can be managed with the CMMP. Therefore, DEQ has
determined that a Conditional No Further Action determination may be granted for this site.

This determination is based on DEQ regulations and the facts as we now understand them
including, but not limited to the following:

o The site was originally used as a fuel storage facility. Fuel oil was delivered via a former rail
spur on the site. Fuel oil was stored on site in above ground tanks and was distributed to

retail customers. R E C E IV E D
MAR 20 2017
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SOS Plumbing and Drain Ashland Site
ECSI #4951

January 6, 2016

Page 2

e The original cause of the contamination of soil and groundwater at the site appears to have been from
petroleum hydrocarbons which were related to heating oil distribution and supply.

o  Over two hundred tons of contaminated soils have been removed from the site for appropriate
disposal at a permitted landfill.

e No groundwater use at the facility is allowed.

e No residential use is allowed on the ground floor of any future structures.

e No agricultural use of the land is allowed.

e Public notice was necessary since a removal action was done at the site. Letters soliciting comments

were sent to neighboring properties, and notices were placed on DEQ’s website. No comments
regarding the proposed Conditional No Further Action determination were received.

Based on the available information, the SOS Plumbing and Drain Inc. Ashland Site is currently protective
of public health and the environment. As long as the use restrictions listed above are maintained, the site
requires no further action under the Oregon Environmental Cleanup Law, ORS 465.200 et seq. unless
new or previously undisclosed information becomes available, or there are changes in site development or
land and water uses, or more contamination is discovered. DEQ has updated the Environmental Cleanup
Site Information (ECSI) database to reflect this decision.

This letter only applies to the release discussed above. If contaminated soil or groundwater is encountered
in the future, it must be handled and disposed of in accordance with the CMMP and local, state and
federal regulations. Monitoring wells should be maintained or decommissioned in accordance with
Oregon Water Resources Department regulations.

A copy of the staff memo supporting this No Further Action decision can be viewed online. Go to
http://www.deq.state.or.us/lq/ecsi/ecsiquery.asp and search ID #4951. DEQ recommends keeping a
copy of all of the documentation associated with this remedial action with the permanent facility records.
If you have any questions, please contact Norman Read at 541-687-7348, or via email at
read.norm(@deq.state.or.us.

Sincerely,

Michael E. Kucinski, Manager
Western Region Environmental Cleanup Section

Attachments:  Site Map
Easement and Equitable Servitudes
Contaminated Media Management Plan

cc: Dave Fawcett, Coleman Creek Consulting, Inc., 810 Leonard Street, Ashland, OR 97520

Norm Read/DEQ
File ECST #4951

ec: Kris Byrd/OWRD kristopher.r.byrd@state.or.us

RECEIVED
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Attachment — Site Map
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EMAIL info@marquess.com - WEB: www.mirquess.com

Date: January 20, 2017

To: Gil Livni
Amy Gunter

From: Rick Swanson, P.E., G.E.

RE: Geotechnical Reconnaissance
165 Water Street, Ashland, Oregon
MALI Job No. P17-9005

As requested by Amy, we have prepared this letter regarding the steep slope that forms the west
boundary of 165 Water Street, Ashland, Oregon. On January 11, 2017, we visited the site and
observed the steep slope and the general site conditions. We understand the slope is an old
railspur embankment.

The subject slope is about 12” high and inclined at about 3 horizontal to 1 vertical to as steep as 2
horizontal to 1 vertical. The slope is vegetated with weeds and a few scattered mature trees. The
top of the slope appears to be somewhat locally rounded due to the scattered placement of
miscellaneous materials (presumably from the people who occupy the ground at the top of the
slope). We did not observe any signs of slope instability or seepage from the slope.

The slope appears to be reasonably stable. If future improvements, such as a parking lot, are set
back from the toe of the slope, perhaps at least 10, it would be reasonable to leave the slope as-
is and landscape it to your liking. If future improvements require the removal of the slope, or
portions of the slope, we would recommend installing retaining walls to support the slope.

This brief letter has been prepared in accordance with generally accepted soil and foundation

engineering principles and practices in this area. No other warranty, either expressed or implied,
is made.

RECEIVED
MAR 2.0 2017

City of Ashiang
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Soil Map—Jackson County Area, Oregon, Parts of Jackson and Klamath Counties

(165 Water Street)
MAP LEGEND MAP INFORMATION
Area of Interest (AOI) =  Spoil Area The soil surveys that comprise your AOl were mapped at
: 1:20,000.
g Area of Interest (AOI) ¢ Stony Spot
Soils ©  Very Stony Spot Warning: Soil Map may not be valid at this scale.
Soil Map Unit Polygons ’ i
@ Wet Spot Enlargement of maps beyond the scale of mapping can cause
o Soil Map Unit Lines . misunderstanding of the detail of mapping and accuracy of sail
m Soil Map Urit Poits 3 Other line placement. The maps do not show the small areas of
.- Special Line Features contrasting soils that could have been shown at a more detailed
Special Point Features scale.
© Blowout Water Features
Streams and Canals Please rely on the bar scale on each map sheet for map
[Z|  Borrow Pit measurements.
Transportation
¥ Clay Spot Rails Source of Map: Natural Resources Conservation Service
Closed Depression : Vieh m.o__ survey URL:
Interstate Highways Coordinate System: Web Mercator (EPSG:3857)
Gravel B US Routes Maps from the Web Soil Survey are based on the Web Mercator
Gravelly Spot Major Roads projection, which preserves direction and shape but distorts
. distance and area. A projection that preserves area, such as the
2% Landfil Local Roads Albers equal-area conic projection, should be used if more
accurate calculations of distance or area are required.
LaweFlow Background q
. Marsh or swamp M Aerial Photography This product is generated from the USDA-NRCS certified data as
e = of the version date(s) listed below.
= Mine or Quarry

Soil Survey Area: Jackson County Area, Oregon, Parts of
Miscellaneous Water Jackson and Klamath Counties

O Perennial Water Survey Area Data: Version 13, Sep 16, 2016

Soil map units are labeled (as space allows) for map scales

R
ock Outerop 1:50,000 or larger.
- Saline Spot o
! aine Spo Date(s) aerial images were photographed: Jun 28, 2010—Jul
Sandy Spot ) 17, 2010
=.  Severely Eroded Spot The orthophoto or other base map on which the soil lines were
Sinkh compiled and digitized probably differs from the background
inkhole imagery displayed on these maps. As a result, some minor
3 Slide or Slip shifting of map unit boundaries may be evident.
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Soil Map—Jackson County Area, Oregon, Parts of Jackson and Klamath Counties 165 Water Street

Map Unit Legend

Jackson County Area, Oregon, Parts of Jackson and Klamath Counties (OR632)
Map Unit Symbol Map Unit Name Acres in AOI Percent of AOI

2A Abin silty clay loam, 0 to 3 4.2 7.8%
percent slopes

23A Camas-Newberg-Evans 11.8 21.8%
complex, 0 to 3 percent
slopes

33A Coker clay, 0 to 3 percent 11.5 21.2%
slopes

100A Kubli loam, 0 to 3 percent 10.9 20.1%
slopes

164B Shefflein loam, 2 to 7 percent 15.8 29.1%
slopes

Totals for Area of Interest 54.2 100.0%
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TO: Karl Johnson
City of Ashland

FROM: Kelly Sandow
Sandow Engineering

DATE: February 13, 2017

RENEWAL 06/30/18

RE: Magnolia Development TIA-Response to City of Ashland Comments

The City of Ashland has provided comments, dated February 1%, 2017, in response to the review of
Sandow Engineering’s Magnolia Development Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) dated January 18™, 2017.
Sandow Engineering is providing the following response to the comments.

1. The City feels that the proposed mitigation at the N. Main/Water Street is not an acceptable
mitigation because of the following:

a. Sight distance from Water Street onto N. Main Street is poor, and is part of why this
intersection is a concern. Geometry of this intersection should be reviewed to
determine how the two southerly movements, along with the existing crosswalks, will
be effected.

b. The intersection experiences long delays and long queue lengths at this time and
additional developmental traffic will increase these delays/lengths. The available
storage shown in Tables 8 and 9 for the SB movement on Water Street is stated to be
500 feet but there’s only 100 feet to the “Beaver Slide” from Lithia Way, which will be
the first street that would be blocked. If traffic blocks the “Beaver Slide” then traffic
could back up to Lithia Way which is a safety concern.

c. There is not adequate width to stripe for two southbound lanes without removing
parking, and parking in the downtown area is already insufficient.

d. The planned improvement at this intersection is a traffic signal, which at this point is in
the ODOT ARTS Grant Process and is being partially funded, and as such this is the
mitigation recommended for this intersection by the City.

The signalization of this intersection was recently brought to the attention of Sandow Engineering.
Sandow Engineering agrees that a traffic signal is one possible mitigation strategy to improve the
intersection of Main Street and Water Street. The signalization option was analyzed using Synchro
and it was determined that under the 2023 background condition the intersection of Main Street
and Water Street will operate better than the mobility standard (v/c = 0.60). The 2023 build
condition will also operate better than the mobility standard (v/c = 0.61). Therefore, a traffic signal
would adequately address the background capacity issues which are expected to occur by 2023. The
synchro outputs for the analysis are attached.

In addition to improving capacity, signalization will also help to improve safety at the intersection as
discussed in response to comment 3. That being said the development is adding 19 trips to the
intersection of Main Street and Water Street during the PM peak hour. In existing conditions the
intersection has 1200 vehicles entering the intersection during the PM peak hour. The development

is only increasing entering volumes at the intersection by 1.6% and therefore should rﬂ@CEiVED

MAR 20 2017
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Tech Memo RECE!VED
From: Kelly Sandow MAR 20 2017

RE: Magnolia Development Response to Comments

Date: 2.13.2017 City of Ashland

Page 2

required to pay for the traffic signal. The cost of the signal is disproportionate to the impact this
development has on the intersection.

The mitigation of restriping the intersection for two separate turn lanes was determined to improve
the v/c ratio and to be more proportional to the impact of the development.

2. The City’s TSP uses a commuter/summer adjustment in its traffic study analysis and the City
feels that the same should be used for this project instead of a commuter adjustment.

Sandow Engineering agrees that consistency with the TSP is important. In this case, it was
determined that using the commuter only adjustment was appropriate as traffic counts were taken
in December which is a peak shopping season in the downtown area. Additionally, it should be
noted that traffic counts were also taken while Southern Oregon University was in session.
Therefore, using engineering judgement, it was determined that the commuter seasonal
adjustment alone was adequate to determine peak traffic volumes.

3. It appears that the crash rate for this intersection in Table 2, based upon the ADT, is incorrect.
With the numbers used the crash rate calculates to over 1.0 threshold. This should be reviewed.

The ADT included in Table 2 for the intersection of Water Street and Main Street was a typo. 10,370
is the correct ADT for the intersection. The crash rate of 0.32 is the correct rate using an ADT of
10,370.

4. The City defers to ODOT
methodology when evaluating
crash data for whether further
investigation is necessary. The
intersection of Water Street / Main
Street would be considered a 35T
based on N. Main Street being one
way and the intersection should
also have a higher safety concern
due to the fact that there was a
fatal accident here.

The ODOT Analysis Procedures Manual
(APM) intersection crash rates into four
categories, three-legged
signalized/unsignalized (3 SG/ST) and
four-legged signalized/unsignalized (4
SG/ST). The intersection of Main Street
and Water Street consists of Main Street
which is a one-way road, Water Street
which is a two-way road, and N Main

Buppied a1buy
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Tech Memo

From: Kelly Sandow

RE: Magnolia Development Response to Comments
Date: 2.13.2017

Page 3

Street which is a southbound one-way road that is approximately aligned with Water Street (see
figure below). Without considering the N Main Street connection, the intersection would be
considered a 3ST intersection. Although Water Street and N Main Street are not directly aligned,
their alignment is such that a vehicle from Water Street can make a through movement directly to
N Main Street. Additionally, if the intersection were signalized, the N Main Street leg would be
considered as part of the intersection. Therefore, the intersection of Main Street and Water Street
would be considered a 4ST.

The 95t Percentile Statewide Average for an unsignalized four-legged intersection (4ST) within an
urban area is 0.408 crashes/MEV. As discussed above the crash rate for the intersection of Water

Street and Main Street was determined to be 0.32 crashes/MEV which is under the 95™ Percentile
Statewide Average, therefore further investigation is not necessary.

The trips generated by the development site are not expected to increase vehicle traffic for the
southeast though movement on Main Street, the southwest though movement from Water Street,
or the left-turn movement from Main Street onto Water Street (the movements with crashes that
have occurred in the last 5 years) and therefore is not expected to perpetuate any of the existing
crash patterns.

Additionally, as mentioned discussed in the response to comment 1, the city is looking to improve
the intersection of Main Street and Water Street by installing a traffic signal. This improvement will
help to improve safety by reducing rear-end collisions due to lack of visibility at the pedestrian
crossing and angle collisions by assigning right-of-way.

5. ODOT should be involved since it is their intersection. Were they given this TIA for review?

The TIA guidelines state that “all land use actions that either propose direct or indirect access to a
State highway or a boulevard will need to provide the City of Ashland with the information outlined
below. The governing jurisdiction will then inform ODOT of the intended land use action and
provide pertinent review material.” As such Sandow Engineering was under the impression that the
City would provide ODOT with the TIA if necessary. However, if the City requests it, we would be
happy to provide ODOT with a copy of the TIA.

RECEIVED
MAR 20 2017

City of Ashland
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160 Madison Street, SUVITEI A

TO: City of Ashland

FROM: Kelly Sandow P.E.
Sandow Engineering

DATE: February 20%", 2017

RE: Magnolia Development Parking Analysis RENEWAL 06/30/18

This memo provides a parking analysis to determine the parking need for the Magnolia Development off
Water Street. The development is a mix of residential, retail, and hotel land uses. These types of uses
have peak parking demands that occur at different times of the day and not necessarily during the same
time period. Therefore, there is opportunity for some land uses to share parking and reduce the overall
number of needed parking spaces. This letter evaluates the potential for shared parking and how much
parking is needed on-site.

As stated previously, the site consists of several different land uses that have peak demand for parking
at different times of the day and on different days of the week. Table 1 illustrates the time periods of
peak parking demand as provided by the ITE Parking Generation Manual 4% Edition for each of the
development’s land uses.

Parking Demand Parking Demand

Land Use Peak Day Peak Hour
Residential (Apartments) Weekday 10:00-11:00 PM
Retail Friday 6:00-7:00 PM
Hotel Saturday 8:00-9:00 AM

As shown land uses do not have peak parking demands occur at the same time. There is opportunity for
the land uses to share parking.

The total number of parking spaces needed by the Magnolia Development was determined as described
below:

RECEIVED
MAR 20 2017
City of Ashland
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Step 1: Determining the number of spaces required for each land use individually using the City of
Ashland parking requirements as per Ashland Code 18.43.030. The parking calculation is included in
Attachment A.

Step 2: Determining the hourly parking demand for each building. The hourly parking demand for each
building was calculated using data contained within the ITE Parking Generation Manual. The Parking
Generation Manual provides the utilization of parking spaces for typical weekdays and weekend days by
hour. The data is provided as a percentage of the peak usage. The required number of parking spaces,
per Ashland Code (Step 1), was assumed to be the peak usage (100%). The parking utilization was
distributed hourly according to the ITE data. The parking demand numbers are illustrated in Attachment
A. The hourly demand for each land use was summed up to determine the total hourly demand for the
entire development. Figure 1 illustrates the parking demand by hour.

MAGNOLIA DEVELOPMENT HOURLY PARKING DEMAND

s Needed

a

,
o Sp
B oPp

Parking
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O D = > - A0
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lime of Day

As shown, the entire development experiences a peak parking demand from 8:00 AM — 9:00 AM of 44
parking spaces. The site will be near peak occupancy from 9:00 AM to 10:00 AM and from 6:00 PM to
11:00 PM. This is primarily due to the parking demand for the hotel. Hotels have the highest parking
demand frim 8:00 PM to 9:00AM weekdays, retail has the highest parking demand around noon, and
the Apartments have the highest parking demand occurring after 8:00 PM on weekdays. Because of this
peak parking demand is not the accumulation of the peak for each land use.

The development plans include 42 off-street parking spaces and 9 on-street parking spaces for a total of
51 spaces. There are enough parking spaces throughout the entire site to accommodate the peak
parking demand. It should be noted that the parking numbers for each land use are calculated from the
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From: Kelly Sandow PE

RE: Magnolia Development Parking Analysis
Date: 2.20.17

Page 3

Ashland Parking Code which assumes the land uses are standalone. However, the development is
comprised of a variety of uses within one building. The parking generation numbers used to develop the
City parking requirements do not take into consideration internal trips which result in one parking space
being used while visiting multiple land uses. Therefore, the parking generation numbers estimated in the
analysis will be higher than general day to day operations and represent worst case scenario.

The report concludes the following:

e The Magnolia Development is proposing 42 off-street parking and 9 on-street parking spaces.

e The Magnolia Development has a peak parking demand of 44 vehicles. Peak occupancy is about
86% of total spaces provided.

e The peak parking demand occurs from 8:00 to 9:00 AM on typical weekdays. The site will
operate near peak demand from 8:00 AM to 9:00 AM and from 6:00 PM to 11:00 PM on typical
weekdays.

e The land uses of Apartments, Hotel, and Retail have individual peak parking demands that occur
at times of the day and do not overlap; i.e Hotels have a peak parking demand in the early
mornings on weekdays and retail has a peak parking demand after 6:00 PM on weekdays.
Therefore, providing opportunities for shared parking.

As shown, the anticipated maximum usage on site is well below the available parking spaces on site.
Additionally, these parking numbers do not take into consideration internal trips where people park at
visit multiple land uses on site; i.e. a residential trip stopping in a retail shop. Therefore, there is
sufficient available parking to meet the parking demand for the site.

2 Qu B B
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MAGNOLI

A MIXED-USE
DEVELOPMENT
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1. A8 antng beds o bs excavted o minumum dseh of 1Z of sepse 3 deermingd by
T native soi
Streettee gtes: Non-native sod to include gravel, rock and debris reater than 1 1/2°in size, and heavy
2h F dnywi Final excavation not to exceed 18° below surmounding hardscapes.
Noeosh Eouncry 2. Fal plan avalable that s determined fo be
Wi 60"x 60 satisfactory for superior plant growth by testing done at Sol & Flant Laboratory Inc of @)
R-8712 Anaheim, Ca. f avaZable backfill material does not meet specificatons fil all plarters
/VE spaces wih approved lopsod s determined by the abave testing methodology. Fil vith C =
SRTR = SS sufficient excess to alow for 25% compaction. Fil pummouhwnnamagade S
& 7y R ,qVE vmrdmebpo(hmueﬂhmimﬁeeu o - 3
4 any soi as B
0 K= . ummdumgebmmmu GEN co ON NOTES < 3
A 4. Sub-grading and final grada to consist of 1o a smooth even grade, no unduiation greater 2
than pius of minus 1 vithin arry 10 Eneal feet of distance. ENERAL CONSTRUCTION NOT! N} S
5. SEE CIVILENGINEERS FOR GRADES WITHIN SWALE. ="
\ 6. Al subgradss to be adequately v pacted. 1. SITE OBSERVATION VISITS ) (X))
y 5 7. Onoe subgrade is estabished the Landscape Confractor s fo 2dd mature compost at a A The Landscape Archzedt shall be notfied by the Landscape Contraclor 48 hours in S
S rate of 3 cu yds per 1,000 sq f and then rip to blend vih top sod to a depth of & advance of all site observation visits required by this document of requested by the Q 3
n 8. Finish grade in shrub areas to be a smooth even grade mounded J'I'ae\mhemdde Landscape Contractor. S
b of beds and ending 3* below areas, Allfrish B The Landseaps Cortracor shallbe resert a each s observaton st M =
i = mmymm«waMnm-mahmumw C. Aliwork thatis to be viewed by the Landscape Archiizct shall e ready and in pizce. £y
) - collection of vt The Landscape Arctcthas h fghlo v chunges ade o any or sl of the work 3
2 9GS, < 9 umuwmaummmm.uawwhmgmmmm«m jits by the L for: Q ﬁ§§
i o during the course of construction, vith Landscape ;g:;r;mm*mw < 8 i
=
3. Presiminary iigation layout, rench locations, P.O.C and vaut sizes. Q 2 kg@
5. Finish grading and sod preparat <u g
)/ locs 6. Placement of plant materials priot o planting —G g2t
7. Final instaliation checkdist N g3 $
]Qm 8. Peri period. B
9. Final checfist. 8% 8¢
E Lands port on any other vork being peformed E s gg
S as partof amy vist. S8
- / . F. Addtional st observation visis rmay be required by the Landscape Archtedt
atment 7 < ; = A at any time. If more than one s observation vist is required for a partiutar portion of
Tre (sees(;'::,: ’N;'..E) tm < 3 x vorkbbecause of excessive deicencies (as determined by Landscape Archiect), the
Landscape Cortractor shall be charged for dur

the maintenance
t 5 Genelilwepaﬂbondﬁaloh&lde

adequabtmel«kl

B. Removal, from site, of all existing surface rock and‘or debxis in planting beds.
Al shrub beds to be fiish raked to a smooth condtion prior fo muiching.
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= | : hydo-seeded
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o Wbod Fiber Muich 45bs. per 100051t
Guar Tackifier |'6b' per 1000sq ft
- Slow Release Granuiar Fertizer 16-16-16 _ 10bs per 1000sqft
) - 4 i Subdue MAXX Per Manfactures Specfications
n.“'.?.’z'-’.'...‘ oot ‘See Hatch Detai forkocations and biend
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2051 sizles. o 1 ‘E_
2pertree / o -
“Chain Lok o equal o
stala b stk / l
Cortl Lartaon Suppy :
S regurd =
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Ba3 par geotcios -
D3hcls 2 6mes tha size of roct baf VA% > [ B2 N 1. An i . - 5
e Kl A 7 e e m mmmm%h‘t::uurmnﬁmmsopf'
Seating Walls 18" tall constructed 5 > ] 11 Corfimon-ste before proceeding.
o(rndefidsostnmaph S ﬁ‘ f + [TT] 2. Almrnhuah:enewuﬂhwgmlm
e of the building materids & ) 2 = o 3. Install an
@E 3\1 | = 4 Phummlmvmnneededllbwmhmﬁubme
- drainage during winter
PLANTING _ " 5 Mwmﬂbebamhuuwmbadwmv&hmwm
s R o utiies. Mainine location on plan for ease of interpretation
1. Plant materal o be provided in accordanoe vithspecies, sizes and quartiies indcated GreeenScreen Modular Panel Q() A E L M“ "xwf;‘,‘w“;“m‘ﬂ’;b".mm"“"’;’:',‘;.mm
el Subathra besed Hpmvdﬁ(n‘lybarmdenlppiuﬂe C 1z s b end ualeg - < ‘Posies conkrol vires o 56 red common
substiutons the approval archiect uatace and staching ific
di 1o the face of the wall. Synlawn Artificial Turf over _ | Tlpahtﬂedwhbgzhrmysbzbtamhd\n
%:mmunumufmhg?m" e ey b e e oo e, Mghpluuummn Porous Base Material ol i ; 7mﬂm PVC laterals {o locate a point of connection in each
mugummmnamwlmmmnm«wtwusr«ﬁumhm. panes. 8. Shrub areas to be imigated by drip irigation
lgal  foz i % A Al surface drip tubing fo be Rain Bird XFD Inine Drip Tubing to buried a
ﬁg:' i:‘ mawwmummqsmmmwmm
4. Pant upright and face fo give best appearance of relationship to plants, structures and descrbed bthe Tyvical rp Tutkng Layect Lejoudbo corvres

begining 12 in perimeter hardscape and in equal paraliel
o AT e T 1l
& zones a ler
5 twine binding 2 op of each root 9. Sizing of pipe fo lateral Enes to be based on GPM used by each head on any 0
‘Scariy root bals of plarés not o damage individual ine. For purposes of counting cumuiative GPM use the N
ummumsm:mwvmmmnuum S manufacturers specfication charts based on 50 PSL. Size pipe as noted with
ppe
6. Place and compact bacidil sod ixture carefully to avod injury fo rocts, and il al voids. e PGt loss chats wih 10 orstan .0 e pe sscond 0D 10
7. Wihen ke s 27 e with sod,compatel soak and alw vate o soak avay at s o | velocty. No PVC pipe fo be smaller than 1" nominal size. N
more, as necessary ] 10 Layout of pipe on plan is diagrammatic and for purposes of dlarity. Actual
8. Guarantee installaon, vaitten lam pee. mmmmmmmhmum D m
AWRMNMMW)QU - o N + me.mumnmmmwwmmnpmwm
suviving g guar ra piping.
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X ~ = vamuwnneemgumdnegedwmm lexerruiomCoMs O
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PLANT LIST ® [T T vanying veathetcondons staying vt he eneral schems proriied. See Z -z
= schedue provided elsewhers
Quantity Commmon Name Botanical Name @ 18. mmrmmuldwﬂmm:mmdlm < <
" | system including spring start up, clock operation, and winterization.
rees 19, Walk owner through the ente system describing the operating instrucions. g )
1 Cheny, Prunus “Royal Burgundy’ [ DE( Backflow device 1* Wikins 350 < I
1 T Paroia Frens 2 —— Dostts chack valve sssambly. 10 V)
2 Maple, Japanese Green Acer palmatum E ®
8 Oak, Grimson Spre Quercus robur ‘Crimechrridt z ‘—<
Shrubs
o
25 Abefa, Kaleidof Abera’ :
a Toathe, Doty o Abks Kndeoscope g REVISIONS sy
Lavandua angustfoia Hdcote'
2 P Lte eah Piccsjaporica Lite Heath ] LANDSCAPE AREA CALCULATIONS
. Russian Perovskia atriplicfoia 3
37 Vibumum David davidi 3 The Landecspe Areas comprise 542% ol theSte
st The grade across the site is deineat ‘Civi Drawings.
2 Dayldy, Stela Hemerocalis 'Stella d Oro' 29
9 Grass, Hameh Dvarf Pennisetum alopecuroides ‘Hameln' 29
18 Grass, Litle Kiten Miscanthus sinensis Little Kiten’ 29
“© Kinninnick, Emerald Carpet  Arclostaplyios ‘Emerald Carpet 2; FLE:
151 Red "Cocdineus'

. serphylum
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Treatment Swale Planting
(see General Notes)

Rootbal 1 ba eqal o
12" abowe grade

B2l par pectcains
031da 26 B4 see ot bt
SHRUS PLANTING DETAL

B2 par mactcatns.
Dghde 2 bmas e size of roct baf
DECIDUOUS TREE PLANTING DETAL.

i

PLANTING

1. be povidedin species, sizes and quantiies indicated GresenScreen Modular Panel
below. Substitutions based on st provided may be appicatle, Remaning 6-12Lx 4H end o end starting
m“s,..,,,,.,... i kit £ off the surface and attaching

2. No planting to area fo be planted.
3 ummuhmmzﬁmnmwmmum Backdil shall consistof
o 16-16-16 fertiizer as folovs. \ panels.

oz \

350al 2

oz
larger 4oz
4 Pant B

plants, structures and
without the mmdd:ﬁ’::‘;:l;;;d;/‘l Ly
af solely for support against outside forces.
5. Loosen and remove twine binding and burlap from around top of each root ball.
Scarily root bals of plarts being careful not to damage
the root balls integrity. Stake and quy trees immediately ate this vork.

7. wumumn«mum«mmm.mmmmkmynmm
mlomm pletely water i
8. Guarantee instaliaion, beginni witten

mmrmdmt.blomyeu.
Reﬂaoe i

in poor

tno
mmwhm
C. wumdmmuhnﬁmnmwmdmb/

NRNNN

LEELEE

NOTE: IF THIS SHEET IS LESS THAN 30" x 42" IT HAS BEEN REDUCED AND IS NOT TO SCALE.

Y

{

?&amvub1$wummum
of materia so as to match

. W& of the building materidls

Street tree grates:

RETARLEASE

GRADING

peevel
4. Subgrading and final grade
5. SEE CIVIL ENGINEERS DRAAINGS FOR

qr adequately pacte
7. Once subgrade is aumummmw 1o 2dd mature compost at a

1. Alplumh«khhouclvﬂedbanmmndepmleudeepandewmwdby
e and barhcapes.

i Iman'thule‘amhnvy
&ywlrnduavﬁonmhex«edlrbewm
thlhdetznrlnedbbe
satisfactory for uperb(;iulmbyleshng m:lsoi&ﬂamhhmhtyhcd
Amheln.&.llvlme dmen
topsol

Muee-hahwbrﬁ%wmmﬁmmﬂplmuwuhnm:ﬁwm
‘within 3" of the top of the nearest hard surface or Concrete.

3 dewlhhmhmﬁoﬂmmb&m\hﬂmwnh

nt damage o soll structure.

1o consist of to a smooth even grade, no undulation greater
than plus or minus 1° within any 10 Eneal feet of distance.

GRADES WITHIN TREATMENT SWALE.

rate of 3 cuyds per 1,000 59 mmmwwu«umwmmmur

of beds and ending 3" below surrounding areas. Mﬁﬁnmmg«opmmposlm
drainage avay from structures nd to be dons in such a way as bo efiminate pudding of
coliecton of water.

9. umtape contractor responsbie for :dcuung any mhlga problems encountered
construction, with Landscape Archi

com ARG EAEE

WATER STREET

GENERAL CONSTRUCTION NOTES

1.

~

oaw

9

. Treatment Swale preparation:
be per Civd Engineers
amehmmumumhmmmu:dormrnMu
soft areas that might impede drainage or puddnq
C. Drainags swales to be hydro-seeded with
mhoosmhuendw:umd 10ib per 1000sq ft
Wbod Fiber m.ur\nwwn
Oaﬂ’adﬁ:r 1%bs per 1000sq ft
smnﬁunm&mismts IChOpevlmquL
ctures Specfications
INC'.UEESDAYSDF from the day of
AW ina healthy, weed fr through a minimum
of bi-weekly vists.
B. Replace any material showing signs of stress.
C. Monor imigation for cormect Eming.

SITE OBSERVATION VISITS
A The Landscape Architect shall be notified by the Landscape Contractor 48 hours in
advance of 2l s observation visis required by this document of requested by the

Landscape Cortractor.
Contractor shall be present at each site observation
C.MMMhlobevkvndb[lhe
the right to have all of the work.
D. mmmwmmumuumuu
e
3; P«e&rnnymoaﬂonlamnmhbum PO.Cand vaut sizes.
5. Finish grading and sod
6. mmnummmmnwm
checdist

7. il italaton
during period.
9 Final cheddst.
£ Landscape Architect may comment and report on any other work being performed
as partof any visit

observation vists may be required by the Landscape Archi
aturfﬁ'm ¥ rmore than one shmwﬁonvklhrmedbfaumwhrpommd
rmrined by L

Landscape Contracior shall be charged for

the maintenance

General preparation of site to include:

A Eradication of weeds through ths certiied appsication of herbicidss, allowing
adaquate time for kil

B. Removal, from site, of all existing surface rock and‘or debris in planting beds.
/Al shrub beds to be finish raked to a smooth condition prior to muiching.
Medium dark muich fo be placed in all shrub beds to a depth of 3°

unwuemrmmaammmumwa

SEE CIVIL ENGINEERS DRAWINGS FOR SITE GRADES

IRRIGATION DETAILS

tion vist.
Landscape Architedt shall be ready and in piace.

. Any changes are the

following the Wmmuummhmmm
industry standards. System s intended to perform at 45 gpm and 50 pei.
Corfimon-s2s before proceedng.

Instal focal and

28 needed

maa-gamwuumm
Mhbﬂhdhvuﬁnblﬂmiﬁﬂhm

plan for ease of
muwu,lmmmhumamumhwm
Anyv\ﬁelphllﬂbboloﬂbdhlmf'nlndl(ﬂ'mﬂvl’nbﬂx
Pover cortrol wires o be red, common to
Tape bundied wre ogether every 5 before placing n ditch.
locate

4 ! a point of
individual planking bed.

8. Shrub areas to be iigated by drip imigation
‘A Al surface drip tubing 1o be Rain Bird XFD Inine Drip Tubing to buried a

-‘:\rr-mhh-ln

o o AN

hyeabeqi-wwnmwmm-mmwmquml
fines 18° OC thereafter.
C. All Drip zones fo include a 150 mesh fiter and 30psi pressure regulator
9. Sizing of pipe for lateral ines to be based on GPM used by each head onany
individualne. For purposes of courting cumuative GPM Use the approprists

50 PSL. Size pipe as noted with
second
velocty. No upenbour-mmrmm-uu
10 uyodolpboo«phnim for purposes of darity. Actual
22 and indude muitiple pipes in one trench.

mumwumnnm:mwmkﬁupimwm
ra piping.
11. All lateral pipe shall be PVC C200 and 1° minimum.

12. Hunter control clock to be nwledmmmfmdblm Pover
Wiing o be nstalled by  Certfied Blectiian.
13. Steeving b " for
migation purposes.
14. Contractor responsible for any and all safely, security of materials and damage
& ﬂ\mdbthﬁwhuiﬁ'\ﬂ amluwudmm
. Irmigation sy d or
for one year from the date of final or loss dus to

replacement responsibiity after completion and acceptance of installaton.
16. Provide owner with an accurate as-buit locating all

valves, wire spiices,
‘min ine and any
17. Use provided hwwbu-hmwmwuww
ying provided. See
Odndhptwﬁedme
18. Provid witen instructions for operation of sprinkler

19. V\nnmmmum&mmuewwnmmmmn

Backflow device 1* Wilkins 350

5P Doutis check vaive assemy.
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City of Ashla

Madara Design Inc

Landscape Architecture, Design & Consultation

2994 Wells Fargo Rd

Central Point, Or 97502

541-664-7055
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FiLE:
PATE: | 03.16.17
LANDSCAFPE ,\ SCALE: |AS SHWN
PLAN I\ o | T
] il 1506p

n d o 10 20 30

Scale 1" =10

40

SHEET

L-11




MAGNOLIA MIXED USE ;

(]
o
B
o *1r soewax - -
PRELIMINARY GRADING, DRAINAGE, & UTILITY PLAN Al oo - . gp_lgo
2 PAVED WOTH Es558
MARCH 2017 S T §;5§
5% 5 '3 100" -R
ot | e | R || | & s E8e
[T TRy
=°B~
TZs
(G
=
o
T

05— [=— ‘ ‘ —== 05
=
— -—— o
R
=

STANDARD CURS:
AND GUTTER

GRAPHIC SCALE

0 20 30 40 60
™ ™ —
( IN FEET )

1 inch = 20ft. 10" OF 3/4’-0" CRUSHED ROCK

STREET CROSS SECTION: WATER STREET

NOT TO SCALE

¢ NOTE: 5' SDEWALK WTH NO.
TREE WELLS ALONG VAN NESS
WEST OF PROPOSED BULDNG

Row ROW VARES 40'-60"

KLAMATH FALLS, OREGON 97601
Fax: (541) 273-9200 admin@rc-grp.com

ENGINEERING - SURVEYING - PLANNING

112 N 5th ST - SUITE 200 - P.O. BOX 909

RHINE-CROSS GROUP ..

g
E]
0 36' PAVED WOTH E
| 1
. T
" ¢ g -
14.0' 140"
e TRAVEL | TRAVL a ol g
. LAKE LANE [0} =
. [ 2
N, U o
S
08 f=— 1 M O b
N L)
N A
N 20% 208 = P—’« s
T o P i) &
[ S & &
PR
&ﬁ—“ 4 0'5%0
/ >
& \F
&/ ss,506PE
107 OF 3/4°~0° CRUSHED ROCK 8. C.
OREGON o/

STREET CROSS SECTION: VAN NESS AVE
HOT TO SCALE

OREGON

ASHLAND

-
Z
; UTILITY NOTES: g
Y 9 )
S " ‘7 o» " <] \ @ SANITARY SEWER POINT OF CONNECTION TO CITY SYSTEM. CONNECT TO o
5! TSRS 4 3 SANITARY MAIN LINE WITH 6° LATERAL IF EXISTING LATERAL IS NOT SIZED
o b/ Y A
R I;'. . GRADING & DRAINAGE NOTES: SANTARY M <9
T T NI ADA -
4/ / Ni;'/"/g}'/'”h ; ; ' RAMP \ @ E?b%'?.%fﬂ? RMEGILO CONNESTONID @ SANITARY SEWER POINT OF CONNECTION TO BUILDING 6 1
/ I;' y q(? 0 INSTALL (8) NEW 1* METERS AND BACK-FLOW DEVICES FOR EACH Z E
/ﬁ.ll/. £ // s @ A A0 N ECT 10 EXISTING LINE TO.THE (®  COMMERCIAL GROUND FLOOR SPACE. METER LOCATIONS TO BE G o
I/i.‘T/i 3 B: L COORDINATED WITH THE CITY OF ASHLAND WATER DEPARTMENT < W
7 q/1 o
N\ %”/i ‘@?‘ Y i <& ProposED FLOW CONTROL MH (@)  ©XSTING FIRE HYDRANT TO REMAIN s %
I /{///' '/I/ § <‘> NEW MANHOLE PROPOSED 6* FIRE LINE POINT OF CONNECTION TO CITY SYSTEM. WATER TAP
Dk JII’I/J ol g @ W AT SRS W T ATE GUALTIVNGET (6)  TOBE PERFORMED BY GITY OF ASHLAND GREWS, CONTRAGTOR SHALL LIDJ
A COORDINATE
LAE %
& '\'l/’;{,__' o <6> NEWVEGETATIVE STORMWATER SWALE (E)  PROPOSED D.C.D.A ASSEMBLY IN VAULT WITH FIRE DEPT. CONNECTION g
NS .
(7 'i/ ‘h‘l & oCve ey oM PRIORTORELEASE (7)  FIRELINE GONNEOTIONTO BULDING. FISER SHALL BE INSIOE PROPOSED
’, & MECHANICAL ROOM LOCATED IN BASEMENT
©
HOOFDRAIN LINES (8)  INSTALLNEW 2 WATER METER AND BACK FLOW DEVICE FOR RESIDENTIAL SHEET NAME:
(®  Unms oNUPPER FLOORS PRELIMINARY
EXISTING POWER POLE TO BE RE-LOCATED FOR CONSTRUCTION. WORK GRADING &
SHALL BE COORDINATED WITH UTILITY COMPANIES DRAINAGE PLAN
o S e
/ POWER, TELEPHONE, AND CABLE TV POINT OF CONNECTION AT CORNER OF DRAWNBY: MDC
VAN NESS AVE AND HELMAN ST. ROUTE LINE IN UNDERGROUND GONDUIT TO
RUNOFF AREA SUMMARY: BUILDING AS SHOWN. FINAL LOCATIONS TO BE DETERMINED BY UTILITY CHKDBY: DAC
AREA OF DISTURBANCE: 38,627 sqft. FROVIDER DATE: 201
PRE-DEVELOPED CONDITION: 15,33% s‘:t Gm:LAREA @ mmFORMER LOCATION TO BE COORDINATED WITH THE POWER —
2,325 sq.l. PAVEMENT/SIDEWALK AREA
POWER, TELEPHONE, AND GABLE TV POINT OF CONNECTION TO BUILDING,
25602 80.1 LANDECGAPE & NATURAL AREA (2 COORDINATE ALL WORK WITH UTILITY GOMPANIES
DEVELOPED CONDITION: 17,600 sq.t. ROOF AREA [ ) ol Yomdih ® memy
azmown SpEWK & X ,’ﬁ 3)  PROPOSED POWER SECTIONALIZER VAULT
,566 5q. . =<
74715qf. LANDSCAPE
MAD JOB NO.
ALL ONSITE RUNOFF TO BE COLLECTED AND ROUTED AN ONSITE BIOFILTRATION SWALE OR 4 ¢ :
TREATED BY CATCH BASIN WATER QUALITY INSERTS PRIOR TO BEING DETAINED IN AN ]‘\ ii;\k ﬁ3 SHEET INDEX: 1597
UNDERGROUND DETENTION PIPE. DESIGN CALCULATIONS AND SIZING TO BE SUBMITTED WITH
FINAL CONSTRUCTION DRAWINGS. _ C1.0 PREUMINAﬂz GHAD}:G & DRAINr:GE PLAN SHEET NO.
C1.1 PRELIMINARY GRADING SECTIONS
C1.1 PRELIMINARY EROSION CONTROL PLAN C 1.0
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MAGNOLIA MIXED USE

PRELIMINARY GRADING SECTIONS

DECIDUOUS TREE

CONIFEROUS TREE

FIRE HYDRANT

WATER BLOW-OFF

WATER METER

WATER VALVE

DOUBLE CHECK VALVE

AIR RELEASE VALVE
SANITARY SEWER CLEANOUT
SANITARY SEWER MANHOLE
SIGN

STREET LIGHT

MAILBOX

PUBLIC ACCESS CURB RAMP

RIGHT-OF-WAY
BOUNDARY LINE
PROPERTY LINE
CENTERLINE
DITCH

CURB

EDGE OF PAVEMENT (E.O.P.)

EASEMENT

FENCE LINE
GRAVEL EDGE
POWER LINE
OVERHEAD WIRE
TELEPHONE LINE
TELEVISION LINE
GAS LINE

STORM SEWER LINE
SANITARY SEWER LINE
WATER LINE
IRRIGATION LINE
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POWER VAULT

POWER JUNCTION BOX
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MAGNOLIA MIXED USE

PRELIMINARY EROSION CONTROL PLAN
MARCH 2017

GRAPHIC SCALE
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IREE NOTES

1. NUMBER OF TREES REMOVED FOR INFRASTRUCTURE: 7
2. TOTAL NUMBER OF RESTORATION TREES TO BE PLANTED: SEE LS. PLAN

EXISTNG TREE
(T0 BE PRESERVED)

EXISTING TREE
TO BE REMOVED ><

Bt
|

ol Yol |
== ¥

GRADING AND EROSION LEGEND

—— {g5) ——— EXISTING CONTOUR (1') INTERVAL

1850 ——  FINISHED GRADE CONTOUR (1" INTERVAL)
I:l SHADING REPRESENTS AREAS OF CUT

@ CONCRETE WASHOUT

® INLET PROTECTION

(j GRAVEL/ROCK CONSTRUCTION ENTRANCE

e———fje—— TEMP. EROSION CONTROL FENCE

TOTAL PARCEL ACREAGE: 0.74 ACRES
TOTAL DISTURBED ACREAGE: 0.88 ACRES

AREA OF GRADING:
0.88 ACRES TOTAL

EROSION CONTROL NOTES:

INSTALL ROCK CONSTRUCTION ENTRANCE PER DETAIL
ON SHEET C052. SWEEPING OF STREET SHALL BE
RSEJg'F.'"ARCEg IF SEDIMENT BECOMES VISIBLE ON ASPHALT

I';JSTBALL 8" DEEP 'V’ CUT OFF DITCH ALONG STREET
R

gJSTALL 2' DEEP SEDIMENT POND AT PROPERTY LOW
OINT

INSTALL SILT SACK OR BIO—BAG INLET PROTECTION

INSTALL 10" X 10" STRAW BALE CONCRETE
WASHOUT BASIN LINED WMITH 6 MIL VISQUEEN
BARRIER (OR APPROVED EQUAL)

@EO® O

DEMOLITION NOTES:

PROTECT EXISTING FEATURE. ANY DAMAGE AS A
RESULT OF CONSTRUCTION SHALL BE REPAIRED BY
g(V)MNTEFI{'\'ACTOR AT NO ADDITIONAL COST TO THE

REMOVE AND HAUL OFF—SITE IN APPROVED
DISPOSAL SITE.
CONTRACTOR SHALL COORDINATE WTH LOCAL
UTILITY REPRESENTATIVE FOR RE-LOCATION OR
-
- 3 i‘v-.‘

REPLACEMENT OF EXISTING UTILITY FEATURE AND
SERVICE.

SAWCUT, AFTER NEW PAVEMENT IS PLACED,
CONTRACTOR SHALL SAND AND SEAL JOINT PER

@ "9 CITY OF ASHLAND STANDARDS.
=1 8

MAR 20 2017

iy Af Achla
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NOTE:

SIGNIFICANT VARIATION AND DEGREE OF EROSION CONTROL
EFFORT WILL BE DICTATED BY WEATHER CONDITIONS. THE
DEVELOPER AND CONTRACTOR SHOULD BE PREPARED TO
PROVIDE EXTRA EROSION CONTROL PROVISIONS AND EFFORT
DURING WINTER AND WET WEATHER CONDITIONS BEYOND THAT
NORMALLY REQUIRED DURING SUMMER AND DRY WEATHER
CONDITIONS. FINE GRAINED AND UNCONSOLIDATED SOILS ON
SLOPING SITES MAY BECOME UNSTABLE WHEN SUBJECT TO
EXCESSIVE MOISTURE.

RON GRIMES ARCHITECTS, PC
14 N. CENTRAL - SUITE 106
MEDFORD, OR 97501
(541) 772-3000

KLAMATH FALLS, OREGON 97601
Fax: (541) 273-9200 admin@rc-grp.com
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