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

ASHLAND PLANNING COMMISSION
HEARINGS BOARD
AGENDA
MARCH 11, 2008
Hearings Board Members: Mindlin, Stromberg, Fields
I.

CALL TO ORDER: 1:30 P.M., Civic Center, 1175 East Main Street

II.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES: February 12, 2008 Hearings Board Minutes

III.

TYPE I PLANNING ACTIONS

A.
PLANNING ACTION: PA-2007-02151
SUBJECT PROPERTY: 1964 Mae Street
OWNER/APPLICANT: Steven and Peggy Case
DESCRIPTION: A request for a Conditional Use Permit and Site Review for a 780 square foot Accessory
Residential Unit. The application also includes a request for a Tree Removal Permit to remove an
approximately 24-inch in diameter at breast height (DBH) deciduous tree for the property located at 1964
Mae Street.
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN DESIGNATION: Single Family Residential ZONING: R-1-5; ASSESSOR’S
MAP #: 39 1E 15AA; TAX LOT: 2700
IV.

TYPE II PUBLIC HEARINGS

A.
PLANNING ACTION: 2008-00035
SUBJECT PROPERTY: 938 Oak St.
APPLICANT: Cleo Smith
DESCRIPTION: Request for a Minor Land Partition to create two lots for a property located at
938 Oak Street. Exception to Street Standards to match new sidewalk to existing sidewalk.
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN DESIGNATION: Single-Family Residential; ZONING: R-1-5-;
ASSESSOR’S MAP #: 391E04BD; TAX LOT: 1000
V.

UNFINISHED BUSINESS – Adoption of Findings
1.
PA 2007-01940, 172 Skidmore Street, S& J Properties, LLC

VI.

ADJOURNMENT

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 35.10235.104 ADA Title 1).

ASHLAND PLANNING COMMISSION
HEARINGS BOARD
Minutes
FEBRUARY 12, 2008
Hearings Board Members: Mindlin, Stromberg, Fields
I.

CALL TO ORDER: 1:30 P.M., Civic Center, 1175 East Main Street

II.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES: Hearings Board Minutes of January 8, 2008

III.
TYPE I PLANNING ACTIONS
A.
PLANNING ACTION: PA2008-00069
SUBJECT PROPERTY: 542 A Street
OWNER/APPLICANT: David Gremmels / Carlos Delgado
DESCRIPTION: Request for a modification of a previous Site Review approval (PA #200701400). The modification requested is a proposed increase to the size of the shed
structure at the rear of the property. The existing shed was originally proposed to be
reduced from its current size, 378 square feet to 125 square feet; the applicant has
requested that the shed be reduced in size by 48 square feet. COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
DESIGNATION: Employment; ZONING: E-1; ASSESSOR’S MAP #: 39 1E 09AB; TAX LOT:
5400
B.
PLANNING ACTION: 2007-02158
SUBJECT PROPERTY: 805 Oak Street
OWNER/APPLICANT: Holden, Hugh and Liesa Fulton
DECSCRIPTION: Planning Action #2007-02158 is a request for an amendment to the
conditions of approval for a previously approved Land Partition (PA #2007-00985) for the
property located at 805 Oak Street. The previous approval was to create two parcels,
including one flag lot. The proposed amendment involves the modification of the
previously approved building envelope, the removal of one tree (a 14-inch diameter Birch)
that was previously proposed to be preserved, and the removal of a previously proposed
pedestrian walkway located within the flag driveway. COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
DESIGNATION: Single Family Residential; ZONING: R-1-5-P; ASSESSOR’S MAP # 39 1E 04
CA; TAX LOT: 2803.
Commissioners Mindlin, Fields and Stromberg reviewed the two actions and had no questions of
staff, nor any desire to move either action to the full commission.

IV.

TYPE II PUBLIC HEARINGS
PLANNING ACTION: PA2007-01940
SUBJECT PROPERTY: 172 Skidmore St.
APPLICANT: Urban Development Services, LLC
DESCRIPTION: Request for a Conditional Use Permit and Site Review to construct
two bathroom additions totaling 115 square feet within the required setback to a
historic, legal non-conforming multi-family residential development located at 172
Skidmore Street. The application includes a request for a Variance to the
requirement of Section 18.92.070 that the off-street parking be paved and an
Administrative Variance to Site Design and Use Standards to allow for parking
between the building and the street. COMPREHENSIVE PLAN DESIGNATION:
High Density Residential; ZONING: R-3-; ASSESSOR’S MAP #: 391E05DD; TAX
LOT: 1000

A.

Commissioner Midlin read the introductory statement regarding public hearing
procedure, ex-parte contact, and bias and stated that she made a site visit. Barry provided
the staff report detailing the request and familiarizing the Hearings Board with the
property layout. Commissioner Stromberg asked for the distance between structures on
172 Skidmore to those on other properties. Barry did not have that information, but
noted that no one in the notice area called or complained about the request.
Mark Knox, Urban Development Services 700 Mistletoe, acting as the agent for the
owner/applicant provided a brief history of the site, primarily on the restoration of the site
within the last year, but noted that the units are believed to have been moved onto the site
from the old Lithia Auto Park in Lithia Park and that the units on the site have been in
existence since 1948, with rentors from the units being proposed for additions having to
walk from cottages to a common bathroom.
Knox also noted that the property has had a history of Police Dept issues and that the
current owner/applicant has upgraded and fixed many of the issues with this bathroom
addition being the remaining piece of the restoration.
James Beard of S & J Properties LLC , owner/applicant spoke and mentioned that these
types of projects are what they specialize in and this one cost much more than they
thought but felt it was worth it in many aspects and would like to complete the work with
the approval of this request.
Mindlin stated that she was concerned about the setbacks proposed as well as the
separation between buildings and questioned the applicant about the Historic
Commission meeting and comments.
Knox stated those were two separate issues. Solving both would destroy the existing site.
He stated that the Historic Commission had concerns about façade on main building also
and noted that the ear east property line, notches in to be 3 feet from property line to help
break that up and is less than 15 feet in height so 18.68 is met. Overall, Knox felt it was a
balance between competing code sections.
The Public hearing and record closed at 1:55
Mindlin stated that she felt the historic “cuteness” will be lost with additions and that the
two units are cramped in the back of the property. Fields noted that the separation
between buildings issue is a technicality as the applicant could connect the two with a
simple trellis and not have that as an issue. Mindlin responded that she concerned about
what drove the decision of the Historic Commission and didn’t necessarily agree with the
Historic Commission’s recommendation.
Stromberg made a motion to approve, with Mindlin providing the second to the motion

Fields added he felt the bathrooms were needed as a health and quality of living issue and
that historical issues aren’t as important in this case. This motion motivates restoration
rather than demo and start over and recognizes the balance between modernizing the site
and retaining the historic character.
Stromberg stated that the site currently has two legal nonconforming uses without
bathrooms. With the choices available, the application is the better of the possibilities,
noting that it is difficult dealing with historic structures and the applicant has made a
decent attempt at a solution.
Mindlin stated that she prefers a redesign of the project to maintain the same separation
as the current set up.
Fields noted that it is difficult not to micromanage the design elements of an application
and Stromberg concurred that the Hearings Board should not do design/re-design.
Stromberg, Fields voted to approve the request, with Mindlin voting no. The application
was approved with a 2 to 1 vote.

V.

UNFINISHED BUSINESS – Adoption of Findings, Orders & Conclusions
1.
Adoption of Findings – PA2007-02104, 1725 & 1729 Siskiyou Bv., Behnam
Mehmanpazir
Staff advised the Hearings Board that the findings for 1725/1729 Siskiyou will be available at the
evening meeting to review and adopt.
VI.

ADJOURNMENT

The meeting was adjourned at 1:55.

Findings

BEFORE THE HEARINGS BOARD
March 11, 2008
IN THE MATTER OF PLANNING ACTION #P2007-01940, REQUEST FOR A
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT AND SITE REVIEW TO CONSTRUCT TWO
BATHROOM ADDITIONS TOTALING 115 SQUARE FEET WITHIN THE
REQUIRED SETBACK TO A HISTORIC, LEGAL NON-CONFORMING
MULTI-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT LOCATED AT 172
SKIDMORE STREET. THE APPLICATION INCLUDES A REQUEST FOR A
VARIANCE TO THE REQUIREMENT OF SECTION 18.92.070 THAT THE
OFF-STREET PARKING BE PAVED AND AN ADMINISTRATIVE
VARIANCE TO SITE DESIGN AND USE STANDARDS TO ALLOW FOR
PARKING BETWEEN THE BUILDING AND THE STREET.

)
) FINDINGS,
) CONCLUSIONS,
) AND ORDERS
)
)
)

APPLICANT: S & J PROPERTIES LLC
RECITALS:
1) Tax lot 1000 of 39 1E 05DD is located at 172 Skidmore Street and is zoned R-3, Multi-Family
Residential. The applicant is requesting a Conditional Use Permit and Site Review to construct two
bathroom additions totaling 115 square feet within the required setback to a historic, legal nonconforming multi-family residential development located at 172 Skidmore Street. The application
includes a request for a Variance to the requirement of Section 18.92.070 that the off-street parking
be paved and an Administrative Variance to Site Design and Use Standards to allow for parking
between the building and the street.
2) The criteria for issuance of a Conditional Use Permit are described in Chapter 18.104 as follows:
A. That the use would be in conformance with all standards within the zoning district in which the
use is proposed to be located, and in conformance with relevant Comprehensive plan policies
that are not implemented by any City, State, or Federal law or program.
B. That adequate capacity of City facilities for water, sewer, paved access to and through the
development, electricity, urban storm drainage, and adequate transportation can and will be
provided to and through the subject property.
C. That the conditional use will have no greater adverse material effect on the livability of the
impact area when compared to the development of the subject lot with the target use of the zone.
When evaluating the effect of the proposed use on the impact area, the following factors of
livability of the impact area shall be considered in relation to the target use of the zone:
1. Similarity in scale, bulk, and coverage.
2. Generation of traffic and effects on surrounding streets. Increases in pedestrian, bicycle, and
mass transit use are considered beneficial regardless of capacity of facilities.
3. Architectural compatibility with the impact area.
4. Air quality, including the generation of dust, odors, or other environmental pollutants.
5. Generation of noise, light, and glare.
6. The development of adjacent properties as envisioned in the Comprehensive Plan.
7. Other factors found to be relevant by the Hearing Authority for review of the proposed use.
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3) The criteria for Site Review approval are as follows:
A. All applicable City ordinances have been met or will be met by the proposed development.
B. All requirements of the Site Review Chapter have been met or will be met.
C. The development complies with the Site Design Standards adopted by the City Council for
implementation of this Chapter.
D. That adequate capacity of City facilities for water, sewer, paved access to and through the
development, electricity, urban storm drainage, and adequate transportation can and will be
provided to and through the subject property.
4) The criteria for an Administrative Variance to the Site Design and Use Standards are as follows:
A. There is a demonstrable difficulty in meeting the specific requirements of the Site Design
Standards due to a unique or unusual aspect of the proposed use of a site;
B. Approval of the variance will not substantially negatively impact adjacent properties;
C. Approval of the variance is consistent with the stated purpose of the Site Design and Use Chapter;
and
D. The variance requested is the minimum variance which would alleviate the difficulty.
5) The criteria for issuance of a Variance are described in Chapter 18.72.090 as follows:
A. That there are unique or unusual circumstances which apply to this site which do not typically
apply elsewhere.
B. That the proposal's benefits will be greater than any negative impacts on the development of the
adjacent uses; and will further the purpose and intent of this ordinance and the Comprehensive
Plan of the City. (Ord.2425 S1, 1987).
C. That the circumstances or conditions have not been willfully or purposely self-imposed.
6) The Hearings Board, following proper public notice, held a Public Hearing on February 12, 2008 at
which time testimony was received and exhibits were presented. The Hearings Board approved the
application, subject to conditions pertaining to the appropriate development of the site.
Now, therefore, the Hearings Board of the City of Ashland finds, concludes, and recommends as
follows:
SECTION 1. EXHIBITS
For the purposes of reference to these Findings, the attached index of exhibits, data, and testimony will
be used.
Staff Exhibits, lettered with an "S"
Proponent's Exhibits, lettered with a "P"
Opponent's Exhibits, lettered with an "O"
Hearing Minutes, Notices, Miscellaneous Exhibits, lettered with an "M"
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SECTION 2. CONCLUSORY FINDINGS
2.1
The Hearings Board finds that it has received all information necessary to make a decision based
on the Staff Report, public hearing testimony and the exhibits received.
2.2
The Hearings Board finds that multi-family residential uses are permitted uses in the R-3 zoning
district. The property does not conform to the density requirements for the zone or parking
requirements, but all the units were in use as residential buildings prior to the adoption of the Land Use
Ordinance
2.3
The Hearings Board finds that the public utilities have capacity to serve the development. Water,
sewer, paved access to and through the development site, electricity, urban storm drainage and adequate
transportation to and through the subject property are currently in place. Sidewalks are in place and the
applicant will plant two new trees behind the sidewalk.
2.4
The Hearings Board finds that the project is in compliance with the Site Review Standards for an
existing residential development. The materials, details, and colors of the addition match the existing
buildings. The building forms and roof styles are compatible with the existing buildings.
2.5
The Hearings Board finds that the application meets the approval criteria for a Conditional Use
Permit to expand a Non-Conforming Structure. The location of the bathrooms within the setback area
will have no greater impact on the livability of the adjacent properties than if the bathrooms were
located outside the setback
2.6
The Hearings Board finds that the application meets the approval criteria for an Administrative
Variance to the Site Design and Use Standards. The Variance is the minimum necessary, and the large
number of units on the lot, the existing development pattern, and the mature trees on the lot present a
unique or unusual circumstance that justifies the administrative Variance. The Variance will not
negatively affect adjacent properties.
SECTION 3. DECISION
3.1
Based on the record of the Public Hearing on this matter, the Hearings Board concludes that the
application for Request for a Conditional Use Permit and Site Review to construct two bathroom
additions totaling 115 square feet within the required setback to a historic, legal non-conforming multifamily residential development located at 172 Skidmore Street, the application includes a request for a
Variance to the requirement of Section 18.92.070 that the off-street parking be paved, and an
Administrative Variance to Site Design and Use Standards to allow for parking between the building
and the street have satisfied all relative substantive standards and criteria and are supported by evidence
in the record.
Therefore, based on our overall conclusions, and upon the proposal being subject to each of the
following conditions, we approve Planning Action #2007-01940. Further, if any one or more of the
conditions below are found to be invalid, for any reason whatsoever, then Planning Action #2007-01940
is denied. The following are the conditions and they are attached to the approval:
1)

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

2)

That bicycle parking facilities, in accordance 18.92.040.J, shall be provided.
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3)

That prior to the issuance of a building permit:
a) That the plans submitted for the building permit shall be in substantial conformance with
those approved as part of this application. If the plans submitted for the building permit are
not in substantial conformance with those approved as part of this application, an application
to modify this Site Review approval shall be submitted and approved prior to issuance of a
building permit.
b) That the recommendations of the Historic Commission with final approval of the Staff
Advisor shall be incorporated into the building permit submittals.
c) Tree protection measures shall be installed according to the approved plan, inspected, and
approved by the Staff Advisor. No site work, including any storage of materials, shall occur
prior to completion of a Tree Protection Verification Permit inspection.
d) All un-permitted construction, including the gazebo structure, must obtain building permits.
e) Exterior lighting shall be shown on the building permit submittals and appropriately
shrouded so there is no direct illumination of surrounding properties.
f) That the building materials and the exterior colors shall be identified in the building permit
submittals. The information shall be consistent with the colors, texture, dimensions and
shape of materials and building details proposed and approved as part of the land use
application. Exterior building colors shall be muted colors, as described in the application.
Bright or neon paint colors shall not be used in accordance with II-C-2f)1) of the Detail Site
Review Standards.
g) The inverted u-racks shall be used for the bicycle parking. The building permit submittals
shall verify that the bicycle parking spacing and coverage requirements are met in
accordance with 18.92.040.I.
h) Solar setback calculations demonstrating that all new construction complies with the Solar
Setback Standard formula and elevations or cross section drawings clearly identifying the
highest shadow producing point(s) and the height(s) from natural grade shall be included in
building permit submittals.

4)

That prior to the issuance of a certificate of occupancy:
a) All bicycle parking shall be installed in accordance with design and rack standards in
18.92.040.I and J prior to the issuance of the certificate of occupancy.
b) An opportunity to recycle site of equal or greater size than the solid waste receptacle shall be
included in the trash enclosure in accordance with the Recycling Requirements of AMC
18.72.115.A.

____________________________
Hearings Board Approval
Date
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