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l. Introduction

Over the years, the Jacksonville Land Development Code was updated multiple
times by a number of different authors. The intent was to reflect the changing needs
of the community, and to continue protecting the City’s status as a National Historic
Landmark. However, with so many changes and added layers, the code became
complicated and cumbersome for the user and practitioner.

As a result of administering the challenging and complicated Land Development
Code (chapters 16, 17, & 18), the City of Jacksonville recognized a need for a
complete update. In response, the City established a Citizens Advisory Committee
(CAC) to complete this task. In accordance with Goal 1 of the Oregon Statewide
Planning Goals and Guidelines, and locally administered through the Citizen
Involvement Chapter of the Jacksonville Comprehensive Plan, a CAC is required
when there is a proposed, community-wide, legislative land-use policy change.

Chapter 17.08 of the Jacksonville Unified Development Code permits text
amendments whenever the public necessity, convenience, or the general welfare
requires such modifications. The only specific criterion in the Code affecting
amendments is a determination that there will be no significant effect on a
transportation facility. The proposed amendment does not change zoning or land
use designations or change the functional classification or implementation
standards of any street or transportation system. The Code does not include any
other criteria for reviewing a code amendment.

The proposed revisions to the Jacksonville Unified Development Code and the
Comprehensive Plan Historic Element culminate years of effort to create documents
that protect what makes Jacksonville special while clarifying review processes for
new projects. On October 28, 2015, , the Citizens Advisory Committee signed a
Citizens Advisory Committee Majority Report to the Council and the Planning



Commission, that provides background and justification for the proposed changes.
This staff report incorporates the CAC report, with only a few modifications.

The CAC drafted a new development code using the Oregon Model Code for Small
Cities as a template while integrating modern day best practices for historic
protections, and specific standards that reflect the Jacksonville community.

The primary goal is to create a user-friendly code that is clear, intuitive, and easy to
regulate and enforce. The new code will:

Be more user friendly;

Continue to protect the town’s historic status;

Create standards that are clear and easier to regulate and enforce; and
Clarify the process.

This Report summarizes the CAC’s work on the draft code for the Planning
Commission and the City Council.

Background

The City of Jacksonville received a Certified Local Government Grant in order to
update the historic section of the code. The Jacksonville Planning Director contacted
the Rogue Valley Council of Governments (RVCOG) and the State Historic
Preservation Office (SHPO) for support and guidance for the redrafting of the code.
RVCOG suggested using the new Model Code for Small Cities, developed by the
Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) and the Oregon Department of Land
Conservation and Development (DLCD), as a framework for the new code. The
redrafted development code follows the Model Code for Small Cities, but is also
tailored to meet the specific needs of the City of Jacksonville.

The City of Jacksonville contracted with a land use attorney to assist with and guide
the code revision. After that, the city established a focus/study group to identify the
most cumbersome and difficult portions of the existing code. This initial group
consisted of residents, professionals, practitioners, and city officials. The group
invited several practitioners for feedback regarding specific sections of the code.
They included certified arborists, developers, and sign specialists.

Staff created a working draft of the code for the next phase of review. The Planning
Commission (PC) held weekly work sessions for the initial review of the draft.
Commissioners attended the weekly sessions as their time allowed. It was during
these sessions that the group determined that zoning designations and densities
should wait until the City completed a Buildable Lands Inventory and Housing
Needs Analysis.

In September of 2014, the City Council formed a Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC).
The CAC worked through the second working draft of the code; meeting once a
week, from September 2014 through June of 2015. The Planning Commission then
reviewed the draft in public workshops beginning in the fall of 2015 and continuing
into 2016. A new map showing historic resources and adjacent parcels was also
created to reflect changes in the comprehensive plan Historic Element and the code.
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II. EXHIBITS

Exhibit 1 -Testimony: Malcolm Carlow- received October 22, 2016 (1 page)

Exhibit 2 -Testimony: Dean and Jo Paddison- received December 5, 2016 (1 page)

Exhibit 3 -Testimony: Linda Meyers- received December 13, 2016 (25 pages)

Exhibit 4 -Testimony: Steven Gardner- received January 3, 2017 (2 pages)

Exhibit 5 -Testimony: Leona Sewitsky- received January 4, 2017 (2 pages)

Exhibit 6 -Testimony: Virginia Strapp and Douglas Phillips- received January 10,
2017 (1 page)

Exhibit 7 -Testimony: Stacey, Bud, and Samantha Powers- received January 10,
2017 (2 pages)

Exhibit 8 -Testimony: George Kramer- received January 11, 2017 (2 pages)

III. SUMMARY OF PROPOSED CHANGES

The proposed Land Development Code consists of six chapters (articles),
summarized as follows:

1. Introduction and General Provisions
This chapter establishes the purpose of the Code, and includes basic information
about planning processes and enforcement.

2. Zoning Regulations

Zoning districts are included in this chapter. A significant difference from the
current code are the tables that provide a simple way to determine permitted uses
in each zone, development standards, and the review processes for each land use.
For uses with additional requirements, it also includes “special use standards” for
activities such as home occupations, accessory dwellings, and keeping of livestock.
Finally, the chapter includes overlays affecting flood damage prevention, wetlands
and riparian protection, and urban/wildland interfaces. The Historic Core Overlay
is also listed, but the requirements are in Article 5 with the rest of the historic
resource regulations.

3. Community Design Standards

This chapter contains standards intended to protect the public health, safety and
welfare through compliance with access and circulation, parking, landscaping,
fencing, public facilities, and sign standards. It essentially provides the site
development for uses determined to be acceptable in Chapter 2.

4. General Review Procedures

This chapter contains the guidelines for the review process. Focusing on the goal of
creating a land use process that is easier to use and more consistent with other
jurisdictions, the CAC proposed tiered levels of review, Types I - IV. (See, Chapter
4.1 General Review Procedures.) All land use and development permit applications
and approvals, except building permits, will be decided through this tiered process.
This replaces the current Certificate of Appropriateness process and Site Plan
Review Procedures. (JMC 18.01.020 and 18.03.030).



The proposed levels of review are commonly used throughout Oregon and bring the
code into alignment with state standards. While not required by statute, it reduces
confusion for consultants and builders who work in multiple jurisdictions. A Type I
process is an action suitable for administrative review based on objective standards,
while a Type IV process is a legislative action such as a zone change or code
amendment. The procedure classifications are as follows:

e Type I Procedure (Staff review and zoning clearance) Type I decisions are
made by the City Planning Official, or designee, without public notice and
without a public hearing. A Type I procedure is used in applying City
standards and criteria that do not require the use of discretion (i.e., clear and
objective standards);

e Type Il Procedure (Administrative Review with notice) Type II decisions
are made by the City Planning Official, with public notice and an opportunity
for appeal to the Planning Commission. Alternatively the City Planning
Official may refer a Type Il application to the Planning Commission or
Historic Preservation Commission for its review and decision in a public
meeting;

e Type IIl Procedure (Quasi-Judicial Review - Public Hearing) Type III
decisions are made by the Planning Commission or Historic Preservation
Commission after a public hearing, with an opportunity for appeal to the City
Council; or in the case of a Quasi-Judicial zone change (e.g., a change in
zoning on one property to comply with the Comprehensive Plan), a Type III
decision is made by the City Council on recommendation of the Planning
Commission. Quasi-Judicial decisions involve discretion but implement
established policy. (The model code recommends that the Planning
Commission decide zone changes not requiring a comprehensive plan
amendment, with City Council review only upon appeal.)

e Type IV (Legislative Decisions) The Type IV procedure applies to the
creation or revision, or large-scale implementation, of public policy (e.g.,
adoption of regulations, zone changes, annexation, and comprehensive plan
amendments). Type IV reviews may be considered by the Planning
Commission, who makes a recommendation to the City Council, or it may be
taken up directly by the City Council. The City Council makes the final
decision on a legislative proposal through the enactment of an ordinance.
(The current code revision process is an example of a Type IV review.)

The remainder of the chapter includes processing standards and approval criteria
for site design review, land divisions and property line adjustments, conditional use
permits, amendments to the zoning map or code, adjustments and variances,
planned unit developments, and non-conforming situations. Most of these are
similar to current processes, but “adjustments” permit slight deviations from
developments standards without having to meet all of the more difficult criteria for
a variance.

5. Historic Overlay District



This chapter includes all development standards for the protection of historic
resources. This is a significant improvement from the current ordinance where
historic standards are mixed with requirements for other uses, creating confusion
about which standards apply to a particular request. This change creates a stand-
alone chapter for historic landmarks that is focused on protecting heritage
properties and structures. As noted elsewhere in this report, review will depend on
whether or not a structure is historic, or a proposed use or modification is abutting
a historic resource. All historic resources and those abutting will be subject to
historic resource criteria, except for a proposed Downtown Historic District where
all properties and existing structures will be subject to the historic resource criteria.

6. Definitions

Accurate definitions are critical for the administration of an ordinance. In its draft
form, the chapter includes some terms having multiple definitions. The duplicates
will be removed prior to Code adoption, but are included at this point to provide the
decision-makers an opportunity to select the definition that best fits Jacksonville.

Notable Changes
Some notable changes to the code are outlined and described below. They include:

Removal of Overlapping Layers of Review Criteria;

HARC Jurisdiction;

Removal of Chapter 17.48 Master Plan Requirements;

Replacement of the Core Enhancement Overlay with the Downtown Historic
District (DHD);

Description of the DHD; and

e Additional Procedural and Content Changes. The new code changes the
Review Levels to match state standards by changing the scale to Types I-IV
(described above).

Removal of Overlapping Layers of Review Criteria

The focus group found a recurring theme that multiple layers of development code
and design standards results in criteria that are difficult to understand and
interpret. It is also difficult to determine if a property is subject to any or all of the
standards and criteria.

As a result, the focus group determined to follow the intent of the original design
standards and review criteria. Therefore, the new code is designed to accomplish
the same objectives, but in a way that is clear, user friendly, and alleviates the
unnecessary layers of bureaucracy. The draft code maintains many of the critical
design standards of the current code. However, the CAC recommended removal of
the following overlapping and vague Comprehensive Plan sections and approval
criteria:

e Historic Character Units;

e View sheds and the current Review Level Area Maps.



The CAC confirmed with SHPO that the removal of these elements of the existing
code will not endanger the status of the Landmark District in any way.

The Historic Character Units will not be replaced. Rather, the Review Level Areas
map will be replaced with a much clearer Landmark list and regulations for those
properties abutting a Landmark. Currently, the Comprehensive Plan identifies
several view sheds, most of which are outside of the City Limits and outside of the
City’s jurisdiction. This requirement is confusing, and often misunderstood.
Therefore, the CAC recommended removing the view shed language from the
comprehensive plan and development code.

HARC Jurisdiction

Another recurring theme is that the role of the HARC grew outside of its intended
purpose: to be a body for the review of historic structure applications. The HARC
reviewed projects outside of the Historic Landmark District and for properties that
are not designated Landmarks. The purpose of the HARC is to protect the District by
protecting the landmark listed structures and control new development abutting
landmark-listed structures. Over the years the HARC's review extended beyond its
stated purpose. This made the review process for modern structures outside the
landmark district, or surrounded by newer development, unnecessarily
cumbersome. This also caused confusion and frustration among applicants.

The new code returns the focus of HARC to the preservation of historic landmarks.
The intent is resources and staff time will be better spent protecting our listed
landmarks. The proposed result is a refocus, and change in name, to the Historic
Preservation Commission (HPC).

The HPC jurisdiction is limited to locations that affect historic structures, and is no
longer applicable to all new development within the city, although all proposed
development in the Downtown Historic District (DHD) remains in HPC jurisdiction.
Although HPC review will not be required in other parts of Jacksonville, new
development is still subject to design standards intended to ensure high-quality
construction.

The landmark list consists of those properties identified as contributing to the
National Historic Landmark District recognized by the National Park Service, and
properties that the City recognized as locally significant. The HPC’s purview is to
review any proposed exterior changes to these structures (as they do now). HPC
has jurisdiction over any additions to existing structures directly abutting a
landmark-listed property (as they do now) and any new construction directly
abutting a landmark listed property (as they do now).

As part of the code revision, the Landmark List will be readily available and
accessible both online and in the Planning Department so that users will be able to
quickly determine whether or not their property is a Landmark and subject to the
HPC review process.



Removal of Chapter 17.48 Master Plan Requirements

The current Master Plan Requirements developed through a collaborative grant
with the Oregon Department of Transportation and the Rogue Valley Council of
Governments. At the time, many cities in Oregon looked to create Transit Oriented
Districts: walkable, pedestrian friendly commercial districts. The Fifth Street
corridor seemed to be an appropriate area for design standards for redevelopment,
resulting in Chapter 17.48. The first three sections listed below dealt strictly with
street standards that are now covered by the Transportation System Plan (TSP).
17.48.010 Street Plans and Connectivity

17.48.020 Functional Classifications

17.48.030 Street Standards

The guidelines that the focus group, the Planning Commission and the CAC felt were
important and still relevant have been incorporated into the commercial design
standards section of the new code; the rest were removed. These sections are listed
below.

17.48.040 Other Plan Requirements

17.48.050 General Plan Requirements

17.48.060 Specific Gateway Standards

17.48.070 North Fifth Street Guidelines

Replacement of the Core Enhancement Overlay with the Downtown

Historic District (DHD)

The adopted Comprehensive Plan includes a stand-alone document that regulates
the Core Enhancement Overlay District. This area is the main commercial historic
core area encompassing California Street. The idea being that this area deserves
special consideration for design, pedestrian amenities, and for businesses to attract
customers. While this Core Enhancement Overlay area was well intentioned, it again
was confusing and was not adopted into the code, so applicants were not aware of
the additional requirements. The draft code refines it and creates a simpler way of
enforcing the same idea. The CAC recommends replacing the Core Enhancement
Overlay with the Downtown Historic District (DHD). The new DHD keeps the same
goals and policies but is a much more effective tool. This new DHD is described
below.

The DHD

California Street, with its extensive collection of late 19t century masonry buildings
and concentration of listed landmark properties, is the essential element to
Jacksonville’s identity and an important part of the City’s status as a National
Historic Landmark. When the CAC began the task of redrafting Jacksonville’s
Development Code, the group recognized that the downtown core would continue to
require special protections and standards. To that end, the CAC developed the
Downtown Historic District (DHD), which, in addition to historic standards within
Article 5, adds standards and design guidelines specifically targeted toward
downtown, and more specifically, California Street.



Figure 1: Proposed Downtown Historic District (DHD)

In order to create a code that is an effective preservation tool for the downtown,
staff and the CAC synthesized Jacksonville’s current design standards with the Core
Enhancement Plan, as well as best practices derived from state and national
agencies. The intent is to have downtown guidelines that effectively protect the
City’s status as a National Historic Landmark yet allow appropriate downtown
development. By balancing the historic character and economic opportunities of the
downtown core, Jacksonville can continue as a thriving, successful community.

The purpose of the DHD section of the code is to:

e Effect and accomplish the protection, enhancement, and perpetuation of the
city’s National Historic Landmark status;

e Safeguard the city’s historic, aesthetic, and cultural heritages as embodied
and reflected in the Downtown Historic District;

¢ Complement the National and Local Landmark designations;

e Foster civic pride in the city’s unique past and historic structures;

e Protect and enhance the City support to local business and industry;
andStrengthen the economy of the city.

Not all historic resources are in the Downtown Historic District. Landmark
structures and abutting parcels throughout the city will continue to be protected as
historic resources.

Best Practices

To create a development code that also serves as an effective tool for preservation,
staff and the CAC researched best practices. The result is a Downtown Historic
District (DHD) section that is informed by several components, including input from
the State Historic and Preservation Office, the Secretary of the Interior’s Guidelines
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for Rehabilitation (regulatory standards established by the United States
Department of the Interior for the preservation of historic properties), and historic
protections from other Municipal Codes. The CAC incorporated the Core
Enhancement Plan and Design Guidelines for Jacksonville, Oregon into the new DHD
standards and guidelines.

The end product is a code that includes modern day best practices by integrating
national and state standards for historic preservation with standards and goals
established through the Comprehensive Plan, reflecting the Jacksonville Community.

DHD Standards

Properties within the DHD are required to comply with additional protections and
design guidelines. The standards in the DHD are established in order to encourage a
high-quality built environment that enhances, rather than detracts from the existing
historic structures. The standards are in place in order to protect the identity of the
City and the City’s most recognizable buildings. The guidelines prevent new
construction from creating a false sense of history. The majority of the existing
Design Guidelines and standards currently used by HARC will continue to be the
standards within the DHD.

California Street Design Standards
Properties within the DHD that also front California Street are subject to additional
design standards. The purpose is to ensure the protection of California Street. Some
of the guidelines for California Street include:
e Zero Lot Lines: New buildings to be built on California Street between
Oregon and 4t St. are required to build to the front property line of California
Street.
¢ Building Elements: Building elements should be compatible with existing
structures, but cannot create an artificial sense of history.

Additional Downtown Historic District Standards
In addition to the specific building design standards, the DHD section includes
additional standards. These additional standards include:
e Streetscape: benches, chairs, bistro tables and other pedestrian amenities are
allowed within the DHD
e Signs: Signs within the DHD are required to meet the standards in the base
zone and additional standards such as:
o No temporary construction or open house signs
o Signs shall not overwhelm the building or any special architectural
features

Role of the Historic Preservation Commission (HPC)
Any alteration, relocation, or demolition of any structure or property within the
DHD must be reviewed by the HPC.



Additional Procedural and Content Changes

Sign Regulation

The Small City Model Land Use Code does not have a recommended sign code,
recognizing that signage is a uniquely local proposition. Signs are an integral part of
the community allowing for varying commercial and personal communication.
Every element of signage has the potential to impact the livability of our community.
Our current Sign Regulations (JMC 18.15) are difficult for well-meaning citizens to
follow. Additionally, in January 2015, the United States Supreme Court ruled in the
Case, Reed v. Town of Gilbert, Arizona, that municipalities may only regulate sign
types, and must remain content neutral. The current code regulates fonts, limits
national brand logos, and requires signs not have a “cartoony” appearance. The new
code revises the standards in order to comply with the Supreme Court ruling.

The proposal anticipates a streamlined process where all sign permits are obtained
pursuant to an administrative review of objective standards (removing subjective
standards relating to font, logo or aesthetic) acknowledging that the current
subjective standards have not always yielded uniformity of quality and style that
would justify the delay, cost and process challenges to citizens and staff.

While many of the signage allowance provisions have been retained, the CAC is
recommending allowing portable signs in all zones (sandwich board signs and other
similar free standing displays such as a mannequin or teddy bear holding a
chalkboard). All portable signs will need prior approval but the standards of size,
placement and material are clear and objective. This is a balance of important
interests: of the business interest of using portable signs to communicate with
customers, as they are routinely used today, but also allowing for reasonable
community protections (not in the right-of-way, pedestrian walkway and safely
anchored), fair uniform availability of signage for each lot, and clarity of standards
are critical for establishing expectations and enforcement.

Landscaping and Tree Removal

The Small City Model Code does not address tree removal since it is a uniquely local
concern. The CAC recognizes and is committed to the preservation of the idea that
landscaping and tree cover are critical elements of the quality of life in Jacksonville
and livability as a community.

The current Code limits most tree removal to situations where the tree is either
diseased or removal is “necessary” to protect public safety or historic structures,
and is supported by a certified arborist report. The burdensome nature of this
restriction has, on occasion, led to the unauthorized removal of trees and the
strategy of “begging for forgiveness” if caught. The CAC believes there are situations
where the removal of a significant sized tree may be warranted. The CAC has
worked with many of the local arborists and studied tree removal codes for other
cities.

The proposed Tree Removal provisions are designed to encourage compliance by
making the process easier to remove trees on already developed private property.
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For instance, a homeowner of property developed with a single family dwelling will
be required to obtain a Zoning Clearance Sheet, with a nominal fee and no arborist
report. The proposed process of a Zoning Clearance Sheet for removal of trees on
built residential lots is intended to be a way of making sure that no Heritage Trees
are removed without review.

Those trees important to the community will be placed on the Heritage Tree list.
The implementation of this portion of the new JDC will require the creation of the
list of Heritage Trees. These are trees which add to the quality of life in Jacksonville;
and as such, will be subject to the much higher level of scrutiny. The new code
creates a review system to nominate and ensure the protection of Heritage Trees. In
addition, penalties have increased and liability for violations extends broadly to
anyone removing the trees in addition to owners.

Vacation Rentals

The internet has opened up a whole new era of vacation and short term rentals.
Across the world travelers are regularly booking rooms directly from property
owners using services such as Air BnB or VRBO (Vacation Rental by Owner). These
new rental offerings are a way to provide rental income to property owners who
may have an accessory dwelling unit or extra rooms and also provide an inventory
of visitor accommodations to tourist-driven towns such as Jacksonville. But the
impacts of short term rentals such as parking, noise and trash can negatively impact
the livability of residential neighborhoods. Many Oregon communities, such as
Ashland, Lincoln City and Bend, are struggling with the issue balancing these factors.

The CAC believes that balance can be struck to allow short term Vacation Rental
Accommodations in residential neighborhoods if there is an owner or responsible
contact person present. A property owner who wants to rent a VRA must first
obtain a Business License that will ensure that negative impacts of parking and
trash are addressed. In order to have a VRA approved, an applicant will need to go
through a Type Il review that provides notice to neighbors.

Planned Unit Development

PUD planning is a tool that has existed almost since zoning was widely adopted in
the 1970s. It allows for flexibility in the site design and layout of larger projects in
return for creating development that is ‘better’ than what would occur by simply
following the strict guidelines of the development code. The CAC found that this is a
valuable tool for Jacksonville but the current code limits it to only certain zones
identified as “PUD”. The current JMC also created some confusion with the timing,
phasing, and expiration of an approved PUD (because often PUDs are large projects
designed to be built over a period of time, in phases). The Model Code does contain
a PUD or Master Plan design section but the CAC felt that in many ways the bones of
the JMC structure were good and followed the general principle of ‘not changing
what is not broken.’

The new JDC maintains this tool but allows it as an option in any zone if the
development can meet the standards. The CAC feels that the proposed standards
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are in ways harder to achieve, more realistic and clarified. The benefit to the
developer of a “density bonus” (more units than otherwise allowed by the zone) was
removed. The CAC felt that the benefits of the flexibility in design is a fair and
valuable trade for the identified community benefits that must be shown to obtain
an approval for a PUD. Obtaining this flexibility will require either Planning
Commission or HPC review.

Written Testimony

Since the first hearing attempt in October 2016, the Planning Department has
received testimony from Jacksonville property owners. The written testimony is
attached as an exhibit to this staff report.

Below is a brief response to testimony received to date from more than one
resident:

Process: The Planning Department received comments regarding the process for the
code revisions. There are questions regarding whether the City followed procedure
when establishing a Citizen Advisory Committee, and whether enough citizen input
was gathered during the process.

Response: During the first phases of the process, the Planning Department hosted
town hall events in order to gather input. Additionally, the Citizen Advisory
Committee meetings, and subsequent Planning Commission meetings were open to
the public. Most importantly, the City Attorney was present during the majority of
the process. He advised and provided a framework to ensure compliance.

View Sheds: The Planning Department received comments with concerns regarding
the removal of View Sheds. To summarize, there is a concern that certain views of
the city will be compromised if the view shed standards are eliminated.

Response: The CAC felt that the View Shed standards were not clear and objective.
After reviewing the language, it’s not clear how the current standards can even be
administered. Most of the described view sheds are outside of the City Limits and
outside of the City’s jurisdiction. Therefore, the CAC recommended removing the
view shed language from the comprehensive plan and development code.

Gateway Standards: The Planning Department received comments regarding the
proposed removal of the Gateway Standards.

Response: The CAC and Planning Commission included several standards that
were implemented with adoption of the North Fifth Street Gateway Plan. The
transportation standards were incorporated into the Transportation System Plan,
but the CAC recommended use of the design standards required for developments in
other parts of the city instead of the more specific design elements in the Gateway
Plan.

Reducing the Historic Core: The Planning Department received comments with
concerns regarding the reduction of the Historic Core.

Response: The proposed ordinance does not propose reducing the Historic Core
Zone. All zoning classifications remain with this proposal. The CAC did recommend a
new Downtown Historic District as a replacement to the Core Enhancement Overlay.
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The change is intended to bring stronger protections to the Downtown area that are
integrated into the Development Code, and not simply a supplemental document.

Elimination of the HARC: The Planning Department received comments regarding
concern about eliminating HARC.

Response: The proposal does not eliminate HARC, but returns the focus of the
Commission to the preservation and protection of historic landmarks and heritage
properties. The proposed result is a refocusing and change in name to the Historic
Preservation Commission (HPC).

The HPC jurisdiction is limited to locations that affect historic structures, and is no
longer applicable to all new development within the city, although all proposed
development in the Downtown Historic District (DHD) remains in HPC jurisdiction.

No mention of ADA requirements: Neither the proposed code nor the existing
code includes ADA requirements. Accessory requirements are found in State
Building Codes.

Summary

The CAC is confident that the revised code accomplishes the goals identified by the
focus group. The result is a code with standards and requirements that are clear for
applicants and staff, which affords greater protection of Jacksonville’s Historic
Landmark District, and streamlines process. The CAC sends a favorable
recommendation to the Planning Commission and the City Council for further
review.

Staff concurs with the CAC recommendation. The hearings will provide opportunity
for residents and agencies to comment on any portion of the proposed code and the
Comprehensive Plan Historic Element. Hearings notice was provided to all owners
of property inside the Jacksonville city limits. Written comments received by
October 14, 2016, will be included in the hearings packet. All other comments and
oral testimony will be added to the hearings record. The Planning Commission will
evaluate those comments, adjust text as it deems appropriate, and recommend a
course of action to the City Council. Over the past six months, the Planning
Department has tested some of the language in the proposed ordinance. There are
some modifications that staff recommends as a result of these findings.

The Department of Land Conservation and Development provided the following
comments. Staff responses follow each comment.

1) The use tables for residential uses on 2-13 through 2-16 have a lot of blank
boxes. It is unclear how this would be interpreted - for example, the duplex
building type is not listed as an allowed use in any district, but is specifically
prohibited in only one district - for the rest the boxes are blank. A lot of the boxes
for setbacks and lot coverages, etc. are blank - does this mean that there are no
setbacks in those districts?
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Response: The tables have been revised to address this comment.

2) The multi-family allowed densities may be inconsistent - on page 2-13 the
allowed densities are 10-15 du/ac., but on Page 2-14 in the table the allowed
densities per square foot could, theoretically at least, exceed 15 du/ac.

Response: The Commission should determine which number it wants to use.

3) In Section 2.2.130, manufactured home standards, the language parrots state
statutory language regarding styles similar to those on surrounding homes. This is
not a clear and objective standard, and I believe that what cities need to do if they
want to use this state statutory provision is to better define what constitutes
"style" and "surrounding area" with clear and objective provisions. This is a
problem with many, many codes around the state, not just Jacksonville, but |
believe that someday we will get a LUBA case out of this provision that will
require a lot of codes to be rewritten.

Response: This is a “problem” because cities use the model code that conforms to
State Statute. The City could clarify its intentions by adding a definition
regarding style and surrounding area specific to manufactures homes.

4) DLCD recommends that the city look more closely at changes affecting
viewsheds (see top of page 5 and bottom of page 13) and assess consistency with
Goal 5 and OAR 660-23-0230. The Goal 5 rule for scenic views and sites requires
that the standard Goal 5 process be used when making changes to a local
inventory of significant scenic resources or changing protection measure for these
resources. Changes to the local inventory will need to be based on a re-evaluation
of their significance. Alternatively, the city can leave the inventory as is and
justify changes in protection for these resources with conclusions from an analysis
of the economic social environmental and energy consequences (ESEE analysis)
of the proposed change. An ESEE analysis looks at the pros and cons of a
decision to prohibit, limit or allow development that conflicts with significant
resources. For assistance with applying the OAR 660-0230 to Jacksonville’s
scenic resources contact Amanda Punton.

Response: This is a significant comment. Staff will review the Comprehensive
Plan to determine whether or not any inventories resources would be affected by
the change. Policy #7 of the Environmental Setting Element requires that the City
“preserve and enhance the scenic character of Jacksonville. All other references
to scenic corridors appear to be in the Historic Element. All historic sites existing
prior to 1927 will remain, and no existing sites will be removed from the National
Historic Registry.

IV. POSSIBLE PLANNING COMMISSION ACTIONS:

1. Recommend City Council approval of the amendments
2. Recommend City Council denial
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3. Continue the hearing to a date, time, and place certain
4. Table the hearing



lan Foster
“

From: Malcolm Carlaw <malcolm@2carlaws.com>

Sent: Saturday, October 22, 2016 5:05 PM

To: ifoster@jacksonvilleor.us

Cc: kheredia@jacksonvilleor.us; commissionerwhitlock@jacksonvilleor.us;

commissionerthom@jacksonvilleor.us; commisisonerthomas@jacksonvilleor.us;
councilorbennington@jacksonvilleor.us; ommissionerkantor@jacksonvilleor.us;
commissionerbetcher@jacksonvilleor.us

Subject: Suppoert for Municipal Code Planning Amendments

From:

Malcolm and Peggy Carlaw
930 Granite Ridge Circle
Jacksonville, OR 97530

Planning Commission and Staff,

This is a vote of support of the adoption of the Amendments to the Jacksonville Municipal Code as they conform with
the State code for permissible uses of property.

Our concern is specific to residential property since we are planning to build a new home at 930 Granite Ridge Circle.
The architectural plans for that construction have been developed with the new code in mind. In order to clarify building
guidelines and streamline the construction approval process, we ask for the expeditious adoption of the new
amendments by the planning Commission and approval by the City Council.

Thanks you for your consideration,

Makeolom & Peggry Conlany
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November 28, 2016
Dear jacksonville Planning Department,

This letter is to register our complaint about allowing roosters in the city limits of
Jacksonwille.

Not only do they wake us up before down (4:30 - 5:00 am) in the summer, but
they crow repeatedily back and forth with other roosters in the neighborhood, often
many times a minute for hours at a time throughout the day.

Many other cities near Jacksenville (Ashland, Central Pont, Medford, and even
Rogue River) already ban roosters, and we feel we should follow suit as soon as

possible,

We would recommend giving the owners a 2 week period to get rid of their
roosters, and after that give them a daily fine until the roosters are gone. Please
don't grandfather in existing roosters. We have put up with them long enough.

Thank you for your time and consideration,

Dean & Jo Paddison
955 Gleneden Way,
Jacksonville, OR 97530

deanopad@gmail.com

P.S. It is now Saturday, December 3. Even though it was still dark, the roosters were
crowing this moming at 4:30 am and have continued since then (it is now 10 am).
It's time to take immediate action on this.



.
'l

2.0 p-i70

CONCERNS REGARDING PROPOSED REVISIONS TO JACKSONVILLE’S CODE OF ORDINANCES
Submitted by Linda Meyers

Let me begin by saying that | recognize and appreciate the many hours of work that the Commissioners and City
Planners have put into revising these City documents. Let me say, as well, that | am not against development,
but | am extremely focused on maintaining our town’s character and ‘sense of place.” Jacksonville is not one of
those generic towns that is often left in the wake of developers who have built standardized housing, strip malls,
and national chain stores. We want our Comprehensive Plan and our Code of Ordinances to protect the unique
qualities that we have, today. The current system of Codes and oversight commissions has served us well.

Jacksonville is a gem, and we expect it to remain so.

So, with that in mind, | regret having to say that after reviewing the details of the proposed revisions to
Jacksonville’s Code of Ordinances and Comprehensive Plan, | have many concerns.

REGARDING PROCESS

A. | am concerned that the process for revising Jacksonville’s key documents did not follow State law,
regarding “widespread citizen involvement and input in all phases of the process.”

1

2.

These proposals are being made without following the State’s process for revising Comprehensive Plans
and Codes of Ordinances. (A table of steps is at the end of this document.)

The particular selection of City Officials and developers for the Citizen Advisory Committee resulted in a
group’s composition that does not abide by the State requirement for “widespread citizen involvement

and input in all phases of the process.” (ORS 197.040(2){f))
CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT IS REQUIRED.
State Law: 197.040 Duties of commission; rules,
(1) The Land Conservatlon and Development Commission shall:
{2) Pursuant to ORS chapters 195, 196 and 197, the commission shall:
{f} Insure widespread cltizen involvement and input in all phases of the process

The list of CAC members.
a) Chair: David Jesser: City Councilor, Business Qwner in Ashland

b) Donna Bowen: HARC Chair

¢} Mark Thomas: Developer and Planning Commissioner, Liaison to HARC

d} Mike Thornton: Principal Engineer and owner of Thornton Engineering, specializing in civil engineering design and project
management for municipal and commercial buildings, residential developments, private residences and community projects.

e) Brad Bennington: Planning Commissioner {County), Planning Commissioner {City}, State Director of Oregon Home Builders
Association, Board of Directors for Home Builders Association of Jackson County, Elected to City Council in 2014

f)  Ken Gregg: Citizen, elected to City Council in 2014
g) OwenJurling: Former Planning Commission Chair, Former City Councilor

The 3-minute time allotment for citizens, speaking on nearly 300 pages of documents during a public
hearing, is completely insufficient and disrespectful of Jacksonville’s populace.

There appears to have been only one public CAC meeting, which took place on October 14, 2015 from
9:00 -11:00 AM, when citizens are at work. On the announcement for the meeting, these words
appeared: “The public is allowed to attend but testimony will not be taken.”

By using a completely new format for the proposed code, rather than existing documents, citizens were
unable to compare old and new documents. No list of the changes, omissions, and additions between
current and proposed documents is available so that residents can evaluate the revisions.

This rewrite process used the model code from League of Oregon Cities, a model that relates to cities
throughout Oregon, including many that are not historic towns and do not object to strip.malls and
shopping centers. While Jacksonville realizes that it must abide by various Federal and State laws,

Jacksonville does not want to look like every other town!
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8. The appropriate process for revising a Code of Ordinances should begin with an identified ‘need,’ based
on documentation of existing conditions; that need should be taken before the City Council with some
proposed steps to find solutions to satisfy that need. Then, a vote of approval must be obtained before

proceeding with the revision process.
9. The originally-stated purpose of ‘reorganization of the existing Code’ quickly became a ‘rewriting of the

content of the Code.’

10. RECOMMENDATION: The current revision process should be haited. If a ‘need’ is identified and
approved by the City Council, then a new CAC, reflecting widespread citizen involvement, should be
established and should work with lan Foster and Dick Converse, our town’s City Planners. This CAC should
exclude the developers and City officials, who have spent three years working to write their particular
goals without widespread citizen input. Their suggestions should not be ignored by the citizen
committee; they should be studied in detail with consideration of proposed revisions. The newly-formed
‘widespread citizen group’ will bring the revision process into accordance with State Law. Following are
some questions to be answered in order to determine whether or not a ‘need’ exists to justify revising
our Comprehensive Plan and Code of Ordinances:

a) What State requirements are placed on cities regarding population forecasts and growth?
b) lIs Jacksonville meeting those requirements?

c} Does Jacksonville need new development?
d) If so, what type of structures are needed? Housing? Commercial? Multi-family? Industrial?

e) Do the residents of Jacksonville favor densification, which will require some rezoning within our
existing city boundaries, or do residents favor expansion of the town’s boundaries?

f) If expansion is the choice, where do we see expansion taking place and why?

g) If densification is the choice, where can densities be raised?

h) What State laws must be considered prior to expanding Urban Growth Boundaries?

i) What utility and road considerations must be included in the research?

j}  What current elements of our town contribute to Jacksonville’s ‘sense of place’?

k} Do we have patterns, currently, that we would like to see repeated?

1) What aesthetic qualities in structures and features will capture our town’s ‘sense of place’?

REGARDING CONTENT OF THE PROPCSED CODE OF ORDINANCES

ARTICLE TWO
A. | am concerned about the inclusion of drive-throughs in our historic town.
1. While the Pony Espresso and Chase bank have been grandfathered in, | recommend that drive-throughs

continue to be prohibited in our historic town. If you allow them, you do not get to hand pick which
ones you will allow and which ones you want to prohibit.

2. Atthe sametime, | recommend that food carts and motor coach businesses be prohibited in Jacksonviile.

B. 1am concerned about the inclusion of townhouses and duplexes within single family residential (SFR) zones

in already-established neighborhoods.

1. Confusion: { Table 2.2.030 (p. 2-7) conflicts with Table 2.2.040D (p. 2-15} Regarding townhouses and
duplexes in SFR zones. 030 allows townhouses; 040 does not allow duplexes and shows no townhouses
in SFR zone. P. 27 allows duplexes and townhomes in SFR.)

2. How will the City respond to negative impacts on property values and livability for current residents?

| recommend that the City establish a specific MF ‘zone’ for townhouses and duplexes.

4, | recommend that the City consider including, in that new zone, ‘cottage housing,’ which allows 6 to 8

dwellings to face a common green.

o
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C.

I am concerned about the omission of a requirement for second vehicular exits for PUDs, hotels, apartment

buildings, and other similar sites, and for dead-end streets.
1. Throughout Jacksonville, we currently have many dead-end streets that pose huge potential disasters

for emergency fire escapes.
2. in several instances, today, we have construction in progress of PUDs that have single exits that pose

huge emergency escape issues.
3. | recommend that second VEHICULAR exits be required of all PUDs, hotels, apartment buildings, and

other similar sites, and for dead-end streets.

| am concerned that the proposed requirement for landscaped land in muiti-family developments is only

10%. (Page 2-28)

1. Multi-family residential developments need to be aesthetically pleasing to the residents of the building
and to the surrounding neighbors.

2. | recommend that, in muiti-family_development, open space and landscaping should be 25%. In

residential areas, it is 50%, and in commercial areas, it should be 25%, as well.

3. See Pioneer Village as an excellent example of the appropriate % of landscaping th .t should be required
in_ muiti-family development. Approximately, 25% landscaping, 50% building, 25% parking.

Parking

Structure

Landscaping

Approximate percentages of Pioneer Village Land Use

| am concerned about the following uses being allowed in SFR zones, uses that will result in negative impacts

on livability and property values of existing residents.

1. Does State Law require that cities allow Child Day Care, Duplexes, Town Houses, Cemetery,
Crematorium, Churches, Manufactured homes, Multi-Family, Family Daycare, Residential Care home and
facility in SFR zones?

2. Does the City have a chart that indicates where these uses might be appropriate?

3. lrecommend that the City establish various SFR zones, perhaps based on density, so that any proposal
to allow a use in SFR, does not relate to all SFR neighborhoods, where such uses would be completely

out of place.

I am concerned that the number of persons allowed in ‘Care’ homes in SFR zones will negatively impact

livability and property values in existing neighborhoods.

1. Does State Law dictate the number of persons that can reside in these ‘care” homes?

2. This proposed code (p. 29) includes Day Care, that allows 16 children and Residence Care Homes, that
allow 6-15 individuals. If these uses are forced upon Cities by State Law, then, | propose that a Day Care
be allowed up to 6 children, including the caregiver’s children, and a Residence Care be allowed up to 6

individuals.
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3.

4,

From the following excerpt from Oregon Laws, it appears that it is a City’s choice as to whether they will
allow a care facility in a residential zone other than multifamily residential zones.

http://www.oregonlaws.org/ors/197.667: Location of residential facility:

(1) A residential facility shall be a permitted use in any zone where multifamily residential uses are a permitted use.

{2) A residential facility shall be a conditional use in any zone where multifamily residential uses are a conditional use.

{3) A city or county may aflow a residential facility in a residential zone other than those zones described in subsections {1) and
{2) of this section, including a zone where a single-family dwelling is aliowed.

| propose that these care facilities be permitted only in multifamily residential zones.

G. | am concerned that Zero setbacks along 5t Street and in new subdivisions will dramatically alter the
character of Jacksonville. (Table 2.2.040.E) The proposed code says: “Zero setback in GC zone in front, street

side, interior side, and rear property lines.”

1.

2.
3.
4.

Zero setbacks fit California Street due to its historic character.
Zero setbacks are appropriate in urban settings, adopting a ‘new urbanism’ design. (Portland, Seattle)

Zero setbacks are NOT appropriate in rural, village-type towns, fike Jacksonville.
| recommend that the central and north side of Pioneer Village be used as a model for 5t Street in

regards to depth of setback, landscaping design, slightly angled buildings, and its ‘porte cochére’ that
adds dimension to the front of the buildings. {The distance of PV from the sidewalk ranges from

approximately 30 to 55 feet.)
Note: At the south end of the Pioneer Village block, a rectangular building of no style has been placed

at the corner. It is the ugliest building on the 5™ Street gateway. This is an example of what NOT to do.

H. Iam concerned with the proposal to allow general commercial uses to cover 80% of the land.

1.

AS RECENTLY AS SIX YEARS AGO, WHEN | SERVED ON THE CITY COUNCIL, THE CITY HAD A MAXIMUM
SQUARE FOOTAGE OF 20,000 FOR GENERAL COMMERCIAL IN ORDER TO KEEP NEW DEVELOPMENT IN
CHARACTER WITH OUR SMALL TOWN. | CAN FIND NO REFERENCE TO THIS IN THE PROPOSED
DOCUMENTS NOR IN THE CURRENT CODE.

The proposed code (P.2-24: 2.2.070) says structures may be up to 35 feet in height and can cover 80%
of the lot with structures above 36 inches above grade. That completely eliminates the previous
maximum square footage requirement that had a specific purpose for this particular ‘village’ town.
Since the proposed Code allows the remainder of the land to be used for parking, then, 100% of the
land can be covered with no room for landscaping.

Combine that 35-foot height with the 80% coverage and zero setbacks along 5t Street, and you can
envision the potential for the urban look of downtown Portland or Seattle. The gateway will be nothing

more than a hallway with no charm.
| recommend reinstating the general commercial maximum square foot limit of 20,000, not to exceed

a lot coverage of 50%. (Today, Ray’s is 20,000 sq. ft.)

l. 1 am concerned that encroachments into setbacks of various elements, like porches, decks, etc., can
encroach into setbacks as long as 3 feet of setback remains. (P. 2-23: 2.2.050}

1.

| recommend that the setback be completely enforced with no encroachments in_order to protect
residents on both sides of the fence, shall we say.




J. 1 am concerned about the proposed allowances for home-businesses in SFR.

1.

In order to accommodate one residential property owner, who wants to have a home business, this
proposed code is allowing uses that will affect livability in an existing neighborhood and will devalue
residential properties around the home-business property.

Advertising and Signs: The PROPOSED CODE reads, “Signs shall not exceed a total of four (4) square feet
of surface area on each side of one or two faces.” Business signs in a SFR neighborhood affect ‘sense of
place’ and impact property values of surrounding properties. Street addresses allow clients to locate
business properties. Signs are not necessary. Therefore, | recommend that NO business signage for home
businesses be allowed in SFR zones.

Vehicles, Parking and Traffic: The PROPOSED CODE reads, “Not more than one commercially licensed
vehicle associated with the home occupation is allowed at the home occupation site in the same 24-hour
period. Vehicles shall be of a size that would not overhang into the public right-of-way when parked.”
This is not sufficient to cover many home-business operations. For example, a yard maintenance
business in Jacksonville has trucks and towing trailers parked in front of the house and behind the house.
This is in conjunction with boats and off-road vehicles. This is a definite detriment to the neighborhood,
and property values are decreased with such a parking situation. It may be that none of these vehicles
is listed as a “commercially licensed vehicle,” but the vehicles are used for this home business.

| recommend that any vehicle marked with a sign, letters, emblem advertising or that clearly has any

association with a commercial enterprise must be parked in a garage, out of public view, in an SFR zone.

Following are some suggested home-business parking codes taken from cities around the country:

a) It shall be unlawful for any person to park at any time, including overnight, any truck, van, tractor,
truck tractor, semi-trailer, trailer, recreational vehicle more than 22 feet in length, self- contained
motor home, bus, taxicab, commercial vehicle, limousine (whether for hire or not for hire) or
livery vehicle on any residential street within the city.

b) Onresidential streets, an exception for expeditious loading or unloading of a vehicle listed in (a) when
the vehicle is actually and expeditiously being loaded or unloaded of passengers, merchandise, or
other contents.

¢) On residential streets, an exception for delivery, service or repair vehicies — when actually being used
to perform deliveries, service, orrepairs at a particular address for a particular customer when
that customer’s address is clearly displayed on the vehicle’s dashboard; and (ii) is embiazoned with
the name and business license number of its owner; and (iii) is lawfully parked in accordance with the
general parking requirements of this Code.

d) Violations be punishable as follows: One warning, $250 a day, per vehicle, for the first violation;
$500 a day, per violation, for a repeat violation.

Deliveries: There shall be no commercial vehicle deliveries between 8:00 p.m. and 8:00 a.m.

Parking: The Proposed Code reads: “There shall be no more than three parking spaces to serve the home

occupation.”

a) Where are those three parking spaces to be located?

b) Three parking spaces on a street in front of a business will impact availability of street parking for
residents. Then, in reality, who's going to be out front, telling the fourth or fifth customer that they
can’t park on the public street?

¢} Three parking spaces placed in the front yard of a home-business will appear as a mini-parking lot

and decrease property values of surrounding residences.
d) | recommend that home businesses be allowed to serve no more than two clients at a time and that

normal street parking be used,




6. These need to be added to the Code: Types of home businesses allowed in SFR zones (Following

examples are taken from a variety of City codes from around the country.)
a) For example, manufacturing, retail sales, and auto repair shops should NOT be allowed.

1) NO manufacturing: potential impact on neighbors with noise, fumes, & lighting.

2) NO retail sales: potential impact on neighbors due to traffic and parking issues.

3} NO auto repair shops: potential impact of destroying the neighborhood’s ‘sense of place’ by
creating an eyesore.

4) NO yard maintenance businesses: potential impact of destroying the neighborhood’s ‘sense of
place” by taking up parking with vehicles, trailers, landscaping machines.

5) NO beauty parlors (potential for very strong odors); barber shops are okay.

6) NO dog kennels: potential for noise and odor impacts.

7) NO industrial uses: not compatible with residential uses.

8) In other words, the occupation must not produce noise, odor, smoke, dust, light and glare,
electrical interference or other simitar impacts extending beyond the property line of the lot
where the occupation is located.

b} Here are examples of home businesses that might be allowed:

1) Home offices, like insurance sales, computer programming, accounting, architecture

2} Homes where sales are only done via the Internet

3) Tutoring, piano lessons, art instruction, tailor, seamstress

7. These restrictions need to be placed on home businesses in residential zones. (These examples are taken
from a variety of City codes from around the country.)
a) The home occupation must be conducted by someone living in the residence.
b) The number of clients shall be limited to two at any given time.
c} The amount of square footage within the home that can be used for the business shall not exceed

15% of the home for a business.

d) Prohibit outside employees from working in the home business.

e} Prohibit use or storage of hazardous materials.

f) Prohibit exterior physical changes to the home for the purposes of conducting business.
g) Prohibit outside business activities, storage, or displays.

h) Prohibit signage or commercial vehicles, except when placed in a closed garage.

ARTICLE THREE
A. l'am concerned that Article Three disregards Jacksonville’s 20,000 square foot limit for general commercial

and replaces it with a potential to cover 80% of the land with 35-foot high structures. (3.2.030)
1. The proposed code reads: Large-Format Developments: “Plans for new developments, or any phase
thereof, with a total floor plate area {ground floor area of all buildings) greater than [25,000] square feet,

including land divisions in the GC and Cl zones .. .*
2. | suggest that this is setting up for the development of strip malls and shopping centers, types of
development that are not consistent with the character of the historic town of Jacksonville.

3. IRECOMMEND REINSTATING THE 20,000 SQUARE FOOT LIMIT!

B. | recommend that this whole Section H “Large-Format Developments” (p. 14) BE DELETED FROM THIS
PROPOSAL and NOT be considered at this time, not until the City has developed a MASTER PLAN that sets

out what the City needs and envisions, should the UGB, in the future, be expanded.

1. Example: The City of Redmond’s Master Plan
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2. Hlustration for character of commercial development: Bend’s Sun River Commercial Village for aesthetics

C. Regarding layouts of large-format developments: (Page 3-14)

1. H-2 and H-6 both need diagrams, illustrating the possible configurations of this directive.

2. H-8. The Code reads: “Where a building fronts both a shopping street and a public street, that building
shall contain at least one primary entrance oriented to each street; except that an entrance is not
required where the public street is not improved with a sidewalk and the City determines that sidewalk
improvements to the public street cannot be required as a condition of approval.”

a} So, when a building fronts both a shopping and public street, will it have two entrances?

b) Along the public street, what is the view? A back door with trash bins? Green space? Will deliveries
take place from the back {public street) or the front {shopping street)?

c) The Code reads: “except that an entrance is not required where the public street is not improved
with a sidewalk” from H-8. {What will be the 2" exit in case of fire?)

3. I recommend that buildings have two exits. If the building faces both a public and shopping street, the

landscaping and sign rules apply to front and back to maintain aesthetics from both streets.

D. Regarding Approach and Driveway Development Standards. {P. 3-17; D)

Approaches and driveways shall conform to all of the following development standards:

1. This entire section has been removed from City Council or Commission approval to that of only the Public
Works Director. This puts too much weight on one individual’s decision, without receiving input from a
commission or council. This should be changed to require that the Public Works director bring the plan
with his justifications to the Planning Commission in order to receive comments on issues that may have
been overlooked by one individual.

2. In large-scale developments, | recommend that all deliveries should be done behind buildings with
separate driveways and entrances to increase vehicular and pedestrian safety.

E. 1am concerned about ANGLED parking in Jacksonville. (P. 3-21).

1. The Code reads: “Frontage Driveways and Street-Side Parking Bays. The City [decision body], in
consultation with the roadway authority, as applicable, may permit an open access with perpendicular
or angled parking adjacent to a public street where an existing street does not contain parallel parking,
and the proposed development does not warrant a street widening to provide parallel parking pursuant
with to Chapter 3.6.”

2. OBSERVATION: In this town of narrow streets, angled parking has proven to be an extreme hazard for
drivers. The greatest offender is the angled parking adjacent to the north side of the new City Hall
(Courthouse) property. Southbound cars turning left, off of Highway 238 (5% Street) and across a lane of
traffic, can make a turn, just as a parked car begins to back out of its space. The driver must halt in mid-
stride and hope that approaching cars have time to stop. If the cars on the highway are able to stop,
then a line forms as the driver backing out of the space maneuvers his car. If that angled parking remains,
the street should be a one-way street. Angled parking should only be on wide streets, of which we have

very few in Jacksonville.

F. Regarding Pedestrian Access and Circulation: P. 3-23; 3.3.040
1. Multi-Use Pathways. (QUESTION: Does ‘multi-use pathways’ mean that bikes and pedestrians are

allowed to use the pathway? If so, the acceptable uses and non-acceptable uses should be listed in the
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Code to protect the City from future liability issues. (pedestrians, motorized wheel chairs, bikes, segways,
skateboards, etc.)

G. Regarding Landscaping and Screening: P. 3-5; 3.4.030
1. Oftheland to be developed as a farge development, a percentage of Jand that must be landscaped needs

to be in the Code, rather than this proposed subjective staterment: “All portions of a lot requiring site
design review or a non-residential conditional use permit not otherwise developed with buildings,
accessory structures, vehicle maneuvering areas, or parking shall be landscaped.”

2. The above guote from the proposed Code could result in no landscaping at all as any undeveloped land
could all be used for parking.

3. Landscaped areas must be a key factor in the development, not simply a way to ‘fill in the blanks.’

4. | recommend a minimum of 25% of land area for landscaping in large-scale developments, whether it
be general commercial uses or industrial parks.

5. The proposed Code reads: “Existing mature trees that can thrive in a developed area and that do not
conflict with other provisions of this Code shall be retained when possible. The removal of existing trees
shall be done in conformance with this Code, section 3.4.060.” (THIS IS TOO OPEN TO

INTERPRETATION.)(Page 3-25)
6. | recommend that the removal of mature trees shall be approved by the Planning Commission with a

report from the City Arborist, if needed.

H. am concerned about the proposed parking section of this code. (P. 3-38)
1. Calculations of Amounts of Required and Allowed Parking.

a} The proposed Code (C-2) reads: “The number of parking spaces is computed based on the primary
uses on the site except as stated in Paragraph C(3) below. When there are two or more separate
primary uses on a site, the minimum and maximum parking for the site is the sum of the required or
allowed parking for the individual primary uses.” (Table 3.5.030 needs to be referenced in this

paragraph.)
2. Use of Required Parking Spaces.
a) The proposed Code reads: “Except as otherwise provided by this Section, required parking spaces

must be available for the use of residents, customers, or employees of the use.”

b) QUESTION: How is parking assured for the residents when parking from restaurants or concerts, for
example, spills onto surrounding streets or fills up the parking lot in new urbanism complexes. Are
employees allowed to park all day long on the public streets in front of residences?

3. lam very concerned about this table for required automobile parking spaces: Regarding Table 3.5.030.A

— Automobile Parking Spaces by Use
a) P.3-40: The number of spaces for office, general and office, medical/dental is way too low. It has

one space which doesn’t even cover the employees of the office.
b) Where are patients to park? 1 space per employee and, at least, 2 or 3 spaces for patients.

¢) P.3-41: Number of spaces for retail uses is way too low, especially for bars and restaurants.

l. 1 am concerned about the sign regulations, which are allowing large signs and numerous signs, the exact
formula for destroying ‘sense of place’ in a town.

My Primary Concern is in regards to 5% Street, since it is the gateway into our historic town of Jacksonville!
The sign codes for this gateway and the other three gateways into town should reflect the character of the
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downtown core. Jacksonville differs from urban and suburban areas in that, today, it does not have
commercial streets cluttered up by signage, which dramatically ruins most every town. Our codes must be
specific enough to let any future business or chain business, built on land that might be brought in by UGB
expansion, know that their logo signs must conform to the City’s sign standards.

1. GENERAL STANDARDS FOR SIGNS P. 3-61: 3.7.040
a) Irecommend that there be a specific amount of time that temporary signs be allowed to be displayed.

b)

d)

e)

I recommend that several images of signs that have followed the requirements along 5% Street be
included. All the signs along this street should be of uniform size, with the content {(approved by
HARC) being original to the business. It would be very helpful for potential customers, if those signs
are set 5 feet from the sidewalk, visible from vehicles and pedestrians. Unfortunately, the size of the
tattoo sign is much larger than the other signs along 5™ Street because it, apparently, followed the
way-too-large signs allowed under Permitted Signs, below.

There should be no signs in windows facing the public street or shopping street, since shop owners
get carried away with signs that detract from the aesthetics of the town. Even the grocery store
should remove poster signs from its windows and capture the interest of drivers and pedestrians to
the store from the view inside. {I, for one, have never gone into a shop or store because of a

promotional sign in its window.)
Banners_spanning California Street should be eliminated for they detract from the historical

architecture of the town itself. Tourists, trving to take photos of the historic town, are annoyed by the
advertising banner that blocks out the town’s historic structures. No banners should be allowed in
Jacksonville. They are no more than hanging billboards.

Sandwich boards and pedestals should be prohibited on our already small and dangerous sidewalks,

especially in the downtown core. These signs must be prohibited by the Code so that the City cannot
be held liable for dangerous sidewalks due to sandwich boards and pedestals.

2. PERMITTED SIGNS. The proposed code, besides the general provisions applying to signs set forth in this
chapter, is permitting signs in the General Commercial and Artisan zones as follows:
a) “The total aggregate area of all signs shall not exceed the following: The total area of signs shall not

b)

d)

exceed two (2") square feet for each lineal foot of building frontage.”

So, if | read this correctly, a building with a 50 lineal foot frontage can have a sign equal to 100 square
feet. One sign could be 10 feet by 10 feet or the business might choose to have two signs at 5 feet
by 10 feet or four signs at 5 feet by 5 feet. Really???? So, if adjacent businesses all choose the four
signs approach, 5™ Street will be filled with signs, destroying the aesthetics of the key gateway!!!
Large signs and multiple signs have no place in the historic town of Jacksonville. Go to Medford if
you want to see a City with minimal sign codes and maximum signs that absolutely destroy any
aesthetics of Medford.

Freestanding Signs: “Signs may be placed freestanding, provided that only one (1) such sign shall be
permitted for each parcel using the formula of the linear street frontage times (x) 0.15, which equals
the square footage allowable.” This seems appropriate since a 100 linear street frontage would
result in 15 square foot sign. (Note: put 0.15 rather than .15)

1) For linear street footage larger than 100, there needs to be a maximum limit of 15 square feet

for signs. Period!
“The total sign maximum area is thirty-six square feet (36’) and a minimum of six square feet (6’),

not to exceed ten (10’) feet in height above the grade it is placed upon.” These sizes are for urban

9
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f)

g)

g}

areas, like Medford, perhaps, but they are not for an historic town that is trying to maintain its ‘sense

of place.’ These signs are huge advertisements, and our town is not a 3-D magazine.
1) REPLACE THE TEN FOOT HEIGHT ABOVE THE GRADE WITH FIVE FEET.

2) REDUCE THE MAXIMUM 36 SQUARE FEET TO 15 SQUARE FEET.

WALL SIGNS: No wall signs should be attached to exterior walls as they clutter up the landscape with
‘posters.” As an example, consider the mini-market at the corner of Stewart and Lozier in Medford.
We can drive around Medford and see the consequences of allowing such signs, so we do not have
to experiment here; that experiment has already been done, and it destroys the aesthetics of the
area.

MARQUEE SIGNS: In effect, this acts as a double sign: the marguee above and another sign below
it. This is not appropriate in Jacksonville, which should have as its goal, to minimize signs that detract
from every town that suffers from a lack of strict sign ordinances.

WINDOW AND DOOR SIGNS: Door and window signs can completely destroy the aesthetics of a
commercial district because each entrepreneur can choose to put up more and more signs. This

section needs specific standards. Suggestions follow:

1} Windows may be painted with holiday images for no longer than six weeks.
2) A poster or sign may not be visible from the public street.

LED OR NEON SIGNS: No neon signs in Jacksonville!
SIGN LIGHTING: Lighting for signs shall not be directed so as to create a traffic safety hazard or

nuisance on an abutting or adjoining street. Sign lighting shall also comply with the provisions of this
Code for outdoor lighting set forth in 3.4.050.

Oversight of the above sign ordinances is one of the many excellent reasons why HARC needs to be involved

with the gateway into Jacksonville, the length of 5 Street out to Main Street, should the City expand that

direction.

J. T'am concerned about the proposed ‘up-to-the-sidewalk’ approach along 5% Street. (3.7.100)

1. The preposed Code reads: “Purpose. North Fifth Street, also known as the Jacksonville Highway #238, is
primarily a vehicular accessed rather than pedestrian-accessed area and is viewed differently from the
Historic Core (HC) District because of this. North Fifth Street is composed of a mixture of historic and
non-historic structures, it generally represents a later period of history in the development of a small
western town.”

2. lunderstand why this proposal has described North Fifth Street as “primarily a vehicular accessed rather
than pedestrian-accessed area.” However, a goal in Jacksonville is to be pedestrian-friendly, and that

can be accomplished along 5t Street in the following ways:

a) Draw pedestrians to the area by diversifying 5* Street with businesses, like restaurants, coffee shops,

hardware store, bookshop, and useful retail shops that lure pedestrians.

1) The reason for fewer 5" Street pedestrians, at this time, is because of the particular shops that
line the street: real estate office, insurance office, physical therapist, car wash, and accounting
offices provide no draw for pedestrians.

2) The City might consider creating an ‘office’ zone, where people arrive by car, park in common
parking, and do their business. Like an industrial park, this is an ‘office’ park. This office park
should be along the lines of Alder Creek Office Park {East Medford), a fine example. This office
park is NOT simply to be a collection of strip malls. An attractive office park would provide a draw

I0
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for office businesses and could potentially lure some of the current ‘offices’ off of 5t Street,
allowing it to be more commercial and a greater draw for pedestrians.

3) Around Pioneer Village, we see residents walk to the market or to the Pony Espresso. From behind
the current businesses, we see residents walk to these same locations from Nunan Square and
other side streets. So, a goal would be to increase pedestrian traffic with a combination of general

commercial and residential.
b) Mix residential uses with general commercial.
1) 5th Street can become a ‘source of residents’ itself.
2) Bring more residents to 5" Street by incorporating mixed uses; for example, a restaurant or a
coffee house below and residentfal above has on-site customers while, at the same time, providing
a reason to bring residents out on the street.
c) Give the commercial uses ‘charm,” not simply bottom floors of rectangular buildings brought right
up to the sidewalk.
1) Add covered patios, planter boxes, trees, grassy spaces. . .
2} While California Street does not have the space for covered patios and sidewalk eating, 5'" Street
properties—existing and yet to be built—have the space to offer outdoor patios that always draw

pedestrians/customers.
3) California Street draws tourists; 5 Street can draw residents (and tourists} if it creates the right

atmosphere.

d) My objection with the current proposals are that they want to bring rectangular type structures right
up to the sidewalk, completely destroving the needed aesthetics for a gateway. The zero frontage

gives the impression to people (whether vehicular passengers or pedestrians) that they are entering
a hallway, rather than entering areas of street landscaping and trees that create a ‘sense of place.’
1} Pioneer Village, however, with its main building, welcomes pedestrians with its impressive
landscaping along with a break up in the building span by a covered entryway and different angles
to its buildings. It's commercial use, shall we say, is on the bottom floor and has a style very
inviting to the public. Its setback from 5' Street ranges from approximately 30 to 55 feet.
*#* | RECOMMEND REMOVING THE ZERO LOT LINE UP TO THE SIDEWALK, AND OPTING FOR A
LANDSCAPED AREA, AS SEEN WITH PIONEER VILLAGE.
*** | RECOMMEND GEARING 5™ STREET TOWARDS OUTDOOR PATIOS AND LANDSCAPTING THAT WILL

DRAW PEDESTRIANS.
#** | RECOMMEND ALLOWING RESIDENTIAL ABOVE GENERAL COMMERCIAL TO BRING PEDESTRIANS

TO THE STREET.
*%* 1 RECOMMEND CONSIDERATION OF A ZONE FOR AN OFFICE PARK, TO LURE OFFICES OFF OF 5™ STREET

AND INTO AN OFFICE PARK ENVIRONMENT. THIS MAKES MORE SPACE ON 5™ STREET FOR GENERAL
COMMERCIAL/MIXED USE THAT DRAW PEDESTRIANS.

ARTICLE 5: HISTORICAL OVERLAY DISTRICT
A. | am concerned about the reduction of the oversight of HARC; this Commission, in partnership with the

Planning commission, is Jacksonville’s only method of protecting its ‘sense of place’ and its character.
1. The list of the historic landmark properties remaining after the proposed removals should be posted on-

line..
2. The list of properties being proposed for removal from the historic landmark properties should be posted

on-line.
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3. HARC’s NAME NEEDS TO BE RESTORED AND ITS OVERSIGHT OF ALL NEW DEVELOPMENT NEEDS TO BE
REINSTATED. After re-reading the current Code of Ordinances, it is evident that HARC's oversight is
critical to all areas of our town in order to maintain Jacksonville’s ‘sense of place.’ This is especially true

in regards to 5t Street, the gateway into Jacksonville.
4. My recommendations regarding HARC's size and the number of meetings per year: (5.2.010)

a) Change the proposed name of Historic Preservation Commission back to the Historic Architectural

Review Commission.
b) Maintain the number of members at seven HARC members, including _the liaison from the City

Council and the liaison from the Planning Commission. . . all voting members.
c) Change the proposed four meets a year back to TWELVE monthly meetings.

MISCELLANEOUS CONCERNS

A. |am concerned about the change in the number of Planning Commission members.
NOTE: in 2013-4, (Sec. 4.04.020) the number of commission members was changed from 7 to 5 members.
Also, removed from the current code is the restriction that only 2 members of the same profession can serve
on a commission at the same time. This has the potential of shifting the maximum proportion of any one

profession from 30% to 100%.
From 1974 to 1981 to 2001 io 2014, the City’s Code was in agreement with the State Code.
§ 2.12.020: Article 1. Membership of Planning Commission (2011 5-2)
{A) The Planning Commission shall consist of:
{1) Seven members who may not hald any other office or employment with the city except where authorized by another validly
enacted ordinance of the city.

{2} One City Councilor ex officio.
{8} The ex officio member shall be entitled to sit with the Commission and take partin its discussions but shall not have the right

to vote and shali not be counted in determining the requirement for, or existence of, a quorum. Except for ex officio members,
no persen shall be eligible for appointment to the Planning Commission unless . . . has resided within the city during 12 months
immediately preceding his or her appointment.

Sec. 2.12.070: Article 1, Statuary Membership Restrictions

o more than two voting members shall be engaged principaliy in the buying, selling or developing of real estate for profit as
individuals, or be members of any partnership, or officers or employees of any partnership, or officers or employees of any
corporation, that is engaged principally in the buying, selling or develcping of real estate for profit. No more than two voting
members shall be engaged in the same kind of occupation, business, trade or profession. (1981 Code: 2.12.080} (Ord. 181;

passed—1974; Am. Ord. 592, passed 3-3-2009)

Then, the Focus Group made changes to the Code, and it was approved by the City Council.

Sec. 4.04.020. - Attrition of members for committee and commission size.

{A) Due to the Code change during Fiscal year 2013-14 (which does not allow Council members to be a voting member on
committees and commissions) the size of currently seated committees and commissions are la rger than the Code allows.

(B)Of committees and commissions whose size is larger than stated in this chapter, the size of the committee or commission may
remain the same through the end of the calendar year of codification of this Code, at which time the committee or commission
must be readjusted for size to comply with this Code. If no member wishes to step down, the decision will be referred to the

Mayar.

Jan, (City Recorder) wrote a history of the Code revision and wrote this paragraph: “Committee and Commissicn sizes are being
changed as the Council Liaison will now be consistent as a non-voting member. Sizes are being redone in order to have an odd
number of voting members. Attrition at the end of the calendar year will be used to accomplish this.” (P. 2, #2}

State Law regarding membership in City Planning Commissions. 227.03¢" Membership
{1}Not more than two members of a city planning commission may be city officers, who shall serve as ex officio nonvoting

members,
(2JA member of such a commission may be removed by the appointing authority, after hearing, for misconduct or

nonperformance of duty.
{3)Any vacancy in such a commission shall be filled by the appointing authority for the unexpired term of the predecessor in the

office.
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(4}No more than two voting members of the commission may engage principally in the buying, selling or developing of real
estate for profit as individuals, or be members of any partnership, or officers or employees of any corporation, that engages
principally in the buying, selling or developing of real estate for profit. No more than two members shall be engaged in the
same kind of occupation, business, trade or profession. [Amended by 1965 c.430 §1; 1973 ¢.739 §2; 1975 c.767 §3]

1. THE PLANNING COMMISSION NEEDS TO BE RETURNED TO A 7-MEMBER COMMISSION.

2. THE RESTRICTION THAT ONLY 2 MEMBERS OF ANY PROFESSION CAN SERVE SIMULTANEOUSLY ON THE
PLANNING COMMISSION NEEDS TO BE REINSTATED.

3. ALSQ, IF THE SIZE OF THE COMMISSION iS CHANGED, THE NUMBER OF SIMILAR OCCUPATION SLOTS
MUST ALSQO CHANGE TO KEEP THE SUBGRQUP UNDER 30 PERCENT.

B. |AM GREATLY CONCERNED THAT THE NORTH FIFTH STREET GUIDELINES HAS BEEN COMPLETELY REMOVED.
| WILL SUBMIT A SEPARATE DOCUMENT FOR THAT SECTION.

C. MERCHANDISE SHALL NOT BE DISPLAYED OUTSIDE A SHOP OR COMMERCIAL STRUCTURE. (FOR EXAMPLE,
CONSIDER THE SHOPKEEPER OF THE HISTORIC HOUSE AT 5th ST. AND CALIFORNIA ST. THAT DISPLAYS
CONSIGNMENT CLOTHING ON THE WRAP-AROUND FRONT PORCH.)

D. MOTOR HOMES, TRAILERS, CAMPERS, 5™ WHEELS, AND OTHER RECREATIONAL VEHICLES SHALL BE PARKED
COMPLETELY OUT OF PUBLIC VIEW IN RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOODS.

E. I AM CONCERNED ABOUT THE PROPOSAL IN THE HISTORIC ELEMENT OF THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN TO
CONSIDER ALLOWING BUILDINGS NO GREATER THAN 15-20% LARGER THAN THE HISTORIC BUILDINGS IN

THE DOWNTOWN HISTORIC DISTRICT (E-1). No building within the City of Jacksonville shall exceed 35 feet

in height.

F. 1 SEEM TO RECALL THAT A CITY DOES NOT HAVE TO DEAL WITH ITS POPULATION PROJECTION AND
BUILDING INVENTORY, UNLESS IT IS APPLYING TO EXPAND ITS UGB. IF SO, THEN, WE CAN CONTINUE TO
TRY TO MEET OUR POPULATION DEMANDS THROUGH INCREASED DENSITY BEFORE CONSIDERING
EXPANSION. THAT KEEPS US IN LINE WITH STATE GUIDELINES.

G. A MASTER PLAN NEEDS TO BE DEVELOPED THAT WILL INCLUDE LONG-RANGE DEVELOPMENT iN

FUTURE UGBs, SHOULD EXPANSION, SOME DAY, BE REQUIRED.

CONCLUSION
In conclusion, as | stated at the beginning of this document, | recommend, in order to abide by Oregon State

Law, that this process of revising the Comprehensive Plan and the Code of Ordinances be halted, and, if genuine
need is identified, then, the process can be restarted with widespread citizen involvement proceeding to

modify the existing Comprehensive Plan and Code of Ordinances.

{Submitted by Linda Meyers, 230 Wells Fargo Drive, Jacksonville, OR 97530, December 6, 2016)
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CONCERNS REGARDING PROPOSED REVISIONS T0 .IACKSONVII.LE'S HISTORIC ELEMENT
Submitted by Linda Mevyers

To Jacksonvilie’s Planning Commissioners:

I am concerned, for e€xample, that the revision process excluded the “widespread Citizen
involvement and input in alf phases of the process” that js required by State Law 197.040(2)(f). A
Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC), consisting of City officials and_developers, does not constitute
“widespread citizen involvement.”

The CAC’s proposed Historic Element js 3 dramatic revision of our existing Comprehensive Plan,
which they have joined with theijr dramatically—altered Code of Ordinances, both of which will

Negatively impact our town.
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My greatest concern is that this proposed Historic Element restricts HARC's purview, even though
HARC is our town'’s protective commission that monitors aesthetics of development in order to

maintain our town’s ‘sense of place.’

The City has relied upon HARC to oversee the preservation of our town’s historic structures and to
monitor the aesthetic elements of those properties adjacent to historic structures. HARC has, also,
as the town has grown, expanded its oversight into neighborhoods in order to protect each
neighborhood’s ‘sense of place.” We citizens believe that the parts do, in fact, affect the whole!

The pro-development CAC, from a different perspective, sees HARC's expanded oversight as too
restrictive. So, in their proposed Historic Element, they have replaced HARC’s name with Historic
Preservation Commission (HPC). They, then, have proposed restricting HPC's jurisdiction to only
new development within the CAC's redefined, greatly-reduced Downtown Historic District (DHD).
in other words, the pro-development CAC wants complete freedom from HARC's oversight

throughout the rest of Jacksonville.

With growth, comes neighborhoods, each one having its own set of characteristics. Today, HARC
uses Policies A-1 and A-2 to maintain a ‘sense of place’ in each Jacksonville neighborhood. The
proposed Historic Element, however, removes HARC'S policies on Design Review and
Neighborhood Character.

There can be no debating that neighborhoods being built, today, hold historic value; they are
tomorrow’s historic neighborhoods. We must maintain today’s neighborhood characteristics and
vital viewsheds for the future, just as previous residents have done for us. We, as citizens, have
that responsibility, and HARC is the commission to oversee any new development to meet that

objective.

I recommend, therefore, that HARC’s name be reinstated and that HARC’s policies on Design
Review over ALL new development, including oversight of Neighborhood Character Units, be

retained, as well.

Another major concern regarding this proposed Historic Element is its removal of 5t Street,
Jacksonville’s key gateway, from HARC’s oversight.

The proposal to remove HARC’S oversight of 5t Street in combination with the many proposed
changes to the Code of Ordinances will, as stated above, DRAMATICALLY CHANGE our town.

This gateway needs to be planned out in specific detail to reflect the aesthetics that the residents
of Jacksonville envision for their small historic town. Once a detailed “Specific Plan” has been
developed for 5 Street, then, these details need the oversight of HARC and the Planning
Commission. True, this process of citizen involvement is a slow process, but we are the custodians

of a very unique town.
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Several years back, a North Fifth Street Gateway plan was created. This plan was adopted as North
Fifth Street Guidelines in the current Code of Ordinances. This section has been completely
removed from today’s Code of Ordinances. | suggest that that plan be revisited! Yes, it needs some
changes, but it certainly comes closer to maintaining our town’s character than do the proposed

revisions to the Code of Ordinances.

Following are a few examples from the proposed Historic Element and Code changes that motivate
my recommendation to revisit the 5*" Street Specific Plan. | have covered these points in my report

on the Code of Ordinances, but | will list some here.

Proposal to allow general commercial to cover 80% of the land. This is a major change from the
limitations we had in the Code when | served on the City Council, just 6 years ago. At that time,
we had a limitation of 20,000 square feet in order to keep general commercial structures
compatible with the town’s character. {Ray’s Market plus the side space is 20,000 square feet.)

| recommend that we restore the 20,000 square foot limitation for general commercial and
aliow no structure in the general commercial zone to cover more than 50% of the parcel.

Furthermore, the proposed Code requires that only 10% of the land be landscaped. Pioneer
Village, in contrast, has approximately 25% of its land landscaped, which makes a huge
difference in regards to aesthetics along the town’s gateway.

I recommend a requirement that, at least, 25% of the land be iandscaped with irrigation and

regular maintenance.

Another proposed change allows potentially 35-foot high buildings along 5™ Street to be
brought right up to the sidewalk. Imagine the ‘tunnel’ effect that will result along our narrow
gateway into town. In contrast, envision Pioneer Village, which is a 35-foot high building, but
which is set back 25-50 feet from the sidewalk with spectacular landscaping in front of its main
structure.

| recommend that structures along 5" Street be set back from the sidewalk between 15 and
50 feet, depending on building height. | recommend that parking be restricted to the rear of

the structure.

Side note: The early proposal for Pioneer Village was a rectangular building with a
parking lot in front. I it were not for the conscientious efforts of the Planning

Commission, HARC, and the Gateway Plan, it would not appear as it does, today.

Another example of changes from this proposed Historic Element is that the proposed sign
ordinances allow signs that will be way too large for our small town ambiance. | recommend
that, along Fifth Street, signs, no matter the size of the structure, be uniform in size (15 square
feet) and placed 5 feet from the sidewalk. In this way, the green landscaping in front of the
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general commercial buildings in combination with the uniform-sized signs will serve to unify the
structures along 5th Street.

The proposed Historic Element removes policies protecting mid- and long-range viewsheds and
replaces these policies with generic, non-specific directives, like “provide stewardship” and
“project compatibility.”

I recommend that the City identify corridor viewsheds (perhaps, referring to George Kramer’s
viewshed list) and determine what the requirements for each of the properties along those
viewsheds should be. These specific details can, then, be used in negotiations with developers
before bringing lands into the UGB or before approving various projects before the Planning

Commission and HARC.

The proposed Historic Element is considering “requiring all new development proposals within
increased density areas to allow buildings that are no greater than 15% - 20% larger than the

historic buildings in the Downtown Historic District. (Policy E-1)
I recommend that NO building within the City of Jacksonville exceed 35 feet in height.

The proposed Historic Element is considering “increasing densities east of North Oregon Street”

to “assure compatible multi-family development.” (Policy E-2)
| recommend that, prior to any rezoning for muiti-family, the City consider parking impact on

existing neighborhoods.

The proposed Historic Element removes Overlapping Layers of Review Criteria (p. 5-6) . .. “The
revised code maintains many of the critical design standards of the former code but eliminates
Historic Character Units, viewsheds, and other Review Level Area Maps, finding them to contain

overlapping and vague approval criteria.” . .
| recommend that the City does not remove the Neighborhood Character protections used by

HARC.

Also, in this section, the revision states, “These actions were based on confirmation with SHPO
that removal of these elements of the existing code would not endanger the status of the

Landmark District in any way.”
Our missfon, here in lacksonville, is not ONLY to protect our Landmark District. Our mission

is to preserve Jacksonville’s ‘sense of place,’ its character.

The proposed Historic Element continues to uphold policy #4, which states that “street trees
should not be permitted within the commercial center of the Downtown Historic Core” because

“commercial architecture needs to be easily viewed and photographed by tourists.”
| recommend that this same reasoning be applied to the removal of street-crossing banners

that really are no more than swinging biliboards.
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e The proposed Historic Element recognizes that sidewalks in the commercial core are not wide
enough to comfortably accommodate street trees and adequate pedestrian width for

convenient walking and window shopping.
| recommend that this same reasoning be applied to the removal of sandwich boards,

pedestals, shop merchandise, etc. on the sidewalks.

In conclusion, it’s easy to see, from the list of members on the selected CAC, that these proposed
documents reflect the buildings that builders hope to build in Jacksonville.

i am very puzzled, though, by developers who come into a town and try revising the Comprehensive
Plan and Code of Ordinances in order to get the town set up to develop what the developers want

to develop.

! have much more respect for developers who come to a town and ask these questions:
e “What do the citizens envision as the character of their town?”

* “Do the citizens see a need for development?”
e “If so, where would they like to see that development take place and what would they like

developed?”
That's the developer who cares about maintaining a town’s ‘sense of place.’ That’s the developer

with whom we citizens are wiiling to work.

At this time, the pro-development CAC must step back and allow the “widespread citizen
involvement and input” that is required by State Law.

i am not against development, but | am extremely focused on aesthetics and maintaining a ‘sense
of place.” Jacksonville is not one of those generic towns that is often left in the wake of developers
who have built standardized housing, strip malls, and national chain stores. We want our
Comprehensive Plan and our Code of Ordinances to protect the unique qualities that we have,
today. The current system of Codes and oversight commissions has served us well. Jacksonville is

a gem, and we expect it to remain so.

Thank you for your time and consideration of my concerns.

Linda Meyers

230 Wells Fargo Drive
Jacksonville, OR 97530
December 12, 2016
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Nothing has changed the quality of our lives and the historic integrity
of Jacksonville more over the past 15 years, than new development.
Massive new construction now blocks views to historic buildings
and dominates our skyline.

Yet these changes have been brought about by just a few men in
the community and by their interpretation of what this town

will look like and the building codes we must follow.

The majority of people who live here are from California

where they well understand how rampant development can be

and have left the state for just that reason, hoping for a better
quality of life here in Oregon.

My question is, must we continue to accept massive development
as the norm for our society and passively watch as we bury a
historic town?

Will we allow this to be our legacy to Jacksonville?

Our city government says it has been forced by a state mandate
to increase it's inner city density before urban expansion can

take place and a small group of men have decided to interpret

that mandate to mean that each city lot must increase it's
development by 100%. Quietly, in 2008 this interpretation was
implemented into our building codes.

Nowhere in that state mandate, statute 197.296, does it define any
numeric value by which a city lot must be increased for development.
As | have said, these interpretations and decisions have been
made on your behalf by a select group of leaders in this town

and written into law by Chapter 18.11.020.

My question to these leaders is can we develop our town without

a 100% increase in lot development and still somehow find a

way to thrive while while lessening the impact of

development on the quality of our lives and preserve Jacksonville's
designation as a National Historic Landmark?

My opinion is that these influential men will have nothing to do

with the concept of moderation and hold nothing but disdain

for the idea, otherwise we would not have seen historic structures
being physically being built on top of, moved off their foundations
and dominated by new pseudo-historic structures.

Historic vistas and corridors would have been preserved by
modifying development so that we can co exist and still allow
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historic structures to be seen.

Our city planning department openly admits to mistakes in the
interpretation of historic preservation and the implementation

of their own building codes. At the same time HARC commission
for historic preservation takes no objection to theses violations
of the historic charter.

Let it be understood that Jacksonville has a very aggressive
building policy in place with a very passive enforcement of historic
preservation guidelines, which will result in a very disastrous
outcome to all of us who care about the future of Jacksonville.
We have a city administration that tells us,

their priority is the historic preservation of our town while the
building codes they have implemented are the most aggressive
we have ever seen in the history of this town.

Either we demand clear and concise building codes that moderate
the amount of development to protect our historic structures

and take into account the impact of development on our

lives or we continue to stand back and allow a wall of develop-
ment to dominate the town.

Do we intervene and take control of our destiny or do we allow
the same group of select leaders to make the decisions for us?
As did all the residents of this village years before us, ask of
themselves:

What will be representative of our contribution to the historic
significance of Jacksonville?
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Dick Converse

From: Leona Sewitsky <leonakeene@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, January 04, 2017 4:44 PM 5 ; ‘ 7
To: planner@jacksonvilleor.us EGE E
Subject: Proposed Changes to Municipal Code [-S-17

Hello. My name is Leona Sewitsky and | am a local Oregonian and 25 year resident of Jacksonville. i have read through
much of the existing municipal code including chapters 16-18 as well as the historic element of the comprehensive plan.
I have read the proposed revisions that you have been working on for two years, and understand that while my research
is that of a general citizen unfamiliar with most building code vernacular, | believe that | do get the gist of what the
changes will mean for the town. These are my serious concerns.

A. Entirely deleting the Neighborhood Character Units, specifically N. & S. Oregon St, N. & S. Third St., 5th St., First,
Second, Fourth Sts, and basically all those that comprise the the oldest neighborhoods closest to California St. The
original neighborhood character unit designation is essential to ensure that those neighborhoods will remain charming
and original to residents who moved into those dwellings for that reason, and to visitors who enjoy them when walking
through town. It ensures that infill new buildings will continue te be aesthetically compatible and proportionally sized to
the streetscape’s original ambiance. Oregon St. alone has 22 landmark properties that, while protected along with
abutting lots and residences by the historic designation guidelines, should be additionally enhanced by the whole
context of their neighborhoods as well. | recommend retaining the Neighborhood Character Units in all the historically
sensitive areas, which can be redefined, instead of eliminating them as not needed when this is an integral part that
specifically defines Jacksonville's residential charm.

B. Entirely deleting Jacksonville's view shed as something to be protected, inside the town as well as on it's perimeter.
Understandably, this is a trickier concept but just as important to retain Jacksonville's beautiful visual singularity. We
are extremely fortunate the Woodlands Association had the vision to preserve a large part of the wooded ridges that
provide the scenic backdrop for the town. Preservaticn of view sheds inside city limits can be implemented with clear
guidelines to remove any ambiguity, which seems to be your reason for disregarding this critical component for new
building. A perfect example of failure to consider the view shed are the two new oversized speculation residences
currently under construction on E. California St. that completely mar the beautiful view coming into Jacksonville from
South Stage Rd. Once gone, the scenic quality is lost forever. The open space around Jacksonville is what differentiates
it from almost every other town in Oregon, and we are well served to work outside the town jurisdiction areas to try to
keep it so as much as we can. Not always possible, but it should be our goal. | recommend keeping view shed
protections and rewording that definition for clarity instead of completely excising it from the code.

C. Shrinking the downtown Historic Core to basically California St. to open up the adjacent side street buildings to
rezone for commercial endeavors that will not be bound by historical designation oversight. Jacksonville has one of the
most historically intact pristinely preserved commercial districts in the country. It is a very tiny one. It should remain
tiny and quaint because that is it's originality and charm. if new businesses, breweries, light industry, more stores selling
tourist trinkets are wanted by business owners, creat a compatible new area for that on 5th st. | recommend keeping
the original Designated Historic Core as is.

D. Elimination of HARC to be replaced with HPC and jurisdiction for that entity will be for historical landmarks and
abutting properties only. As | understand your wording, the HPC will be basically the town planning official? Shouldn't
it, as recommended in the national guideline for historic districts, be compromised by more than one person including a
historian and an architect and citizen members? And if HPC has no jurisdiction over new construction, then who or what
exactly provides guidelines for those new buildings and or subdivisions, etc. to ensure critical compatibility for the town?
| suggest keeping HARC or the proposed HPC (which should be a committee not an individual) involved in new
construction. Perhaps redefine it's sphere of influence, but do not eliminate it.

1



E. The adoption of a "model code" for small cities that uses generic guidelines that allows all land use and development
application permits to be decided by a "tiered" process. Specifically objectionable is the Type IV decision making
process. Quote: "Creation, revision, or large scale Implementation of public policy, ie, adopt regulations, zone changes,
annexations, and comprehensive plan amendments." According to this guideline, city council will have the authority to
make all decisions with or without the city planner recommendations, and NO PUBLIC HEARING REQUIRED. Thisisa
HUGE red flag to me. This is saying basically that very serious impactful changes for the town's future buildings and
growth will be solely decided by the council without public input. To put this kind of oversight into the hands of an ever-
changing group of councilors has the potential to open the door to special interest individuals looking to push through
personal agendas, ie property owners looking to profit on multi units in inappropriate areas, annexing parcels that are
not suitable for intended purposes by builders, etc. For such serious integral changes like that to Jacksonville, we need
safeguards in place that foster public input, scrutiny, and overall transparency for the citizens who live here. |
recommend less autonomy for city council on these important decisions and more reaching out to the community with
information and opinion about proposed land or zoning changes and annexations. Remember, generic model codes do
not necessarily reflect the actual needs or even applicability for a unique town like ours.

In closing, the above five proposed changes | am concerned about for the new municipal code are not in keeping with
the detailed work and vision in 1993 by historic authority George Kramer and many many others who set out tenets to
define and guide Jacksonville into ensuing decades. Their intent was to ensure that it continues to be a unique piece of
history showcasing many original buildings in quaint historical neighborhoods that have new residences and buildings
that complement them, all set into in a genuinely historic town. To dismiss their worthy contribution is taking out the
core of why we even attempt to keep Jacksonville from becoming any other typical cookie cutter small town. When you
think about it, Jacksonville is a unique slice of life that depicts fledgling Oregon preserved at the very moment it went
from being a simple territory to becoming a state of the Union, which is incredibly rare. How many states can boast
such a real treasure? If something is true and part of who we are, we can do no less than to hold it close to our hearts
and not squander it for someone else's profit. We can grow but not without genuine oversight by ail of us. Jacksonville
has survived and thrived because of the hands of it's previous citizens and city workers and officials and now it's our turn
to be it's thoughtful caretakers. Thank you and | look forward to your presentation and hope you address my concerns.

Leona Sewitsky
230 Laurelwood Dr.
541-899-7765

Sent from my iPad
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Testimony for the record for City of Jacksonville Oregon, Public Hearing before
Planning Department

It recently came to my attention that there are some major revisions being made to
the Comprehensive Plan and to our Municipal Codes, specifically, Chapters 16,17,
18, and the Historic Core Overlay. I understand the need to simplify, but some of
these changes seem to far exceed simplification. Many of these changes seem to
threaten the historic nature, and beauty of this very special city.

My concerns:

1.

2.

3.

4,

Deleting the view sheds

Reducing the historic core

Total elimination of HARC. The HPC has no say regarding new construction
The “tiered process”. It appears tier 4 gives total control to the city council,
with no public hearing required for, “zone changes, annexations, and
comprehensive plan amendments”.

No mention of ADA requirements

Removal of neighborhood character charts

I hope these issues will be addressed at the January 18t presentation.

Virginia Stapp Douglas C Phillips

C)UVOAA# 456%790 ~

375 W Elm 375 W Elm Street
Jacksonville, Or Jacksonvilie, Or
(541) 702-2150 (541) 702-2150



‘ ; Testimony for the Record, for the City of Jacksonville, Oregon,
Public Hearing before Planning Department

January 9, 2017

Hello, our names are Stacey Powers, Bud Powers and Samantha Powers. We have
been residents of Jacksonville for 5 wonderful years. Our daughter, Samantha, was
born with Williams Syndrome, a genetic malformation that resulted in both physical
and cognitive disabilities. As her parents, we have learned how important the
American’s with Disabilities Act is for people with special needs.

Some of Jacksonville's residents have concerns regarding the proposed changes to
the Municipal Code and we share many of their concerns which I am sure will be
addressed at the meeting on January 18th. An additional concern that we have is the
complete omission of the Americans with Disabilities Act, (ADA) in the proposed

revisions of the Municipal Codes.

Jacksonville should be dedicated to ensuring that all City programs, services,
benefits, activities and facilities operated or funded by the City are fully accessible to
and usable by people with disabilities. I brought this up at a meeting in October, and
have been disappointed with the follow through as many of the commitments made
during that meeting have not been followed through on. To then see that the ADA
has been completely left out of the proposed, revised, Municipal Code's is alarming,

We would like to know what person, or committee, administers the implementation
of ADA Standards and upgrades to meet ADA requirements under the State and
Federal laws in Jacksonville? At the meeting in October, I asked if I could have a
copy of the ADA Transition Plan that was required by all cities and towns throughout
our Country since 1993 (or earlier). I did not receive a copy and was told there has
never been a plan implemented, thus being out of compliance with ADA laws and

Standards.

Jacksonville must address the ADA compliance issues that exist and we must include
and enforce these Standards. We would appreciate your assurance that this will take
place and be appropriately addressed in the Revised Municipal Codes. As I stated at
the meeting; we are willing to assist in this endeavour in any way we can. What we
won't do, and hope you won't either, is continue to see the rights of those with
disabilities ignored. We have spoken to so many good people who, like us, are

\oc' 1

Bud and Stacey Powers * 120 Graham Street * Jacksonville, OR 97530

707-761-1837
frrnicmulffe@barmail ram



passionate that the Civil Rights of all people, including those with disabilities, will
not be omitted and ignored.

We look forward to your response to our question above and to your thoughts on
how and when the ADA compliance issues will be addressed.

Yours sincerely, ) WGUO 4 /S
B Foiid.

Bud and Stacey Powers * 120 Graham Street * Jacksonvifle, OR 97530
707-761-1837
ﬁtmismy@’ﬁa@ﬁotmaiﬁcam
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Histotric Preservation Consuftants

4_, KrameR & ComPpany

386 Notrth Laurel WWW.pIeserveoregon.com
Ashland, Oregon 97520-1154 george(@presetveoregon.com 541-482-9504

Date: 1/11/2017

To: Mr. Ian Foster
Principal Planner
City of Jacksonville
Via E-Mail, ifoster@jacksonvilleor.us

Re: Proposed Changes to the LDO/Histotic Element and Comp Plan
TESTIMONY FOR THE PUBLIC RECORD

Dear Mt. Foster,

In 1992 the City of Jacksonville retained my services to provide a survey update and context statement to
guide Jacksonville’s historic resource management program. Since that time I have, at vatious times,
wotked on other restoration and new development projects in Jacksonville, including the Courthouse and
the Bigham Knoll/Jacksonville Elementary School, among many others. For a time I even served as a
contract preservation planner for the city. Suffice to say that I am fairly familiar with the City’s resources
and the various issues the result from its curious histoty, both in development and the efforts to manage

change over the past thirty years.

I appreciate that you and others have been working fot some time on what appears to be a fairly
exhaustive re-write of the development code, with considerable change proposed to the Historic Element
and the cutrent HARC regulatory process. I have not had the opporttunity to review the proposed
language in any detail and, as a result, have no setious concerns or comments to offer regarding their
approptiateness. I will not be attending the January 18" hearing.

My point is writing is to inform you that I have been independently contacted by multiple Jacksonville
residents who are concerned with these proposed changes and who have sought to enlist my assistance in
better undetstanding their implication. It seems faitly obvious that whatever process the City has
employed to develop this proposal has not been sufficient to provide information to the citizens impacted
by it. Perhaps this is just an educational issue, perhaps there is 2 more serious change being proposed and
the citizens fears are warranted. I would not know.

I do know that two decades ago, as I was writing the context, the City was also considering revisions to
the land development ordinance. At that time the City had enacted “model” subdivision standards, with
cutbs and sidewalks, as tequirements for any new development. My comment to Paul Wyntergreen at the
time was that to the extent Jacksonville promoted or allowed new development that was based on
standard “model” concepts, Jacksonville would surely begin to lose some of what makes it Jacksonville.
That standard is still true. While I can appreciate that a standardized, streamlined, approach, may remain a

JAN 11 2017
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George Kramer, M.S,, MEMO

Via-E-Mail Distribution

valued goal for the city and its staff, it may not be as valued by your residents, despite the extra work that
is involved in maintaining it. Again, I would not know.

What I do know is that Jacksonville has always benefitted from a highly engaged citizenry, who both care
and are active in protecting the town’s significant character . It seemns to me that this current proposal to
make major changes in your guiding documents has not been fully understood by many of your citizens.
Whether these changes are appropriate ot not, I would strongly utge the City to step back and take its
time in adopting them. A series of informational public meetings that document the proposed changes in
approach and the logic behind adopting them would go a long way toward gaining support and comfort
with the proposal. I think that a worthy goal. I know of no impending deadline for your adoption of
these code changes and so strongly encourage the City and its leaders to make sure that whatever is done,
is done with public understanding and support. Jacksonville is too valuable, and too fragile, to tinker with
unnecessatily and without considerable public discussion.

It has taken more than 160 years for Jacksonville to become what it is. Another six months to make sure
that this next step in its evolution is everything it can be seems like a reasonable delay.

Sincerely,

George Kramer, M.S.

C:) Mayor Paul Becker, City of Jacksonville, mayor@jacksonvilleor.us

10E -
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Testimony Submitted at the Public Hearing on
January 18, 2017



' Good evening Jacksonville Commissioners and Citizens,

My name is Tom Gorman and I live at 390 W. Qak Street. With me is Tresa Gorman, also at 390 W. Oak
Street and Linda Davis who lives at 425 South 1st Street. We wish to place on record the following citizen
ohservations concerning the proposed rewritten, reorganized, and renamed Jacksonville City
Development Codes (from current Chapter 16-19 to proposed Chapter 16 Articles 1-5).

1) There has been an overall elimination of 114 pages of current development codes in this
rewriting process. In addition, a reduction by 66% of the total number of pages in the current

Historic Protection and Design Regulations.

Oregon Statute requires: “Citizen Advisory Committees (CAC) broadly represent the geographic area

and interest of its constituency.”

2} Four of the seven person Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC) who made recommendations for
the proposed rewritten development codes Sections 16-18 represent basically one interest
group - Development/Real Estate ~ and are the following:

David Jesser, Real estate agent, Jacksonville City Council / Jacksonville Parking Committee

Mark Thomas, Real estate developer and Jacksonville Planning Commissioner, member of Historic
Architectural Commission

Mike Thornton, Owner of Jacksonville Thornton Engineering and Principal engineer for civil
engineering design and project management for residential developments, private residences,
and commercial/community projects, Jacksonville Transient Lodging Tax Committee member

Brad Bennington, Owner of Bennington Construction Company, Jackson County Planning

Commissioner, Jacksonville Planning Commissioner, Jacksonville City Council, State Board Member

Oregon Home Builders Association, Trustee for Oregonians for Affordable Housing[Ngtiog‘ al
Director for National Association of Home Builders

Donna Bowen, Historic & Architectural Review Commission (HARC) Chairperson
Ken Gregg, City Councilor, Jacksonville Transient Lodging Tax Committee
Owen Jurling, Former Planning Commission Chair, Former City Councilor

Note: 2 properties proposed to be removed from the current Historic District (HD) are owned by CAC
members. {If needed: 355 S. Oregon — Ken Gregg & 260 N. 37 St. - Mike Thornton)

3) Elimination of the 7 member Historic Architectural Review Commission (HARC) which
meets 12 times a year and has current overall jurisdiction for Historic Protection and Historic
Design Review (for the Historic District and Jacksonville’s overall future development).

4) Establishment of a new, 5 member Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) with reduced,
limited jurisdiction of just the new Downtown Historic District (DHD)-and-mmeetingonty 4~
time a year.



Eliminating HARC jurisdiction from the review process for the remaining Jacksonville properties
within city limits and future development enables expedited pro-development within Jacksonville
without, Historic Design Review Overlay and Historic Character Units being applied, (also
eliminated in the revised code). Note: “The whole is greater than the sum of its isolated parts.”

5} Elimination of approximately 50 properties from the current Historic District (HD).
“Higher Property Values and rates of appreciation are important economic benefits of historic
district designations of residential neighborhoods.” Jonathan Mabry, Ph.D., Historic
Preservation Officer, Department of Urban Planning and Design, Tucson.

6) Elimination of 5t Street Corridor Gateway Plans. 2.4.050 Gateway Overlay.

7) Elimination of Historic Character Units (HCUs).

8) Historic List and list of Removed Properties from the Historic District - is currently
unavailable on Jacksonville City website for citizen review & needs to be added to the website.

9) Height restrictions proposed in the rewritten codes INCREASE to 42’ from current 35’
Future building size proposed to increase by 20% over current Historic building size.

10)  Elimination of CORE ENHANCEMENT PLAN (Core Enhancement Plan also unavailable on
Jacksonville City website for citizen review & needs to be added to the website).

11)  NEED to follow Oregon Statutes Governing Citizen Involvement. See ORS 197.160(b)
“Each city and county governing shall submit to the commission, on a periodic basis established by
commission rule, a program for citizen involvement in preparing, adopting and amending
comprehensive plans and land use regulations within the respective city. Such program shall at
least contain provision for a citizen advisory committee or committees BROADLY
REPRESENTATIVE of geographic areas and of interests relating to land use decisions.” This
indicates a requirement that citizens be involved in ALL phases of the planning process that every
city undertakes. Further, see Oregon Chapter 2 Goal 1 and its Six Components adopted by the
Land Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC), which took effect on January 1, 1975,
“Each city and county in Oregon to develop a citizen involvement program (CIP) that insures the
opportunity for citizens to be involved in all phases of the planning process.” 1again go back to

“BROADLY REPRSENTS”
See League of Oregon Cities - City Handbook 12-5. Legislative type of Land Use Decision.

See OAR 660-015-0000(1)
See Citizen Involvement in Periodic Review - 660-025-0080

Citizen involvement ensures the democratic process.

See League of Oregon Cities - City Handbook {generic city codes used by the CAC to rewrite Jacksonville
development codes). CAC meetings are subject to Oregon Public Meeting law requirements, Chapter
3 - Section D - Council meetings, League of Oregon cities - City Handbook May, 2013. |

See League of Oregon Cities - City Handbook May 2013, 7-5. “Objective criteria can serve to dictate the
appropriate level of citizen input, i.e.,, land use development plans of a city would rely on EXTENSIVE
INPUT from the GENERAL PUBLIC as well as APPROPRIATE citizen advisory groups. The criteria

would take into consideration the LONG RANGE IMPACT THAT THESE DECISIONS WILL HAVE ON THE

CITY'S PHYSICAL DEVELOPMENT .... In order for citizen participation to be effective, cities must not




»
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only solicit citizen opinion, but also must give citizens SUFFICIENT FACTS to formulate a REASONED

See League of Oregon Cities ~ City Handbook 12-5. Legislative type of Land Use Decision.

See Citizen Involvement Advisory Commitiee membership Handbook: Sadie Carney Land
Conservation and Development 04/24/2015 and Oregon’s Putting the People in Planning, Third

Edition, May 2008.

See ORS 197.040(2)(f). “Widespread citizen involvement and input in ALL PHASES OF THE
PROCESS”.

12)  Citizen public hearings are NOT PART of proposed Type IV Design Review
LEGISLATIVE DECISIONS (such as rewriting development codes) See Chapter 2 - Land Use
and Development Programs - Section D - Legislative Land Use Decisions, League of Oregon
Cities - City Handbook.

13) ELIMINATION of CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT for changes to the city's Official Zoning Code
(which is a separate document from the proposed rewritten development codes). NOTE: We
request transparency in zoning changes. We request all proposed changes be conducted
in public meetings with public notice/attendance/minutes placed on the Jacksonville
City website before approval of proposed development/zoning codes.

See ORS 197.615 b If a comprehensive plan map or zoning map is created or altered by the
proposed changes, a copy of the map is to be submitted to the Director of the Department of Land
Conservation and Development within 20 days of local decision.

See ORS 227.170 Hearing Procedure rules (2) “The city council shall prescribe one or more rules
stating that all decisions made by the council on zone changes will be based on factual
information, including adopted comprehensive plans and land use regulations.”

14) WE REQUEST THAT THE NAME OF THE LAND USE ATTORNEY CONTRACTED BY THE
CITY OF JACKSONVILLE for development code change oversight, be made public on the

Jacksonville City website.
15) WEREQUEST THAT THE “LOCAL INVENTORY OF SIGNIFICANT SCENIC RESOURCES TO

PRESERVE” (as recommended to be established by the Department of Land Conservation and
Development) be made public for citizen review and posted on the Jacksonvilie City website.
16) WE REQUEST THAT THE PAST CITIZEN ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING DATES AND
MINUTES FOR THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT CODES BE MADE PUBLIC AND POSTED ON
THE JACKSONVILLE CITY WEBSITE. NOTE: only ONE MEETING, October 14, 2015, is posted

on the Jacksonville City website with NQ MINUTES for citizen review.

See Oregon Revised Statues (ORS) 192.620 Policy. The Oregon form of government
requires an informed public, aware of the deliberations and decisions of governing bodies
and the information upon which such decisions were made. It is the intent of ORS 192.610 to
192.690 that decisions of governing bodies, be arrived at openly. [1973 ¢.172 §1]



ORS 192.630 Meetings of governing body to be open to public; location of meetings;
accommodation for persons with disability; interpreters. (1) All meetings of the governing
body of a p'ublic body shall be open to the public and all persons shall be permitted to attend any
meeting except as otherwise provided by ORS 192.610 to 192.690.

I1.C.1. Public Meetings. In other words, the application of the Public Meetings Law to meetings of a
committee, subcommittee of advisory group depends on whether the appointing body directs the
committee members to make their findings and recommendations individually or as a recommendation
of the group. If the decision or recommendation is to be made by the group, whether by consensus or
majority vote, the Public Meetings Law applies. However, if committee members are instructed to make
individual rather than group decisions or recommendations, the “meetings” of the committee are outside
the scope of the meetings law. This unquestionably is a difficult area of interpretation, and governing
bodies are cautioned not to misuse the committee appointment process to subvert the policy of the
Public Meetings Law.

Also see {314} meeting notice

17)  “HISTORIC COMPREHENSIVE PLAN GOVERNS DEVELOPMENT CODES RATHER THAN
THE REVERSE.” It appears the Jacksonville City Council has undertaken rewriting current
development codes BEFORE establishing the authority in the Comprehensive Plan.

18) WEREQUEST THAT THE REQUIRED CITY COUNCIL AND CITIZEN ADVISORY

COMMITTEE DOCUMENT ENTITLED, “FACTUAL BASE DOCUMENT AND COMMUNITY
GOALS FOR FUTURE DEVELOPMENT AND PROJECTED NEEDS OF JACKSONVILLE”, be made

available on the Jacksonville City website for citizen review. This document is designed to
form the basis for the proposed development codes.

19) WE REQUEST THAT THE “BUILDABLE LANDS INVENTORY AND HOUSING NEEDS
ANALYSIS” be posted immediately on the Jacksonville City website for citizen review.

20)  The State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), per communication by a concerned
Jacksonville citizen on 01/11/2017, stated they HAVE NOT seen a copy of the proposed

code changes. We request that the proposed development code documents and the proposed
Historic Element of the comprehensive plan be submitted for SHPO review before proceeding.

Per the same communication, SHPO followed up with the City of Jacksonville, notifying the City of
Jacksonville that any actual boundary revisions to the Landmark District overall MUST go through
SHPO. Additionally, SHPO recommended the city submit the changes for their review to be sure
that Jacksonville retains their Certified Local Government status. If Certified Local Government

status is not retained, do we lose our Historjcal District status?

See Jacksonville Staff Report page 5. “The Citizen Advisory Committee CONFIRMED with SHPO
that the removal of these elements (Historic Character Units, View Sheds, and the current Review
Level Area Maps) of the existing code will not endanger the status of the Landmark District in any

»

way.

We request verification with the name of the SHPO person who made the confirmation and
the written confirmation itself to be posted for citizen review on the Jacksonville City

website.



Thank you for your kind attention to this compellingly important City of Jacksonville process, that

PROPOSES TO E UTURE DIRECTIQN AND DEVELOPMENT OF ORIC
VILLAGE.

Ensuring transparency and requi nity collaboration, involv nt, outrea
education in all phases of iting our development codes should be our utmost priority.

We strongly urge the Jacksonville Planning Commission and City Council to TABLE THE HEARING
o enable institutinga s man rocess.

Respectfully submitted,

A. %ﬂ(m%m or-18-17

A. Thomas Gorman

O/)MQGW"—‘ /77

Tresa C. Gorman

Fnda Davie_ ol -/8-17

Linda Davis
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17 January 2017

TO: JV Planning Commission and JV City Council
FR: Patricia H. Gordon, 648 Hueners Ln, Apt. E, Jacksonville 97530

RE: Proposed changes to LDO/Historic Element and Comp Plan

TESTIMONY FOR THE PUBLIC RECORD
Public Hearing, Wed, Jan. 18, 2017, 6:00pm, JV Elementary School

I'm a resident renter, not a resident property owner, so | did not receive notice of
the JV Pl. Com Meeting Wed, 1/18/2017. The JV/Applegate area has been my
home for 46 years, and I've now lived in Jacksonville for 2 years. | definitely have
an interest in its future, but becoming educated on the issues is challenging.

When have we had citizen education forums? How has Statewide Land Use Goal
1: Citizen Involvement contributed to this process? | haven't heard a peep —
neither have resident property owner friends I've spoken with. Hear! Hear!

Our city’s website is not particularly citizen-friendly. One friend who attempted to
learn more about the issues on the website, said it all seemed sort of esoteric. Is
that the best we can do?

I have reservations about the process and seeming lack of transparency that bring
us to this meeting (which I'm unable to attend because of a prior commitment) and
request that all changes to the JV Unified Dev. Code, Chapters 16, 17, 18,
and the Comp. Plan Amendment: Historic Element be tabled at this time.

There’s not been time and opportunity to study them. | request that the City of
Jacksonville offer public meetings with broad public input and citizen involvement
as required by LCDC, Goal 1.

Respectfuily,

it WA i

Patricia H. Gordon
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January 18, 2017
Good evening:

We are so fortunate to live in Jacksonville, a unique community that, due to historic circumstances and
diligent planning, is unlike so many generic towns with standardized housing, strip malls, and national chain
stores. As a result of Jacksonville’s period of economic depression and a water moratorium that restricted
development, our historic town has survived largely intact. During the past 50 years, thanks to HARC and a
carefully managed building code, our town has not suffered the consequences of excessive development.
HARC's focus on design elements, architectural styles, lot placement, and appropriate signage, has given us
a town with a well-defined character and a strong ‘sense of place.’

It is no surprise, then, that Jacksonville’s rare designation as a National Historic Landmark District, in
combination with its surrounding vineyards and its incredible ‘sense of place,” has drawn developers, anxious
to take advantage of this ideal combination so they can ‘cash in’ on Jacksonville’s ‘gold.” Development does
not have to be a problem, though, if it reflects the already-established town character.

Tonight, however, we are participating in a public hearing regarding proposed revisions to Jacksonville’s
building code that have the potential to dramatically change our town’s character. After reviewing 300
pages of existing documents and proposed revisions, | have many concerns and have submitted a 25-page
detailed response. Here are some of my major concerns:

1. This revision process appears to have violated Oregon State Law 197.040(2)(f), which requires
“widespread citizen involvement and input in all phases of the process.”

2. This revision process also appears to have violated Oregon Administrative Rule 660-015-0000, which
details a specific process for ‘Citizen Involvement.’

3. This revision process shifted FROM the stated goal of ‘reorganizing the historic section of the existing
Code in order to eliminate duplications and contradictions’ (Chapter 18) TO a ‘rewriting of the content
of the whole land use code’ (Chapters 16, 17, and 18) AND a ‘rewriting of the Historic Element of the
Comprehensive Plan.’ In the process, many existing regulations have been removed or changed.

4. This revision process did not choose to make revisions to our existing documents, which relate directly
to Jacksonville, but chose to use a boiler-plate Code of Ordinances, which is distributed by the League of
Oregon Cities (LOC). Unfortunately, LOC’s model Code does not address the particular issues that face
our historic, village-sized town. The LOC model Code allows for large scale development that includes
subdivisions, strip malls, drive throughs, shopping centers, and excessive signage.

5. This revision process has, also, proposed renaming the Historic Architectural Review Commission, which
we all know as HARC, as the Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) and has proposed that HPC NO
LONGER oversee all NEW development within the City boundaries. Also, HPC will no longer oversee
neighborhood characteristics, viewsheds, and gateways, all of which contribute to Jacksonville’s ‘sense
of place.” 1 offer the following example to illustrate the importance of HARC's oversight throughout our
whole town: When Pioneer Village was first proposed to HARC, it was to be a 35-foot high rectangular
building with a parking lot in front. Due to HARC's persistence, we now see a building with varied
frontages, setbacks that range from 20 - 50 feet, landscaping that is attractive from the street view, and
parking behind and to the side of the building. This makes a dramatic aesthetic difference along the
gateway into our historic town.

6. in addition, although the Historic Core still appears on the map, the proposed codes have limited
HARC/HPC oversight to a newly-created, greatly-reduced Downtown Historic District (DHD), a new list
of landmark properties reduced to only those structures built before 1927, and the properties adjacent
to those landmarks. 1 strongly recommend that HARC retain its name and maintain its existing
oversight, including the oversight of all new construction within the City boundaries. While developing

1




~

10.

11.

12,

13.

14.

15.

16.

in Jacksonville may be a challenging process, we can lock around our town and see developers
successfully building quality structures compatible with Jacksonville’s character.

This proposal has removed 5% Street, the key gateway into our town, from oversight by HARC/HPC.
This proposal allows 5™ Street to have zero setbacks, bringing new development, potentially 35 feet tall,
right up to the sidewalk.

This proposal allows drive-throughs; however, once allowed, a City does not get to pick and choose which
drive-throughs or how many drive-throughs will result.

This proposal allows Planned Unit Developments (PUDs) to be anywhere in town unlike the existing code
that allows them in two locations. This is a dramatic change that needs further study and input from
citizens.

This proposed code allows for Large Scale Development. HOWEVER, detailed design and planning
elements have NOT been included. Before large scale development is even considered, a long-range City
Master Plan and Map need to be created along with a set of very detailed design and planning codes
that coordinate with the town’s existing character.

Rather than maintaining the 20,000 square-foot limit and 50% lot coverage for general commerciai
buildings, which | recall was in effect just six years ago, when | was on the City Council, the proposed
Codes are aflowing 80% lot coverage for commercial development with the remaining 20% for parking.
(t recommend that general commercial be limited to 20,000 square feet, not to exceed 50% lot coverage.
Ray’s market, for example, meets both criteria.)

In these proposed revisions, multifamily developments are required to have only 10% landscaping. The
proposed revisions do not require general commercial and industrial developments to have landscaping
at all. (| recommend that 25% of a lot be landscaped for multifamily, general commercial, and industrial
developments. Pioneer Village, for example, is approximately 25% landscaping, 50% structure, and 25%
parking.}

Sign codes within this proposed document need to be completely redone in order to reduce sign sizes,
heights, placements, and the number of signs per property. For example, the proposed sign codes allow
for a 6 foot by 6 foot sign up to a height of 10 feet. Picture those large signs all along 5'* Street. (This
section needs a great deal of work.)

This proposed document is lacking a very detailed section on protecting neighborhoods from potential
impacts of home businesses. Cities throughout the United States have very stringent home business
codes to protect neighbors. {I've provided some samples in my written submission. This section, as well,
needs a great deal of work.)

Keep in mind, also, that any regulations approved in these proposed Codes will be the same regulations
used in expanded Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) areas. So, for example, 80% coverage of a small lot in
town has a completely different impact than 80% coverage of a 50-acre parcel with its remaining 20%
allowed for parking.

In conclusion, because | believe this process has violated Oregon State Law and Oregon Administrative Rules
and because the proposals have the potential to destroy Jacksonville’s ‘sense of place,’ | recommend that
the current revision process be halted. Then, if genuine need is identified for any revisions, the process,
following State Law and Administrative Rules, can be restarted with widespread citizen involvement
working to modify the existing Comprehensive Plan and Code of Ordinances. We should NOT be using the
boiler-plate LOC Code to direct our historic, village-sized town towards becoming another generic town in
Oregon.

I sincerely thank you for your time and consideration.

Linda Meyers, 230 Wells Fargo Drive, Jacksonville, OR 97530
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Comments for Public Hearing Meeting January 18, 2017
Good evening,

t am Katie Haugse, 635 East D Street, Jacksonville

I urge you to table the proposed replacement to our City’s Comprehensive Plan, Chapter 2, Jacksonville’s

Historic Element and the Development Codes Title 16, 17, and 18 you are presenting this evening.

The revisions you have made to the Jacksonviile Comprehensive Plan Chapter 2, Titled “lacksonville’s
Historic Element” are devastatingl You have stripped the heart and soul for the preservation of Jacksonville

eliminating the following from Chapter 2 Historic Element:

1. Section 1. BACKGROUND,
a. Subsection A. Jacksonville’s Significance, Item 4. Need to Preserve Sites and Context:
Treatment of the City and Its Context
L. Removing discussion of maintaining the integrity and reference to documentations
by Kramer’s 1993 Context Statement and design guidelines established in 1987 by
the Architectural Resources Group of San Francisco. And the sentence “What has
been lacking to date is a strong statement tying together the City’s historic, physical
and aesthetic charocteristics.”
b. Subsection B. Purpose of Historic Element
i. Removed “Defined herein are Neighborhood Character, Vegetation, Visual/Scenic
Viewsheds, Architecture, Development Patterns/Land Use and Streetscape
Character.”
¢. Subsection C. Character of National Historic District
i. 1. Physical Sub Areas: Neighborhoods removed Historic Character Units (HCU),
it. Removed 2. Neighborhood Character Charts and 3. Criteria for Defining
Meighborhood Character
2. Section Il. POLICY STATEMENTS, removed and revised subsections:
A. Design Review / Meighborhood Character
B: Architecture
C: Neighborhood Vegetation

D: Visual/Scenic Viewsheds



These sections were designed by a previous CCl and should be respected! Otherwise, how will future City
Planners, HARC Officers, Commissioners on Planning and HARC understand the importance of our heritage

if the historic element is removed from the Comprehensive Plan or Development Codes?

I would like to suggest every Planning and HARC commissioner read and use as a reference tool, the City’s
1993 Historic and Cultural Resource inventory — A Historic Context Statement for the City of lacksonviile by
George Kramer — a pubiic record. Removing reference to this document is opening the door to changing

facksonville from a National Historic Landmark te a generic Any Town, USA.

Tony Boom’s article of September 14, 2013 in the Medford Mail Tribune, titled: “Jacksonville Considers

Streamlined Planning” ' stated “Planned Unit Developments, currently limited to certain parts of town,

could be built anywhere if the proposals meet new code criteria,”

It is stated within the Historic Element Chapter 2 of the Comprehensive Plan, that previous community
leaders realized the City’s historic resources were worthy of widespread attention and couid bring
economic growth possibilities. in reading about other historic districts and towns across America, each of
these cities mention that as a result of preserving and or rescuing their historic lands and buildings they
have seen an increase in tourism, culture, citizen involvement and economic growth. What are we doing?
To quote Daniel Carey, president and CEO of the Historic Savannah Foundation: “When we lose any parts
of it, we lose a part of ourselves as a community. That sort of little by little erosion is dangerous. One day

You may wake up and ask that question, ‘What happened here? . 1

While reviewing the documents you are presenting for this hearing, | noticed there are numerous areas
where supporting or referenced documents such as current or revised maps, inventory of historical
properties, and approval letters from SHPO (State Historic Preservation Office) or LCDC {Land Conservation
and Development Commission) are not presented. in true transparency these referenced documents
would be attached to any proposal as exhibits. Without these supporting documents it is unclear to
Jacksonville citizens what exactly is being proposed. It is as if you are asking us to quthorize and pay for an

insurance policy where coverage will be clarified at a later date. Would you insure your home this way?

Going forward please read our Comprehensive Plan Chapter 1-Citizen Invoivement! ) participated in the

B meetings.

2006-2007 CAC (Citizen's involvement Community) g
These procedures consisted of numerous evening meetings over severai months; not just one mid-day
meeting. Publicinput and transparency must be available to everyone regarding this proposal. Currently

when viewing the City website | have noticed there are no meeting minutes, either audio or written for any

2



tam asking this Planning Commission to table the proposed changes to the Jacksonville Comprehensive
Plan Chapter 2 and Development Codes Title 16, 17, and 18 this evening. Follow state and public meeting
taws, NOTIFY the PUBLIC of any and all meetings both on public biliboards and on the City website. Make
available all past and cturrent meeting minutes {audio and written} for this matter. Piease setup town hall
meetings providing educationai materials, discussions, and ALL supporting documents so ALL

JACKSONVILLE CITIZENS are informed in a LEGAL manner.

Thank you for listening,

Submitted by Katie Haugse, 635 East D Street, Jacksonvilie OR

' Medford Mail Tribune, September 14, 2013, “lacksonville considers streamlined planning” by Tony Boom
i http://Iivability.com/top—lﬂ/culture/lo-best-cities-for—historic—preservation/ZOlZ #2 Savannah GA
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Citizens Advisory Committee Public Meeting

The Jacksonville City Council appointed Citizens Advisery Committee wil

meet to review of the Draft Code on

This meeting will be from 9:00-11:00 AM
at Old City Hall, 205 W, Main St.

The public is allowed to attend but testimony will not be taken

1. Call to Order/ Roll Cali
‘,) 2. Review of Majority Report

3. Adjourn

If you have any questions or need Special accommodations to attend the meeting please
contact the City of Jacksonville Planning Department at 541 -899-6873.



Testimony for the record for City of Jacksonville Oregon, Public Hearing before Planning Department,
January 18, 2017

L / ?.,” f) / 1L & d '{7\6 am requesting that any governing body of the City of Jacksonville,

Oregon, not adopt these land use code changes proposed this evening of, January 18, 2017 or any

changes to the City of Jacksonville Comprehensive Plan, especially Chapter 2: Jacksonville’s Historic

Element and table this hearing process.

i do not understand them and am requesting the City of Jacksonville Oregon offer public meetings with
public input and involvement as required by LCDC, Goal #1, Citizen’s Involvement, ORS 660-015-00001.

Respectfuliy submitted by:
BOX 24
| o I;Qo ' c
,k?ﬁﬁ/f 7/ 4 7755 jd/;zégaﬂaz {/c:,’ AR G730

mailing address for future notices

Signature



Testimony for the record for City of Jacksonville Oregon, Public Hearing before Planning
Department, January 18, 2017

I, ML W , am requesting that any governing body of the City of
Jacksonville, Oregon, not adopt these land use code changes proposed the evening of,
January 18, 2017 or any changes to the City of Jacksonville Comprehensive Plan, especially

Chapter 2: Jacksonville's Historic Element.

| do not understand them and am requesting the City of Jacksonville Oregon offer public
meetings with public input and involvement as required by LCDC, Goal #1, Citizen's
Involvement, ORS 660-015-00001.

Respectfully submitted by:
e ’ Po Bez /o4t
B Aer 57&/ (//PMM oL I 30

Signature mailing address for future notices




Testimony for the record for City of Jacksonville Oregon, Public Hearing before Planning Department,
January 18, 2017

. A .
l, g% ‘/Jﬂ“ , am requesting that any governing body of the City of Jacksonville,

Oregon, not adopt these land use code changes proposed this evening of, January 18, 2017 or any

changes to the City of Jacksonville Comprehensive Plan, especially Chapter 2: Jacksonville’s Historic

Element and table this hearing process.

| do not understand them and am requesting the City of Jacksonville Oregon offer public meetings with

public input and involvement as required by LCDC, Goal #1, Citizen's Involvement, ORS 660-015-00001.

Respectfully submitted by:

£.0. Bex 4%

,//% adl Tec melit ,,Oﬂ\. Q7539

Signatuye mailing address for future notices




Testimony for the record for City of Jacksonville Oregon, Public Hearing before Planning Department,
January 18, 2017

I, Z %1 Z 2 / @z , am requesting that any governing body of the City of Jacksonville,

Oregon, not adopt these land use code changes proposed this evening of, January 18, 2017 or any

changes to the City of Jacksonville Comprehensive Plan, especially Chapter 2: Jacksonville’s Historic

Element and table this hearing process.

| do not understand them and am requesting the City of Jacksonville Oregon offer public meetings with

public input and involvement as required by LCDC, Goal #1, Citizen's Involvement, ORS 660-015-00001.

Respectfully submitted by:

A0 Box L3

joabt_i&fwﬂ—u TAkspnets Qe 77530
v

mailing address for future notices

Signature



Testimony for the record for City of Jacksonville Oregon, Public Hearing before Planning Department,
January 18, 2017

am requesting that any governing body of the City of Jacksonville,

Oregon, not adopt the d use code changes proposed this evening of, January 18, 2017 or any

changes to the City of Jacksonville Comprehensive Plan, especially Chapter 2: Jacksonville’s Historic

Element and table this hearing process.

| do not understand them and am requesting the City of Jacksonville Oregon offer public meetings with

public input and involvement as required by LCDC, Goal #1, Citizen’s Involvement, ORS 660-015-00001.

Respectfully submitted-by: Pﬁ %
AL
/ -i'

VIS L ”%ﬂf & e, 7753
T 7\_’// e 1 \/ /
) mailing address for future notices

ignature



Testimony for the record for City of Jacksonville Oregon, Public Hearing before Planning Department,
January 18, 2017

1 _D_au O &1 &3 , am requesting that any governing body of the City of Jacksonville,

Oregon, not adopt these land use code changes proposed this evening of, January 18, 2017 or any

changes to the City of Jacksonville Comprehensive Plan, especially Chapter 2: Jacksonville’s Historic

Element and table this hearing process.

I do not understand them and am requesting the City of Jacksonville Oregon offer public meetings with

public input and involvement as required by LCDC, Goal #1, Citizen's Involvement, ORS 660-015-00001.

Respectfully submitted by:
rPC') R o 292

Tac ksoroviece, O 1538

mailing address for future notices

-

Signature



Testimony for the record for City of Jacksonville Oregon, Public Hearing before Planning Department,
January 18, 2017

L ALLA I\/ e{{sm il €S T/ am requesting that any governing body of the City of Jacksonville,

Oregon, not adopt these land use code changes proposed this evening of, January 18, 2017 or any

changes to the City of jacksonville Comprehensive Plan, especially Chapter 2: Jacksonville’s Historic

Element and table this hearing process.

i do not understand them and am requesting the City of Jacksonville Oregon offer public meetings with

public input and involvement as required by LCDC, Goal #1, Citizen’s involvement, ORS 660-015-00001.

%5 5. A SpeeY.
FAMa e P30 .

muailing address for future notices

Signature



Testimony for the record for City of Jacksonville Oregon, Public Hearing before Planning Department,
January 18, 2017

14 - .
I,A;g' / / BM‘ , am requesting that any governing body of the City of Jacksonville,

Oregon, not adopt these land use code changes proposed this evening of, January 18, 2017 or any

changes to the City of Jacksonville Comprehensive Plan, especially Chapter 2: Jacksonville’s Historic

Element and table this hearing process.

1 do not understand them and am requesting the City of Jacksonville Oregon offer public meetings with

public input and involvement as required by LCDC, Goal #1, Citizen’s Involvement, ORS 660-015-00001.

Respectfuliy submitted by: M 5‘ 4~§—
\J((J; ”-6- O‘Q

mailing address for future notices




Testimony for the record for City of Jacksonville Oregon, Public Hearing before Planning Department,
January 18, 2017

go" 1 - .
i, CO 15 Ca’"'f'l er” , am requesting that any governing body of the City of Jacksonville,

Oregon, not adopt these land use code changes proposed this evening of, January 18, 2017 or any
changes to the City of Jacksonville Comprehensive Plan, especially Chapter 2: Jacksonville’s Historic

Element and table this hearing process.

1 do not understand them and am requesting the City of Jacksonville Oregon offer public meetings with

public input and involvement as required by LCDC, Goal #1, Citizen’s Involvement, ORS 660-015-00001.

Respectfulty submitted by:

A0, Box [R12.
%-& @ gzwdhy/./éﬁoe 975:.‘30
[

mailing address for future notices

Signature



Testimony for the record for City of Jacksonville Oregon, Public Hearing before Planning Department,
January 18, 2017

, _Rot Oriskcell , am requesting that any governing body of the City of Jacksonville,

Oregon, not adopt these land use code changes proposed this evening of, January 18, 2017 or any
changes to the City of Jacksonville Comprehensive Plan, especially Chapter 2: Jacksonville’s Historic

Element and table this hearing process.

| do not understand them and am requesting the City of lacksonville Oregon offer public meetings with

public input and involvement as required by LCDC, Goal #1, Citizen’s Involvement, ORS 660-015-00001.

Respectfully submitted by:
P.O. 3o 1032

j'/;el{QOMdlLi.E (OR- 47530

Signature mailing address for future notices



Testimony for the record for City of lacksonville Oregon, Public Hearing before Planning Department,
January 18, 2017

1, 2y 2 /14 am requesting that any governing body of the City of Jacksonville,
Oregon, not adopt these land use code changes proposed this evening of, January 18, 2017 or any
changes to the City of Jacksonville Comprehensive Ptan, especially Chapter 2: Jacksonville’s Historic

Element and table this hearing process.

I do not understand them and am requesting the City of Jacksonville Oregon offer public meetings with

public input and involvement as required by LCDC, Goal #1, Citizen’s Involvement, ORS 660-015-00001.

?ciulydbmitted by: Vd &/}( gl/j-—
. pelyp " TQ{/Z_(/

'

Signature mailing address for future notices



Testimony for the record for City of Jacksonville Oregon, Public Hearing before Planning Department,
January 18, 2017

- .
L, W ,; } Mﬂ\, am requesting that any governing body of the City of Jacksonville,

Oregon, not adopt these land use code changes proposed this evening of, January 18, 2017 or any

changes to the City of Jacksonvilie Comprehensive Plan, especially Chapter 2: Jacksonville’s Historic

Element and table this hearing process.

{ do not understand them and am requesting the City of Jacksonville Oregon offer public meetings with

public input and involvement as required by LCDC, Goal #1, Citizen’s Involvement, ORS 660-015-00001.

20 € Lewndyod Dr
//Za Wl (72 9755

Signature mailing address for future notices




Testimony for the record for City of Jacksonville Oregon, Public Hearing before Planning Department,
January 18, 2017

i ;
i // 7 / {4/ ; requesting that any governing body of the City of Jacksonville,
Oregon, not adopt these land use code changes proposed this evening of, January 18, 2017 or any
changes to the City of Jacksonville Comprehensive Plan, especially Chapter 2: Jacksonville’s Historic

Element and table this hearing process.

| do not understand them and am requesting the City of lacksonville Oregon offer public meetings with

public input and involvement as required by LCDC, Goal #1, Citizen’s Involvement, ORS 660-015-00001.

Respectfully submitted by:

, Wi ’
n‘}fl/{fj’ ‘ff, '/ ‘,1{{}7_’1,{,/4{44#-— Mﬁ&/—ﬁé

Signature mailing address for future notices




Testimony for the record for City of Jacksonville Oregon, Public Hearing before Planning Department,
January 18, 2017

l, /»/ MDA )/E,} in /5/75 vv) _, am requesting that any governing body of the City of jacksonville,

Oregon, not adopt these land use code changes proposed this evening of, January 18, 2017 or any

changes to the City of Jacksonville Comprehensive Plan, especially Chapter 2: Jacksonville’s Historic

Element and table this hearing process.

! do not understand them and am requesting the City of lacksonville Oregon offer public meetings with

public input and involvement as required by LCDC, Goal #1, Citizen’s Involvement, ORS 660-015-00001.

Respectfully submitted by:
2AY 5 L wd-"t/&/ac'ffjp

A ;:ﬂwdmm N 7783,

7 e :
%e mailing address for future notices




TESTIMONY FOR JANUARY 18, 2017 HEARING BEFORE THE JACKSONVILLE PLANNING COMMISSION
MUNICIPAL CODE AMENDMENT: CHAPTERS 16, 17, and 18 and AMENDED COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
HISTORIC ELEMENT

My Name is Jocie Wall, 520 S. Oregon St., Jacksonville, OR.

Members of the Commission and Planning staff, | stand before you, tonight, with the request that you
TABLE this process so that the Citizens of Jacksonville can become informed, involved, and empowered
to gather together and work to understand and participate in JACKSONVILLE’S PLANNING PROCESS.

WIDESPREAD CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT is REQUIRED by Oregon State, regional and city agencies that
oversee and guide land use in Oregon. The first goal in all land use decisions is CITIZENS

INVOLVEMENT.

In continuing these current hearings you will be in violations of:

¢ Jacksonvilie's Comprehensive Plan Chapter 1 “Citizens Involvement”

Land Conservation and Development Commission {LCDC) Goals One and Two

State of Oregon Statues: ORS 197.160(b), ORS197.040(2)(f} and ORS192.610-192.690,
State of Oregon Administrative Rules: OAR 660-015-0000(1)

Oregon Public Meetings Law

All the above references provide guidelines for cities to incorporate citizens into their Planning process
acting as the Compass that guides planning practices an process.

In TABLING these HEARINGS, the City of Jacksonville CAN comply with State and Local Guidelines for
Citizen INVOLVEMENT, which it has failed to do. The State of Oregon’s Land Conservation and
Development Commission (LCDC) outlines 19 Statewide Planning Goals, with Goal 1 entitled “Citizen
Involvement.” In summary, Goal 1 calls for the opportunity for citizens to be involved in all phases of the
planning process. It requires each city and county to have a Citizens Involvement Program (CIP) that
contains six components specified in the goal. 1t also requires local governments to have a committee
for citizen involvement {CCl) to monitor and encourage public participation in planning. Jacksonville
does not comply with LCDC's GOAL ONE. During my 4 years on the City Council, a -Citizen Invelvement
Program(CIP} was never mentioned or used, and there was no mention of it in the Citizen Advisory
Committee (CAC) Majority Report. On December 21, 2016, | submitted a Public Records request for a
copy of Jacksonville’s CIP, and it has NOT been provided as of January 16, 2017. LCDC requires that the
City’s Citizens Involvement Program be filed with the State’s LCDC’s office.

Jacksonville’s Committee for Citizen's Involvement (CCl) has not met in over 4 years and has NO
members. During 2013-until present, it has been assigned a City Councifor to oversee its function, David
lesser, who has stated several times that there is NO need for this committee, so it has remained

inactive.

Jacksonville’s Comprehensive Plan, Chapter 1, entitled Citizens Involvement, clearly outlines the role and
duties of the Committee for Citizens Involvement (CCI) and states that its structure should consist of 7
citizens at large. One of the duties of this Committee is to guide and provide a Hfacilitatqr' to, assistinlthe
CAC process. The CCI also prepares and requests adequate funding for the CIP(Citizens Involvement
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Program) and monitors and provides recommendations to improve and enhance citizen involvement.
Jacksonville DOES NOT promote or provide the necessary framework outlined by our State or our own
Comprehensive Plan for Citizen Participation in guiding and participating in Jacksonville’s rewriting of
our entire Development Codes Planning.

| recommend that you TABLE these HEARINGS so that our Comprehensive Plan Chapter One can be
followed, and the City can submit a {CIP) Citizens Involvement Plan with the State. The State provides
resources for CITIZENS INVOLVEMENT, beginning with a course to help educate the citizens and the City
regarding Statewide Planning 101. Our Comprehensive Plan suggests holding Monthly Town Hall
Meetings and Round Table Discussions with Citizens. Generating interest and providing for
opportunities for Citizen tnvolvement is the responsibility of the City. The City has done NOTHING to
GENERATE OR PROVIDE CITIZENS the OPPORTUNITIES TO PARTICIPATE IN THIS PLANNING PROCESS.

On September 9, 2012, Amy Stevenson, the City’s Planning Director and Historic Preservation Officer,
Alan Harper, a land use attorney, (10/2/12 He was retained as an additionol City Attorney to assist with
Revision of the City’s Development Codes.) and Kurt Knudsen, the City’s attorney, came before the
Planning Commission and presented their goals to revise Chapter 18 (Historic Protection) of our
Development Codes, stating that they had received a grant and were going to form a Focus Group of
staff, City officials, professionals, business owners and CITIZENS. The Citizens listed as members of this
group were 4 in total, 2 who are now on our City Council (Brad Bennington and Ken Gregg), the other 2
CITIZENS, lived within a block of each other. | remember attending one of these lunch time meetings,
which | had heard about because | was attending Planning and Council meetings prior to running for
office. There were NO PUBLIC NOTICES and, as a citizen in attendance, there was NO oppertunity to
comment. There was NO formal Chair, Vice Chair, or Recorder taking attendance and NO MINUTES for
the Public to review in order to become informed of the group’s actions. This focus group was hand
selected by the Planning department, and notices of the meetings were sent by email to the group

members.

The one citizen | met with to see if they could recall their involvement stated that,” Oh yes, | remember
attending several of those meetings. | knew right away, from the makeup of the group, that they were
not interested in my input, so | quit attending after 3 or 4 meetings.” The group quickly dwindled to
staff, a land use attorney, planning and HARC Commissioners, City Council members, and professionals
in the construction and building industry.  This was neither a group of Citizens representing
WIDESPREAD PARTICIPATION nor was this conversation designed for the input of the public. The task of
this group was to determine how to go about FIXING our CODES; it wasn’t the citizens’ aim to FIX our

CODES; it was the aim of the planning department.

Moving forward fifteen months to December 2, 2013, this INFORMAL FOCUS group became a FORMAL
CAC in order to comply with State Law that says you MUST have Citizens involvement for major iand use
changes. This CAC (Citizen Advisory Committee) was NOT a new group of citizens representing
WIDESPREAD citizen involvement these were the remaining members of the informal Focus Group.

Eleven months later, on November 18, 2014, the 7 MEMBER CAC is re-structured, Amy Stevenson
explained that due to the recent elections, we now have one Council Member (David Jesser) and 2
newly-elected Council Members (Brad Bennington and Kenneth Gregg), and we can only have one City
Councifor, present or future, per Alan Harper, our City Attorney. Mayor Becker appointed Owen Jurling
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{Current City Council until the end of 2014 and Mark Thomas {Current Planning Commissioner and
Liaison to HARC} to the CAC.

April 22, 2015 As a member of the City Council, | emailed City Administrator, Jeff Alvis, asking when the
New Planning Codes will be seen by the Council . Amy Stevenson, Director of Planning, responded: “The
plan is to roll out the draft code to the world on May 22™. We will then schedule several study sessions
with PC/HARC together, have several town hall meetings for folks to come and ask questions, the PC and
the HARC will then provide recommendations to the Council. At that point we will have one or two
Council study sessions on the code and then Council public hearings. | anticipate that the Council will
have its first study session around July/August and go to public hearings around September /October.”
THIS PLAN WAS NEVER ACTED UPON, THE CITY COUNCIL NEVER RECEIVED or REVIEWED THE NEW
DEVELOPMENT CODES and the STUDY SESSIONS NEVER OCCURRED.

On October 14, 2015, the CAC has a meeting and approves the draft of their MAJORITY REPORT with a
majority vote. The public is noticed of this meeting with this statement: “The public is allowed to attend
but testimony will not be taken.” PUBLIC INPUT has not been encouraged or ALLOWED since this

Process became official on September 9, 2012.

On October 28, 2015, David Jesser, President the City Council, member of the original INFORMAL Focus
Group, Head of the City’s INACTIVE CIC, and Chair of this CAC, signed this 7-member group document,
entitled “The CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE Majority Report to Council and the Planning
Commission.” When David Jesser signed the MAJORITY REPORT, the Listed Members are as follows
showing 3 CURRENT CITY COUNCILORS. The 7 members did NOT represent a SINGLE CITIZEN from our
town. {NOTE: BRAD BENNINGTON and KEN GREGG noted as CITIZEN'S were sworn in as CITY

COUNCILORS JAN. 2015)

CAC MEMBERS at the time of signing:

e Chair-David Jesser Business Owner and City Councilor (also oversees the cities CIC)

Donna Bowen, HARC Chair

Mark Thomas, Developer and Planning Commissioner (liaison to HARC)

Mike Thornton, Principal Engineer and Owner of Thornton Engineering

Brad Bennington, Citizen (then Elected to the City Council) ({Owner of Bennington Construction ,

Planning Commissioner for Jacksonville and fackson County CEO of SOBA Southern Oregon Builders

Assaciation)

e Ken Gregg, Citizen {then Elected to the City Council) (Worked in the Jacksonville Planning
Department)

¢ Owen Jurling, Former Planning Commission Chair and Liaison to HARC, Former City Councilor, Citizen

¢ o & @

This document clearly DOES NOT REPRESENT OUR CITIZENS and VIOLATES THE RECOMMENDATION OF
OUR CITY ATTORNEY, ALAN HARPER, as well as OREGON STATEWIDE PLANNING GOALS AND STATUES
and JACKSONVILLE'S own COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AND CODES.

On November 11, 2015, at a Planning Commission meeting, the signed, final CAC Majority Report of the
CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE’S recommendations were reviewed, but NO vote was taken to
approve or disapprove this report. This Meeting was publically noticed but no minutes have been seen.



The process of how this CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE report is reviewed is in violation with
Jacksonville’s Comprehensive Plan, Chapter One, “General Rules Applying to Committees” states:

(C) The Council’s process for considering recommendations from CAC’s and Committees will take, in
order, the following steps: 1.) Foflowing thorough research on a given topic, a CAC or committee will,
during a study session, present a well-organized, well documented written recommendation to the
City Council. Discussion will take place between the Committee, experts and Council members. 2.}
The report will, then, be reviewed by Staff for Legal and Financial ramifications. 3) The full report will,
then, be presented by staff to the City Council for serious consideration, at which time a public
hearing may be held so that input from citizens at large can be considered. 4) A decision by the
Council is made 5.) The Council’s decision may or may not reflect the recommendation of the CAC or

Committee.

This report never appears before the City Council as a recommendation as outlined in our
Comprehensive Plan. The Council has not been allowed to oversee or be involved in this 5-year process
and NO MINUTES from any of the INFORMAL FOCUS GROUPS, CAC Meetings, or the PLANNING or HARC
COMMISSION meetings have been provided to the COUNCIL for review. NO MINUTES from ANY OF
THESE GROUPS have been availabie on line for review or |, when serving as a City Councilor(2013-2016)
upon numerous requests, been provided copies of any minutes or DOCUMENTATION of what these
Committees were reviewing and doing. This was NOT a TRANSPARENT process and lacked Council
oversight and efforts to inform CITIZENS. This completely violates Oregon’s Statewide Planning Goals &
Guidelines, GOAL 1. CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT OAR 660-015-0000{1)(3) states:

(3) Adoption Process - The general public, through the local citizen involvement programs, should
have the opportunity to review and recommend changes to the proposed comprehensive land-use
plans prior to the public hearing process to adopt comprehensive land-use plans.

During the period of October 14, 2015 to February 10, 2016, there were 8 meetings held to review -the
PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT CODES, conducted by the Jacksonville Planning Department and the City
Planning Commission. All of the 8 meetings were Publically Noticed with vague agenda items listed, such
as Study Session for Draft Ordinance; draft ordinance of what? How would the uninvolved, uninformed
Citizen at large understand the vague agenda items for these meetings? In addition, the majority of
these meetings were conducted in the back room of the Planning Department around the Conference
table, not a PUBLIC MEETING PLACE, with NO MINUTES. This form of meeting is in VIOLATION of PUBLIC
MEETINGS LAW. They did not provide a place available to the public and did not provide Minutes for the
public to review. The fact is that there are NO MINUTES available on line for the public to review for any
of the Planning Commission or HARC meetings, and the most recent AGENDA’S for both Commissions
are for the Summer of 2016. Five Planning Commission meetings represented a quorum, involving Land
Use Planning discussions and had NO MINUTES, NO RECORD of who was in attendance or recordings for
public review. This VIOLATES the STATE’S PUBLIC MEETINGS LAW.

After close review, | CONCLUDE that the CITY has violated GOAL 1 of the STATE'S LAND USE GUIDELINES
for CITIZEN’S INVOLVMENT AND appears to have NOT foliowed LCDC's Guidelines for Planning GOAL 2,
entitled LAND USE PLANNING. GOAL 2 states, that land use decisions are to be made in accordance with
a COMPREHENSIVE PLAN, and that suitable “implementation ordinances” to put the plan’s policies into
effect must be adopted. Jacksonville’s proposed Development Code changes do not follow OREGON
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STATE GUIDELINES for LAND USE PLANNING, that require that, FIRST, you must REVIEW and UPDATE
YOUR COMPREHENSIVE PLAN and, then, UPDATE YOUR DEVELOPMENT CODES. JACKSONVILLE has
spent five years without CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT to REVIEW and REWRITE OUR DEVELOPMENT CODES,
and, then, our PLANNING DEPARTMENT has rewritten our COMPREHENSIVE PLAN, Chapter 2, to support
the NEW CODES. The City has violated the State’s Guidelines for Land Use Planning Goal 2 with this

process.

| REQUEST that this PLANNING COMMISSION TABLE these proceedings tonight. As stated, the process
used is in VIOLATION with STATE, COUNTY and CITY GOALS, GUIDELINES, and STATE STATUES. To
continue would be to ignore the testimony given tonight by the CITIZENS of JACKSONVILLE in their FIRST
opportunity to weigh in on a five-year process. My recommendation is that the City institute a Citizens
Involvement Program (CIP) and form a CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT COMMITTEE (CIC) to begin to educate,
communicate, and facilitate a sincere interest in DEVELOPING WIDESPREAD CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT in
JACKSONVILLE. Once a Citizen Involvement Program is developed, then, if change is desired, the correct
process is to begin with the UPDATE of OUR COMPREHENSIVE PLAN and, then, follow with NECESSARY

CODE UPDATES.

Thank you.



SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS
FOR JOCIE WALL’S TESTIMONY



Jacksonville City Council, City of Jacksonville, Oregon
City Council Meeting Minutes December 3, 2013

Action minutes along with electronic recordings of the meeting, which may be reviewed on-line on
the City of Jacksonville website http://www. jacksonvilleor.us.
Each item before the council is subject to discussion which can be heard in detail on the recording.

R TS A T R P

December 3, 2013 at Old City Hall, 205 W Main St, Jacksonville

REGULAR CITY COUNCIL MEETING

1) CALL TO ORDER (includes call to order, pledge of allegiance)
Called to order at 6 pm

Present are Councilors Wall, Lewis, Jesser, Garcia, Winterburn and Mayor Becker. Absent is Councilor Hayes.
Staff members present are City Administrator Jeff Alvis, Planner Amy Stevenson, Treasurer Stacey McNichols,

Fire Chief Devin Hull, and Recorder Jan Garcia.

2} MINUTES, Nov 19, 2013
Move to: approve the minutes
Motion by: Councilor Jesser was seconded
Vote:
Ayes: Unanimous
Motion carries

BILLS
Move to: accept the bills list
Motion by: Councilor Wall was seconded
Roll call vote:
Ayes: unanimous
Motion carries

3) PUBLIC COMMENT
Clara Wendt - 570 G St: asked question regarding the library.

4) ACTION / DISCUSSION ITEMS
a. Swearing in of Fire Fighter Justin Zigenis — Chief Devin Hull/ Introduction of Kim Kerneen, receptionist — Stacey

McNichols

Zigenis sworn in as Fire Fighter.
Kerneen introduced as new receptionist.

b. Update on planning department code revisions — Amy Stevenson and City Attorney, Alan Harper
Update on revision of ptanning codes given by Planner Stevenson and Attorney Harper.
Harper recommends CAC approval is given formally,
Move to: approve to formalize the CAC with the group read into the record by Planner
Stevenson.
Motion by: Councilor Lewis was seconded
Vote:
Ayes: Unanimous
Motion Carries

Transcribed by: fan Garcia
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121132016
Jhis emai_‘,.is a public record of the Clly of Jacksonvilfle and is subject to public disclosum unless exempt from disclosure under Oregon Publfic Records Law.
This email is subject to the Staie Refention Schedule.

Eﬁ Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail

From: Jan Garcia [mailto: recorder@jacksonvilleor, us]
Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2013 8:38 AM

To: Amy Stevenson

Subject: CAC list

Amy,

| am typing my minutes and it | have a note for myself to email your list of people on the code revision group that are

now the CAC.

Can you send it to me?
Thanks,

Jan

Van ﬁwwh

Recorder and Risk Manager, City of Jacksonville
541.899.1231 x 312

recorder@iacksonvilleor.us

PUBLIC RECORDS LAW DISCLOSURE
This email is a public rocord of the City of Jacksonville and is subject to public disclosure uniess exempt from disclosure under Oregon Public Records Law.
This email is subject o the State Retention Schedule.

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE
This e-mail message contains conlfidential information belonging to the sender or receiver. The information in this message is

intended for the addressee’s use only. If you are not the intended recipient you are heroby nolified that you are prohibited
from reading, using, disclosing, copying, or distibuting this information in any way; further, you are prohiblted from taking any
action based upon the contents of this e-mall. If you have received this e-mail by mistake, please delefe it immediately.
For further questions call our office at 541-899-1237 ext. 312..

Attachments:
« Focus Group for Code Revision.pdf
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FW: CAC list

From: Jan Garcia <recorder@jacksonvifleor.us>
'Criss Garcia’ <councilorgarcia@jacksonvilleor.us>, Dan Winterbum <councilorwinterburn@jacksonvilleorus>, David Jesser

To:  <councilotjesser@jacksonvilleor.us>, Jeif Alvis <administrator@jecksonvilleor.us>, Jim Lewis <councilorlewis@jacksonvilleor.us>, Jocie
Wall <councilorwall@jacksonvilleor.us>, Paul Becker, Mayor <mayor@jacksonvilleor.us>, Paul Hayes <councilorphayes@jacksonvilleor.us>

Date: 12/10/2013 9:39 AM

Good morning everyone,

My notes from City Council state that it was requested | send this list out to you.
Here it is!

Jan

Van ?amdz

Recorder and Risk Manager, City of Jacksonville
541.899.1231 x 312
recorder@jacksonvilleor.us

PUBLIC RECORDS LAW DISCLOSURE
This emall is a public record of the City of Jacksonville and is subject to public disclosure unless exetnpt from disclosure under Oregon Public Records Law.

This email is subject to the State Retention Schedule.
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE
This e-malil message contains confidential information belonging to the sender or receiver. The information in this message is
intended for the addressee’s use only. If you are not the infended recipient you are heraby notified that you are prohibitad
from reading, using, disclosing, copying, or distributing this information in any way; further, you are prohibited from taking any
action based upon the contents of this e-mail. If you have received this e-mail by mistake, please defefe it immediately.
For further questions call our office at 541-899-1231 ext. 312..

From: Amy Stevenson [mailto:planner@jacksonvilieor.us]
Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2013 9:06 AM

To: 'Jan Garda'

Subject: RE: CAC list

Here you go

Amy Stevenson
Planning Director

City of Jacksonville, Oregon

planner@jacksonvilleor.us
(541) 899-6873

HOURS
Monday, Tuesday and Thursday, Friday 8:30 am. to 2:00 p.m.
Wednesday - Closed to the public

PUBLIC RECORDS LAW DISCLOSURE
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FOCUS GROUP FOR CODE REVISION

Staff
Amy Stevenson- Planning Director
Alan Harper- City Attorney

Planning Commission Representative — Alicia-Edgeworth-Kersey- Brad Benningion
HARC Representative — Donna Bowen
City Council Representative — David Jesser

Professionals
Mike Thornton
Jim Cook

Bob Neathamer
Bruce Silva

Business Owners

Cherie-Renead———resigned in December 2012 —too busy

Mel Ashland

Rorscha-Schiller——resigned in January 2013 — difficult to attend meetings during the week

Tim Balfour

Citizens

Dennis Foyil

Brad-Benningten——appointed to Planning Commission
Tiffany Poot

Ken Gregg

Sign Code
Steve Hale - Hale Signs

Tree Removal
Mike Bartlett — Bartlett Tree Service
Clarence Wangle — Beaver Tree Service



Jacksonville City Council, City of Jacksonwille, Oregon | 3
i City Council Meeting Mihies
b. RES 2014-001 RESOLUTION NO. 2014-001 A RESGLUTION SETTING NEW FEES, FINES AND INTEREST RATES
FOR ADMINISTRATION, PUBLIC WORKS, POLICE DEPARTMENT AND FIRE DEPARTMENT.

Move to: approve Res 2014-C01 regarding fee schedules
Motion by: Councilor Jesser was seconded

Roli Call vote:

Ayes: Unanimous

Motion carries

6) COUNCIL DISCUSSION
a. Mayor and council committee reports

b. Staff reports
Jeff Alvis - Stacey McNichols — Jan Garcia
Councilor Jesser ~States Roger Thom is chairman of the Planning Commisslon and Mark Thomas is Vice Chair.

Councilor Lewis — States that Mark Thomas is the Planning Commission Lizison to HARC. He also states that
ECSO board met and the rates to the city will increase again this year by approximately 3.3%

Councilor Wall ~ Noth

Councilor Garcia — Thanked the council for their support of the increase in funds to the Britt Lighting project.
States the Parks Committee wili be looking to draft a management plan for the Forest Park resources and that zll

stakeholders will be invited to attend any meetings.

Counciior Hayes — A public safety meating will be held in the next few weeks. He will announce s time at the
niext council meeting.

Councilor jurfing ~ States he is still in the learning process.

Mayor Becker — reports that his eyes are improving.

Jeff Alvis, City Administrator — Alvis states the Kristin Wick from Hart Insurance is our new insurance agent and
will be invited to council in March to give an annual update.

Stacey McNichols, Treasurer — States YTD financials were passed out to the councilors tonight. She states that a
draft audit back from the auditors,

7)  ADJOURN at 8:30

Paul Becker, Mayor Jan Garcia, City Recorder

Date approved:

Transcribed by: Jan Garcia
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Jacksonwville Crty Council, City of Jacksonville, Oregon
City Council Meeting Minutes May 20, 2014

The council that in order to be considered a volunteer they must be supervised by a staff member. The
Rangers at this time have no supervision.

Move to: Table the decision until the June 17" meeting to give staff time to outline ranger
duties.
Motion by: Councilor Jesser was seconded

Vote:

Ayes: unanimous

d. Decision regarding workers compensation coverage for volunteer groups

Kristin Wick of Hart Insurance explains the fact that CIS insurance cannot cover certain groups as
volunteers for Workers’ Compensation coverage. She discusses the availability of an accident policy for
$300 per year covering up to 100 volunteers at a time. it is a medical reimbursement policy secondary

to anything the injured party has in place. it covers up to $100,000 per incident.

Move to: Follow the recommendation by our representative from Hart Insurance and
simultaneously institute a valued volunteer program to pay up to $300 to up to 10 groups who
can document 1000 hours of volunteer work by their members in the previous fiscal year.
Motion by: Councilor Garcia was seconded

Roll call vote:

Ayes: Unanimous

Move to: approve the Seidlecki’s worker’s compensation coverage for marker restoration work.

Motion by: Councilor Garcia was seconded
Roll call vote:
Ayes: Unanimous

e. Public notice of water base rate increase and fire protection surcharge rate increase
Mayor Becker read the notice of the increase to the base water rate and the increase to fire protection

surcharge into the record.

f. Accept Fire Department Grant award
Chief Hull explained the grants awarded were for a new extrication tool which cost $35,000. $10,000

each was donated by West Family Foundation and the Cheney Foundation. An additional $10,000 was
donated by Engine Company #1 for funds raised from hanging garland at Christmas time in the
downtown area. The old too! will be donated to a Fire District without an extrication tool at a future

date.

COUNCIL DISCUSSION
a. Mayor and council committee reports
Councilor Jurling gave an update on the CERT vehicle and the ISO class that was recently held.

Councilor Lewis states that RVSS had a budget meeting and we could expect a slight increase in rates,
He will be attending the RVCOG meeting next week.

Councilor Garcia states that the next parks meeting will be held May 22 at 4 pm at Pheasant Meadows
Park. He states that the regional transportation planning grant which he sent a pre application in for
will be looking at connectivity by walking and bike transportation between W Medford and Jacksonville.
Councilor Jesser states that the CAC for planning code changes is meeting weekly on Wednesdays to get
the process moving along more quickly.

Councilors Hayes and Wall have no reports.

Transcribed by: Jan Garcia
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Jacksonvitle City Council, City of jacksonville, Oregon | 3

City Councii Meeting Minutes November 18, 2014

Motion by: Councilor Jesser
Seconded by: Councilor Lewis
Roll Call Vote:

Ayes: 5
Nays: 0
Motion Carries

d. Code Revislon/CAC
Council Discussion: Amy Stevenson explains that due to the recent elections we now have one Council

member and two future Council members on the Citizens Advisory Committee. Per the City Attorney,
Alan Harper, we can only have one Council member (present or future} on the CAC. Mayor Becker
appointed Own Jurfing and Mark Thomas to the CAC.

Public Comment: Clara Wendt 572 G St. — Spoke in regards to the CAC. Councilor Jesser responded to

her comments.

6) MAYOR AND COUNCIL COMMITTEE REPORTS
Councilor Lewis; No report
Councilor Garcia: No report. Updates the council that the next Parks and Rec Meeting is scheduled for
Thursday November 20, 2014.
Councilor Jesser: Talks about the Main Street Program, which we are not currently a part of. More
information will be coming in the future.
Councilor Hayes: No report. Hayes informed the council of taik he has been hearing for the last three or
four months that Jacksonville is falling apart. Jeff Alvis and Mayor Becker respended to his comment.
Mayor Becker: Introduced an article written by Tony Boom, “Buiiding for the future in the past,” to the
council for their review. Mayor Becker states that we need to do whatever it takes to not delay the
progress. Jeff Alvis informed the council he will be out of town for the next meeting and that Stacey
McNichols will be in charge. Councilor Lewis inguired about the thank you card from the Taylor family.
Chief Hull comments.

7) ADJOURN 6:48 pm

Paul Becker, Mayor Kimberlyn Xerneen, City Recorder

Date approved:

Transcribed by: Kimberlyn Kerneen
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Jacksonville City Council, City of Jacksenvilie, Oregon
City Council Meeting Minutes December 2, 2014

Action minutes along with electronic recordings of the meeting, which may be reviewed on-
line on the City of Jacksonville website hitp://www. jacksonvilleor.us.

December 02, 2014 at Old City Hall, 205 W Main St, Jacksonville

CALL TC ORDER (includes call to order, pledge of aliegiance) 6:00 pm
Present: Councilors Jesser, Garcia, Lewis, Hayes, Wall, Jurling and Mayor Becker. Staff Present: Stacey

McNichols, Amy Stevenson and City Attorney Kurt Knudsen.

a. MINUTES {minutes from November 18, 2014 meeting)
Move to: Approve minutes
Motion by: Councilor Garcia
Seconded by: Councilor Lawis
Aves: 6
Ahstain: 1 Councilor Wall
Motion Carries

b. BILLS LIST
Move to: Approve bills list
Motion by: Councilor Jesser
Seconded by: Councilor Lewis
Roll Cali Vote:
Aves: 7
Mays: 0
Motion Carries

PUBLIC COMMENT (items not on the agenda) limited to 3 minutes per speaker,

Joyce Coleman — No address stated — Allowed to speak for 10 minutes regarding HARC, Planning and
keeping Jacksonville historic as requested by Joyce and approved by Mayor Becker. Donna Bowen is
present to address concerns if needed. Donna speaks briefly on Joyce’s concerns ana agrees with Joyce.
Donna informs the council about their desire to provide training for the current and new HARC
members. It is also desired to bring more items to city council meetings for approval. Donna speaks on

new code,

Carol Knapp — 360 S. Oregon — Comments on scheduled LUBA remand hearing for December 16, 2014.
Carol request this meeting be postponed until January 2015.

Steven A. Gardner — 385 N. 4™ St. — Speaks to historic integrity of Jacksonville and urban growth.

Council Discussion: Councilor Wall thanks the public for their comments. It was also reguested by
Councitor Wall to have ail the HARC and Planning Commission agendas and minutes added to the iPad

for each meeting. Councilor Hayes concurred. Mayor Becker requests this to be put on an agenda for the

city council to vote on. Councilor Wall thinks it would be a good idea to move the LUBA remand to
January. Councilor Wall speaks to Steve’s comment as well.

STAFF / DEPARTMENT REPORTS
a. Admin Department - Jaff Alvis / Stacey McNichols / Kimberlyn Kerneen

Transcribed by: Kimberlyn Kerneen
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Jacksonville City Counch, City of Jacksonville, Oregon { 3
4 City Council Mesting Minutes January 6, 2015

Council Discussion: Mayor Becker explained the process and presents the two applicants who have
applied for the Planning Commission. leff informed council that the applicants were in the
audience. Councilor Jesser had a concern about our code in regards to having only two voting
members that are developers on the Planning Commission. Councilor Wall did some background
work on the applicants to verify what their professions are currently. Wall feels we are leaning
towards a lot real estate and developing on Planning Commission. Councilor Garcia feels these types
of applicants are attracted to this area and they have an area of expertise for the Planning
Commission. Councilor Bennington wants the council to do a little research in this area since he is
unaware of any state statues that would prohibit this type of exciusion we are considering. Amy
reads a section of the code showing that we cannot have more than two voting members in the
same kind of occupation, business trade or profession. Amy confirmed with Mark Thomas that he
can be considered a real estate developer. Councilor Wall asked Kurt Knudsen his opinion on ORS in
regards to this topic. Kurt answers her questions. Councilor Jesser reminds the counci! that two
realtors are two realtors and we need to follow our code.
Move to: Approve Mr. Whitlock as the Planning Commissioner and to repost for a new Planning
Commissioner in due course. '
Motion by: Councilor Jesser
Seconded by: Councilor Lewis
Vote:
Ayes: Unanimous
Motion Carvies
lim Whitlock will serve on the Planning Commission under Brad Bennington seat for the remainder
of his term.

@ RESOLUTION NO. R2015-001 A RESCLUTION ACCEPTING THE APPOIMTIMENTS AND TERMS FOR
THE COMMITTEES AND COMMISSION AS APPOINTED BY THE MAYOR AND/OR THE CITY COUNCIL
Public Comment: None
Council Discussion: Mayor Becker reads Resolution.

Move to: Adopt Resolution No. R2015-001
Motion by: Councilor Lewis
Seconded by: Councilor Wall

Vote:

Ayes: Unanimous

Motion Carries

f. Chinese New Year's

Public Comment: None
Council Discussion: Debra Lee informs council of the Chinese New Year's celebration and wanted to

invite the City Council to be participants in this event. Councilor Garcia asked about the Certificate of
Liability and if we had received it. Debra and Kim respond.
Move to: Approval of the Chinese New Year event happening on Saturday, February 7 from 8:00
am - 11:30 am and approval of ODOT permit for closure of California St from 5™ to Oregon and
approval for amplification of MC during the parade to announce parade participants and
temporary signage request at locations of activities as they have requested.
Motion by: Councilor Wall
Seconded by: Councilor Garcia
Vote;
Ayes: Unanimous
Motion Carries

Transcribed by: Kimberiyn Kerneen
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FW: Planning, HARC and committee meeting Agenda's and
Minutes

From: Kimberlyn Kemeen <recorder@jacksonvilleor.us>

To:  Jeff Alvis <administrator@jacksonvilleor.us>, Jocie Wall <councilorwall@jacksonvilleor.us>
Ce:  Stacey McNichols <treasurer@jacksonvilleor.us>

Date: 2/11/2015 12:13 PM

Good Afternoon Jocie,

I wanted to touch base with you in regards to agendas and minutes. Stacey will be talking about the
agendas and minutes at the next City Council meeting, Hopefully you should get all your questions
answered and maybe even more @ Enjoy the sun....

Kimbcr[yn K erneen

City Recorder

City of Jacksonville
541.899.1231 x 312
recorder@jacksonvilleor.us

PUBLIC RECORDS LAW DISCLOSURE
This enmail is a public record of the Clty of Jacksonville and js subject to public disclosure unlass exempt from disclosure under Oregon Public Records Law.
This amail is subject to the State Retention Schedule.
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE
This e-mail message contains confidential information belonging fo the sender or receiver. The information in this message is
intended for the addressee’s use only. If you are not the intended recipient you are hereby notified that you are prohibited
from reading, using, disclosing, copying, or distributing this information in any way; further, you are prohibited from taking any
action based upon the contents of this e-mail If you have received this e-mail by mistake, please delete it Immediately.
For further questions call our office at 541-899-1231 ext. 312..

From: Jocie Wall <councilorwall@iacksonvilleor us>
Date: February 9, 2015 at 2:29:09 PM PST

To: Jeff Alvis <administrator@jacksonvilleor.us>

Subject: Planning, HARC and committee meeting Agenda's and Minutes

Dear Jeff,

I would like to make my verbal request a written one. I would like to be added to the distribution
list for the Planning, HARC and committee meetings Agendas and Minutes.

Now that we have I-pads I believe my city email can be added to the routing list for distribution.
Thaok you,

Jocie

Councilor Wall

"



Jacksonville City Council, City of Jacksonville, Oregon
City Council Meeting Minutes February 17, 2015

1 [

Action minutes along with electronic recordings of the meeting, which may be reviewed on-
line on the City of Jacksonville website http://wwvy. jacksonvillegr.us.

February 17, 2015 at Old City Hall, 205 W Main St, Jacksonville

Executive Session (per ORS 192.660 2b and 2d) Regarding Labor Negotiations and Personnel Matters
was held At 5 PM Before this Meeting

1) CALL TO ORDER (includes call to order, pledge of allegiance) 6:15 pm
Present: Councilors Jesser, Garcia, Lewis, Wall, Bennington and Mayor Becker. Absent: Councilor Gregg.

Staff Present: Jeff Alvis, Stacey McNichols, and Kimberlyn Kerneen.

2) a. MINUTES {minutes from February 3, 2015 meeting)
Move to: Approve the minutes from February 3
Motion by: Councilor Wall
Seconded by: Councilor Lewis
Vote:
Ayes: Unanimous

b. BILLS LIST
Move to: Approve the bills
Motion by: Councilor Jesser
Seconded by: Councilor Lewis
Roll Call Vote:
Ayes: 6
Nays: 0
Motion Carries
Council asked questions. jeff and Stacey answered.

3) PUBLIC COMMENT (items not on the agenda) limited to 3 minutes per speaker.

None

4) STAFF / DEPARTMENT REPORTS
a. Admin Department - Jeff Alvis / Stacey McNichois / Kimberlyn Kerneen
Stacey McNichols:
Explained the process of receiving agendas and minutes and what it would take to distribute ther o City
Council. Council asked questions. Stacey answered. All agendas received by City Recorder will now be sent to
Council but not minutes.
Jeff Alvis:
Gave an update on the dam project. Council asked questions. Jeff answered.
Reports on Dam Safety Conference that he went to last week. Council asked questions and Jeff answered.
b. Planning Department — Amy Stevenson — No Report
c. Police Department - Chief Towe - No Report
d. Fire Department - Chief Hull - No Report
e. Public Works Department — Jeff Alvis — No Report

5) ACTION / DISCUSSION ITEMS
(The public will be allowed to speak, che time, to certain items during the action/discussion items. In order to

speak you must sign in with the Recorder under the item for which you wish to speak)

Transcribed by: Kimberlyn Kerneen
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FW: New code for Planning

From: Jeff Alvis <administrator@jacksonvilleor.us>
To:  Jocie Wall <councilorwall@jacksonvilleorus>
Date: 4/22/20159:15 AM

Jocie, Here is the info from Amy on how the new code will come out
Jeff

Jeffrey N. Alvis

Administrator / Public Works Director
City Of Jacksonville

541-899-1231 541-899-7882 (fax)

administraton@jacksonvillieor,ys

Public Records Law
This e-mail is a public record of the City Of Jacksonville and is subject to public disclosure unless exempt

from disclosure under Oregon Public Record Law. This e-mail is subject to the State Retention Schedule.

From: Amy Stevenson [mailto: astevenson@jacksonvilleor.us]
Sent: Wednesday, April 22, 2015 8:40 AM

To: Jeff Alvis

Subject: Re: New code for Planning

The plan is to role out the draft code to the world on May 22nd. We will then schedule several study sessions
with PC/HARC together, have several town hall meetings for folks to come and ask questions, the PC and the
HARC will then provide recommendations to the Council. At that point we will have one or two Council study
sessions on the code and then Council public hearings. I anticipate that the Council will have its first study
session around July/August and go to public hearings around September/October.

Jeff Alvis <administrator@jacksonvilleorus> , 4/22/2015 7:32 AM:

Amy. what is the plan with the release of the code ? Does it get a review by council first ?

Jeffrey N. Alvis

Administrator / Public Works Director
City Of Jacksonville

541-899-1231 541-899-7882 (fax)

administrator@iacksonvilleor. us

Public Records Law

142
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Dear Jeff,
Please have tomorrows meeting of those who gather to draft our new City Charter record the

meeting.
I would like to receive a recording of the meeting.

In review of my request at last nights city council meeting I believe we should be noticing,

recording and

providing meeting minutes for any group, including the mayors advisory group that meets for the
purpose

of preparing recommendations or who brief the major for recommendations brought before the
council.

It appears that I am not supported with this understanding of Oregon Public Meetings Law. Thank
you

for taking this matter to our city attorney for review. I would hope that the CAC that has been
meeting for

the past 2 plus years to revise our City Planning Codes has followed Oregon Public Meetings Law.
Please

let me know where I can listen to the tapes or review their minutes as we begin to receive their new
codes

for approval at the city council.

I would like to be provided our city attorney's understanding of the Oregon Public Meeting Laws

and how
she recommends noticing and documenting such meetings as CAC's, Advisory groups, and others

appointed
to offer suggestions in providing recommendations to the council.

Thank you,
Jocie
Councilor Wall
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FW: Oregon Public Meetings Law

From: Stacey McNichols <treasurer(@jacksonvilleor.us>
'Brad Bennington ' <councilorbennington@jacksonvilleor.us>, ‘Criss Garcia' <councilorgarcia@jacksonvilleor.us>, David Jesser'
To: <councilotjesser@jacksonvilleor.us>, 'Teff Alvis' <administrator@jacksonvilleor.us>, 'Jim Lewis’ <councilorlewis@jacksonvilleor.us>, Tocie
© Wall' <councilorwall@jacksonvilleorus>, 'Ken Gregg' <councilorgregg@jacksonvilleorus>, Kim Kemeen' <recorder@jacksonvilleorus>,
'Paul Becker' <mayor@jacksonvilleorus™, 'Stacey McNichols' <treasurer@jecksonvilleor.us>
Date: 10/15/2015 11:59 AM

We have communicated with the City Attorney, Sydnee Dreyer regarding Councilor Wall’s concerns at the last
council meeting, with public meetings law as it relates to the Mayor’s Advisory Group, the group that meets to
work on the charter and the CAC for the planning code revision. Please see the specifics for each of those

below: (Sydnee’s response is in red)

Mayor’s Advisory Group:

“With regard to the Mayor’s Advisory Group, I think it is clear that is not a governing body charged with
making recommendations to the Council and as such is not subject to public meetings law. As to whether
minutes or audio are required, your code implies that all committees must take minutes, but if this is not a
formal committee then it appears you could argue it is not subject to the committee rules under Ch. 4.”

CAC for Planning Code Revision:
The CAC for the Planning Code Revision is appointed by the Council, therefore does have to comply with

public meeting law and according to attorney Alan Harper who is on the CAC they have been noticing the
meetings and have audio recordings of the meetings as well.

Group that meets to work on charter:
“With regard to the committee created to review and make proposed changes this is less clear. However, as the

public meeting laws are designed to ensure the public is informed and aware of how communities are governed,
and your charter and code are unclear on this issue, I am inclined to find this is a governing body making
recomimendations subject to public meetings law for the following reasons:

1) Section 21 of your Charter provides that the mayor shall appoint committees provided by rules of
council;

2) Here the Mayor essentially appointed this committee that is charged with making recommendations to
Council as to Charter amendments;

3) Under your Charter, it is the mayor and not the Council authorized to make such appointments, and as
such would likely be deemed an official act;

4) Although it is not clear that such a CAC is specifically identified in Section 4.14 of the Municipal Code,
that section appears to contemplate such a committee. In particular that section provides that Citizen
Community Involvement Committee’s purpose is to solicit input from the community at large asto a

13



12132016
' project or plan and the CCI may appoint subcommittees called CACs that are charged with developing
policies for the management of town affairs.
5) Thus reading this together it is more likely than not this would be deemed a meeting subject to public

meeting laws.

Having said that, this issue is definitely not entirely clear. In such a situation, the only way to be certain would
be to seck an attorney general’s opinion on the matter. Further if the City believes this group was not appointed
as an official act of the mayor, and that this group was not contemplated by the rules of the Council or the code,
it could take the positon it is not subject to public meetings law. However, that position could be challenged
and as described above, has a reasonable likelihood of being reversed on that determination.”

Given that it is not entirely clear whether the group that was formed to work on the charter is an official
committee of the City and given that we have already announced in public meetings that the group was working
on this, we will go ahead and notice and keep minutes for all future meetings.

Stacey Rae McNichols
City Treasurer / HR
City of Jacksonville
541.899.1231 x 313

treasurer@jacksonvilleor.us

PUBLIC RECORDS LAW DISCLOSURE
This email is a public record of the Clly of Jacksonville and Is subject to public disclosure uniess exempt from disclosure under Qregon Public Records Law.

This email /s subject fo the State Refention Scheduis.

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE
This e-mail message contains confidential information belonging to the sender or receiver. The information in this message is

intended for the addressee’s use only. If you are not the intended recipient you are hereby notified that you are prohibited
from reading, using, disclosing, copying, or distibuting this information in any way; further, you are prohibited from taking any
action based upon the contents of this e-mail. if you have received this e-mail by mistake, please delete it immediately.
For further questions call our office at 541-899-12317 exf. 312..

From: Jeff Alvis [mailto: administrator@jacksonvilleor.us]
Sent: Wednesday, October 07, 2015 6:59 AM

To: Stacey McNichols

Subject: Fwd: Oregon Public Meetings Law

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: Jocie Wall cilorwall@jack: i

Date: October 6, 2015 at 10:49:20 PM PDT

To: Jeff Alvis <administrator@jacksonvilleor.us>

Subject: Oregon Public Meetings Law



Citizens Advisory Committee Public Meetin

The Jacksonville City Council appointed Citizens Advisory Committee will
meet to review of the Draft Code on

Wednesday, October 14, 2015

This meeting will be from 9:00-11:00 AM
at Old City Hall, 205 W. Main St.

The public is allowed to attend but testimony will not be taken

1. Call to Order/ Roll Call
2.  Review of Majority Report

3. Adjourn

If you have any questions or need special accommodations to attend the meeting please

contact the City of Jacksonville Planning Department at 541-899-6873.



PLANNING COMMISSION
Public Meeting

Wednesday, October 14™, 2015
6:00 p.m.
Old City Hall, 205 W. Main St.

1. Call to Order/ Roll Call
2. Introductions and Review of Agenda
3. Minutes:

a) July 8, 2015

4. Audience Comment
5. Public Hearings: None
6. Business from Commission and staff
a) Introduction of new Planning Department Staff
b) Study Session: Update and Report from the Planning Department
b) Introduction of new Planning Commissioner
¢) City Council Liaison Update
7. Adjourn

Copies of all evidence relied upon by the applicant are availabie for review and can be obtained at cost. Issues which may provide the basis for an appeal to the City
Council and/or the Land Use Board of Appeals shall be raised in writing prior to the expiration of the comment period and shall be raised with sufficient specificity to
enable the decision-maker to respond to the issuc. Questions: Contact the City of Jacksonville Planning Department, 899-6873.

The application before the PLANNING COMMISSION shall be evaluated using criteria contained in Title 16, (Land Division Regulations) and Title 17, (Zaning) of
the Jacksonville Municipal Code. Please sddress any comments to these criteria. All oral, written, drawn or photographic evidence must be directed toward
comprehensive plan criteria, or land use regulations and objective standards.

Failure to raise an issue through oral, written, drawn, or photographic illustration with sufficient specificity to afford the decision-maker and the affected parties an
opportunity to respond to the issue precludes appeal to the City Council on the issue. All appiications to be considered are Limited Land Use decisions as defined by
ORS 197.015 and are subject to the provisions of ORS 197.195.

Notice: City of Jacksonville Planning Commission meeting agendas are regularly published in City Hail and online at least fourteen (14) days in advance of the meeting
date. Agendas may be revised and supporting docunrents may be added np to 24 hours prior to the meeting date.



City of Jacksonville - PUBLIC RECORDS REQUEST

*all requests must go through the City Recorder first
lozy, ' Date of request /.1 —/ 7 /6

Name of requestor

Requestor's Address 2D LBon 7
City ,,(y/g»gpmu&_, state )/ Zip 97530
Phone §4}'J-OZ¢/~ 4107 Email address of requestor:

Please describe the records you are requesting and any additional information that will assist us in
locating this information for you as quickly as possible. Be sure to include the address of property information is

) being sought on.
JM&/ ,1 0 b Ad)isohe [Drimutlee Maiinit l,g 2 fle
D ovnl 1ad Uy Fansng Phim
° Dl pomons von AT S sl E T Fvmny

LIV E P A LA & Sl L

PLEASE NOTE: Staff time will be charged regardiess of how information is provided.
Copies provided by email are charged at same rate as hard copies.
Method by which ! would like to receive the information | have requested:

D Review documentation at the office by appointment (charge staff time for collection of records)
{charge as if copy fee
D Email to me at: and staff time)
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City of Jacksonvilie

Planning Department

Public Records Request: Code Revision

TO: Councilor Jocie Wall

FROM: Ian Foster, Principal Planner

DATE: December 21, 2016

SUBJECT: Request for Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) Majority Report
Background

On October 28, 2015, the Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC), established by the
Jacksonville City Council to review and redraft the City’s Unified Development Code,
approved a Majority Report that summarizes their work. The document was then
sent to the Planning Commission, and will subsequently be sent to the Jacksonville
City Council after Planning Commission review of the draft code.

The contents of the document were integrated into the City of Jacksonville Planning
Department’s staff report dated October 17, 2016, and authored by Dick Converse
and Ian Foster. The content of the staff report includes findings recommended by
the CAC, and adds additional background information. The staff report has been
available on the City’s website since September of 2016, We included information
about the report in our initial notice to every property owner within the City of
Jacksonvilie.

Please contact the Jacksonville Planning Department with any questions.

Ian Foster, City of Jdcksonville Planning Department



Citizen’s Advisory Committee (CAC) Majority Report on the Draft Code to
the
Council and the Planning Commission

October 28, 2015

CAC Members

Chair - David Jesser, Business Owner and City Councilor

Donna Bowun, HARC Chair

Mark Thomas, Developer and Planning Commissioner

Mike Thornton, Principal Engineer and owner of Thornton Engineering
Brad Bennington, Citizen {then elected Lo City Council)

Ken Gregg, Citizen (then elected to City Council)

Owen Jurling, Former Planning Commission Chair, Former City Councilor,
citizen

Staff

Alan Harper, City Attorn 2y

Anmty Stevenson, Planning Director/Historic Preservation Officer
Dick Converse, Rogue Valley Council of Governments

lan Foster, City Planner

Celeste Dyson, Planning Technician
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introduction

Over the years, the Jacksonville Land Development Code was updated multiple
times by a number of different authors. The intent was to reflect the changing needs
of the community, and to continue protecting the City’s status as a National Historic
Landmark. However, with so many changes and added layers, the code became
complicated and cumbersome for the user and practitioner,

As aresult of the complicated code, the City of Jacksonville recognized a need to
update the city’s Land Development Code {chapters 16, 17, &18). In response, the
City of Jacksonville established a Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) to complete
this task. The Citizen Involvement Chapter of the Jacksonville Comprehensive Plan
requires a CAC be formed when there is a proposed, community-wide, legislative

land-use policy change,

As a result, the committee drafted a new code that integrates the Oregon Model
Code for Small Cities, modern day best practices, and standards that reflect the

Jacksonville community.

The primary goals for the new code are to create a user friendly and simpler
interface that is clear and easy to regulate and enforce. The new code changes the
Review Levels to match state standards by changing the scale to Types I-IV.

The new code will:

Be more user friendly;
Continue to protect the town’s historic status;
Create standards that are clear and easier to regulate and enforce; and

Streamline the process.
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This Majority Report summarizes the CAC’s work on the draft code for the Planning
Commission and the City Council.

Background

The City of Jacksonville received a Certified Local Government Grant in order to
update the historic section of the code. The Jacksonville Planning Director contacted
the Rogue Valley Council of Governments (RVCOG) and the State Historic
Preservation Office (SHPO) for possible resources, support and guidance for the
redrafting of the code. RVCOG suggested using the new Model Code for Small Cities,
developed by the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) and the Oregon
Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD), as a framework for the
new code, The redrafted development code follows the Model Code for Small Cities,
but is also tailored to meet the specific needs of the City of Jacksonville.



The Planning Director enlisted a seasoned land use attorney, Alan Harper, to assist
with the code revision. A focus/study group formed to determine the most
cumbersome and difficult portions of the existing code that require an update. This
initial group consisted of citizens, professionals, and city officials who were
instrumental in identifying the direction of the code revision. The group met every
other week for six menths. Their contribution is invaluable and greatly appreciated.

The group invited several local certified arborists to contribute to the tree
removal/protection section of the code. These arborists included Clarence Wangle
of Beaver Tree Service, Mike Bartlett of Bartlett Tree Service and Willie Ging of
Southern Oregon Tree Care,

For the sign section of the code, the group invited Roland Buck of Hale Signs to
review the current code and provide update recommendations.

Staff created a working draft of the code for the next phase of review.

The Planning Commission {PC) formed a lunchtime work group for the initial review
of the working draft. Commissioners attended the weekly standing brown bag lunch
meeting as their time allowed. It was during these lunchtime meetings that the
group determined that zoning designations and densities should wait until the City
completed a Buildable Lands Inventory and Housing Needs Analysis.

In September of 2014, the City Council formed a Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC).
The CAC members consisted of seven (7) original members. When two of the
members were elected to the City Council and took office in January 2015, the CAC
was reduced to four (4) members.

The CAC regularly worked through the second working draft of the code; meeting
regularly, once a week, from September 2014 through June of 2015.

Some notable changes to the code are outlined and described below, They include:

Removal of Overlapping Layers of Review Cri teria;

HARC Jurisdiction:

Removal of Chapter 17.48 Master Plan Requirements;

Replacement of the Core Enhancement Overlay with the Downtown Historic
District (DHD);

The DHD; and

Additional Procedural and Content Changes.
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Removal of Overlapping Layers of Review Criteria

The focus group revealed a reoccurring theme that the multiple layers of
development code and design standards resuited in criteria that are difficult to
understand and interpret. It is also difficult to determine if a property is subject to
any or all of the standards and criteria.



As aresult, the focus group determined to follow the intent of the original design
standards and review criteria. Therefore, the new code is designed to accomplish
the same objectives, but in a way that is clear, user friendly, and alleviates the
unnecessary layers of bureaucracy. The draft code maintains many of the critical
design standards of the current code. However, the CAC recommends removal of the
following overlapping and vague approval criteria:

* Historic Character Units;

¢ View sheds and the current Review Level Area Maps.

The CAC confirmed with SHPO that the removal of these elements of the existing
code will not endanger the status of the Landmark District in any way.

The Historic Character Units will not be replaced, Rather, the Review Level Areas
map will be replaced with a much clearer Landmark list and regulations for those
properties abutting a Landmark. Currently, the Comprehensive Plan identifies
several view sheds, most of which are outside of the City Limits and outside of the
City’s jurisdiction. This requirement is confusing, and often misunderstood.
Therefore, the CAC recommended removing the view shed language from the
development code.

HARC Jurisdiction

Another reoccurring theme is that the role of the HARC grew outside of its intended
purpose: to be a body for the review of historic structure applications. The HARC
reviewed projects outside of the Historic Landmark District and for properties that
are not designated Landmarks. The purpose of the HARC is to protect the District by
protecting the landmark listed structures and control new development abutting
landmark-listed structures, Over the years the HARC's review extended beyond
their intended purpose. This made the review process for modern structures
outside the landmark district, or surrounded by newer development, unnecessarily
cumbersome. This also caused confusion and frustration among applicants.

The new code returns the focus of HARC to the preservation of historic landmarks.
The intent is resources and staff time will be better Spent protecting our listed
landmarks. The proposed result is a change in focus and in name, to the Historic
Preservation Commission (HPC).

The HPC jurisdiction is limited to locations that impact historic structures, and is no
longer applicable to all new development within the city (except for the Downtown
Historic District (DHD).

The landmark list consists of those properties identified as contributing to the

National Historic Landmark District recognized by the National Park Service, and
properties that the City recognized as locally significant. The HPC ‘s purview is to
review any proposed exterior changes to these structures {as they do now). HPC



has jurisdiction over any additions to existing structures directly abutting a
landmark-listed property (as they do now) and any new construction directly
abutting a landmark listed property (as they do now).

As part of the code revision, the Landmark List will be readily available and
accessible both online and in the Planning Department so that users will be able to
quickly determine whether or not their property is a Landmark and subject to the
HPC review process.

Removal of Chapter 17.48 Master Plan Requirements _

The current Master Plan Requirements were developed through a collaborative
grant with the Oregon Department of Transportation and the Rogue Vailey Council
of Governments. At the time, many cities in Oregon looked to create Transit
Oriented Districts: walkable, pedestrian friendly commercial districts. The Fifth
Street corridor seemed to be an appropriate area for design standards for
redevelopment, resulting in Chapter 17.48. The first three sections listed below
dealt strictly with street standards and and are now covered by the Transportation
Systems Plan (TSP}

17.48.010 Street Plans and Connectivity

17.48.020 Functional Classifications

17.48.030 Street Standards

The guidelines that the focus group, the PC and the CAC felt were important and still
relevant have been incorporated into the commercial design standards section of
the new code, the rest were removed. These sections are listed below,

17.48.040 Other Plan Requirements

17.48.050 General Plan Requirements

17.48.060 Specific Gateway Standards

17.48.070 North Fifth Street Guidelines

Repiacement of the Core Enhancement Overlay with the Downtown

Historic District (DHD)

The Comprehensive Plan adopted a stand-alone document that regulates the Core
Enhancement Overlay District. This area is the main commercial historic core area
encompassing California Street, The idea being that this area deserves special
consideration for design, pedestrian amenities, and for businesses to attract
customers. While this Core Enhancement Overlay area was well intentioned, it again
was confusing and was not adopted into the code, so applicants were not aware of
the additional requirements. The draft code refines it and creates a simpler way of
enforcing the same idea. The CAC recommends replacing the Core Enhancement
Overlay with the Downtown Historic District or DHD. The new DHD keeps the same
goals and policies but is a much more effective tool. This new DHD is described

below.



The DHD

California Street, with its extensive collection of late 19t century masonry buildings
and concentration of listed landmark properties, is the essential element to
Jacksonville's identity and an important part of the City’s status as a National
Historic Landmark. When the CAC began the task of redrafting Jacksonville’s
Development Code, the group recognized that the downtown core would continue to
require special protections and standards. To that end, the CAC developed the
Downtown Historic District (DHD), which, in addition to Article 5, adds standards
and design guidelines specifically targeted toward downtown, and more specifically,
California Street.
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Figure 1: Proposed Downtown Historie District (DHD)

In order to create a code that is an effective preservation tool for the downtown,
staff and the CAC synthesized Jacksonville’s current design standards with the Core
Enhancement Plan, as well as best practices derived from state and national
agencies. The intent is to have downtown guidelines that effectively protect the
City’s status as a National Historic Landmark yet allow appropriate downtown
development. By balancing the historic character and economic opportunities of the
downtown core Jacksonville can continue as a thriving, successful community.

The purpose of the DHD section of the code is to:
Effect and accomplish the protection, enhancement, and perpetuation of the
city’s National Historic Landmark status;
* Safeguard the city’s historic, aesthetic, and cultural heritages as embodied
and reflected in the Downtown Historic District;
¢ Complement the National and Local Landmark designations;



* Foster civic pride in the city’s unique past and historic structures;
° Protect and enhance the City support to local business and industry; and
e Strengthen the economy of the city.

Best Practices
To create a development code that also serves as an effective tool for preservation,

staff and the CAC researched best practices. The result is a Downtown Historic
District (DHD) section that is informed by several components, including input from
the State Historic and Preservation Office, the Secretary of the Interior’s Guidelines
for Rehabilitation (regulatory standards established by the United States
Department of the Interior for the preservation of historic properties), and historic
protections from other Municipal Codes. The CAC incorporated the Core
Enhancement Plan, and The City’s Design into the new DHD standards and

guidelines.

The end product is a code that includes modern day best practices by integrating
national and state standards for historic preservation with standards and goals
established through the Comprehensive Plan, reflecting the Jacksonville Community.

DHD Standards

Properties within the DHD are required to comply with additional protections and
design guidelines. The standards in the DHD are established in order to encourage a
high-quality built environment that enhances, rather than detracts from the existing
historic structures. The standards are in place in order to protect the identity of the
City and the City’s most recognizabie buildings. The guidelines prevent new
construction from creating a false sense of history. The majority of the existing
Design Guidelines and standards currently used by HARC will continue to be the

standards within the DHD.

California Street Design Standards
Properties within the DHD that also front California Street are subject to additional
design standards. The purpose is to ensure the protection of California Street. Some
of the guidelines for California Street include:
¢ Zero Lot Lines: New buildings to be built on California Street between
Oregon and 4t St. are required to build to the front property line of California
Street.
* Building Elements: Building elements should be compatible with existing
structures, but cannot create an artificial sense of history.

Additional Downtown Historic District Standards
In addition to the specific building design standards, the DHD section includes
additional standards. These additional standards include:
» Streetscape: benches, chairs, bistro tables and other pedestrian amenities are
allowed within the DHD
e Signs: Signs within the DHD are required to meet the standards in the base
zone and additional standards such as:



© No temporary construction or open house signs
o Signs shall not overwhelm the building or any special architectural

features

Role of the Historic Preservation Commission (HPC)
Any alteration, relocation, or demolition of any structure or property within the
DHD is required to be reviewed by the HPC.

Additional Procedural and Content Changes

Application Process and Review

Focusing on the goal of creating a land use process that is easier to use and more
consistent with other jurisdictions, the CAC proposed tiered levels of review,
TypesI-1V. (See, Chapter 4.1 General Review Procedures.) All land use and
development permit applications and approvals, except building permits, will be
decided through this tiered process. This replaces the current Certificate of
Appropriateness process and Site Plan Review Procedures . {JMC 18.01.020 and

18.03.030).

The proposed levels of review are commonly used throughout Oregon and bring our
code into alignment with state standards. A Type I process is an action suitable for

administrative review based on objective standards up to a Type IV process which is

a legislative action such as a zone change or code amendment. The procedure
classifications are as follows:

e Type I Procedure (Staff review and zoning clearance) Type I decisions are
made by the City Planning Official, or his or her designee, without public
notice and without a public hearing. A Type I procedure is used in applying
City standards and criteria that do not require the use of discretion (ie, clear
and objective standards);

¢ Type Il Procedure (Administrative Review with notice) Type Il decisions
are made by the City Planning Official, with public notice and an opportunity
for appeal to the Planning Commission. Alternatively the City Planning
Official may refer a Type Il application to the Planning Commission for its
review and decision in a public meeting;

« Type HI Procedure (Quasi-Judicial Review - Public Hearing) Type 11
decisions are made by the Planning Commission or Historic Preservation

Commission after a public hearing, with an opportunity for appeal to the City

Council; or in the case of a Quasi-Judicial zone change (e.g, a change in
zoning on one property to comply with the Comprehensive Plan}, a Type 111
decision is made by the City Council on recommendation of the Planning
Commission. Quasi-Judicial decisions involve discretion but implement
established policy.

o Type IV (Legislative Decisions) The Type IV procedure applies to the
creation or revision, or large-scale implementation, of public policy (e.g.,
adoption of regulations, annexation, comprehensive plan amendments, and
zone changes that require a Comprehensive Plan Map amendment. Type IV



reviews may be considered by the Planning Commission, who makes a
recommendation to City Council or taken up directly by the City Council. City
Council makes the final decision on a legislative proposal through the
enactment of an ordinance.

Rather than being spread out over various portions of JMC 18.01, 18.04 and 18.05,
the review, process, notice, hearing, decision and appeal standards are consolidated

into Chapter 4.1.

Sign Regulation

The Small City Model Land Use Code does not have a recommended sign code,
recognizing that signage is a uniquely local proposition. Signs are an integral part of
the community allowing for varying commercial and personal communication.
Every element of signage has the potential to impact the livability of our community.
Our current Sign Regulations (JMC 18.15) are difficult for well-meaning citizens to

follow.

The proposal anticipates a streamlined process where all sign permits are obtained
pursuant to an administrative review of abjective standards {removing subjective
standards relating to font, logo or aesthetic) acknowledging that the current
subjective standards have not always yielded uniformity of quality and style that
would justify the delay, cost and process challenges (to citizens and staff).

While many of the signage allowance provisions have been retained; the CAC is
recommending allowing portable signs in all zones (sandwich board signs and other
similar free standing displays such as a mannequin or teddy bear holding a
chalkboard). All portable signs will need prior approval but the standards of size,
placement and material are clear and objective. This is a balance of important
interests: of the business interest of using portable signs to communicate with
customers, as they are routinely used today, but also allowing for reasonable
community protections (not in the right-of-way, pedestrian walkway and safely
anchored), fair uniform availability of signage for each lot, and clarity of standards
are critical for establishing expectations and enforcement,

Landscaping and Tree Removal

The Small City Model Code does not address tree removal since it is a uniquely local
concern. The CAC recognizes and is committed to the preservation of the idea that

landscaping and tree cover are critical elements of the quality of life in Jacksonville

and livability as a community.

The current Code limits removal of trees greater than 12 inches at breast height to
situations where either the tree is diseased or removal is “necessary” to protect
public safety or historic structures, and is supported by a certified arborist report,
The burdensome nature of this restriction has, on occasion, led to the unauthorized
removal of trees and the strategy of “begging for forgiveness” if caught. The CAC
believes there are situations where the removal of a significant sized tree maybe



warranted. The CAC has worked with many of the local arborists as well as studied
other tree removal codes currently used in other cities.

The proposed Tree Removal provisions are designed to encourage compliance by
making the process easier to remove trees on already developed private property.
For instance, a homeowner of property developed with a single family dwelling will
be required to obtain a Zoning Clearance Sheet, with a nominal fee and no arborist
report. The proposed process of a Zoning Clearance Sheet for removal of trees on
built residential lots is intended to be a way of making sure that no Heritage Trees
are removed without review,

Those trees important to the community will be placed on the Heritage Tree list.
The implementation of this portion of the new JDC will require the creation of the
list of Heritage Trees. These are trees which add to the quality of life in Jacksonville:
and as such, will be subject to the much higher level of scrutiny. The new code
creates a review system to ensure the protection of Heritage Trees. In addition,
penalties have increased and liability for violations extends broadly to anyone
removing the trees in addition to owners.

Vacation Rentals
The internet has opened up a whole new era of vacation and short term rentals.

Across the world travelers are regularly booking rooms directly from property
owners using services such as Air BnB or VRBO. These new rental offerings are a
way to provide rental income to property owners who may have an accessory
dwelling unit or extra rooms and also provide an inventory of visitor
accommodations to tourist driven towns such as Jacksonville. But the impacts of
short term rentals such as parking, noise and trash can negatively impact the
livability of residential neighborhoods. Many Oregon communities, such as Ashland,
Lincoln City and Bend, are struggling with the issue balancing these factors,

The CAC believes that balance can be struck to allow short term Vacation Rental
Accommodations in residential neighborhoods if there is an owner or responsible
contact person present. A property owner who wants to rent a VRA must first geta
Business License that will ensure that negative impacts of parking and trash are
addressed. In order to have a VRA approved, an applicant will need to go through a
Type Il review that provides notice to neighbors.

Planned Unit Development

PUD planning is a tool that has existed aimost since zoning was widely adopted in
the 1970s. It allows for flexibility in the site design and layout of larger projects in
return for creating development that is ‘better’ than what would occur by simply
following the strict guidelines of the development code. The CAC found that thisis a
valuable tool for Jacksonville but the current code limits it to only certain zones
identified as “PUD", The current JMC also created some confusion with the timing,
phasing, and expiration of an approved PUD (because often PUDs are large projects
designed to be built over a period of time, in phases). The Model Code does contain
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a PUD or Master Plan design section but the CAC felt that in many ways the bones of
the JMC structure were good and followed the general principle of ‘not changing
what is not broken.’

The new JDC maintains this tool but allows it as an option in any zone if the
development can meet the standards. The CAC feels that the proposed standards
are in ways harder to achieve, more realistic and clarified. The benefit to the
developer of a “density bonus” (more units than otherwise allowed by the zone) was
removed. The CAC felt that the benefits of the flexibility in design is a fair and
valuable trade for the identified community benefits that must be shown to obtain
an approval for a PUD. Obtaining this flexibility will require either Planning
Commission or HPC review.

Summary

The CAC is confident that the revised code accomplishes the goals identified by the
focus group. The result is a code with standards and requirements that are clear for
applicants and staff, which affords greater protection of Jacksonville’s Historic
Landmark District, and streamliines process. The CAC sends a favorable
recommendation to the Planning Commission and the City Council for further

review,

,&_%/ "

avid Jessér, CAC/Chaj Date
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PLANNING COMMISSION
Public Meeting

Wednesday, November 117, 2015
6:00 p.m.
Old City Hall, 205 W. Main St.

Call to Order/ Roll Call

Introductions and Review of Agenda

Minutes: No Minutes

Audience Comment

Public Hearings: No Public Hearing

Study Session: Draft Ordinance Review
a) Review of Citizens Advisory Committee’s Majority Report
b) Review of Draft Article I: Introduction and General Provisions
¢) Review of Draft Article II: Zoning Regulations

L

6. Business from Commission and staff
a) Planning Director Report
b) Planning Liaison Update
¢) City Council Liaison Update
7. Adjourn

Clopies of all evidence relied upon by the applicant are available for review and can be obtained at cost. Issues which may provide the basis for an appeal to the City
Council and/or the Land Use Board of Appesls shall be raised in writing priar to the expiration of the comment period and shall be raised with sufficient specificity to
enable the decision-maker to respond to the issue. Questions: Contact the City of Jacksonville Planning Department, 899-6873.

The application before the PLANNING COMMISSION shall be evaluated using criteria contained in Title 16, (Land Division Regulations) and Title 17, (Zoning) of
the Jacksonville Municipal Code. Please address any comments to these criteria. All oral, writéen, drawn or photographic svidence must be directed toward
comprehensive plan criteria, or land use regulations and objective standards.

Failure to raise an issue through oral, written, drawn, or photographic illustration with sufficient specificity to afford the decision-maker and the affected parties an
opportunity to respond to the issue precludes appeal to the City Council on the issue. All applications to be considered are Limited Land Use decisions a3 defined by
QRS 197.015 and are subject to the provisions of ORS 197.195.

Notice: City of Jacksonville Plarming Commission meeting agendas are regularly published in City Hail and online at least fourteen (14) days in advance of the meeting
date. Agendas may be revised and supporting documents may be added up to 24 hours prier to the meeting date.



PLANNING COMMISSION
Work Session

Wednesday, December 2", 2015
6:00 p.m.
Jacksonville Planning Department Conference Room
206 N. Fifth Street
(Behind the County Courthouse)

. Call to Order

Introductions and Review of Agenda
Minutes: No Minutes

Study Session: Draft Ordinance Review

- .N _
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a) Recap of Article II: Zoning Regulations
b) Review of Draft Article IIl: Community Design Standards

6. Adjourn

Copies of all evidence relied upon by the applicant are available for review and can be obtained at cost. Issues which may provide the basis for an gppeal to the City
Council and/or the Land Use Board of Appels shall be raised in writing prier to the expiration of the comment period and shall be raised with sufficient specificity to
enable the decision-maker to respond to the issue. Questions: Contact the City of Jacksonville Planning Depariment, 899-6873.

The application before the PLANNING COMMISSION shall be evahmated using criteria contained in Title 16, (Land Division Regulations) and Title 17, (Zoning) of
the Jacksonville Municipal Code. Please address any comments to these criteria. All oral, writien, drawn or photographic evidence must be directed toward
comprehensive plar criteria, or land use regulations and objective standards.

Failure to raise an issue through oral, written, drawn, or photographic illusiration with sufficient specificity to afford the decision-maker and the affected parties an
opportunity to respond o the issue prechudes appeal to the City Council on the issue. All applications to be considered are Limited Land Use decisions as defined by
ORS 197.015 and are subject to the provisions of ORS 197.195.

Notive: City of Jacksonville Pianning Commission meeting agendas are regularly published in City Hall and online at least fourteen (14) days in advance of the meeting
date. Agendas may be revised and supporting documents may be added up to 24 hours prior to the mecting date.



PLANNING COMMISSION
Work Session

Wednesday, December 9%, 2015
6:00 p.m.
Jacksonville Planning Department Conference Room
206 N. Fifth Street
(Behind the County Courthouse)

1. Call to Order

2. Introductions and Review of Agenda

3. Minutes: No Minutes

4. Study Session: Draft Ordinance Review

a) Continued from December 2™, 2015: Review of Draft Article III: Community
Design Standards

6. Adjoarn

Copies of all evidenes relied upon by the applicant are available for review and can be obtained at cost. Issues which may provide the basis for an appeal to the City
Council and/or the Land Use Board of Appeals shall be raised in writing prior to the expiration of the comment period and shall be raised with sufficient specificity to
enable the decision-maker to respond to the issue. Questions: Contact the City of Jacksonville Planning Department, 899-6873.

The application befure the PLANNING COMMISSION shalf be evaluated using criteria contained in Title 16, (Land Division Regulations) and Title 17, (Zoning) of
the Jacksonville Municipel Code. Please address any comments to these criteria. All oral, written, drawn or photographic evidence must be directed toward
comprehengive plan criteria, or land use regulations and objective standards.

Failure to raise an issue through oral, written, drawn, or photographic illustration with sufficient specificity to afford the decision-maker and the affected partics an
opportumity to respond to the issue precludes appeal to the City Council on the issue. All spplications to be considered are Limited Land Use decisions as defined by
ORS 197.015 and are subject to the provisions of ORS 197.195.

Naotice: City of Jacksonville Planning Commission meeting agendas are regularly published in City Hall and online at least fourteen (1 4) days in advance of the meeting
date. Agendas may be revised and supporting documents may be added up to 24 hours prior to the meeting date.



PLANNING COMMISSION
Work Session

Monday, November 16, 2015
6:00 p.m.
Jacksonville Planning Department Conference Room
206 N. Fifth Street

. Call to Order

Introductions and Review of Agenda
Minutes: No Minutes

Study Session: Draft Ordinance Review

o L B
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a) Review of Draft Article II: Zoning Regulations

6. Adjourn

Copies of all evidence relied upon by the applicant arc available for review and can be obtained at cost. Issues which may provide the basis for an appeal to the City
Council and/or the Land Use Board of Appeals shall be raised in writing prior to the expiration of the comment period and shall be raised with sufficient specificity to
enable the decision-maker to respond to the issue. Questions: Contact the City of Jacksonville Planning Department, 899-6873.

The application before the PLANNING COMMISSION shall be evaluated using criteria contained in Title 16, (Land Division Regulations) and Title 17, (Zoning} of
the Jacksonville Municipal Code. Please address any comments to these criteria. All oral, written, drawn or photographic evidence must be directed toward
comprehensive plan eriteria, or land use regulations and objective standards.

Failure to raise an issue through oral, writien, drawn, or photographic illustration with sufficient specificity to afford the decision-maker and the affected parties an
opportunity to respond to the issue prechudes appeal to the City Council on the issue. AH applications to be considered are Limited Land Use decisions as defined by
ORS 197.015 and are subject to the provisions of ORS 197.195.

Notice: City of Jacksonville Planning Commission meeting agendas are regularly published in City Hall and online at least fourteen {14) days in advance of the meeting
date. Agendas may be revised and supporting documents may be added up to 24 hours prior to the meeting date.



PLANNING COMMISSION
Work Session

Wednesday, January 6", 2016
6:00 p.m.
Jacksonville Planning Department Conference Room
206 N. Fifth Street
(Behind the County Courthouse)

1. Call to Order
2 Introductions and Review of Agenda
Minutes: No Minutes

4. Study Session: Draft Ordinance Review

a) Review of Draft Article 4: Application Procedures and Approval Criteria

7.  Adjourn

Copies of all evidence relied upon by the applicant are available for review and can be obtained at cost. Issues which may provide the basis for an appeal to the City
Council and/or the Land Use Board of Appeals shall be raised in writing prior to the expiration of the comment period and shall be raised with sufficient specificity to
enable the decision-maker to respond to the issue. Questions: Contact the City of Jacksonville Planning Department, 899-6873.

The application before the PLANNING COMMISSION shall be evaluated uging criteria contained in Title 16, (Land Division Regulations) and Title 17, (Zoning) of
the Jacksonville Municipal Code. Please address any comments to these criteria. All oral, written, drawn or photographic evidence must be directed toward
comprehensive plan critetia, or land use regulations and objective standards. .

Failure to mise an issue throngh oral, Wwritten, drawn, or photographic illustration with sufficient specificity to afford the decision-maker and the affected parties an
apportunity to respond fo the issue precludes appeal to the City Council on the issue. All applications to be considered are Limited Land Use decisions as defined by
ORS 197.015 and are subject to the provisions of ORS 197.195.

Natice: City of Jacksonville Planning Commission meeting agendas are regularly published in City Hall and oniine at least fourteen (14) days in advance of the meeting
date, Agendas may be revised and supporting documents may be added up to 24 hours prior to the meeting date.



PLANNING COMMISSION
Public Meeting

Wednesday, January 13%, 2016
6:00 p.m.
Old City Hall, 205 W. Main St.

1. Call to Order/ Roll Call
2. Introductions and Review of Agenda
3. Minutes: October 14™ 2015

4. Election of New PC Chair and Vice Chair
5. Audience Comment:

6. Study Session:
a) Continued: Review of Article 4: Application Procedures and Approval Criteria
b) Tentative: Review of Draft Article V, Historic Properties and District Design and use of

Standards

7. Adjourn

Copies of all evidence relied upon by the applicant are available for review and can be obtained at cost. Issues which may provide the basis for an
appeal to the City Council and/or the Land Use Bosrd of Appeals shall be raised in writing prior to the expiration of the comment period and shall be
raised with sufficient specificity to enable the decision-maker to respond to the issue. Questions: Contact the City of Jacksonville Planning
Department, 899-6873.

The application before the PLANNING COMMISSION shall be evaluated using criteria contained in Title 16, (Land Division Regulations) and Title
17, (Zoning) of the Jacksonville Municipal Code. Please address any comments to these criteria. All oral, written, drawn or photographic evidence
must be directed toward comprehensive plan criteria, or land use regulations and objective standards.

Failure to raise an issue through oral, written, drawn, or photographic illustration with sufficient specificity to afford the decision-maker and the
affected parties an opportunity to respond to the issue prechudes appeal to the City Council on the issue. All applications to be considered are Limited
Land Use decisions as defined by ORS 197.015 and are subject to the provisions of ORS 197.195.

Notice: City of Jacksonville Planning Commission meeting agendas are regularly published in City Hail and online at least fourtcen (14) days in
advance of the meeting date. Agendas may be revised and supporting documents may be added up to 24 hours prior to the meeting date.



Testimony Submitted at the Public Hearing on
February 1, 2017







































































