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AGENDA 
City Commission Chambers - City Hall 

February 28, 2000 at 7:00 P.M. 

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 

CALL TO ORDER 

PUBLIC COMMENT ON ITEMS NOT LISTED ON AGENDA 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES: February 14, 2000 

WORKSESSIONS 

A. Urban Renewal Agency Project Update (Material attached) 
B. Site Design Review Standards (Material attached) 
C. South Corridor Study (Material to be handed out at meeting) 
D. File LL 00-01 (Parking Standards) (Bring material from previous meetings) 

OLD BUSINESS 

NEW BUSINESS 

A. Staff Communications to the Commission 
B. Comments by Commissioners 

ADJOURN 

NOTE: HEARING TIMES AS NOTED ABOVE ARE TENTATIVE. FOR SPECIAL ASSISTANCE 
DUE TO DISABILITY, PLEASE CALL CITY HALL, 657-0891, 48 HOURS PRIOR TO MEETING 
DATE. 



CITY OF OREGON CITY 
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 

February 14, 2000 

COMMISSIONERS PRESENT 
Chairperson Hewitt 
Commissioner Carter 
Commissioner Olson 
Commissioner Surratt 

COMMISSIONERS ABSENT 
Commissioner Vergun 

1. CALL TO ORDER 

STAFF PRESENT 
Barbara Shields, Senior Planner 
Marnie Allen, City Attorney 
Paul Espe, Associate Planner 
Tom Bouillion, Associate Planner 
Bob Cullison, Engineering Manager 
Ken Martin, Contract Staff 

Chairperson Hewitt called the meeting to order. He reviewed the legislative and quasi­
judicial hearing procedures. He stated that there are three legislative hearing items on the 
agenda as well as one quasi-judicial item that is not open to public comment. 

2. PUBLIC COMMENT ON ITEMS NOT LISTED ON AGENDA 

None. 

3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES: January 24, 2000 

Commissioner Hewitt stated that page three should read "Chaimerson Hewitt clarified 
that a lot line adjustment cannot be made within one legal lot because no other interior 
line legally exists," instead of reading "Chairperson Hewitt clarified that tax lots 1001 
and 1002 are in fact only one legal lot." He also stated that a sentence in the middle of 
page five should read, "Chairperson Hewitt replied that if Criteria C is strictly applied, 
the applicant should have known, and the variance should be denied." 

Commissioner Olson moved to approve the minutes of January 24'h as corrected. 
Commissioner Surratt seconded. 

Ayes: Carter, Olson, Surratt, Hewitt; Nays: None. 

4. ZC 99-07 (Continued) 
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STAFF REPORT 

City of Oregon City; Amendments to the Oregon City Municipal Code including: 
Minor edits; Deletions of inaccurate code references and outdated language; and 
New language that clarifies existing policies; Citywide 

Barbara Shields reviewed the staff report and the attachments. Staff recommends that 
the Planning Commission recommend approval of Ordinance 00-1003 to the City 
Commission for the March 1, 2000 hearing. 

Commissioner Carter asked why in Section 8 the Tourist Commercial Design Review is 
being deleted. Barbara Shields replied that all developments are subject to the site plan 
and design review process. This particular amendment eliminated an incorrect reference. 
She also stated that two sections were eliminated. The eliminated portions included the 
noise ordinance section and the section that limited the number ofland use divisions 
allowed in one year. In addition, the engineering standards were incorporated within the 
Engineering Standards Manual for street design. 

Chairperson Hewitt asked if all the property that has not been annexed is designated on 
the Comprehensive Plan Map. Barbara Shields replied that the land is designated as 
FU-10 which is a transition area and is part of the intergovernmental agreement the City 
has with the County. 

Chairperson Hewitt asked what the sentence on page 2 stating, "The planning 
department shall complete a review of the final zoning classification within sixty days 
after annexation" means. Barbara Shields replied that the applicant must request a 
zone change within sixty days after the annexation. 

Chairperson Hewitt stated that it is his understanding that when property is annexed into 
the City, it comes in as FU-! 0, but the Code is not clear as to what zoning is 
automatically applied. The Ordinance needs to be readable. The Ordinance states that 
the land use designation is applied "as per the city/county urban growth management area 
agreement." Somewhere the Ordinance needs to state that all property that is going to be 
annexed into Oregon City starts with some zoning designation. If the Commission has 
already agreed upon "R-1 O" as the zoning designation, then it needs to be clear in the 
Ordinance. The Ordinance should also state that the applicant is responsible to request 
that the planning department complete a review of the zoning, instead of the planning 
department holding that responsibility. 

Marnie Allen stated there has been discussion between the City Attorney's Office and 
Planning Staff as to whether it would make sense for the City to adopt an automatic 
designation ofR-10. There may be other housing policies that would allow R-6 or R-8 
zoning. On page three of the ordinance, the second paragraph under B states that a newly 
annexed property will be automatically zoned whatever corresponds to the 
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Comprehensive Plan classification by a ministerial decision by the planning manager. 
Only ifthe applicant applies for a rezone to R-6 or R-8 would a public hearing be held. 

Chairperson Hewitt stated that he has never seen on the Comprehensive Plan Map 
property coming in with any other designation besides FU-10. Commissioner Surratt 
stated that she remembers property coming in from the County as FU-10 and then 
applying for R-6. She thought that the City desired to stop this from happening by 
requiring the property to come in as R-10 and then allowing the property owner to apply 
for a change. Barbara Shields stated that that is exactly what this section is attempting 
to do. 

Chairperson Hewitt asked to see a Comprehensive Plan Map. Commissioner Surratt 
asked how much of the County land is zoned low density. Chairperson Hewitt stated, 
by reviewing the Comprehensive Plan Map, that all of the land within the Urban Growth 
Boundary is low density residential with the exception of a small portion with the 
designation of "low density residential I manufactured homes" which would have the 
zoning of "R-6/MH." 

Commissioner Surratt moved to recommend approval of Ordinance 00-1003 to the City 
Commission at the March 1, 2000 hearing. Commissioner Olson seconded. 

Ayes: Carter, Olson, Surratt, Hewitt; Nays: None. 

5. ZC 99-09 (Continued) 

STAFF REPORT 

City of Oregon City; Legislative Action to amend Chapter 17 .64 "Planned Unit 
Development"; All properties zoned residential within City of Oregon City limits. 

Barbara Shields reviewed the staff report and stated that staffs recommendation is that 
the Planning Commission recommend approval of the new PUD Ordinance to the City 
Commission at the March 1, 2000 hearing. 

Commissioner Carter stated that on the first page of the staff report, item number two 
should have read "neighborhood commercial uses" instead of"neighborhood residential 
uses." She asked why on page three of the Ordinance that a "Townhouse" requires a "fire 
resistant wall" between the units while a "Row House" does not. Barbara Shields 
replied that the definition of a "Row House" will be changed to read, "separated from 
others in a row by a vertical fire resistant unpierced wall." 

Commissioner Carter also asked if number six at the bottom of page three should read 
"Hiking and/or biking trails" instead of "Hiking and/or riding trails." Riding may be too 
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open ended. Commissioner Surratt stated that "Hiking and/or bicycle riding trails" 
would be clearer. 

Commissioner Carter stated that on page five under H, the "a" should be eliminated so 
that it reads, "a minimum of7,000 square feet." 

Commissioner Hewitt commented that on page four, under C, the perimeter lots should 
also be required to follow the underlying zoning designation's setbacks. Commissioner 
Surratt observed that such a statement already exists under C on page four. 

Commissioner Olson moved to recommend approval of the PUD Ordinance with the 
minor corrections on pages 3 and 5 to the City Commission for the hearing on March 1, 
2000. Commissioner Carter seconded. 

Ayes: Carter, Olson, Surratt, Hewitt. Nays: None. 

Chairperson Hewitt stated for public benefit that there is still an opportunity for public 
input on the PUD Ordinance at the upcoming City Commission hearing. Marnie Allen 
added that the Planning Commission had already held public hearings for both of the 
legislative items just heard. 

6. AN 99-11 

STAFF REPORT 

Ken Sandblast I Land Solutions; Annexation to City of Oregon City of three 
parcels (-22 Acres): 14487 S. Thayer Rd. (-6.04 Acres), 14562 S. Maple Lane 
(-12.58 Acres), and 3391 S. Beavercreek Rd. (-3.3 Acres) all zoned County "FU-
10" Future Urbanizable; Clackamas County Maps 3S-2E 04C Tax Lots 2100 & 
1300; 3S-2E 04DC Tax Lots 100 & 200; 3S-2E 04DB Tax Lot 400 

Tom Bouillion submitted a letter from the Thayer Neighborhood Association into the 
record as Exhibit 1. The letter was submitted at the meeting and staff has not had time to 
review it. He then reviewed the staff report and attachments. There is also a request to 
modify the application. The Comprehensive Plan designation is "LR/MH" which is 
"low-density manufactured home." Therefore the zoning would be "R-6/MH." 

Ken Martin stated that there has been an additional property requesting to be added to 
this proposal. The applicant delivered a copy of his petition for annexation and a legal 
description and map. The property is Tax Lot 2002. 

Chairperson Hewitt asked if it is permissible for this modification to be added at this 
late date since the notification went out seven days prior. Ken Martin replied that State 
statute allows add-ons to be brought to a proposal up until the City Commission makes a 
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final decision on the proposal. An add-on is ultimately a policy decision. There is no 
statute that would prohibit it. Ken Martin stated that he had checked with the City 
Attorney. 

Chairperson Hewitt asked if the Planning Commission could choose to not accept any 
modification at this time. Marnie Allen replied that they could recommend against the 
modification. 

Ken Martin noted that the modification is similar to the original modification request. It 
was staffs estimation on the original request for modification that there was very little 
difference and that it would be easy to include it and apply the criteria. He would make 
the same argument on this modification as well. 

Commissioner Carter asked what Ken Martin's position is as preparer of the staff 
report. Ken Martin replied that when the Boundary Commission went out of business, 
the individual cities were then in charge of doing their own annexation work. Instead of 
doing the work themselves, many cities have contracted out annexation work. As the 
former Director of the Boundary Commission, he contracts with Metro to do annexation 
work for cities and counties. 

Chairperson Hewitt stated that the report seemed to state that it is the responsibility of 
the County or the City to ensure adequate sewer. Ken Martin replied that there is 
adequate sewer service to the area. The City Engineer had stated that it may be expensive 
to get the sewer line to the area, but it is an economic issue for the developer, not an issue 
of availability or capacity. 

Commissioner Surratt asked ifthe entire property is in "LR/MH." Ken Martin replied 
that by looking at the City's Comprehensive Plan Map, that it appears to all be "LR/MH," 
but the County might show a discrepancy. 

Commissioner Carter stated that the property to the left appears to be "Medium Density 
Boundary" while the property to the right is "Low Density Boundary." Ken Martin 
replied that those designations are from the County's Comprehensive Plan Map. The 
County has said in their intergovernmental agreement that they will adopt the City's 
Comprehensive Plan designations. He believes the City has not transmitted changes to 
the County, and therefore, the County's map has not changed on a regular basis. 

Chairperson Hewitt stated that the land use designation on the Oregon City 
Comprehensive Plan Map is not valid until Clackamas County reviews and accepts it. 
Since the UGMA agreement has not been fulfilled by the City, there is split zoning. 
Marnie Allen replied that zoning designations will be dealt with after the property is 
annexed. The nature of the zoning right now is not a big issue. 
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Commissioner Olson asked Mr. Martin to point out the proposed anuexation on the 
Comprehensive Plan Map in relation to the City Limits and the Urban Growth Boundary. 

TESTIMONY IN FAVOR 

Speaker: Ken Sandblast P.O. Box 38 Clackamas, OR 97015; representing applicant 

Ken Sandblast stated that a discrepancy does exist between the County and the City's 
Comprehensive Plan Map. The UGMA does state that the City needs to notify the 
County. There is an effort to correct the discrepancy in order for the County to accurately 
reflect the City's Comprehensive Plan designation. The zoning is FU-10. The second 
issue is in regard to the modifications to the proposed anuexation. From a planuing 
perspective, it is probably a good idea to have the modifications for better future 
planuing, thus discouraging piecemeal anuexations and piecemeal planuing. However, if 
the Planning Commission is not in favor of the modifications, the applicant is willing to 
move forward in the process without the suggested modifications. 

Ken Sandblast continued to describe the benefits of the application. Exhibit C addresses 
the seven criteria that an application is requested to address. Page three of the staff report 
lists the factors to take into account when determining whether to place the annexation on 
the ballot for the voters. They are issues that deal with adequacy and availability, not 
whether the property will develop. For this application there is adequate infrastructure to 
support the approximately 22 acres. The paragraph after the criteria states that there 
should be a positive balance of the criteria. There is only one small waterway on the 
property that can be classified as a natural hazard (factor five). There are no designated 
open spaces, historic resources, flood plains, or steep slopes within the area. This 
annexation is a large enough area to provide for good comprehensive planuing. 

Commissioner Carter asked ifthe value of the property stated as $52,970 is accurate. 
There is quite a difference between that figure and what residential lots are valued at in 
the City. Ken Martin replied that usually if the figure is that low it is tax deferred. 

Commissioner Carter then stated that page seven, "C" under Policy 6.0, states that 
"Sufficient infilling oflmmediate Urban areas should be shown to demonstrate the need 
for conversion of Future Urbanizable areas." In this particular case, it is not an infilled 
area. The majority of the property around it is rural and would not be developed until the 
time it is annexed. Ken Sandblast replied that he is not aware of any immediate urban 
areas within the Urban Growth Boundary of the City. The subject property is rural, but it 
is within the Urban Growth Boundary. 

Commissioner Carter again stated that it states that a "need" must be demonstrated for 
the land to be anuexed. If there is no urban growth around the area to be annexed, 
perhaps it does not demonstrate a need to anuex. 
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Chairperson Hewitt stated that the "Immediate Urban Areas" will automatically be 
converted to "Future Urbanizable Areas" through the zoning designation. He stated that 
Mr. Sandblast does not need to "demonstrate the need." The guideline states that the 
zoning does need to change from "FU-1 O" to a City zone, but a need does not need to be 
demonstrated at this time. Commissioner Carter replied that she does not interpret the 
statement in the same way. 

Marnie Allen stated that she does not think there is just one way to interpret the criteria. 
By annexing a property and having zoning applied to it, it does not necessarily mean that 
there is a need for infilling the immediate area. 

Commissioner Carter stated that she thinks there is a difference between "the need" for 
conversion and "the desire" for conversion. Ken Sandblast agreed with her. 
Commissioner Carter again stated that she would like to know if this criteria is stating 
that there must be sufficient need of urban build-out around the area that is the subject of 
annexation. 

Chairperson Hewitt stated that a, b, c, and d are not the criteria they are reviewing. 
They are getting sidetracked. These are guidelines that apply to annexations. 
Commissioner Olson stated that all of the guidelines must be taken together. 

Commissioner Surratt asked if these guidelines are from Oregon City or Clackamas 
County. Ken Martin replied that the language is from the County plan and is used for 
the County's review of the annexation. It is not criteria for the City to use when 
reviewing an annexation request. 

Chairperson Hewitt asked what criteria #7, "Lack of any significant adverse effects on 
the economic, social and physical environment of the community by the overall impact of 
annexation" means. Ken Sandblast replied that he believes the City Commission placed 
that criteria as a general statement that encompasses factors that do not relate to 
quantifiable issues. He emphasized that this process is just to get the proposal to the 
voters. 

TESTIMONY OPPOSED 

Speaker: Milan E. Conley 14530 S. Maple Lane Rd. Oregon City, OR 97045; 
representing himself. 

Milan Conley stated that he lives close to the property proposed to be annexed. He 
pointed out his property on the overhead. He is concerned the traffic will increase on 
Maple Lane Road and Beavercreek Road as a result of the annexation. He also lives 
adjacent to a 50 foot right of way. He is concerned about truck traffic, vibration, and 
noise along the right of way. The City should do something about Beavercreek Road. 
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Chairperson Hewitt replied that what Mr. Conley brought up is part of the process for 
later development. Once the land is annexed and there is a proposal to develop it, then 
these issues will come into play. Adjacent properties will be notified ifthere is a 
proposal for development. The only question the Commission can answer tonight is if 
the property has access or not, and it does. In addition, there is a transportation plan that 
will soon be in effect. It will be going out to the neighborhood associations and will be a 
way to find out about the transportation issues for Oregon City. 

Speaker: Shirley Wilson, 19338 S. Rollins St. Oregon City, 97045; representing 
Thayer Neighborhood Association 

Shirley Wilson read the letter submitted as Exhibit 1 from the Thayer Neighborhood 
Association. They are concerned about the lot sizes, traffic problems, the creation of 
island pockets which results in confusion about City services, schools, drainage issues, 
and the removal of groves of trees. It is the desire of the Thayer Neighborhood 
Association that the City deny the annexation of the proposed properties. 

Speaker: Janet Hochstatter, 14539 S. Thayer Rd. Oregon City, 97045; representing 
herself 

Janet Hochstatter stated that she and her husband are members of the Thayer 
Neighborhood Association. If she read the Planning Commission's comments correctly, 
most of the items stated in the letter from the Thayer Neighborhood Association are 
issues that should be brought up during development. However, as a public citizen, 
annexation equals development. She is very frustrated at the City officials for approving 
annexations of property without the proper infrastructure already in place. This leads to 
overcrowded schools, failed intersections, and traffic congestion. There are residents 
who drive through the Community College campus rather than go through the 
intersections. The traffic problems are not just frustrating, they are of an acute 
proportion. The City may continue to annex properties because the City is short on 
funds; however, one City Commissioner had stated in the last few months that for one 
residence to come onto the City's tax rolls, it costs the City approximately $15,000 for 
services. There is no acute need to annex this property at this time. The City does not 
want to become another Beaverton or Hillsboro. The City needs to plan ahead with roads 
and schools. Annexation of the property does mean development. She urged the 
Planning Commission to think of what they want the community to look like down the 
road and not give in to people who desire to expand for their own personal desires. One 
of the property owners is a developer. She is not against development, but they have 
reached a point where they need to put the horse before the cart, not the cart before the 
horse. 
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APPLICANT REBUTTAL 

Ken Sandblast responded by saying that there is adequate access to the site by arterial 
streets. The County is addressing the zoning questions already. Based on the testimony 
given by the Superintendent of Schools in the fall, the schools are operating at 85% of 
capacity. He would like to review the Thayer Neighborhood Association letter. There 
are no trees to be removed at this point. Tree removal would be part of a process if 
development is proposed on the parcels. 

CLOSE PUBLIC HEARING 

DELIBERATION AMONG COMMISSIONERS 

Commissioner Surratt stated that there is access to the site. From a planning 
standpoint, there is some reason to believe that annexation does mean development. She 
does not believe that the access is adequate at this time. She would like to see the TSP to 
go through before any annexations are approved. 

Chairperson Hewitt stated that the state will be working on the intersection of Highway 
213 and Beavercreek Road. He asked Marnie Allen if they can consider the State's work 
on the intersection as part of the criteria. Marnie Allen replied that they can consider it 
as part of the criteria if they believe it is relevant to findings. 

Commissioner Olson stated that the proposal is in an area where people beyond Oregon 
City have an impact. The question is where does one stop growth. It is not just Oregon 
City's problem. Commissioner Surratt stated that they should wait on some of the 
annexations in the area until intersection improvements are finalized. Commissioner 
Olson stated that it is the vote of the people that annexes property, and that does not 
mean that there is going to be development. 

Chairperson Hewitt stated that it has been brought up that annexation means 
development. Once property is annexed in, the potential for development is there. There 
is a reason why people spend the time and money to be annexed into the City. The other 
question brought up was why put the cart before the horse. Why not change the 
intersection first before bringing in added people by development? Even if money does 
come in by development, the money will not go to County or State roads and 
intersections. He agreed with Commissioner Surratt that access adequacy to the site is 
questionable. 

Commissioner Carter stated that the rural residency of Oregon City is quite a bit larger 
than the residency of the Oregon City incorporated area. The rural residents add 
tremendous traffic to Oregon City. With voter registration, the rural residents who 
surround the property to be annexed do not get to have a vote. They are affected by the 
traffic and the overall development, but they do not have a vote. It also appears there will 
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be two properties that will become islands with this annexation. The City currently has 
trouble with island properties-this is not cohesive planning. Schools are public facilities 
(as stated in criteria number three) and the school district is trying to spread the school 
population out by busing children to different locations. There is not adequacy and 
availability of schools for the community. 

Commissioner Surratt stated that the school situation with children dispersed 
throughout the City used to be worse. The problem is that people within the City are 
upset with the school system, but then are not willing to vote for a bond measure to 
support the schools. 

Commissioner Carter stated that annexations will happen within the community and it 
is the Planning Commission's job to try to get the annexations to be as sensible as 
possible. 

Chairperson Hewitt stated that the adequacy of Highway 213 and Beavercreek Road is a 
sad state of affairs for the City of Oregon City and the Oregon Department of 
Transportation (ODOT). Sewer will cost the developer money, but the developer will not 
pay for Highway 213 improvements directly. It is not an adequate situation to put more 
people in the area. 

Commissioner Olson stated that she thinks the applicant has the right to take the 
proposal to the voters. The voters may turn it down. Chairperson Hewitt agreed up to a 
point. The voters, however, are not planners or the neighborhood associations. His 
concern is if their job is to give the City the best ability to make planning decisions in the 
future, and if the seven criteria cannot be met, then the proposal is premature. There is a 
reason why it comes by the Planning Commission first before going to the voters. There 
are planning issues that need to be addressed. 

Chairperson Hewitt stated that the Planning Commission is going to recommend 
whether this should be placed on the ballot by considering the seven criteria. If they 
agree that it should not be placed on the ballot, then they will ask the City Commission to 
focus on the inadequacy of access to the site and the inadequacy of the schools. 

Commissioner Carter stated that number seven of the criteria is also not met because the 
traffic and school situations are "significant adverse effects." Commissioner Olson 
disagreed with the school situation. Children have been bused throughout the City for 
years. Commissioner Surratt stated that the system is changing and boundaries will 
keep changing. If the schools ask for money and residents say no, then the City gets what 
they deserve. Schools are not a part of the argument. Commissioner Olson replied that 
the Superintendent did say that there is room within the schools. 

Commission Carter stated that the issue of how people voted on a bond measure should 
not be brought into the argument. Chairperson Hewitt agreed and added that they are 
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also not bringing in the issue of those who cannot vote on the annexation. He stated that 
all the Commissioners are in agreement that the proposal should not go on the ballot 
considering factors one and seven. Commissioner Olson stated that she is not in total 
agreement with either of factors one or seven. Chairperson Hewitt stated that "public 
facilities" in factor number three could be considered to be roadways and therefore factor 
three is also not met. With the annexation there is potential for development and the 
roadways would not be adequate for potential development. In addition, the City cannot 
make the roads change because they do not have jurisdiction over them. 

Marnie Allen stated that the Planning Commission needs to adopt findings as part of 
their decision. Normally, it is the adoption of those findings in the staff report. In this 
case, it would be necessary to make amendments to what is found in the staff report. 
There are a few options. They should make a motion to set this over for preparation of 
findings and adopt the findings either at the worksession on Wednesday, February 16 or 
at the regular meeting on February 28. Ken Martin stated that he can draft findings for a 
decision by Wednesday. 

Commissioner Surratt moved that the matter be set over for deliberation and adoption 
of the written findings at the worksession on Wednesday February 16. 

Chairperson Hewitt stated to the public that the Planning Commission is recommending 
that the annexation does not go on the ballot based on not meeting factors one, three, and 
seven. 

Commissioner Carter seconded the motion. 

Ayes: Carter, Surratt, Hewitt; Nays: Olson 

7. WRG00-01 

STAFF REPORT 

City of Oregon City; Willamette River Greenway permit to allow a pedestrian 
observation viewpoint of Willamette Falls; 509 McLoughlin Blvd.; Zoned "CBD" 
Commercial Business District; Clackamas County Map 2S-2E-31 (no tax lot; 
ODOT Right-of-way) 

Chairperson Hewitt asked if any of the Commissioners have any conflicts or biases on 
this quasi-judicial item. He noted that no Commissioners had any statements to declare. 
Most of the Commissioners are familiar with the site and Commissioner Surratt visited 
the site. 
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Paul Espe reviewed the staff report of the Willamette River Greenway and the location 
of the proposed project. He pointed out the location of the proposed street trees in raised 
planters. The raised planters are to provide safety and a vehicle barrier along 
McLoughlin Boulevard. The project is before the Planning Commission because Policy 1 
of Section K in the Comprehensive Plan requires this application to be processed through 
the conditional use administrative procedure. Staff found that the criteria has been 
satisfied because the project provides adequate public access, protection and safety, 
protection and restoration of the stream bank, and will enhance the bank of the 
Willamette in a different and more useful way by providing the overlook area, sidewalk 
improvements, and additional accessibility to scenic vistas. The proposal satisfied the 
criteria in the Comprehensive Plan and is consistent with Parks and Recreation, 
Transportation, Willamette River Greenway, and the Downtown Community Plan. Staff 
recommends approval of the Willamette River Greenway permit. 

Chairperson Hewitt asked Paul Espe to point out on the map where the views shown in 
the pictures can be seen from. He stated that there currently is limited access to the 
proposed project area. 

Commissioner Surratt asked what the distance is between the current project and the 
bicycle lane. Paul Espe pointed out the bicycle lane in reference to the extent of the 
project. The two bike lanes would not connect as a result of the project. There would be 
two blocks that would not have a bike lane. 

Commissioner Carter stated that a more scenic railing was mentioned in the Downtown 
Community Plan in order for passengers to see through to the river. Now there is 
language that states that the new railing will be consistent with the existing railing. What 
type of railing will be there? Paul Espe replied that there are a variety of factors that 
need to be looked at. The existing railing has a degree of historic significance. They 
hope to obtain compatibility with the old fencing. There is also a safety factor; there 
might be a need to put in additional fencing at the viewpoint area. 

NO PUBLIC TESTIMONY 

Commissioner Carter asked why this application is quasi-judicial. Chairperson 
Hewitt replied that it is quasi-judicial because of the Willamette River Greenway 
overlay. 

Commissioner Olson moved to adopt the findings of the staff to approve the Conditional 
Use Permit, CU00-01 (WRG). Commissioner Surratt seconded. 

Ayes: Carter, Olson, Surratt, Hewitt; Nays: None. 

Chairperson Hewitt stated that they will address the Old Business first before going into 
the Worksession on landscaping standards. 
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8. OLD BUSINESS 

A. VR 99-08 (Adoption of findings) 

Don and Murva Milbrandt & Construction, Inc.; Variance for lot depth 
dimensional standard to allow land partition (MP 99-08); 418 Harris Lane, zoned 
"R-6 Single Family Dwelling District"; Clackamas County Map 3S-2E-05BD Tax 
Lot 1001 

Chairperson Hewitt stated that the action before them is a final action without public 
input. There is a final fourth draft and he asked if there are any comments by the 
Commission. 

Commissioner Surratt moved to adopt the findings of fact on VR 99-08. 
Commissioner Olson seconded. 

Chairperson Hewitt pointed out that the file number stated on the first page of the 
findings of fact should be changed to "VR-99-08." 

Commissioner Surratt and Commissioner Olson accepted this revision for their 
motion. 

Ayes: Carter, Olson, Surratt, Hewitt; Nays: None. 

9. WORKSESSION 

A. Landscape Standards for Parking Lots 

Tom Bouillion introduced the discussion of the item. He reviewed the memo dated 
February 14, 2000 regarding the comparison of2-inch and 3-inch minimum caliper tree 
sizes. The issues include availability, cost, installation, and survivability. Staff 
recommends that the Planning Commission, despite lower availability, adopt a 3-inch 
minimum caliper tree size for all parking lot landscaping in Oregon City because of the 
benefits of having a more mature landscape. Based on the Planning Commission's 
recommendation for the tree size and any revisions to the code language, staff will 
circulate the changes throughout the other departments and bring it back to the Planning 
Commission on March 27 for a public hearing. 

Commissioner Surratt stated that the current street tree standard is a minimum of 2-inch 
caliper. She would like to see consistency throughout the City's standards. In addition, 
there is a difference in cost between the 2-inch and 3-inch tree and the City desires to 
keep the costs down for developers. 
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Tom Bouillion agreed that it will be somewhat more of a burden to provide the 3-inch 
tree, but it would benefit the City by providing more mature landscaping, shade, beauty, 
and better survivability. There is certainly a trade-off. 

Commissioner Surratt asked what landscaping conditions are required of new 
developments. Tom Bouillion replied that there is a requirement to maintain on-site 
landscaping for 2 years. Commissioner Surratt then asked what the difference is in 
landscaping between 2 and 3 years. Tom Bouillion stated that it does depend upon the 
species, but it typically would take 2 years for a 2-inch tree to grow to be a 3-inch tree. 

Chairperson Hewitt reiterated that this is for parking lots, and that additional shade 
helps cool down run-off from asphalt surfaces that goes into streams. 

Tom Bouillion stated that the purpose of the landscaping in parking lots is for the 
aesthetics of the site, filtering air pollutants, and cooling off the run-off to the streams that 
may affect fish species. 

Commissioner Olson stated that she is concerned with the low availability of the 3-inch 
caliper trees. Tom Bouillion stated that the City of Portland has the 3-inch requirement 
and their demand is met. If nurseries can accommodate the City of Portland, they can 
certainly accommodate the City of Oregon City. The larger nurseries typically have more 
of the large trees. 

Commissioner Surratt then stated that with a larger tree requirement, the City is 
guaranteeing that business will go to the larger companies. Chairperson Hewitt replied 
that it is a two edged sword. 

Commissioner Olson stated that she does not think it is wrong to have a 3-inch caliper 
requirement. However, they cannot expect every nursery to have 3-inch caliper trees 
available because entirely different equipment is needed for installation. 

Commissioner Carter stated that by planting a little bit larger tree in the parking lots, it 
will enhance the livability of the City, and set a higher standard. 

Chairperson Hewitt stated, after asking the Commissioners, that the Commission agrees 
with staffs recommendation to have a minimum standard of a 3-inch caliper tree. 

Tom Bouillion continued to present the overall parking lot landscaping standards. He 
gave two examples of projects using the City's site plan and design review process. The 
first example is the proposed Home Depot. There is the minimum of 15% landscaping on 
the site, but it is primarily on the periphery of the site. It is an example of what is 
allowed under the current code. The second example, the Trails End Marketplace at 213 
and Myers Road, is more consistent with the intent of the proposed code revision. 
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The changes in code language reflect portions of the West Linn code as well as additional 
language resulting from discussions with Nancy Kraushaar. One issue that came up at 
the meeting on January 10 is the width of perimeter landscaping. The discussion was that 
smaller sites should not be penalized. Under B.4 on page one, those parking lots with 
nine or fewer spaces have a five foot requirement while a parking lot with more than nine 
spaces has a ten foot minimum width perimeter landscaping requirement. 

Commissioner Carter asked what the setbacks are for a commercial area. Tom 
Bouillion replied that there are no setbacks in the zoning code for commercial areas. 
Commissioner Carter stated that a 10 foot perimeter width on a narrow 100 foot lot is a 
large amount. 

Tom Bouillion stated that parking spaces are a way to differentiate between size and 
intensity of use on the property. Width of the property is difficult to measure. The 
perimeter is all sides abutting the street or property line. It is not uncommon to have 10 
foot exterior landscaping areas even on relatively small sites. 

Chairperson Hewitt stated that he believes l 0 feet is a bit excessive. Commissioner 
Carter agreed that 10 feet is too large of a requirement. Tom Bouillion replied that staff 
can raise the number of spaces for the requirement or they can look for another 
measurement. Chairperson Hewitt stated that he believes a five foot perimeter width 
would be sufficient. 

Commissioner Surratt asked if two properties, each with nine parking spaces or less and 
with a common lot line, can share a five foot perimeter landscaping buffer. Chairperson 
Hewitt replied that each property would need a five foot landscape buffer. 

Commissioner Olson suggested that B. 3 and 4 be consistent in the way the conditions 
are stated so that there would be an a, b, and c in the standards. 

Tom Bouillion pointed out that any new development needs to provide at least 15% as 
landscaping. The perimeter requirement is not in addition to the 15%. The developer 
needs to find the space for the landscaping somewhere. Rather than allow the entire 15% 
to be placed in a rear comer of a lot, the landscaping can be equally distributed 
throughout the Jot. 

Commissioner Surratt stated that this issue is the same as the 2-inch versus the 3-inch 
minimum size tree. Both a smaller tree and less landscaping would help the small 
business person. 

Chairperson Hewitt suggested to adjourn the meeting and to continue the discussion on 
Wednesday, February 16. 
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The meeting was adjourned. 

Gary Hewitt, Planning Commission 
Chairperson 

Maggie Collins, Planning Manager 



FEBRUARY 28, 2000 - PLANNING COMMISSION 
DOWNTOWN/NORTH END AND HILLTOP URBAN RENEWAL PLANS 

FIFTH AMENDMENTS 

February 18, 2000 

To: Oregon City Planning Commission 
From: Renewal Agency Staff 

RE: Downtown/North End and Hilltop Urban Renewal Plan Fifth Amendment Drafts 

Attached are the proposed Fifth Amendments to the Plans and Reports for the 
Downtown/North End (on blue paper) and Hilltop (on green paper) Urban Renewal 
Areas. The text of the Plans incorporates the suggested changes and comments from the 
Agency's review in December and February. 

A. PLAN CHANGES 
In the December meeting, staff focused its recommendations on changes to the 
descriptions of project activities, and to the goals and objectives for each Plan. The Plan 
documents attached also contain changes to: 
1. Acquisition procedures - The suggested changes are intended to give the Agency 

more flexibility in adding properties to the acquisition list without need for 
elaborate amendment procedures. 

2. Amendment procedures - A new category of amendment, a Commission­
approved amendment, is added. The intent of this change is to require 
Commission approval for certain types of Plan amendments, without requiring all 
the notice and adoption procedures of a substantial amendment. 

3. Latest Date For Bonded Indebtedness - These provisions were inserted in both 
Renewal Plans in 1991, in response to a change in renewal statutes. In 1998, the 
"Latest Date" requirement was eliminated from renewal law, and a "Maximum 
Indebtedness" requirement was substituted. Staff recommends the Latest Date 
provisions be removed. 

4. Downtown Plan Goals and Objectives - Staff recommends dropping some ofthr 
elaborate and unnecessary language on sub-district strategies. 

B. REPORT CHANGES 
The only change required to the Reports on the Plans is a revision to the project 
descriptions in the Project Cost tables for each Plan. The total cost of project 
has not been changed, and the Amendments will not affect the Maximum I, 
for either Plan. The allocation of costs in the tables reflect 15% for admi 
conceptual project cost estimates, and the balance of the funds spread f 
remaining categories. Final project costs will be adjusted based on r 

NEXT STEPS 
When the Planning Commission has completed its review and 
proposed changes, the next steps will be to send copies of tr 
taxing bodies for review and comment. The City Commie 
a hearing and adopt a non-emergency ordinance approvi, . 
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INTRODUCTION 
The Fifth Amendment to the Downtown/North End Urban Renewal Plan makes the following changes 
to the Urban Renewal Plan: 

• Revises certain Goals and Objectives of the Plan to reflect changed conditions, and to clarify the 
Agency's intentions. 

• Revises the description of project activities to clarify the current and future intent of the Agency 
in carrying out project activities. 

• Revises and clarifies procedures for acquiring property. 
• Revises and clarifies procedures for amendments to the Urban Renewal Plan. 
• In keeping with the current requirements of ORS 457, removes the provision for a latest date for 

issuing bonded indebtedness. 

The Fifth Amendment to the Downtown/North End Urban Renewal Plan will be undertaken as a major 
amendment to the Plan, and as such, will require adoption by a non-emergency Ordinance of the City 
Commission. The Fifth Amendment to the Plan does not change the boundary of the Plan, or the 
Maximum Indebtedness that can be undertaken under the Plan. 

In the following sections, additions and new wording are shown in Italics, deleted wording shown ffi 
strikee\'er. The sections of the Urban Renewal Plan changed by the Fifth Amendment follow below. 

400. RELATIONSHIP TO LOCAL OBJECTIVES 

D. Renewal Area Objectives 

I. To eliminate blighting conditions in the Renewal Area, including inadequate streets and traffic 
congestion, inadequate pedestrian and bicycle facilities, inadequate park and recreation facilitiP 
inadequate public service facilities, substandard and obsolete buildings, inadequate sewer, "' 
and drainage facilities, and under-utilized and unproductive land. 

2. To make public improvements necessary to encourage new private investment in the 
Area including streets, sewer, water and drainage facilities, parking facilities and 
improvements. 

3. To increase taxable values in the Renewal Area. 

4. To improve the economic viability of Oregon City's downtown as a re+ 
center and mixed-use area for Oregon City. 

5. To encourage the rehabilitation of downtown's older building~ 
and/or historic significance. 
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6. To SHjlflBl't enhance historic, cultural, and natural resources in the project area.-ths eatl sf 
Oregaa Trail Geater aml relates e01BflBHeBts as a histarie iatef]'lretive seater ans aattlaer liviag 
1BYsea1B eelsbratiag tae Oregaa Trail. 

7. To support the redevelopment of Clackamette Cove and waterfront areas in the project area. ths 
Lag00HIV/aterfr0Bt area as a IBiJ<etl use teYrist esmmereial area. 

8. Ta SHflfl9l't tAe tlevele]'lmeat ans retlevelsf!meBt efteYrist ee!B!Bereial, affiee aatl metlili!R aatl 
high tleasity haasiag ia the Park Plaee area. 

9. Ta F0ause thfeHgh traffie im]'laets ia the Washiagtea Street eerriaar. 

10. To support the revitalization of the 7th Street esrriElar urban renewal area through by ]'lre»·itliag 
flarkiag aHa trans]'lertatiea im]'lr0ve1Beflts, ans building rehabilitation assistance. 

11. To provide traffic capacity, pedestrian accessibility, parking, and safety transportation 
improvements in the urban renewal area Meritage Geater area, ana te stabilize the area. 

12. To plan for and support development and redevelopment in the renewal area which is consistent 
with the Comprehensive Plan and the Downtown Community Plan. 

13. To further the objectives of this Renewal Plan by assisting as necessary in the acquisition ofland 
for development purposes, and for the assembly of development sites. 

14. Te take ste]'ls aeeessary te es*aelish aaEl aEl!Biaister a 1Barketiag flFBgram. te aitl the tlevelBf!HleHt 
aaEl reElevelefl!BeBt ef land ia the Reaewal Area. 

15. To assist in the improvement of the overall economic health of Oregon City and its businesses. 

E. Renewal Area Strategies 

The Renewal Plan implements the development strategy approved by the Urban Renewal Advisory 
Committee in the preparation of this Renewal Plan. Key elements of that strategy include: 

Overall Strategy 

1. Assist iH flreflariag fllaHs te SHjlflBl't the eaEl ef OregeH Trail Geater and relates ' 
histerie iatef]'lretiye seater aatl teYrist attraetiea fer OF0gea City. 

2. Direct short-term public investments into areas with the greatest develor 
potential. These areas are the eaEl ef Trail, aaEl Lag00n1Waterfr0at /' 

3. Establish on-going business assistance programs in the Downto· 
are designed to improve the downtown streetseafl0 ans euiltli· 
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0WT!ef5 aBS teBaatS. 

4. Direct mid-term and long-term public investments in the Urban Renewal area Dev.'f!te•lfH, Pafk 
Plaee, Waslriagtemta Cefl'iaef aa8 Mefitage CeBter to support existing commercial and 
residential uses in the renewal area, and to stimulate new private investment. 

Sal> l>istriet StFategies 

I. !lfta af Tfail. P<19ie ifflf>£a\'O!fteats aFe fteeaea ta SHflflaFl de1<el<1f5'""'" &{!he !lfta Of c»egaH Tfail GenteF, ,,,.,.i 
su1;·=ae.·ndhig vaea.·et a.wt 'ttl"i£ieJA 'ffl-iJEetipaFee!s tt£kmd. The eoT CeRter v:ill eeetalR aR ieteFtJreti1re eeeter, 
aHtEleefllP.·iHg histei=y E}Harter, amf)hitHeater, restsreEl 18SQ's Eliskiet, aH immigi=aflt flar:lc, festi-v&l mar-l::et}3laee and 
Fela!ea flaFkiRg. SUflflBFliftg i!ftflFBYe!ftellts "'"'.>' inelHEie i!ftflF8Ye!fteRts te ra•killg, !Faffle eiFSH]a!ieH, aRS 
larreble!fts iR !he area. Publie impca•;emeH!s aRtieipateEI iH this f'laR iRelHEle: 

• Raad i!ftf'F8'>'ements inelHEliftg R-OW aequisitiea OREi celeeatieH 
• Pacldag OREi site f'CeflaFa!iaa i!ftflFSVe!fteats 
• Fife rratestieH faeilities 
• AeerHelH)' Greek iml''""emellts 

2. Lagaan/Waterfraftt Ptl'ea. This aFea will Ile FeaeveleflOS for 19HRS! 60!ft!HOFeial HSeS sweetly Felatea le !He Ilea af 
Trail Goatee, aea enisliag jlaclES will Ile a!llafgeEI aRa OAHaReeEl. Taurist 68!ft!ftef6ial HSOS iR !he lageell .. ea ieeluae 
hetels, resta..caats, !HaFiaas, ORS heusing. GlaekOHielle PaclE will alse Ile eJ'flaRElea OREi impravea a..EI ellflaREleEI 
ale"g \ieth the WillaFHelle aaEI Claek0H1as Rivers. Puelie ie,•eslmellts OREi i!ftprave1Heats aR!ieifla!ea ie this f'laR 
iaeh1Ele: 

• Lageea ceElevelef'IHORt JllOR 
• Paci< laREI aeqHisitian/aevelefl!Hellt 
• ClaekOHielle Paci< i1Hf'F8'/emeats 
• Riyer assess tfBH 
• Mi1rna <1se rrej est site assem\ily !!REI f'Fef'aFa!ieft 
• J\4aiR 8tt=eet asEl J .. gees J .. ve. ree00stFHeti0R 

• TeuF \iaat Eieok aRa maFiea 

3. D8¥>'Rtewa. The HisteFio aewlltawa aFea will Ile eRhOReeEI, """ fe!ail """ afliea "l'Jl0fllmities will lie SHJljlSftea \iy 
SR gei11g !'fSgfaFHS !IRG ruliie imjlraYemeftts. IR araer te i1Hf'F0»'e the li0kages ee(•weea the ElewHISWH aad llHa ef 
Tfail aFea, sreeiaJ aesigR aaa !FaRsjleFtatieR plaHs will be jlFOjlaree. The aesige Jll!IR will iaeatify aeeaea fll>\ilio 0 

Jlfi'iale impFa¥emeats aaa ae,·eleJlmellt """ reEleYelarHleRt staRaaFEls feF !he Elawatewa aFea. The lfaRsf'eFtat; 
f'lae will i!Hjlra•«e the flew af ree)lle aed ''eaieles \ietv>'eea these twe aeti¥ity aFeas, !!Re sha<1IEI eeasiaer l'e~ 
\iie~·eles, aHtamaliiles and speeial !fteaes suel! as !!'allies aREI ligH! Fail. PHelie iH'>'eslfHe!lls aae impFe"'ew 
ieeluae: 

• M:isterie lmilaiags aRalysis: eeaseR'alies/Elevelef'!Hellt f'FSgrOHi 
• Devr'Rte\'/R sEFeets6af10 HHprevemeats 
• BHilElieg faeaee imf''""'emellt JlFagrOffi 
• TfaRSJleF!atieR lillkages f'l!IR aaa ifftrlemematias 
• S:u.rfaae f)arkieg imtJrevemeets 
• 8th Street aaek reee\•elafl!Hellt 
• Pfea1eaa6e aaEi vielivpeiat im:pFevemeHts 
• Dewatovlll ElesigR JllOR 

City of Oregon City 
Downtown/North End Urban Renewal Plan 
Fifth Amendment - Draft 



4. Pl>fk Plaoe. Tho Pllfk Plaoe iD!erolumge ••ea OliffeD!l~· has a mi" ef i11a1islfial, semme•oial aea Fesiae11tial laea uses 
whioh ae Het take full aa .. ·aetage efthe tFaASjl8Flatie11 aea •ee•eatie11al iffljlf0"'effieD!s jllae11ea fer the afea. A sub 
area design 19laR is Bee9e0 jH e:t=Eler ta iElestify devel013meftt aHEl re8.evele13ment Bflpeffl:alities and g-HiElelises fer 
mere """'"atible l!Ses SHOR as teurist oemmeroial, ef>ioe, aea high ae11sity heusi11g, Plililio iw .. estme11ts aea 
imp•eYemeD!s inol .. ae: 

• Desigs jllaD l'repa!'atia11 
• DevelapmeB:t aHEJ reElevel013meRt assistB:Hee 

5. V,lashiagtae/+tR ~treet GeFFi0er. Tfaf!fs maaageffleHt impFBvemeats are Heed eel iB this stffi Elistrist. IR aElditien, 
streetse~e, and 13at=kieg im13revements aFe Reeded aleRg 7th, aHEl faeaElelbailEliag rehaBilitatieH assistaaee v;ill 
imjlro\'e this leeal oemm•••ial oeffiae•. Impre,1emeD!s te pl!!ilie afeas will alse e11hanee the aFOa. p.,aJio 
iavestm:eH:ts aRel impFevements iHeh:i:Ele: 

• s .. a aist•iet aesigs "lan 
• PafkiHg iHlflF0Y0ffiBHtS 

• BuilaiRg •ehaailitatie11 assistaeoe 
• SlfeeltleBjle imprs;·em011ts e11 7th 
• ¥.'ashiagteR St. ti=affie EliveFter 
• biarill')' rehal!ilitatie11 assistaeee 

~. Heritage Ce&ter. The feel:ls efthis Sl:l0 area is the Rev: eeHRty FAH:Set:HH. The ai:ea alsa sePt·es as the entFan:ee iete 
Oregaa City fram the seHt-R:. tt'aRs130ftafieR imf)revements are aeedea iR the area te ifHf)reve leeal eiret1:latiee, a+i:S 
te imjlreve tlle se1111eotieas with the Dew11tewR. Plililie iRYestmeD!s and i111jlreYeme11ts i11ehiae: 

• Sul! aistriot aesig11 plae 
• Tl'anspe!'latie11 imprevemeats 

700. DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT ACTIVITIES 

In order to achieve the goals and objectives of this Plan, the following project activities will be 
undertaken on behalf of the City by the Urban Renewal Agency (hereinafter referred to as "Agency") in 
accordance with applicable federal, state, county and city laws, policies, and procedures. Exhibit 6 
shows the general location of project activities. Exhibit 7 shows the location of properties to be acquired 
in order to carry out the objectives of this Plan. 

A. Transportation aed Related Pehlie Improvements 

Traffic and pedestrian circulation and safety, parking and other transportation deficiencies h' 
identified as issues contributing to the depressed conditions in the urban renewal area, anc' 
future development called for in the Oregon City Comprehensive Plan. The Oregon Cit 
Master Svstem Plan has identified needed transportation improvement projects. ~ 
the BeeEI fer stT0etsea13e anEl 13arkiBg imJ:1re,·emeats ia ar0er te Setter sen·e the Bur· 
resiaeats sf these E1£eas. In order to correct these deficiencies, the Urban Rene'" 
participate with Claekamas CsHat)' ans ether ageaeies in the planning, desir' 
of transportation and related public improvements throughout the area. +' 
sHbjeet ts farther eagiaeeriag stHEly, aetermiaatisa sf fHRaiag res130asi1 

rigff.t ef \VBry' reE)-l:liremeets. 
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Transportation improvements may include the construction, reconstruction, repair or replacement of 
streets, traffic control devices, bikeways, pedestrian ways, and multi-use paths. Other street and 
sidewalk improvements including tables, benches and other street furniture, signage, kiosks, phone 
booths, drinking fountains, decorative fountains, street lights, and acquisition of property and right of 
way for Transportation Improvement purposes. Transportation Improvements are planned for: 

• The McLaughlin Boulevard Corridor through the renewal area 
• The Washington Street Corridor between Route 213 and 7th Street 
• The 7th Street Corridor through the renewal area 
• The Main Street Corridor from Route 99E to Clackamette Cove 
• The Clackamette Cove area. 
• Transit or linkages to facilitate public transportation 
• Parking 

I. "P.!faiR Skeet &eeeestrustiea: ~4aia Stfeet ia the :bageeH/'A1itterfreBt area ·Nill be reeesstruetee ta ilBf!FBYe assess ta 
ae:El withia the area, iasrease tra.f:He e~aeit~f, and 13raviSe 13eElestrian aaEl bieyele im}3ravemeRts. lm13revemeHtS 
iRelu.Be 'eat are net limite0 ta reaBv·ay reeeesEFuetieH, siEie,valks, stf:eet tf:ees aHEI landss~iag, signals, right ef \Vay 
aequ.isitiee aaB releeatieR, skeet ~misH.isgs, utili+!i' releeatieH a-REl eHier elements as FBEJ:HireS. 

2. },gaes J-,veRHe R:eeeAsffHetieH: l.::gBes ;'\veeHe ie the Pai:k Plaee and Lageea/V/aterfreet afeas ·sill be reeeestfueteEl 
ta ifBf)reve assess ta aRB 'Nitl:iin the aFea, iHerease tra-fHe etlt3aeify, aRB 13r0¥ide 13eEiestrian asEl Bieyele 
im13re o'0Rl8Hts. lmf)Favemems iRelHSe l:JHt are Hat limited ta Faa&hVB:)' FeeaHslf°HetieB, siSe·nalks, street tFees aaB 
laHBseatJiHg, sigRals, right ef v.·a-y aeEJ:uisitiea anB releeatiaR, sH=eet fufflishiflgs, utility releeatiaR aREi etker elemeRts 
as FeEjlliFea. 

3. ERB ef Trail ReaEl lmeravemests: Raad im13ravemeRts ta 1.1/ashiRgteR SH=eet, P1beFH:eth.y Read aaEI etker leeal 
se:eets are reEf:HireS ts praviele assess ta anS 'NithiR the BaS af Trail Area. lm]=Jravemeats iaelu8e 0ut are eat limited 
ta reaEF.vQ3· reeaRstFUetiaa, side·salks, sH'eet k'ees aeEl laH8seB:13iRg, sigeals, right ef ·.v~' aeEJ:aisitiae ae8 relaeatieR, 
stfeet f1:1FRishiRgs, Htili~' releeatiae B:Hel ether eJemeets as reEJ:HireS. 

4. Eael: af Trail Parl::iRg Imeravemests: PaFkieg iiH13revemeRts reEJ:uired ta serve Eh.a Eea sf Trail l'·ii:ea \~'ill l:Je 
6911lflletea. IH!flFB'l81!l8B!s ieel\lae lll!t aFe H91 Jimitea te flF8fl0FI)' aeEjlliSiliBB ana FeleeatiBR, site flFOfl .. aliBR, 
""'kiag faoility 69RSIFH61iea, lanas•ajliHg, sigHage, \llility Feleeatiea, BFaiaage ana etheF elemeats as FO~HiFea. 

§. Dewatevml?th SIFeet l' .. kiag lmaFe\•emeats: Smfaee paFkiRg ilfljlrnvemeets ie DewBlewe aleag R-ailrnaa A\•en• 
aed ia the 7th Street eeHiElar v:ill 0e eem13leteEf-ta serve enistieg aaEi fHklre shefJfJBrs aad ;varlcefS SNpeeteB iH,.. 
... as. lllljlf9\"81!l0BIS iaeffiae Bill ... HSI lilflitea le jlf0jl8FI)' ••EjlliSitieH ana FeleeatieR, site jlTOjlaFatieB, !'aFk' 
f'aeilif)· eeesEFuetiee, laRElseatJiB:g, sigeage, H:tility relaeatiae, !:lraieage at:1:8 ether elemeets as reEJ:HireS. 

6. Dev,rete\VH. Washiegtee St. & 7th Skeet 8Ereetssaee lmarevemeets: Pi streetsG£ll3B Besige aad im.13r· 
ta ira13reve Sa·Nete·.ve streets anB 7th Stt=eet ie effier te malce the areas mere att:Faetive aeB G0ffifer 
)=Je8estrians, sh.01313ers ae8 teHrists. Im13ravemeets iaelu.Se but are eat limited ta side\•,raU:: vliQe:r 
laHElse£l13iRg, ]3ave8 eressv;alks, alleyv;a:i·s and 13arkieg area im13revemeri.ts, street fumiatre, r 

imprayemBHts, sigHals and ate.er streetSGBJie im13revem.eets. 

7. £0\llh l'iRa Read llflJl•evemeats: Reaa illljlFBYelfleHts te Se\llh !'lea Reaa aREI ell> 
jlTBViEle aeeess le the DewBtewa. HRjlTBYelfleRls iaelt18e BHI are aat lilflitee! IP 
T860BS!fHS\ieR, sidewalks ana BikeJanes, slfeel lfees ana lanBSSajliRg, sigaa1 

relaeati0e, street fumisftiags, Htili~' releeatiaa aREl etRer elemeats as ree· 
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B. Parks, Open Space and Recreation Improvements 

The urban renewal area is located on both the Clackamas and Willamette Rivers, which provide the most 
diverse recreational opportunities of any city in the region. The Oregon Citv Revised Master Plan, 
Oregon City Facilities Study, and End of Oregon Trail Center Master Plan have concluded that there is a 
need for over 200 acres of additional park land in Oregon City, and that existing parks need 
improvements. In order to correct these deficiencies, the Urban Renewal Agency will participate in the 
planning, design and construction of parks, open space and recreation facilities and related public 
improvements throughout the area. These ilHflf9'>'8!HeRts will ee su0jeet ts further eagiaeeriag stHay 
iaelHElisg a tieteFffliBatiea \¥hether aeciHisitiee fer rigftt ef \¥~' Yi'ill Be re(.fUireEl 

Parks and Recreation Improvements may include land acquisition, improvement of land or buildings for 
public parks, open space, bicycle and pedestrian trails, public docks or marinas, and construction of 
buildings and facilities for public park and recreation uses. Parks and Recreation Improvements are 
planned for: 

• Clackamette Cove 
• River Access and Frontage Improvements 
• Willamette Riverfront Promenade 
• Downtown Core Area 
• End of the Oregon Trail Area bounded by railroad tracks to the west, Highway 213 to the north 

and Abernethy Creek to the east and south 
• Abernethy Creek Corridor 
• McLaughlin BlujjlPromenade 

1. Lagsan 1\1/aterfFBRt PaFl::lan8 Qeveleement: Pat=klaeEI Vlill Be Elevelef1e8 as 13art eftliis Plan. LanEI assem0ly fer 
f1Hl31ie paFks aleng Uie GJaekamas anS '~'illaRiette Rh·eFS ·;,.ill Be assemplished as paft efthis plaR. Gla&kaJHette 
Parl:: vtill lae enlaFgeEI, aeEI a RSV/ fJaRt site ·sill be ereate8 aleeg the Clasl::amas Ri'ler as 19art ef tke bags an 
ReEieYelepmeet 13rejest. Pm:klaeEI BSEfHisitiee aetivities ieek!Be laeEI aettHisitien, releeaties, ae6 site tJretJaFatiaR. 

2. River l':eeess Tt=ail: A river assess t:Fail ;vill Be eaRstmeteB aleeg the Claekamas aH8 \l/illameEte R41,·ers liskiRg the 
PaFlc Plaee area ts I>av/Rtev.iR OregeR City. lmtJrevemeHts may iRelHBe BHt are Rat limiteB ta site 13re13aratiee, traiJ 
eeRstruetieH, tJarkiRg, lanBssQfliHg, fumishiRgs anB ether elemeHts as reEfHireB. 

3. TeHr Beat I>eek/~4ariRa: Par-tieitJate iR ajeiHt flHBlie'frivate BeveletJmest efa tam beat Beek aR8 marisa i· 
geeR/1,\laterfreRt Area. Im13ravemeBts ma-y ieeh16e bH:t Bet Be limite6 te site tJre13aratias, 8esk.4Bariea fp 

13aFldeg, atilities, lae8seQ13ieg, fumishiegs aBB etHer elemeets as reEfHireB. 

4. Claekamefte PaFlt Imarevemests: CeRstRiet laRElseft13iHg anB 13a:rk imprevemeHts vlitftitl Claekar 
Im13revemeHts ieeh.i8e B1:1t are eet limiteB ta site im13revements, street an013arkiRg im13re .. ·emr 
iFFigatieB, lightieg, fllmishings, restreems, 0a-y u-se stme'Rires, ana Beat ram13 imtJrevemeat' 

5. &#I ~areet Desk aeEI \l/aterfFeRt Area lfflereveffleHts: 12Hl31ie iffltJreveffleRts aleag t:ke -
eehaeee aae eftl=le mast sigeif-isaHt aspeets afthe Reee.,·aI "rea. Im13revemeets jr 

pla-za, tJar·-k, vie·NiRg area an0 Seek SQflable efaeeemmedating large teHrist Beat 
an.ll:Jikepa:fu frem ClaekameEte Park aleRg the V/illameEte River te the riYerfrr 
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'3. },4eLaHgBlin 'BlHit'14ameaaEle ImaFavemelHs: P .. seFies af iFBf!FSvemeRts 'Nill be eami:;leteEl iR the Da\vatav:s area. 
These llapFavemests iae1HEle B1:1t are aet limiteEl ta iffii3FBYemeHt af laA:Elselif)iBg alasg tke '1\'illBlllette 8l1:1ff, aA:El 

im13feY/emeRt aftke },4eLaHgBlin 13Femesade asd 99B 13edestrian 'Nay. 

7. P1Bet=Retffi· CFeek CaFFidaF ImeravemeRts: Cesstfliet laedseaJ3iRg asEi f!ai:lc imf)ravemeets alang the ABeFRetBy 
CFeelc Cei:ridar. 

C. Development and Redevelopment Assistance 

The poor condition of many buildings throughout the Area, the lack of facade improvements and the 
generally poor maintenance of many downtown buildings contribute to the obsolescence and 
deterioration of the area. The D0v1Rte'J1'Tl 0Fegee. CiP/ :QHiltlie.g lmeF01,reff1:eB-t HaH~eelc fJFe,·iEles a 
gee0 gaitle feF BllilElie.g ifflt=Jre11effleffis, l3ut ffl9J1?' fJF0fJeft)' e11.'TleFs hwle 0eee. \:l:Ba0le te fflake t-he 
aeeessary iHlflFB'"BffleBts. In addition, lotting patterns, varied ownerships, physical constraints and 
existing incompatible uses act as deterrents to redevelopment consistent with the Oregon City 
Comprehensive Plan and the Downtown Community Plan. In order to address these problems, the Urban 
Renewal Agency \vill 801,relefJ iHeee.ti;·es Fer fJF0fJ8ft)' S'J1'Tlers te lifJgraEle the ehaFaeter aB0 afJt=Jearanee ef 
stru.etl:H'es, Ele1,relefJ ie.eeati,·es te ee.eel:H'age the 0e11elet=Jffleffi aBEl reElei.·elet=Jffleffi efFHeElil±fH anEl high 
Eleasitj· heHsiag 1,vit-hia t-he Area, anEl vihea aeeBeEl, assist is lanEl assefH:0l)' aH0 site fJFet=Jaratiea fer resa-le 
ts flFivate ElevelsfleFs.may participate, through loans, grants, or both, in assisting development of new 
public and private buildings in the project area, and in maintaining and improving exterior and interior 
conditions of existing buildings in the renewal area. The Agency may make this assistance available, as 
it deems necessary to achieve the objectives of this Plan. 

1. Redevelopment Through New Construction 
Redevelopment through new construction may be achieved by public or private property owners, 
with or without financial assistance by the Renewal Agency. To encourage redevelopment 
through new construction, the Renewal Agency is authorized to set financial guidelines, establish 
loan programs and provide below-market interest rate and market rate loans and provide such 
other forms of financial assistance to property owners and those desiring to acquire and 
redevelop property, as it may deem appropriate in order to achieve the objectives of this Plan. 

2. Preservation, Rehabilitation, and Conservation 
The purpose of this activity is to conserve and rehabilitate existing buildings where they may be 
adapted for uses that farther Plan goals. Rehabilitation and conservation may be achieved by 
owner and/or tenant activity, with or without financial assistance by the Renewal Agency. To 
encourage rehabilitation and conservation, the Agency is authorized to create guidelines, 
establish loan and grant programs and provide below market interest rate and market rate loans 
to the owners of buildings, or those intending to acquire buildings, which are in need of 
rehabilitation and for which rehabilitation and reuse is economically feasible. 

I. l"aeade Imei:evemeet ~Te inteFest bean PfegFam: } .. ne iHt0f'est lean }3Mgt=am far the h'a'lvHta\''R, V.lasBiH~0H St., anEI 
7th Street CaFFiEler areas te eReeHrage 'eHilEliRg faeaEle HB~re\'emeRts as ~er the reeefflmeHeiatieHs iH tBe ~HildiRg 
Im@ra•"emeet Haeaaaak 

2. 8tii1Elisg Reha:BilitatieB Leas PFegFam: Pz lev/ iRteFest leafl: pregFaFFl fer f!Fef!eFty BV/BeFs iH: the b'S'i\'Bte·,,·R, ',l/asHisgteB 
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St. and 71:.ff Street CeFFider areas ts eReet:trage t.ffe reRabilitatieR ef1eHi1EiiRgs reEJ:l:liriRg strl:lefliral, vliring, plt:tm8iflg, 
Sf1a6e erganizatieR, iaterier Haish, enterier HHish aHEi ether st:t8staHtial reRabilitatieR te 1eriHg t.ffem te medem strl:lett:tFal 
aREi Hre eeEies, and ready t.ffem fer eeRversiee te medeFR eiliee aRd retail t:tse. 

3. bageaR ft .. rea bood } .. ssemhlY aaEl Site llreaaFatieH: TRe lagaaH aFea is f)laRRed fer reEleYelafJmeRt fer tet:tFist eem 
mBf'eiaJ 11ses Bireetly relateEl ta tfte BREl efTrail CeHter. P::eEJt:tisitiea eflaaEl, releeatiee ef eJdstiag St:tsiflesses, and site 
fJFeparatieH aetivities \vilJ Se t:taS.ertakee By the UF8aH Reaev.'al ;\geeey as reEJ:H:ireEl. 

4. Pafl< Plaee 110 .. sieg Develoemeet ),ssistaaee: A hoasiag EieYelopmeat assistaaee flFOg<am iR the Pa•k Plaee eistFiet will 
be H11Ber=t:akBH By tfie Uffia11 &:eae·l/al J .. geHe~, iH erElar te st:tppeft the Elevelepmeet an El reEle «elapmeet ef meEliHFH aREl 
high Eleesity heusieg. ;\ssistanee preg;rams may inelHEle Bt:tt are eat liRliteEl ta leans, gnmts, fJlaHning and fJBRBittiag 
assistanee, aREl et.ff er aetivities rettt:tired ta Sl:lfJfJ0Ft: the ae~'@l013meet ef BeTJ/ R.0Hsiag. 

D. Public Facility and Services Improvements 

The Oregon City Facilities Study has identified needed improvements to several public facilities located 
in the Urban Renewal Area. The Urban Renewal Agency will par-tieipate in the plar.ning, aesign aRa 
G0flSkHGtieB effn:H=Jlis fasility anf:i SePt'iees ifflf)F0'l8ffl8HtS, iaslaf:iiag tfte fell0\ViBg: is authorized to 
acquire property for, and make improvements for public facilities which support the residential and 
business development of the project area, including: 

• Meeting, conference, educational, or cultural facilities 
• Facilities which supporting the identity of the Area, such as plazas, gateways, and public art 
• Other Public building facilities 

The extent of the Agency's participation in funding public building facilities will be based upon an 
Agency finding on the benefit of that project to the renewal area and the importance of the project in 
carrying out Plan objectives. 

1. eaa sf Trail }::Fea FH:e PreteetieR FaeiliP,·: The 0Fegen Cify Paeilities SW Ely resemmeaS.s that a Re'.\' fire statien Be 
eeRstru:eteS. in tBe BnEl sf Trail Bistriet in erEler ta serve the t:tr8aR renev.,al area. TRe Urban Reee·val ,'\gens~{ vlill 
paFtieif)ate iR ~e site eettt:tisitieR anel seestrHetiee sf a ae·N fire staties. 

2. }:ssist Cit?· bi9rary Resteratiea: TRe Oreg.es City 1'-'aeilities StHEly iEleHtiHes t.ffe neeB te imf)reve tits eJdstieg 
Camegie li8rary leeateEl is the Wasftingtae/?th Stfeet Bistriet. TRe UF8aH Reae;val Agese) v1ill 13aFtieit1ate is t.ffe li8rary 
resteratiaa aetivities shariag in the east efhisterie hHilEiiag resteratiea. 

E. Public ln(rastructure 

These projects include construction, reconstruction, repair, and upgrading; water, wastewater and 
stormwater facilities, relocation of overhead lines, acquisition of land, right of ways, easements and 
other land rights needed to carry out the above purposes. Public Infrastructure Improvements are 
planned for: 

• Water 
• Wastewater 
• Stormwater 
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• Utility Relocation 

EF. Planning and Administration 
Project resources may be utilized to prepare the Urban Renewal Plan, design plans and master plans 
for the renewal area, transportation plans, miscellaneous land use and public facility studies as needed 
during the course of the urban renewal plan. Activities related to marketing program for the Area that 
may utilize project fonds. Project funds may also be utilized to pay for personnel, overhead and other 
administrative costs incurred in the management of the urban renewal plan. 

E. Plannieg eed .+.dministFetiee 

It is the iraeHt aftR:is Plaa ta 13Fevi8e fer the effeetive a8ffl:ieistratian afthe Pl&H, an.0 ta 13lae far tile vaFieus astivities 
saffiaffieEl is fhe Plan. The uman Reeev/al ft,gensy vlill 13ar-tiei13ate in fH:Fl:her fllansisg and desigs aetiYities fer th:e VaFiBHS 
Eliskiets v:ithia tRe Plan ft,rea, 13lanBieg aHd Elesige fer tRe varieHs prajest aetivities eantaieeEl is the Ploo, aetivities related ta 
th:e 13repai=atien eftHis Pltm, aHEi tile geeeral aBfflieistFatian efthe PlaH. gfleeifie aeti't'ities ieelHSe: 

1. S\:ib Distfiet Qesige Pl&H:s: Detailed ElesigB aREi Elevelapment fllans ,,, il1be13re13are8 fer the :bagaasfl},4fferfFam: Area, 
Dawete·ns, Paric: Plase, V/~ashing-tae'?th Street CaFriEier, aH:El Ileritage Geeter. 

2. De·,:vntevtR lJZne:i af Tfail TranseaFtatian binkage Plan.: IR 0F0er ta imprave the liekages Bet;veen the aa·.vnta'NR ana J2n0 
sf TFail area, a spesial Ge sign ant:I tFanspsFtatian plan Vlill Be prepare a. This plan v:ill ssnsit:ler fHethat:ls ts ifH}3rsve the 
flav/ afpeaple ant:I veftieles Betv.·een th.ese P<va aetivity areas, ant:I shault:I eeesit:ler pet:lestFians, Bieyeles, autefHeBiles ant:I 
speeia} fH80es Sl:lSfl. as tFellies anQ light Fail. 

3. Plan P .. dfftieistratien: Prejeet FeseHrses fHay he Htilizef:i ta prepare the UFBan Renev:al Plan, sHB Elistriet anEl tFans13er 
tatien 13lans, fHiseellaneaHs laRB HSe anB pHBlie fasility stHElies as eeeEled dH:Fing the eeHrse efthe tirban rene'.val plan. 
Astivities related te a fHarketing pregram fer the P:rea fHay Htilize prejeet ~nds. Prajest fHfl:ds fHay alse Be 1:1tilized te 
pa·y fer persennel, e;'effiead and etRer adfHinistFative easts ineu-rred in tffe fHanagefHent efth.e u-rban Fene~sal plan. 

G. Propertv Acquisition 
Acquisition of real property is determined necessary to carry out the objectives of this Plan. 
Accordingly, this Plan authorizes the following property acquisitions within the Urban Renewal Area: 

• Where detrimental land uses or conditions such as incompatible uses, or adverse influences from 
noise, smoke or fumes exist, or where there exists over-crowding, excessive dwelling unit density 
or conversions to incompatible types of uses, and it is determined by the Agency that acquisition 
of such properties and the rehabilitation or demolition of the improvements are necessary to 
remove blighting influences; 

• Where it is determined by the Agency that the property is needed for the following purposes; 

I. Property to be Acquired/or Public Improvements and Facilities 
It is anticipated that acquisition of real property will be necessary to carry out public use 
objectives of this plan. These objectives include right-of-way acquisition for streets, alleys, 
bicycle and pedestrian ways, and other public improvements, uses and facilities described in 
Section 700 of this Plan. Prior to acquisition, this Plan shall be amended to identify the specific 
property or interest to be acquired 
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The type of amendment required to acquire property for Public Improvements and Facilities is: 

a. Right-of-way acquisition for streets, alleys, bicycle and pedestrian ways that do not require 
the use of eminent domain will require a minor amendment to this Plan, as described in 
Section 1000 Al of this Plan. City Commission approval will not be required for these 
acquisitions. 

b. Acquisition for other public improvements, uses, andfacilities will require a minor 
amendment to this Plan, as described in Section 1000 Al of this Plan, and also will require 
City Commission approval of the minor amendment, per Section 1000 B. 2 of this Plan. 

c. Any acquisition of property for Public Improvements and Facilities that requires the use of 
eminent domain will require a minor amendment to this Plan, as described in Section 1000 
Al of this Plan, and also will require City Commission approval of the minor amendment, 
per Section 1000 B. 2 of this Plan. 

Such amendments will be accompanied by findings to the Agency describing the property to be 
acquired, the anticipated disposition of such property, and an estimated time schedule for such 
acquisition and disposition. The property to be acquired will be incorporated into Table 1 of this 
Plan. 

2. Property to be acquired for Redevelopment. 
Property may be acquired by the Renewal Agency and disposed of to a public or private 
developer in accordance with this Plan. Prior to acquisition, this Plan shall be amended to 
identifY the specific property or interest to be acquired. The type of amendment required to 
acquire property for Redevelopment is: 

a. Acquisition for Redevelopment will require a minor amendment to this Plan as described in 
Section 1000 Al of this Plan, and also will require City Commission approval of the minor 
amendment per Section 1000 B 2 of this Plan. 

Such amendments will be accompanied by findings to the Agency describing the property to be 
acquired, the anticipated disposition of such property, and an estimated time schedule for such 
acquisition and disposition. The property to be acquired will be incorporated into Table 1 of this 
Plan. 

TABLE 1 
PROPERTIES TO BE ACQUIRED 

City of Oregon City 

Tax Map 

2-2 E-20 
2-2 E-29 
2-2 E-29 
2-2 E-29 
2-2 E-29 
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Tax Lot 

(Part) 502 
(Part) 1503 
(Part) 1503 

1505 
1508 
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2-2 E-29 

2-2E-29 
2-2E-29 

400 

(Part) 600 
1400 

t is anticipated that the properties to be acquired-will 
be acquired during the period 1991to2010, and that disposition will be completed by the year 2020. 

J. PFepertr te IJe aequiFe~ feF pulJlie use. It is antiei13ate8 ~at aeqHisitieB efreal 13re13effy ma:Y be Heeessafy ta eaFFy eHt 
fH:lblis Hse eBjeetives sftRis 13laa. Real 13re13etty aeEfHisitiea FHB) be aeeessary te eaff)' eHt read·.va:i' right ef vla:i· B:REI 
paFking im13revemeHts as 0eseril3e0fer13rejeet aetivities l'r. l 8. Real 19re13effj' BSE}HisitieH ma:i' be Heeessary te SBft5' eHt 
13ark an-El reereatieR im13revemeHts an8 relateEI- rigRt ef V/ay aRB 13Elfl::ieg iffl13revemeats EleseribeEl fer 13rejeet aetivities 
B.1 7. Real 13re13efty aeEtHisitieR may be Heeessary ts sBF-f3l slit J3Hhlie faeility anEI sepo,·iees imprevemeets Eleseribed fer 
13rejeet astivity D. l. 

The real 13rapeFt~y \Ykisk may be asEtffire8: fer 13Hhlie use is ske·Na iH B1thibit 7 efthis Plrm, an8 is 1iste8 By Tau ~4ap an8 
Let is TaBle 1 eftRis seetieR. 

Pr013eff)' fer tn:tBlie u.se ma)' Be aeE}u.ire8 By gift, emiH:eRt 8emaiR, er any etRer lwNfH-1 methe8 fer the 13u.F13ese ef 
8evele13meRt ef pHBlie im13revemeats. 

2. Property te he !-ettHiFe8 far KeEl:evelepmeat. A6E}HisitieR sf 13re13eff)' fer reaevel0131Heftt is R06eSSaf)' te 6aFF)' 9Ht the 
eBjeetives eftff:is Plan. The AgeR6) ffi!l)' aeEJ:Hire, assemBle, rme1 8isf3ese ef13r013eff)· fer ree1evele13ment By a ree1evel013 
er. Su-eh aetieR vlill assist is 13ri't'ate eemmereial ane1 resie1estial e1evele13meRt iR the Resevlal Area By 
alle·viRg the eesseli0aties ef13re13eff)' iRte a 13areel er 13areels efadeEJH:ate size fer 8evele13meet. 

Pre13eff)' ·.vill Be 0-ispeseEi efaeeer0-ing ts tRe teRRS efa Qis13esitieR ana QevelepmeHt lagreemeHt, speeifyiRg die 
eBligatiess efERe Reee·.val J.geeey aREi the Qevele13er. 

P-Fe13erty fer re8evelepmest ma-y alse be aeEJ:u.ireEi By gift, emiseet Eiemaie, er any 0th.er lwNFal methe0- fer Ehe J3HFJ3ese 
efreEle't·elepH1eRt. Prefle~,. 'NRieh ma-y be aefi):u.ireEi fer Re0-evelepmest is shev/R iR EnhiBit 7 efthis Plan, anEI listee1 By 
TEHt ~'laj:l aRB Let is Table I effhis seetien. 

,A,eE}u.isities efpretierties listeEI is TaBle 1 aR8 aH) rigRt ef 'Na-y nee8e8 fer prejeet aetivities liste8 in this seetien set 
reE}'l:lif'iRg the aeE}u.isitien anEi releeatien ef a resiBesee er Busisess is autherize8 is this Plan. If aeE}Hisitien fer rigRt ef Vl~' is 
see0e0- vlhieh reE}uires the releeatiee ef a resiElenee er BHsisess, a majer araesBmeRt te this Pl8f.l Vlill be reE}H:ireEI as Bef.'ineEI 
in Seetiee IQQQ.Q. Ifaeetu-isities fer 13Hblie H:se er re8e't·elet1mest is eeedeEI, ether tRas the J3repeFties listed in TaBle I, an 
ameeBmest ta this Plas 'Nill Be reE}Hirea aeeerEiieg ta sH:BstaRtial ehanges, Seeties IQQQ.Q. 

H. Property Disposition 

1. Property Disposition - The Renewal Agency will dispose of property acquired within the 
Amended Renewal Area for redevelopment for uses and purposes specified in this Plan. 
Properties shall be subject to disposition for the following purposes: 

a. Road, street, and utility improvements. 

b. Construction of pedestrian, bikeway, or other public facilities specified in this plan. 
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c. Redevelopment by private redevelopers for purposes consistent with the uses and 
objectives of this plan. Such disposition will be in accordance with the terms of a 
Disposition and Development Agreement between the Developer and the Renewal 
Agency. 

The Renewal Agency may enter into agreements to acquire land, to hold land for future development, to 
dispose of any land it has acquired at fair reuse value, and to define the fair reuse value of any land 

1000. FUTURE AMENDMENTS 

It is anticipated that this plan will be reviewed periodically during the execution of the Project. The plan 
may be changed, modified, or amended as future conditions warrant. 

A. MINOR AMENDMENTS 
Minor changes to the Plan shall be made by a duly approved resolution of the Agency that describes 
the details of the minor change. Minor changes shall include: 

1. Identification of property to be acquired for any purpose set forth in Section 700 G(l)(a) of this 
Plan. 

2. Changes to the Plan which are not specifically identified as requiring a Substantial Amendment, 
or a City Commission-Approved Amendment 

B. CITY COMMISSION-APPROVED AMENDMENTS 
City Commission-Approved amendments to the Plan shall require approval by the Agency by 
Resolution and approval by the City Commission by Ordinance. City Commission-Approved 
amendments are: 

1. Adding a project, activity, or program that differs substantially from a pr(Jject, program, or 
activity in the Plan, and is estimated to cost in excess of the equivalent o/$500,000 in first 
quarter year 2000 dollars over the duration of the Plan. The $500, 000 threshold shall be 
adjusted annually at a rate equal to the Construction Cost Index (CCI), also referred to as the 
ENR Index for Construction published quarterly by the Engineering News Record 

2. Identification of land for acquisition which requires City Commission approval per Sections 700 
G.1 b, G.1 c, or 700 G. 2a. of this Plan. 

C. SUBSTANTIAL AMENDMENTS 
Substantial amendments shall require the notice, hearing, and approval procedures required by ORS 
457.095, and special notice as provided in ORS 457.120. Substantial amendments are: 

1. Adding land to the urban renewal area, except for an addition of land that totals not more than 
one percent of the existing area of the urban renewal area. 

2. Increasing the amount of maximum indebtedness that can be issued or incurred under the plan 

\\lReFe, iB the j1:1Eigeme1tt efthe ReHevlal P1geaey, the pr013eseEl meEliHeatiea vlill sttbstaHtiall~' skange tff:e plan, tRe 

City of Oregon City 
Downtown/North End Urban Renewal Plan 
Fifth Amendment - Draft 

Page 12of13 



meSifieatieR ffiHSt be 8:f1flreve8: 8~, tHe City CemmissieR iR the sa:me maRRer as the erigiRal 13laR. 

~4iRsr eftanges ta the Plan sftall 8e made 8~· a ElHly apflrB\'eEl reselHtieR sf the AgeRe~, \YftieB ElessriBes tBe details eftfte 
miRer eHasge. 

A ... !\liner ehenges. 

~'liner eliaeges sBall iaelHEle: 

1. ClarifieatieR er aElElitiees te ElefiRitieRS, BF graphie e~Ehibits ie this PlaR. 

2. ClariHeatieR ef e:iessri13tiaT1s ef 13rejeet aetivities, V/Rere these meE:iiHeatiees are seRsisteat vdth ERe averall iHteRt ef 
the Plan. 

3. P.4eElifieatieH ie tRe leeatieR eff)rejeet iffif)revemeets aH:theri~ea in this fllan, as sHeh meElifieatieas ffiaj' resHlt fraffi 
EletaileEl esgiseeri0g, areRitestH:Fal, er 13laR0iag aRalysis. 

4. AfediHeatieHs res1:dtiHg Hem affieHdmeHts te the City's Cemp1eheHsive Plaa, er tBe eeEles, 13elieies, er erEliHaHees 
·11BieR are estttelisBeEl te im13lemeet the Cem13reheesive Plan. 

5. Right sf v/ay aSCo]Hisitias set reEtHiriRg the releeatieH efa resiEleRee er bHsieess. 

B. SHIJstantial Changes. 

Su8staetial ehaRges, rBCo]Hiriag Citry' CemmissieR !if3J3r81/al ie th:e same maRRer as the erigiRal fllan, shall ineluEle: 

I. Changes ta the hawula.;,· afthis PlaJ>. 

2. t .. eEJ:uisitieR efflrBflet4y eat HHe:ieFtaken iR eeeeeetieR vdHI tJrejeets er aetivities e:iefiBeEl ie Sestiess ?QQ A threugh D 
ef this fllan. 

3. The aElElitiee ef13rBjest aetivities ·NRisR v10HlEl meElif)' the flHFfleses a11El e8jestives efthis Plan. 

4. RigBt ef V/~· aSEJ:HisitieR reEJ:Hirisg the releeatieR ef a resiEleHee er bHsisess. 

SECTION 1100 
Latest Date for Bonded Indebtedness (Section inserted via l" Amendment, Sept. 25, 1991) 
This Hfl:Jan Fefl:e1,¥al fJlan ealls fer a Eli1lisiea ef aEl 1lalerem ta-Jtes l::lD:Eler OR£ 4 57. 4 4 Q. }Je BeaEleEl 
iHElel=JteElHess shall l=Je issueEl 1Acith re5f)eet te the fJlan, er an;· fJFejeet HHElertalc:ea 1vitR resfJeet te the fJlan 
lateF thaf1: 15 )'ears felle 1.viHg the aElefJtiea efthis ameaElmeBt eftftis BT0an reae,¥aJ fJlan. 

Note: The requirement for a 'fotest date "provision was removed from urban renewal law after passage 
ofBM50. BM50 requires that plans contain a maximum debt provision. 
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CITY OF OREGON CITY 
DOWNTOWN/NORTH END URBAN RENEW AL PLAN 
REPORT ON FIFTH AMENDMENT - DRAFT 

INTRODUCTION 
The Fifth Amendment to the Downtown/North End Urban Renewal Plan makes the following 
changes to the Urban Renewal Plan: 

• Revises certain Goals and Objectives of the Plan to reflect changed conditions, and to clarify 
the Agency's intentions. 

• Revises the description of project activities to clarify the current and future intent of the 
Agency in carrying out project activities. 

• Revises and clarifies procedures for acquiring property. 
• Revises and clarifies procedures for amendments to the Urban Renewal Plan. 
• In keeping with the current requirements of ORS 457, removes the provision for a latest date 

for issuing bonded indebtedness. 

In the following sections, additions and new wording are shown in Italics, deleted wording 
shown ia strikee'\'8£. The sections of the Report on the Urban Renewal Plan changed by the Fifth 
Amendment follow below. 

100 - DESCRIPTION OF CONDITIONS IN THE AREA 
The Fifth Amendment to the Downtown/North End Urban Renewal Plan makes no changes to 
this section of the Report on the Plan. 

200 - FISCAL. SERVICES. AND POPULATION IMPACTS 
The Fifth Amendment to the Downtown/North End Urban Renewal Plan makes no changes to 
this section of the Report on the Plan. 

300 - REASONS FOR SELECTION OF THE AREA 
The Fifth Amendment to the Downtown/North End Urban Renewal Plan makes no changes to 
this section of the Report on the Plan. 

400 - RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN EACH PROJECT ACTIVITY TO BE 
UNDERTAKEN AND EXISTING CONDITIONS 
The Fifth Amendment to the Downtown/North End Urban Renewal Plan makes no changes to 
this section of the Report on the Plan. 

500 - FINANCIAL ANALYSIS OF PLAN 
The Fifth Amendment to the Downtown/North End Urban Renewal Plan replaces Table 3 of the 
Report on the Plan. The revised Table 3 is shown below. The total cost of projects is unchanged 
from the Fourth Amendment. The Fifth Amendment results in no material change in the financial 
aspects of the Urban Renewal Plan, and the Plan therefore remains financially feasible. 
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TABLE3 
CITY OF OREGON CITY 

DOWNTOWN/NORTH END URBAN RENEWAL DISTRICT 
ESTIMATED PROJECT COSTS 

A. Transportation Improvements 
McLoughlin Blvd Corridor** 
Washington St. Corridor** 

Abernethy to 7th Street 
Washington Street/Hwy 213 

7'" Street Corridor** 
Main Street Corridor 
Clackamette Cove Area 

Agnes or Equivalent Cove Access Road construction 
Local Street Linkages** 

12'h Street, Main to Hwy 99E 
Main Street Ext. Bikeway, Hwy 99E to Main 

Linkages to Public Transportation** 
Transit Facilities 

Train Station 
Parking 

Second Downtown lot and Park'n Ride Lot 
B. Parks, Open Space & Recreation Improvements* 

Clackamette Cove 
Willamette Riverfront Promenade 
River Access and Frontage Improvements 
Downtown Core Area 
End of Trail Area (RR, Highway 213, Abernethy Creek) 
Abernethy Creek Corridor 
McLoughlin Bluff Promenade 

C. Development and Redevelopment Assistance* 
Redevelopment Through New Construction 
Preservation, Rehabilitation, and Conservation 

D. Public Facility and Service Improvements* 
Meeting, conference, educational and cultural facilities 
Facilities supporting identity of the area (plazas, etc) 
Other public building facilities 

E. Public Infrastructure Projects* 
Water 
Wastewater 
Storm water 
Utility Relocation 

~·. Planning and Administration* 
G. Property Acquisition* 
'otal cost of projects*** 

City of Oregon City 
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Costs*** Comments 

$1,000,000 Match for Regional funds 

$1,200,000 Overlay, bridge safety, and LOS 
$3,000,000 Match for Regional Funds long terrr 
$1,500,000 Match for Regional Funds 
$1,500,000 

Partner share with development or Tri-
$800,000 City? 

$800,000 
$100,000 Match for Regional Funds 
$400,000 Match for Regional Funds 

$200,000 

$1,000,000 
$3,943,000 

$1,000,000 

$2,000,000 

$1,166,683 

$3,637,000 
$1,000,000 

$24,246,683 

Page 2 of3 



• Final project costs within this project category will be adjusted based on project details. 

** Projects identified in Transportation System Plan (TSP) and Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) 

***The estimated total cost of project activities is the same as the total cost used in the 1998 calculation of 
maximum indebtedness/or the Downtown/North End Renewal Area. All costs in Table 3 are shown in 1998 dollars, 
again to remain consistent with the cost figures used to calculate the maximum indebtedness 

600 - RELOCATION 
The Fifth Amendment to the Downtown/North End Urban Renewal Plan makes no changes to 
this section of the Report on the Plan. 
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CITY OF OREGON CITY 
HILLTOP URBAN RENEW AL PLAN 
REPORT ON FIFTH AMENDMENT - DRAFT 

INTRODUCTION 
The Fifth Amendment to the Hilltop Urban Renewal Plan makes the following changes to the 
Urban Renewal Plan: 

• Revises the description of project activities to clarify the current and future intent of the 
Agency in carrying out project activities. 

• Revises and clarifies procedures for acquiring property. 
• Revises and clarifies procedures for amendments to the Urban Renewal Plan. 
• In keeping with the current requirements of ORS 457, removes the provision for a latest date 

for issuing bonded indebtedness. 

In the following sections, additions and new wording are shown in Italics, deleted wording 
shown ia skikes»'er. The sections of the Report on the Urban Renewal Plan changed by the Fifth 
Amendment follow below. 

100 - DESCRIPTION OF CONDITIONS 
The Fifth Amendment to the Hilltop Urban Renewal Plan makes no changes to this section of the 
Report on the Plan. 

200 - FISCAL. SERVICES. AND POPULATION IMPACTS 
The Fifth Amendment to the Hilltop Urban Renewal Plan makes no changes to this section of the 
Report on the Plan. 

300 - REASONS FOR SELECTION OF THE AREA 
The Fifth Amendment to the Hilltop Urban Renewal Plan makes no changes to this section of the 
Report on the Plan. 

400 - RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN ACTIVITY AND CONDITIONS 
The Fifth Amendment to the Hilltop Urban Renewal Plan makes no changes to this section of the 
Report on the Plan. 

500 - FINANCIAL ANALYSIS OF PLAN 
The Fifth Amendment to the Hilltop Urban Renewal Plan replaces Table 5 of the Report on the 
Plan. The revised Table 5 is shown below. The total cost of projects is unchanged from the 
Fourth Amendment. The Fifth Amendment results in no material change in the financial aspects 
of the Urban Renewal Plan, and the Plan therefore remains financially feasible. 
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TABLES 
CITY OF OREGON CITY 

HILL TOP URBAN RENEW AL DISTRICT 
PROJECT COSTS 

Total Project Costs 
A. Transportation Improvements* $5,525,000 

Beavercreek Road Corridor 
Beavercreek Road/ Highway 213 Intersection $2,500,00( 
Beavercreek Road Improvements $2,500,000 
Fir Street Improvements $125,000 

Molalla Road Corridor 
Molalla/Warner Milne $400,000 

Local Street Improvements 
Transit or Linkages to facilitate 
Parking 

B. Public Facility and Services Improvements * $769,411 
Meeting, conference, educational and cultural facilities 
Facilities supporting identity of the area (Plazas, etc.) 
Other public building facilities 

C. Public Infrastructure * $769,411 
Water 
Wastewater 
Storm water 
Utilitv Relocation 

D. Planninl!: and Administration $1,382.340 
E. Prooerty Acauisition * $769,411 

Total cost of projects** $9,215,575 

* Final project costs within this project category will be adjusted based on project details. 

**The estimated total cost of project activities is the same as the total cost used in the calculation of maximum 
indebtedness for the Hilltop Renewal Area. All costs are in I 998 dollars, again to remain consistent with the used 
to calculate the maximum indebtedness 

600 - RELOCATION 
The Fifth Amendment to the Hilltop Urban Renewal Plan makes no changes to this section of the 
Report on the Plan. 
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CITY OF OREGON CITY 
HILL TOP URBAN RENEW AL PLAN 
FIFTH AMENDMENT - DRAFT 

INTRODUCTION 
The Fifth Amendment to the Hilltop Urban Renewal Plan makes the following changes to the 
Urban Renewal Plan: 

• Revises the description of project activities to clarify the current and future intent of the 
Agency in carrying out project activities. 

• Revises and clarifies procedures for acquiring property. 
• Revises and clarifies procedures for amendments to the Urban Renewal Plan. 
• In keeping with the current requirements of ORS 457, removes the provision for a latest date 

for issuing bonded indebtedness. 

The Fifth Amendment to the Hilltop Urban Renewal Plan will be undertaken as a major 
amendment to the Plan, and as such, will require adoption by a non-emergency Ordinance of the 
City Commission. The Fifth Amendment to the Plan does not change the boundary of the Plan, 
or the Maximum Indebtedness which can be undertaken under the Plan. 

In the following sections, additions and new wording are shown in Italics, deleted wording 
shown ia skikesYer. The sections of the Urban Renewal Plan changed by the Fifth Amendment 
follow below. 

700. PROJECT ACTIVITIES 

In order to achieve the goals and objectives of this Plan, the following project activities will be 
undertaken on behalf of the City by the Urban Renewal Agency (hereinafter referred to as 
"Agency") in accordance with applicable federal, state, county and city laws, policies, and 
procedures. 

~esalise this f .. meaElmeet reffle·v:es aJl eftffe ''first le7t'el" areas iRelaEleQ ia tRe erigisal 1983 Plan, 
aJl eftfte 13rej0et aeti,·ities fer the 1A .. ffleati08 Reae\val 1

6-'rea are state0 anEl resta-te0 H:ereia aaEl aeeEl 
aet Be re:fereseeEl ie all?' f)F0'lieus plan er ameeBFHeet. 

THe AffleaQeQ Plan: sRall 00 HseEl as tHe guiEliag BesHFBeet anEl Eleseriptiea efprsjeet aeti11ities te 
Be HnEleFtak:ea, sl:lSjeet te re:yisieas as ffla)' 00 afJJ3F9f)Fiate threHgh Baal Elesiga, eagiaeeriag, 
sehe0aliag, hHElgetiag aaEl ifflf)leffleatatiea as earrieQ eHt 0;' the ;\:geaey. The Re130rt ea the 
AmeaEleEl Plan lists allfH:lal 13rejeet aeti11ities aaEl eelTEaias 13rejeet0El eests anEl sehetk-lliag ef 
prej est aeti,·ities. 

A. Transportation ead SteFm DFRiaege Improvements 

The 1989 Amendment to the Urban Renewal Plan included Transportation and Storm Drainage 
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improvements intended to improve circulation and access within the Hilltop area of the Plan, and 
provide services adequate to permit more productive use of land in the area. It is deemed 
necessary to carry out these improvements within the Hilltop Area. Therefore, this Urban 
Renewal Plan calls for the fellewiHg Transportation ans SteFIH DraiHage improvements within 
the Urban Renewal Area: 

Transportation improvements may include the construction, reconstruction, repair or 
replacement of streets, traffic control devices, bridges, bikeways, pedestrian ways, and multi-use 
paths. Other street and sidewalk improvements including tables, benches and other street 
furniture, signage, kiosks, phone booths, drinkingfountains, decorative fountains, street lights, 
and acquisition of property and right of way for Transportation Improvement purposes. 
Transportation Improvements are planned for: 

• The Beavercreek Road Corridor through the renewal area 
• The Molalla Avenue Corridor through the Renewal Area 
• Local streets linking Corridors within the area 
• Transit or Linkages to facilitate Public Transportation 
• Parking 

1. Beayerereeli: Read and l\4elalle I.venue Imprevemeets, Pkase 1. The iRteRt sf this aetivity is te 
im13Fave tRe }.4elalla Jzveeuel8eaverereek Read iRtersestiee. The 13rejest iRelur.ies sigRal releeat.ieR, 
si0ev,'aUulbike 13ath, Elraieage and street im13reveffleflts, and right ef Vlay asEf1:1isitiea ee ~ 4elalla l1veeue 
Bfl:d Beaverereek R:eaEls. 

2. Red Seils l-eeess aed Drainage lmpre7:emeets. This aetivity ·vill eeesER:lst a eev/ reaEl·say tfem the 
}.4elalla /'1veeHe/8eaverereek Read iRterseetieB te K:aeR Read. TRe tJrejeet ineluEles Stir-8, siEle·,:valks, sEFeet 
aREl 0raift:age impFavemeftts. }Ja right af V/a·y aSEJ:Hisitian is antisi13ateEl. 

3. Fir Street E:x:tensien aed Bea'/erereeh: Reed Frentege Im11revements. This astivi~· ·nill sens'ERlst a RSV/ 
raael·Na:or {rem Bea:versreek RaaEI s01:1th ta Fir Sa=eet. On!:)· the )3ertiaR sf the ney1 raael-> la)' 'NithiR the 
Reeev/al Afea ·,vill Be fieBHseEI ·sith tffii( ineremeet reveeu-es. The pFajeet ieslaeles ear0, siele·.valk, street 
anEl Elrain:age im13ravemeftts far the eevl FeaEI; s1:1r0, side·Nalk, stf"eet aed draieage im13rsvemeats ta the 
Qeaversreek Raad freRtage; and right sf 1NEFf aSE{l:lisitiae. 

4. YeungerJJeeel:Ji Aeeess en El :8ee1/erereelt Reed Frentege Im11revements. This aeti1 ·ity Y!i11 eaesERiet a 
eevl raaElv/tf)' freJ:H Qeaverereek Read ta tR:e Ya1:1eger 13rapeffy. The prajest inelu.des eurB, street aHd 
draieage impravemeets far the RB\\' reaEl; s1:1rB, siEleY/alk, street B:HEl ElraiRage im13ravements ta the Qea--/er 
ereek Raa8 fraRtage; ant:I right ef '•"81' aStfHisitiaH. 

5. Beaverereeli: Read l1Rf'IFB\'e1Rents, Phase 2. This aetivit-y 'Nill iJ:H13re19·e aHEl Vlidee Qeaverereek ReaEI 
fram the P£ase 1 i:m13revement ta a 13eiRt east efthe Oregee Ci~· Qy13ass. The 13rejeet ieeh1Ges euFe, 
side·,:valk, bike1Nay, signals, street and drainage im13revemeets, anEl Fight ef ·N~' asEJ:Hisitiee. TffiiE 
ieeremeet reveeHes 1Nill Heanee a 13ertiee efthe tatal 13rejeet east. 

~. \llarner Pt'lilne Read Im11revemeets. TH.is aetivit:f· ·sill im13re19·e BHEl vliElee ',l/amer ~4ilae Raad frem 
~4ela1la .6tveeue te 1.I.laFRer Par-rat P .. veHHe. The prejeet iaelHEles eHrB, siEle.,raJk, bike·A·ay, street, aa:Ei 
draisage imprevements, right efvlay aeE{u-isitieR, aREI a HB\Y signal at K-aeH ReaG. T~t iReFemeet re\'8RH:es 
'Nill Heaeee a peFtian afffte tatal 13rejeet east. 
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B. Public Facilitv and Services Improvements 
The Agency is authorized to acquire property for, and make improvements for public facilities 
that support the development of the project area, including, 

• Meeting, conference, educational, or cultural facilities 
• Facilities supporting the identity of the Area, such as plazas, gateways, and public 

art 
• Other Public building facilities 

The extent of the Agency's participation in funding such facilities will be based upon an Agency 
finding on the benefit of that project to the renewal area and the importance of the project in 
carrying out Plan objectives. 

&C. Sl!\'l'eF aell ~1ateF lmpFe'/emeets Public Infrastructure 
These projects include construction, reconstruction, repair, upgrading; water, wastewater and 
stormwater facilities, relocation of overhead lines, and acquisition of land, right of ways, 
easements and other land rights needed to carry out the above purposes. Public Infrastructure 
Improvements are planned for: 

• Water 
• Wastewater 
• Stormwater 
• Utility Relocation 

The 1989 ftzmeaelmeftt te tRe UFBaa ReHevt'al Plaa iselHEleEl se·11eF anEi V/ateF im13FeYeffieHts eeeessary te adeEf1:1ately 
serviee laAel vdtRia dte Ilillt013 area efthe Plan, aaEl peFm:it FBBFe preElHetive u-se aeEl Elevele13H1:eRt efhmEl in #le 
area. It is EieemeB H:eeessaFy ta 68:f-f)' el.it these imfJFBYemeRts iR the IIilltep area. Thereffire, tHis UF81m ReRB'Nal 
Plan ealls fer the fellev.·iag imfJrevemeftts ta Be iFHf!lemesteel ·xi'Hiia the UFBan Reaev.·al ft.rea: 

1. Red Seils SeeiteFr Se7A'BF Imprevements. This aeth·ify vlill seastFHet a HBV/ saAitat=y sev;er liee aeress 
the ReEI Sails 13r013effy ta ~.telalla P .. veRU:e. TEHE iAerem.eat reveRHes 'Nill fiRtmse a 130Ftiea eftRe teffll 
prejest sests. 

2. Red Seils "'ater lmtJrevemeets. Ceastmst eev/ ?rater lffies is i<::aee Rea8 an8 aeress tRe Re8 Seils 
jlF0jl01'1)' le Melalla Aveaue. TalE iHeremeRt F0\'0RHOS will fiarmee. rer4iaH afthe tatal rrajeet eests. 

D. Planning and Administration 
Project resources may be utilized to prepare the Urban Renewal Plan, design plans and master 
plans for the renewal area, transportation plans, miscellaneous land use and public facility 
studies as needed during the course of the urban renewal plan. Activities related to marketing 
program for the Area that may utilize project funds. Project funds may also be utilized to pay for 
personnel, overhead and other administrative costs incurred in the management of the urban 
renewal plan. 

G. E. Property Acquisition 
Acquisition of real property is determined necessary to carry out the objectives of this Plan. 
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Accordingly, this Plan authorizes the following property acquisitions within the Urban Renewal 
Area: 

• Where detrimental land uses or conditions such as incompatible uses, or adverse 
influences from noise, smoke or fumes exist, or where there exists over-crowding, 
excessive dwelling unit density or conversions to incompatible types of uses, and it is 
determined by the Agency that acquisition of such properties and the rehabilitation or 
demolition of the improvements are necessary to remove blighting influences; 

• Where it is determined by the Agency that the property is needed/or the following 
purposes; 

1. Property to be Acquired for Public Improvements and Facilities 

It is anticipated that acquisition of real property will be necessary to carry out public use 
objectives of this plan. These objectives include right-of-way acquisition/or streets, 
alleys, bicycle and pedestrian ways, and other public improvements, uses and facilities 
described in Section 700 of this Plan. Prior to acquisition, this Plan shall be amended to 
identify the specific property or interest to be acquired. 

The type of amendment required to acquire property for Public Improvements and 
Facilities is: 

a. Right-of-way acquisition/or streets, alleys, bicycle and pedestrian ways that do not 
require the use of eminent domain will require a minor amendment to this Plan, as 
described in Section 900 Al of this Plan. City Commission approval will not be 
required for these acquisitions. 

b. Acquisition/or other public improvements, uses, andfacilities will require a minor 
amendment to this Plan, as described in Section 900 Al of this Plan, and also will 
require City Commission approval of the minor amendment, per Section 900 B. 2 of 
this Plan. 

c. Any acquisition of property for Public Improvements and Facilities that requires the 
use of eminent domain will require a minor amendment to this Plan, as described in 
Section 900 Al of this Plan, and also will require City Commission approval of the 
minor amendment, per Section 900 B. 2 of this Plan. 

Such amendments will be accompanied by findings to the Agency describing the property 
to be acquired, the anticipated disposition of such property, and an estimated time 
schedule for such acquisition and disposition. The property to be acquired will be 
incorporated into Table 2 of this Plan. 

2. Property to be acquired/or Redevelopment. 

Property may be acquired by the Renewal Agency and disposed of to a public or private 
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developer in accordance with this Plan. Prior to acquisition, this Plan shall be amended to 
identifj; the specific property or interest to be acquired The type of amendment required to 
acquire property for Redevelopment is: 

a. Acquisition for Redevelopment will require a minor amendment to this Plan as described 
in Section 900 Al of this Plan, and also will require City Commission approval of the 
minor amendment per Section 900 B 2 of this Plan. 

Such amendments will be accompanied by findings to the Agency describing the property to 
be acquired, the anticipated disposition of such property, and an estimated time schedule for 
such acquisition and disposition. The property to be acquired will be incorporated into Table 
2 of this Plan. 

TABLE2 

PROPERTIES TO BE ACQUIRED 
Tax Map Tax Lot 

3-2E-5DB 
3-2E-5D 
3-2E-5D 
3-2E-5D 
3-2E-5D 
3-2E-5D 
3-2E-5C 
3-2E-5D 
3-2E-5D 
3-2E-9B 
3-2E-5C 
3-2E-5DB 
3-2E-5DB 
3-2E-5DB 
3-2E-5C 

3400 
500 
501 
400 

1000 
1100 
300 

1300 
1400 
2000 

293 
3300 
3200 
3201 

800 

(Portion) 
(Portion) 
(Portion) 

(Portion) 
(Portion) 
(Portion) 
(Portion) 
(Portion) 

(Portion) 

Property Acquisition and Disposition Schedule: It is anticipated that the properties to be 
acquired-will be acquired during the period 1991to.J.1)1)&..2011, and that disposition will be 
completed by the year 2016. 

The 1983 tfr:1eae. ReHe\val Pltm arttharizeEl real 13re13eff)· asi:tHisitian fer right af v:~' im13revemsH:ts, and ta 
im13lemeet a '1'ariety 0f13Hblie aHEI private Elevele13meRt aetivit:ies. +He 1989 ,'\mBfl:dmeHt te !Re LlffiaA ReHe·;i;·al PlaH 
iHsh:1EleEl aBBitieeal 13ref1e1ty aeEtHisities 'NitRiR the Ilillte13 aFea eftRe Plaa. AsEtHisitiens ieelHEled iR that 
P:meaament Vlere fer right ef v:~· f)UFflBSes, anEl fer asseffihly an8 EiispesitieR fer flFiYa4:e Elevele13meet }3Ht=pases. 

This A meaEleEi Plan atitRerizes tRe aSEfHisitien efaa aElditieaal 13ra13e~,. fer reElevel013meat f1HFJ30Ses. This 
aeE}YisitieH is a 13ertiee ef a 13arsel ef ltmEI 'Nithin tRe Re El Seils ai:ea, eu.FFeetly e·Nner:l by ClaekaHJ:as Ceu.Hfy. 
)1SEfHisitiBH efth:is 13r013effy v:ill ae aeeemplisfted in 13ftases. The 13r013e~· is ideetified iH Euhibit 5, aHEI is Table~ 
efERis seetiee efth:e Plan. 
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/'::eEJHisitian afreal 13re13ei:ty is EieteRRineEi nesesSBf)' ta 6M-fj' em the a'3jeetives sf Eh.is J .. meaeleS Plan. ,\eeaFSffigly, 
'fuis Plan atitherizes the fellevling 13re13e~· asttuisitians v:ithin tRe :P .. men8e8 Uffiatt Renevlal Area: 

I. Pre11erty te be eequiFeEi far publie use. It is aHtieipated that aeE(HisitieR efreal prepeffy 'vill Be Reeessaf)· ta 
eaf15' eut fH:ihlie Hse el:ijeetives eftRis 13lan. Real 13re19eff)· aet(Hisitiea vlill l:le aesessal)· ta Safl?' eut rea8v1ay 
right ef YI&)' iffl13ravemeRts as BeseribeEi fer 13rejest astivities I .a l .e. 

The real 13rat1erfy ·.vRisR ffl&)' be aeE(HireEl fer 13Hhlie use is shavln ia BnhiBit 4 efthis Plan } .. menBmeRt, anB is 
listeB by T&Ji T\4af3 anEl bet ia Ta13le 2 ef tRis sestian. 

PY013eft)' fer 131:1blie faeilities ether thaH streets may be aSEJ:l:lireB By gift, emiBeH:t Samain, er ~, ether 11FNfttl 
methaB fer the fH:iftlBSe af BeveletJmeHt af f!Hblie imt1revemeats. SiaeR 13re13erty sRall eat be aeEJ:uiTeS HRtil tftis 
PlaH is ameH8e8 J'lHFBllBlll ta SeetiaH 9QQ. afthis PlaH. 

2. Pre11erty te be t"JL:eljuireti Jar RedeYele,meet. AeEJ:Hisitiee ef 13re13e~, fer re8evele13meet is seeessary ta 
ear-ry eat the elajeetives efthis Plan. TRe Ageney ffl&)' aeE):Hire, assemble, anEl 8is13ese ef13re13eft~,. fer 
re8evele19ment by a re8evele13er. SHeR aetiee vlill assist in 13rivate eemmereial anEi inBustrial Elevelepmeat iR 
the ReRe'Nal Area Sy alle·NiHg the eeesali8atiee ef 13re13eFty iate a J3aFeel er f3aFeels ef aEleEJ:Hate size fer 
Ele\·ele13meRt. 

P-re13e~' Ylill Be Sis13eseEl efaseerElieg ta the terms efa Dis13esitien anEI DeveletJment Agreement, s13esifying 
th:e al31igatieH:s eftRe ReHB'Nal :P,geesy BHEI tRe De1/ele13er. 

PY013e~· wRieR ffi&)' Be aeEJHireB fer Re8evele13mem: is shews in B~diibit 3 eftRis Plan AmBHBment, aH8 liste8 
lly Tai• Mar Blls bat iH Tallie 2 afthis seetiaH. A•IBitiaHal rrape~· far Rese¥elapmeHt skall Hat lle as~uire8 
Hetil this PlBH is amBnEle813ursltaAt te SeetieR 9QQ efthis Ploo. 

F. Proper(V Disposition 

1. Property Disposition - The Renewal Agency will dispose of property acquired within 
the Amended Renewal Area for redevelopment for uses and purposes specified 
in this Plan. Properties shall be subject to disposition for the following 
purposes: 

a. Road, street, and utility improvements. 

b. Construction of pedestrian, bikeway, or other public facilities specified in this 
plan. 

c. Redevelopment by private redevelopers for purposes consistent with the uses and 
objectives of this plan. Such disposition will be in accordance with the terms of a 
Disposition and Development Agreement between the Developer and the Renewal 
Agency. 

The Renewal Agency may enter into agreements to acquire land, to hold land for future 
development, to dispose of any land it has acquired at fair reuse value, and to define the fair 
reuse value of any land. 

Dispesitiee Sehedele1 It is antieif)ateEl that fJf0fJert)' aetJ:HiFeEl feF Feel01,r0lefJ1T10Rt \vill Be 
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Elis130seEl afElw-iag the 13eri0El 1991 ta 1998. 

900. FUTURE AMENDMENTS 

It is anticipated that this plan will be reviewed periodically during the execution of the Project. 
The plan may be changed, modified, or amended as future conditions warrant. 

A. MINOR AMENDMENTS 
Minor changes to the Plan shall be made by a duly approved resolution of the Agency that 
describes the details of the minor change. Minor changes shall include: 

1. Identification of property to be acquired for any purpose set forth in Section 700 D.1.a. of 
this Plan. 

2. Changes to the Plan which are not specifically identified as requiring a Substantial 
Amendment, or a City Commission-Approved Amendment 

B. CITY COMMISSION-APP ROVED AMENDMENTS 
City Commission-Approved amendments to the Plan shall require approval by the Agency by 
Resolution and approval by the City Commission by Ordinance. City Commission-Approved 
amendments are: 

1. Adding a project, activity, or program that differs substantially from a project, program, 
or activity in the Plan, and is estimated to cost in excess of the equivalent o/$500,000 in 
first quarter year 2000 dollars over the duration of the Plan. The $500,000 threshold 
shall be adjusted annually at a rate equal to the Construction Cost Index (CCI), also 
referred to as the ENR Index for Construction published quarterly by the Engineering 
News Record. 

2. Identification of land for acquisition which requires City Commission approval per 
Sections 700 D.1. b, 700 D.1.c., or 700 D. 2. a.) of this Plan. 

C. SUBSTANTIAL AMENDMENTS 
Substantial amendments shall require the notice, hearing, and approval procedures required 
by ORS 457.095, and special notice as provided in ORS 457.120. Substantial amendments 
are: 

1. Adding land to the urban renewal area, except for an addition of land that totals not 
more than one percent of the existing area of the urban renewal area. 

2. Increasing the amount of maximum indebtedness that can be issued or incurred under the 
plan 

\V~Rere, iH thejH8gemeftt eftRe ReHe'Nal Ageeey, tRe 13r0130seEi meE:iiHeatieH vlill suBstantially eRan.ge the 13lan, the 
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fflBElif-ieatien fflHst 1ee ~preveEl 1ey tRe Ci-ty CefflfflissieR iR the Saffle fflaneer as Elle erigieal plan. 

},4ifl:er sRanges ta the Plas shall be maEle 1ey a El11l-y appreYeEl resel11tieR ef the Pzgese~r vlHieH Eleseri1ees the Eletails sf 
Elle Hliner shaRge. 

1 ... ~4ieeF eb:enges. 

},4iner e.RaAges shall ffisl11Ele: 

l. Clar:iHeatieH er a6Elitiees te Elef-iRitieRs, er grap.Rie e1c.Ribits iH this Plan. 
2. ClarifieatieR ef EleseriptieHs ef 13rejeet aetivities, ¥/Here ERese mediHeatieRs are eeesistest 1nith the 

eyerall ietest efthe Plas. 
3. },4eElifieatieR is t.Re leeatieH ef19rejeet im13reveffleRts aHtlterizeEl in Ellis plaH, as s11eh medif-ieatiens 

may res11lt frem EletaileEl eagiReeriag, are.Riteemral, er 19lanaisg aaalysis. 
1. ~4eEliHeatieHs res11ltisg frem affleRElmests te the City1s Cemt1re.Ressive Plan, er the eeEles, pelieies, er 

erEliHasees v:hieR are establisheB te iffit1leHleHt the Cem13reheRsive PlaH. 

B. Suilsteetiel Chaeges, 

£111estaHtial ehanges, rettuirisg City CemmissieR at:1f!Feva1 in the saIHe fflaRRer as tfte erigiRal 13las, shall iHeluEle: 

I. Changes ta the eaHnaary afthis Plan. 
2. Aef!HisitieR efpref!er1ry' net HREleFtaken is eeRReetieH vlith 19rejeets er aetivities BeiiseEl is Seetiess 

7QQ /\ threugh C efthis plan. 
3. The aEIBitiee ef13rajeet aetivities ·.vhieh V/011IEi maEiify tRe fHFflBSes aHel ebjeetives eftHis Plan. 

950. LATEST DATE FOR ISSUE OF BONDED INDEBTEDTNESS 
(Section inserted via 2nd Amendment, Sept. 25, 1991) 
This l:H'Bae: reBe'sva-1 fllan ea-lls fer a Eli,·isias af aEl 1 lalsreffl tl%Jtes l-:lllc:ier QRg 457.4 4Q. }Je 13esQeEl 
iHEleBteffi.less sBall Be issaecl ·.¥ith keSf1eet ts tee fllan, er aR;' prej eet unEler:talceH v1ite reSj3eet ts 
the fllan later tlian IQ )'ea£s fellev.'isg the aEleflHes af this ameHElffleHt ef t.k4s l:ff!Ban reHe\\'al fllaH:. 

Note: The requirement for a "latest date" provision was removed from urban renewal law after 
passage of BM5 0. BM50 requires that plans contain a maximum debt provision. 
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SITE PLAN AND DESIGN REVIEW 
CONTEXT FOR ANALYSIS 

Planning Commission 
February 28, 2000 

1. Types of Review Processes 
Adnrinistrative versus Discretionary Methods (Exhibit I) 

2. Scope of Review 
Impact: "Minor" versus "Major" developments; 
Use: Commercial versus Industrial versus Residential 

3. How to Find Design Review Elements in the Oregon City 
Municipal Code: 

Chapter 17.62 

Chapter 17.52 

Over/av Districts 

Chapter 17.40 
Chapter 17.42 
Chapter 17.44 

Chapter 17.46 
Chapter 17.48 
Chapter 17.49 

Site Plan and Design Review 
Provides the primary review framework for 
processing Site Plan and Design Review 
applications. 

Off-Street Parking and Loading 
Provides standards for parking and loading 
areas. 

Provide Area-Specific Standards 

Historic Overlay District (Exhibit 2) 
Flood Management Overlay District 
Unstable Soils and Hillsides Constrain 
Overlay District 
Park Acquisition Overlay District 
Willamette River Greenway Overlay District 
Water Quality Resource Overlay District 

\\FS2\VOL2\WRDFILES\BARBARA\PRESENTupdrpcw.doc 



Most American cities use design review 
to improve che visual quality and com­
patibility of ordinary nonhistoric pro­
jeccs. They often use a discretionary 
design review process. How well does 
discrecionary design review improve 
community appearance by keeping 
building projects compatible with their 
surroundings? This article pn:sents a 
cwo-part study aimed at answering 
chis question. For a neighborhood in 
Columbus, Ohio, our research team 
did a physical inventory of the com­
patibility of 96 projects that under­
went discn:cionary design review and 
68 that did not. The latter projects met 
less restrictive administrative appear­
ance controls present in the zoning or­
dinance. The team also surveyed 39 
residents for their opinions on a subset 
of projects built according to either the 
discretionary review of the design or 
the administrative controls. The results 
indicate that discretionary design re­
view is not demonstrably better than 
administrative review. Communities 
can use methods like the ones dis­
cussed here to evaluate their own de­
sign review programs. They may find 
that the replacement of discretionary 
design review with more explicit 
administrative appearance controls 
achieves the intended compatibility 
more efficiently. 

Nasar is professor of city and regional 
planning at The Ohio State: University. He: 
<ec<ndy publ;shed TM Ewl.,.... l...geo(th< 
U!r(Sage, 1998) and D<s;gnl,-Competn.ionc 
M4king D<s;gn °"""'""°"won: (Cambridge 
University Press, 1999). Grannis is a doc­
toral candidate: in city and regional plan­
ning and a research specialist at the: Ohio 
Supercomputer Center, The: Ohio State: 
Unfvtrsity. 

}<Hlmal of the Ameriurn Plamtint Associotion, 
Vot 65, No. -4, Autumn 1999. 0 Atnc:rican 
Planning Assodation, Chtcago, IL 
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Design Review 
Reviewed 
Administrative versus 
Discretionary Methods 

Jack L. Nasar and Peg Grannis 

U rban form results from many activities by many aero rs, including gov­
erning bodies, developers, banks, and independent groups (Bacow, 
1995). To shape the design decisions of these agencies and individu­

als, urban designers use a variety of administrative, regulatory, and finan­
cial techniques (Shirvani, 1985). This article centers on one such technique: 
design review. Design review differs from most zoning, subdivision, and 
building regulations in its emphasis on appearance. Local governments say 
they use design review ro serve such purposes as improving quality oflife, 
enhancing a unique place, promoting vitality, creating comfortable places 
for pedestrians, protecting property values, promoting compatible develop­
ment, or improving community appearance (Scheer, 1994). Critics complain 
that design review is cosmetic, limits designer creativity, and unnecessarily 
intrudes on private property (Lightner, 1992). Yet most courts support 
design review and hold aesthetics alone as an adequate public purpose in 
land use regulation (Mandelker, 1993; Smardon & Karp, 1993). In early de­
cisions, couro; found aesthetics to be an adequate government purpose ifit 
advanced other legitimate purposes, such as the protection of property value. 
In Bennan v. Parkc-(1954), however, the U.S. Supreme Court went further to 

state that the values of public welfare include "spiritual as well as physical, 
aesthetic as well as monetary. It is within the power of the legislature to de­
termine that the community should be beautiful as well as healthy" (p. 33). 
Most state coum followed suit. Design review might also raise problems 
with freespecch(Costonis, 1989; Lightner, 1992;Scheer, 1994). For example, 
if the review goes beyond regulating "the time, place and manner of archi­
tectural expression ... [to] totally exclude an architectural style ... courts 
could hold [this an] invalid prohibition on the content offree speech" (Man­
delker, 1993, p. 479). However, the courts have consistently supported reg­
ulation of design over free speech, although in such cases the local govern­
ment may have the burden of showing that design review serves a legitimate 
public interest, such as aesthetics (Mandelker, 1993). 

EXHIBIT 1 



Design review remains a major cool thac local gov­
ernments use co improve communiry appearance. A 
srudy of 1114 U.S. cities found rhar more rhan 90% had 
architectural appearance controls (lncernacional City 
Management Association, 1984). A lacer sucvey of700 
ciry and counry planning deparrmencs obtained usable 
responses from 369 ciries and rowns (Lightner, 1993). 
Mose of chem (78%, 83% when counties were dropped, 
and 93% of cities having more than l 00,000 residents) 
had some form of design review, and only 3% "limited 
design review co historic districts" (p. l ). Most of these 
ordinances apply to single-family residences (Mandelker, 
1993). 

ln areas with design review, private and public pro­
posals for development muse be approved by rhe design 
review board in order co proceed. Typically, one submits 
a design ro local planning staff, who may approve ir, dis­
approve ir, or ask for modifications. A planning (or re­
view) commission or a sraff member makes the decision. 
The review may evaluate many factors, such as architec­
tural excellence, visual bulk, sryle, scale, materials, or 
environmental or hiscorical factors, but it most often 
evaluates the compatibility of proJ·ects with their sur­
roundings (Lightner, 1993; Preiser & Rohane, 1988). 
Court support for zoning rests on the compatibility 
principle: Courts allow communities to protect areas 
from incompatible uses. Thus controlling appearance 
for compacibiliryeases substantive due process problems 
(Mandelker, 1993). Psychological studies also suggest 
that humans need visual compacibiliry and order, espe­
cially in residential areas (Nasar, 1998). Comparibiliry 
does not necessarily require one to mimic the surround­
ings. Rather ic refers ro the degree ro which a proposal 
has features that make it appear to fir with its surround­
ings. Project approval often rests on rhe appraisal of rhe 
compatibiliry of the proposed project. 1 

Communities vary in the amount of discretion left 
to the reviewers in deciding whether or not to approve a 
proposal. Discretionary design review refers to ordinances 
in which the decision rests on the reviewers' personal dis­
cretion. Administrative design review refers to ordinances 
that limit personal discretion by requiring projects to 
satisfy clear, precise, and measurable standards (Shir­
vani, 1985). As most U.S.cicies lack the standards for ad­
ministrative review (Lighmer, 1993), they rypically rely 
on a discretionary approach. This approach leaves chem 
vulnerable co charges of abuse for being arbitrary, capri­
cious, or vague(Hinshaw, 1995; Lai, 1994; Poole, 1987). 
To avoid such problems, communities have a com­
pelling need to know how specific modifications of the 
physical environment will affect community appearance, 
and they need to develop clear guidelines or controls to 
support cheirobjeccives. They need co know how well de-

DESIGN REVIEW REVIEWED 

sign review boards perform, especially with discretionary 
reviews. Does discretionary design review improve the 
publicly perceived compacibiliry and appearance of de­
velopments? Previous research suggests that it does not. 

A series of studies in California found that more 
often than nor, discretionary design review by a board 
did not result in buildings t\:iat the public found more 
appealing (see Scamps, l 997a). Consider one case study 
char examined the performance of discretionary design 
review in the Oakland Hills Restoration Area, California 
(Scamps& Nasar, 1997). After a 199 l fire destroyed more 
than 2500 houses in Oakland Hills, che Oakland Hills 
Rescoracion Area rebuilt rapidly. People built many 
houses without design review. Lacer, che local planning 
department set up a discretionary design review process, 
in which planning staff served as reviewers. The criteria 
the reviewers had for evaluating the projects were vague. 
For example, one criterion referred to not having an ad­
verse effect on the "livability of adjacent homes" or ''the 
harmony of neighborhood appearance." Ac the cime of 
rhe study, the Oakland Hills Rescoracion Area had com­
pleted 257 projects prior ro discretionary design review 
and 476 under discretionary design review. Because all 
of the rebuilt houses had many characteristics in com­
mon, such as ropography, planning process, demogra­
phy, geographical location, trees, uciliry poles, street fur­
niture, and car parking, che Oakland Hills Resroracion 
Area provided a good opporcuniry co evaluate che per­
formance of design review by comparing popular re­
sponses to houses built under discretionary design re­
view co ones built with no design review. 

Forry-two local and 40 nonlocal obsecvers viewed 
photographs of seven projects selected at random from 
the design review projects and seven selected ar random 
from projects with no design review. The results indi­
cated rhar design review did not make a noticeable differ­
ence. Though the observers judged the discretionary 
design review houses as slighrly more pleasant than rhe 
houses built without design review or appearance codes, 
rhe difference did nor achieve statistical significance. Be­
yond sraristical significance, che study examined rhe 
magnitude of effecr. Cohen ( 1988) discusses rhree effect 
sizes-small, medium, and large. The analysis indicated a 
small effect (0.14). This means chac che Oakland Hills 
Restoration Area discretionary design review had a 
nearly undetectable effect on public preferences. 

In cases when design review deals with issues beyond 
appearance, such as functional effects of a structure 
through its sice plan or building bulk, public opinion 
may not be the sole criterion. In the more typical case in 
which design reviev focuses on appearance, measures of 
che responses of individuals exposed co the project rep­
resent appropriate measures of success. 
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Design Review in a Columbus, Ohio, 
Neighborhood 

No single study in one cicy can fully evaluate che per­
formance of design review in the hundreds of commu­
nities char use it. The projects, designers, reviewers, cri­
teria, and degree of review board discretion may affect 
the result. We offer the present research co suggest chat 
individual communities should evaluate che perform­
ance of design review, and as an example of how they 
might go about such an evaluation. 

The research reported here adds co the information 
provided 1n che Oakland study in several ways. First, it 
tests the performance of discretionary design review in a 
different city: Columbus, Ohio. Second, it does so in the 
context of additions and renovarlons, rather than new 
buildings. Third, ro improve internal validity, it matches 
and compares discretionary review projects with neigh­
boring administrative review projects. Fourth, while the 
Oakland study compared discretionary design review 
with no design review, the present research compares dis­
cretionary review with administrative review of man­
datory appearance controls (such as roof pitch) in the 
zoning ordinance. Fifth, it looks at several dimensions 
of response and uses a multiple method approach. One 
method examines the physical compatibility of the 
houses resulting from the discretionary review and those 
resulting from the administrative review; the second ex­
.LIDines residents' ratings of preference and compacibiliry 
of the discretionary review and administrative review 
projects. 2 

The study centered on che University District, one 
of fourteen designated Area Commission Neighbor­
hoods in Columbus, Ohio. Such neighborhoods elect 
their own commissioners to oversee development issues 
in the neighborhood and forward recommendations to 
City Council. The University District contains approxi­
mately 45,000 households in an area of2 square miles. ln 
September, 1990, the City of Columbus extended the 
jurisdiction of an appearance/compatibility review 
board from a core area of the University District to the 
full district on an interim basis for a 27-month trial 
period. To proceed, proposed projects had to meet zon­
ing requirements for appearance and gain approval from 
this review board. The review board had no explicit cri­
teria. Many projecrs in the outer district were completed 
both before and after the city established the interim 
design review board co do discretionary review. Prior ro 
this design review process, the neighborhood had only 
an administrative review process in which residential 
projects had co satisfy some appearance controls in the 
zoning ordinance. 

The research grew from a request from the City. In 
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December, 1992, city planners asked the first author for 
help in determining whether the City should continue 
the discretionary design review for the outer area. The 
City attorney indicated chat for the City co continue, he 
had to be convinced that the level of regulation would 
be legally defensible.' ln the research, we compared pro­
jects completed under administrative review only with 
those completed under discretionary review. Recall that 
we use the term administrative re-View to refer co a process 
removing discretion from the reviewers rather than to 
identify who does the review. City staff in the zoning 
department conducted the administrative reviews. One 
city planning staff member and a panel of residents ap­
pointed by the City made the discretionary review deci­
sions. Consistent with national data showing that a ma­
jority of design review commissioners come from fields 
other than design, such as business, real estate, edu­
cation, law, engineering, or home building (Sanders & 
Getzels, 1987), the panel had people from various back­
grounds as well as design professionals. 

Methodology 
We evaluated 164 projects-96 completed under dis­

cretionary review (DR) and 68 completed earlier under 
administrative review (AR). The 96 DR projects included 
all applications heard by the interim review board during 
the 27-momh trial period that were approved and even­
tually constructed. At the time of the study, the board 
had reviewed applications for 113 projects, 17 of which, 
though approved, had not yet completed construction. 
We also selected 68 AR projects from a list of building 
permits issued during the year prior to the establishment 
of the incerim design review board. We chose AR projecrs 
that matched as closely as possible the neighborhood lo­
cations and type of work performed on the DR projects. 
For example, if a DR project involved new siding, we 
chose an AR project from the same block that involved 
new siding. 

First, we conducted a physical inventory of the com­
patibility of the specific building fearures (e.g., roof 
pitch, siding material, lot coverage, deck size) that were 
considered in the discretionary review and administra­
tive review work, and gave each relevant feature a com­
patibility rating. Next, we had the public rate the 
compatibility of and their preferences for the appeal of 
selected discretionary review and administrative review 
projects. We used two approaches to mitigate biases in­
herent in each one. The physical invenrory evaluations 
allowed us to obtain ratings for a large number of dis­
cretionary and administrative review projects; but ir did 
not assess popular reactions. The public ratings ob­
tained popular reactions, but the research design limited 



these racings to a small number of projects. Together, 
the approaches allowed us co gee compatibility judg­
ments for every discretionary review and administrative 
review project completed berween September l 989 and 
December 1992, plus public appraisals of a selecced sub­
set of projects from chat same time period. 

Physical Inventory Evaluations of 
Compatibility 

We conscrucced a checklist covering a comprehen­
sive sec of the physical features in all the projects under 
study. The checklist included che address, type of modi­
fication, broad categories of work, and features within 
chose categories chat could affect compatibility (see 
Figure 1). 

Our judges scored whether or not each project fea­
ture was compatible with the rest ofche building and che 
surrounding neighborhood. For reliability, we would 
have preferred to have a large numberofjudges complete 
the physical inventory on all 164 projects, but chis 
proved impraccical. Instead we enlisted seven graduate 
students in city and regional planning. To improve con­
sistency, we had these judges run through pretests in 
which each person raced the same building followed by 
comparison and discussion of the ratings. The process 
was repeated until all judges had given consistent re­
sponses for three buildings. Then the seven students 
divided into reams of two or three members to inventory 
their subset of the properties. 

The judges made their evaluations independendy. 
They visited each project location and evaluated only 
the work completed under design review. While the yes/ 
no choice may have overlooked degrees of compatibil­
ity, this simplification was necessary in order to inven­
tory so many projects in a such a short period. We 
assigned each project one score berween 0 and l 00, rep· 
resenting the percemage of the relevant features judged 
as compatible. 

Results. The physical inventory evaluations did not 
show the DR projects as more compatible than the AR 
projects; we found no significant differences in scores. 
The tally revealed a mean compatibility score of87.7% 
(SD· 15.00) for DR work and 84.4% (SD· 23.24) for AR 
work. Though the results seem ro favor the DR process, 
the difference did nor achieve statistical significance. 
Further, the magnitude of che effect was small. This 
means that the dlfference may have resulted from 
chance, and that discretionary review had a relatively 
undetectable effect on the raced compatibility.' 

The physical inventory evaluations suggested chat 
the addition of DR dtd not produce a meamngful im­
provement in compatibility over what resulted from AR. 

DESIGN REVIEW REVIEWED 

[t is possible, however, that because the physical inven­
cocy was conducted by a small sample of judges, though 
it was comprehensive, it did not reflect the perceptions of 
che public who experience the buildings on a regular 
basis. Also, rhe sum of the ratings of various elements of 
each building may not accurately reflect public percep­
tions. We therefore conduaed a second component of 
the study to gather and examine public evaluations of 
DR and AR designs. 

Public Evaluations of Compatibility and 
Preference 

For the public evaluations, we sought pairs of pro­
jects similar co one another 1n location, kind of build­
ing, and type of work, but differing in whether they were 
AR or DR projects. We photographed all AR projects 
completed during che 12-momh period prior co the start 
of the discretionary review process and all DR projects 
completed during che 27-monch period of che interim 
discretionary review. Each photograph presented a color 
view of the target building from directly across the street. 
To show the building in its setting, the photograph in­
cluded portions of the building on either side of the tar­
get building. We used color photographs because re· 
search conslscently confirms that responses co color 
photos accurately reflect on-site response (Stamps, 
l 990). As the interviewees (see below) lived in che same 
neighborhood, we assumed they would judge the target 
buildings against their broader sense of their neighbor­
hood's character. 

For purposes of experimental control, we used a sub­
set of the DR and AR projects for the public evaluation. 
We selected pairs of DR and AR buildings that had sim­
ilar kinds of structures, locations, types of work, and 
ocher site features. For example, we compared DR and 
AR buildings of similar size; DR porch projects with AR 
porch projects, DR siding projects with AR siding pro­
jects, etc.; and DR and AR buildings chat had similar 
amounts of vegetation. ln each case, we tried to control 
features other than the type of design review chat might 
affect ratings. This process led to six pairs of projects; 
see Figure 2 for a black and whire version of one color 
photo pair. 

For each marched pair, we obrained paired compar­
ison evaluations by surveying area residents. lnterviewers 
worked in reams of two or rhree in each subarca of the 
study area, where they selected residences at random to 
recruit participants for the survey. They randomly 
choose streets, cross streets, number of houses from the 
corner, and the side of streec. They returned co these· 
lected addresses in early morning and late afternoon. If 
they failed co gee an interview, chey selected ac random 
one of the five houses surrounding the target house. 
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FIGURE 1. Physical inventory checklist for building features. 
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FIGURE 2. One of the six pairs of University District buildings used in the public opinion survey. These houses 
were evalu.<1ted for new siding; a dot in each photo marked which house had undergone the work. The top one 
passed discretionary review, while the bottom one passed administrative review. 
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A questionnaire given co participants seated chac 
chey would sec phocos of pairs of buildings. le asked 
chem co respond co a marked building in each phoco. 
The incerviewers shuffied che phocograph pairs before 
each interview co reduce potential order effects on re­
sponses. They also randomly varied che order of che 
placemen< of che DR and AR projeccs on the right or left. 
The phocographs did not have labels, and we did noc 
inform participancs which project had gone chrough dis­
cretionary review and which had gone through adminis­
trative review. As each phocograph showed several build­
ings, we placed a doc above che building that we wanced 
participancs co judge. 

For each pair, che interviewers called attention co the 
kind of work done (e.g., siding, from porch, roof). To re­
duce biases from considering other portions of the 
buildings, participants were instructed to consider only 
the remodeling work. Participants then answered two or 
three of the following quescions: 

1) When you look at the [name of work done] on 
each pair of buildings, which one better fits with 
ics neighboring buildings? 

2) When you look at the [name of work done] on 
each pair of buildings, which one do you like 
better? 

3) When you look ac che [name of work done] on 
each pair of buildings, which one do you chink 
would command a higher rent?' 

The incerviewers told parcicipancs chat if chey felt the same 
about the two buildings, they could answer nneither." 

Design review often seeks to create more compati­
ble and more pleasant resulcs. We used che first two ques­
tions co look at chose aspeccs of design review. Of the 
various ways co obtain responses, we chose a rank order 
procedure which involved ordering projects relative to 
each other. We considered ocher kinds of scales and 
checklists, but studies have found thac these differenc 
kinds of measurement scales produce similar reSults 
(Gould & White, 1974; Scamps, 1997a). Rank order ap­
proach offers addicional benefits. le tends to produce a 
higher level of agreemenc among respondencs, and ic has 
greater efficiency in chat ic allows one to obtain re­
sponses to many scenes rapidly (Brush, 1976; Zube et al., 
1974). 

Thirry-nine residents took pare in the survey. We 
had 19 participants answer all three questions, and to re­
duce biases for judgmcncs of like or fit on one anocher, 
we had 20 participants answer the like and rent questions 
only and 20 parcicipancs answer the fit and rent questions 
only. We varied the order of che questions to reduce sys­
tematic bias from question order. The interviewers also 
requested demographic information: whether the re-
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spondent had owned or rented, whether they owned any 
other properties in che area, how long they had lived at 
cheir present address, and whether or not chey thoughc 
the area needs some form of regulation to ensure chat 
new buildings, additions, and changes fit cheir sur­
roundings. 6 

ResultS- Of che 39 parncip'!ntS, most (72%) said they 
were renters. Their tenure in the area varied. Mose (67%) 
said rhey had lived there for more chan a year (1-3 years, 
41 %; more than J years, 26%). They should have had 
enough familiarity with the area co make judgments 
abour che target house's compacibiliry wich the neigh­
borhood. This sample had enough participants to allow 
statistical comparisons. 

Tests of results by c:iuestion order did not reveal sig­
nificant differences. Therefore, we combined the data 
and examined che 25 responses to fit and the 33 re­
sponses to like. Table 1 shows the percentages of parcici­
pancs who evaluated DR or AR work as a becter fit to che 
surroundings, or better liked. le also shows the associ­
ated rest statistics when differences were significant. For 
each measure, DR work received scores lower than or 
equal to those for AR work. 

Frr. As shown in Table 1, more participancs judged 
DR projects the beccer fie in chree project pairs (A, C, and 
D) and AR in two project pairs (B and E), but only one 
difference achieved statistical significance. For project 
pair E, significancly more people selected AR as the bec­
ter fie. Adjuscing for mulciple comparisons, this effecc 
becomes statistically insignificant. The analysis also 
looked at che effect size, calculaced by transforming the 
J(l into a standardized difference between the means, d 
Qudd ec al., 1991). Project pair E achieved a large effect (d 
• 1.21) scrongly favoring che AR projecc over the DR one. 

For discrecionary review to be juscifiable, it should 
produce work that more chan equals the fit of work done 
under administracive review: le should yield beccer re­
sulcs. To tesc whether ic did in our study, we compared 
the number of people judging DR work as a becter fit to 
chose choosing AR work or neicher. The resulcs of chese 
comparisons suggested that discretionary review is nor 
demonstrably better than administrative review. For all 
six project pairs, 62.0% of participancs raced the fit of the 
AR projeccs as equal to or beccer than thac ofche DR pro­
jects. Considering multiple claims, chis became statisti­
cally insignificanc, but it had a large effecc (d • 1.72). The 
results for each pair paralleled chose for che full set: A 
majoriry of che partici panes raced che fit of che AR pro­
ject as equal to or better chan tha.c of the DR project. The 
differences achieved scaciscical significance for two pairs, 
Band E, but with mulciple claims, only the comparison 
in pair E remained significant. The effect sizes varied 
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TABLE 1. Resident ratings of fit to surroundings and preference for DR versus AR projects. 

Better Fit 
Project Pair DR AR 

A (n-25) 44.0% 28.0% 
B (n-25) 28.0 44.0 
C (n•25) 48.0 40.0 
D (n-25) 48.0 20.0 
E (n-25)• 20.0 68.0 
F (n-25) 40.0 40.0 
Mean• 38.0 40.0 
T ocal (- or better) n - 150 38.0 62.0 

•significant differences, Bonferonni adjusted for multiple 
comparisons 

E: AR+neither better than OR: X'1 .. 9.0, 1 d(. p < .02 

Neither 

28.0% 
28.0 
12.0 
32.0 
12.0 
20.0 
22.0 

from medium (B: d * .86) co large (E: d - 1.80) against 
DR. Residents thus judged the fit of these AR projects as 
noticeably better than the fit of the DR projects. 

LrxE. Table l also shows that the AR project was bet­
ter liked in three pairs (A, C, and E), while the DR project 
was better liked in one pair (B). The differences achieved 
statistical significance for two pairs, A and B. With mul­
tiple claims, only the comparison in pair A remained sta­
tistically significant. Boch A and B had large effect sizes, 
with A favoring AR (d - 11.57) and B favoring DR (d -
1.15). The comparison of those judging DR as better 
liked versus those judging AR as equal to or better than 
DR does not offer support for discretionary review. For 
all six pairs, 62. l % of the participants rated the AR pro­
jects as equally or betterliked than the DR projects. This 
remained scacistically significant under multiple claims. 
It also had a large effect (d - 1.72). The findings held for 
the comparisons of each pair. In five of the six pairs, 
fewer participants liked the DR projects better than liked 
the AR project equally or better. The differences achieved 
statistical significance for two comparisons (A and E), 
but with multiple claims, only the comparison in pair A 
remained statistically significant. The comparisons for 
A and E had a large and medium effect size, respectively 
(A: d • 4.00; E: d - .69). 

In sum, the results show that residents raced DR 
projects as having a poorer fit for pair E and for the full 
set, with large effect sizes for each. For preferences, the 
results show DR projects rated as less liked for pair A and 
the full set, with large effecr sizes for each. 

Better Liked 
Project Pair DR AR 

A (n-33)• 0.0% 90.9% 
B (n•33) 63.6 18.2 
C (n-33) 39'.4 48.5 
D(n-33) 42.5 42.4 
E (n-33) 30.3 57.6 
F(n-33) 39.4 39.4 
Mean• 35.9 49.5 
Total (-or better) n - 198 37.9 62.1 

•significant differences, Bonferonni adjusted for multiple 
comparisons 

A: AR better than DR: >(l - 30.0, 1 Jf, pc .02 

Neither 

9.1% 
18.2 
12.1 
12.1 
12.1 
21.2 
14.1 

A:. AR+neither better than DR: X1- 33.0, 1 Jf, p < .02 
TOTAL: AR+neither better than OR: )(Z - 11.64, l Jf, p < .02 

Discussion 

The public opinion data on the six project pairs sug­
gest that projects done under discretionary design review 
produced results that were viewed as neither more com~ 
patible nor more preferable than projects undergoing 
administrative review. These findings agree with the 
broader findings from the physical inventory, which in­
dicated only minor differences in physical compatibility 
between the DRand AR projects. Boch secs of findings re­
sult from a relatively small sample of respondents evalu­
ating a small set of changes, additions, or remodeling of 
existing houses. Though limited, they agree with find­
ings from larger samples of respondents evaluating the 
overall impact of completed projects (Stamps, 1997a; 
Scamps & Nasar, 1997). 

As the present research only evaluated completed pro­
jects, it does not indicate whether discretionary review 
had improved any projects as initially proposed. The re­
sults do indicate chat discretionary review failed to yield 
projects more compatible than or preferred to tb ose ap­
proved through only administrative review. Becac;se dis­
cretionary review involves extra cost, resources, and time 
for both the Gey and individuals proposing changes, the 
findings did not support it as a cost effective procedure. 
Columbus discontinued the discretionary design review 
process for the tested area.. 

Can we rely on public opinion over the informed 
judgment of design reviewers? Yes. Federal and state law 
support design review to improve che built environment 
for the public (Costonis, 1989). but the judgments of de­
sign professionals and other outsiders on such boards 
often differ from the judgments of residents (Nasar, 
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1999). Though some people believe che public will even­
cually follow the views of the experts, research suggests 
otherwise. Public preferences are remarkably stable over 
rime. For example, a series of studies of an award-win­
ning building found that negacive public evaluacions of 
the building remained unchanged I 0 years after com­
plecion of the projecc (Nasar, 1999). When a developer 
proposed the Transamerica Tower in San Francisco, 
local planners objected. Public opinion obcained 2 years, 
18 years, and 23 years after construction revealed chat 
che public iniually liked che building and continued co 
do so (Scamps, 1997b). A scudy of20 buildings in San 
Francisco revealed similar stability in public evaluations 
(Stamps, l 997b). In sum, research indicaces thac com­
pared to judgments by design professionals, public opin­
ion polls offer a be[[er indicator of likely long-cerm pub­
lic preferences. 

Conclusion 
Through a two-pare study, we sought to determine 

whether discretionary design reviev.' adequately served 
the purpose of enhancing aesthetics in building designs, 
ofren mandated by local governments. The approaches 
also demonstrate methods for evaluating the effective­
ness of both types of review. Placing discretionary review 
and administrative review projects in matched pairs for 
the survey ponion of the present study provided greater 
internal validity chan the previous Oakland study 
(Stamps & Nasar, 1997) by controlling for extraneous 
variables. However, its :reliance on a small san1ple of pro­
jects and survey participants may have reduced the gen­
eralizability of the findings. In response co this limica­
cion, the Columbus study supplemented che small 
sample by examining compatibility judgments for all of 
ics 164 projects. 

The Oakland and Columbus findings differ in de­
[ail, hue both show potencial problems wich discre­
tionary design review. For the Columbus additions and 
renovations, the administrative review projects out­
scored those subject to discretionary review in popular 
judgments of compatibility and preference. The physi­
cal inventory evaluations showed the discretionary re­
view work as slightly more compacible, but chis differ­
ence did nor achieve statistical significance, and the 
screngch of the effecc was small. For Oakland, che dis­
crerionary design review houses emerged as preferred to 
the houses chat had no design review, buc the srrcngrh of 
che effecc was again relacively small. The findings repli­
cace ocher work highlighung problems with discre­
cionaty design review (Stamps. l 997a). Though limtted, 
our research agrees with a larger scr of data. A meta­
analysis of several design revicu' srudics in California in-
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dicaced an insignificant correlation (n = 42, r"' .09) be­
tween discretionary design review and public preferences 
(Stamps, i 997a). 

The meta-analysis and the present study did noc ex­
amine the effects of the makeup of the review board on 
the results. Rfiearch has consistently found that for eval­
uations of appearance, design professionals and out­
siders differ from local residents and the public (Brower, 
1988; Nasar, 1994). Though chese findings may point to 
some benefits of design review panels of nonprofession· 
als and residents for issues of community appearance, 
those who choose to serve on review commissions may 
iudge design differendy chan their neighbors. Ambigu­
ous criteria may also skew their judgments. 

Our results point to the need for continued evalua­
tions of design review in various contexts, and the pre­
sent research offers methods chat planners can use for 
such evaluations. The presem findings suggest 'hat com­
munities could opt for administrative design concrols 
over discretionary design review. Adminiscracive controls 
involve less cosc and time, and, if the present resulcs are 
accurace, they produce designs thac are judged equal co 
or better chan chose obtained ch rough discretionary re­
view. However, che lower scores for discretionary review 
projects may have resulted from che absence of explicic 
criteria or criteria based on scientific evidence co guide 
rhe reviewers' judgmencs. Communities may reduce 
problems by improving the discretionary review proce­
dures through replacing ambiguous or unstated criteria 
with clear, specific, and explicit criteria. Courts have up­
held challenges on che grounds of vagueness (Blaeser, 
1994; Lai, 1994). For example, in Anderson v. City of Issa­
quah (1993), an appeals court in Washington decided 
against unconstitutionally vague provisions such as 
"compatible," stating char "aesthetic standards ... muse 
be drafted to give clear guidance to all panies concerned. 
Applicants must have an understandable statement of 
whac is expected"(p. 82). The Supreme Coun has also 
placed a greater burden on local governments to demon­
strace the benefit of their regularory actions and has 
called for heightened judicial scrutiny for land use regu­
lacions (Dol4n v. City of Tigard, 1994; Nol/an v. California 
Coastal Commission, 1987). Implicit or arbitrary appear­
ance guidelines and controls may noc provide an ade­
quate legal basis for design review decisions. 
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NOTES 

I. To prevent monotony, some ordinances require moder­
ace buc not excessive variation from the cypical appearance 
in the surrounding neighborhood (Mandelker, 1993). 

2. We also examined che minutes of review board meetings 
co understand che basis for decisions and co make recom­
mendations for guidelines chat could help applicants. 
T~is article does not include the analysis of the meeting 
minutes. 

3. Recent U.S. Supreme Court decisions suggesc char al­
chough aesthetics represents an adequate basis for con­
trol, in some cases, local governments may have a greater 
burden co show an adequate public purpose (Lai, 1994; 
Mandelker, 1993). 

4. For chis test, we transformed che F value into the stan­
dardized difference between che means (d - .03). Accord­
ing co Cohen (1988), chis represents a small effecc. 

5. The quescion about renc related co a specific inceresc ofCicy 
officials. As the renc variable does nor link to che cheoreci­
cal framework, we do noc present results for it ocher than co 
noce chat they echo the findings for che ocher variables. 

6. The quescion about supporc for regulations relaced to a 
specific interest of Cicy officials. As the support variable 
does not link co the theoretical framework, we do noc pre­
sent results for ic ocher than co noce thac mosc respon­
dencs (63%) favored regulacion co ensure char design 
changes fie cheir surroundings. 
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EXCERPT FROM CITY OF ASHLAND SITE, DESIGN AND USE STANDAR 

42 

C. H1smioc Dls-l'Rlcr DeslGN 5-"wlDARDS 

In .a.Ulition 1:o the stan<iard5 found in Section U. the fo~ 5tandard5 wiD be U5ed by 
thtt Planning and HlsCoric: Commi!isicte fer new ~ .and l"mOWlt.lon of e:xisting 
9tl"uctur""'5 within the Hiscolic Distria: 

IV-C-1) Comn:roa /1tildng6 CD a height of 
e>O.cing ~ from Che hi!ltorlc 
f"'riod on JllJd acn:J!H Che •= 

IV-C-2) /eelate Che '*"and piopoi """"' of 
new 9t:rul:t<n9 CD Che Kale of 
aipcene ~ 

HEIGHT 

/\void co"'1CnJCCitm - g~ ~ in 
height (tco high or tco low} from older 
/llJilding• in Che vicinity. 

[]] [[]] 

/\llOiJ 1Nil'6~ - in heig~ Mdth. or 
maffing. vicUn:e Che emting §Cale of """ .. ,_ 

EXHIBIT2 



t.IASSING 

IV-C-:3) l5ruk up ~ """5ke 
form~ into !1m.aller, varied ma55C5 

Mtich an: common or: tn0'5t 

briki~ ,,.,,,, the lietDrie period. 

D 

11..,;.; !Hngle. l110"'16thic "'""" that are noc 
n::lieveu/ by v,ari.ation!J in ma55ing. 

SET6ACI(. 

/V-C-f.} Mai- the lffeorit: facada g,.,,. of 
~by l«aeing fn;n& uh 

"'-~in rile,,.,.. plane• 
the facald of ad.Ja=re l1uiJ4ng5. 

/\void violating the ,m,,u.g *'1:Paet p.lltt:dm by 
placing new /Ni/Jing• in front or IH:lrinJ the 
li•eoric facaJe One. 
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ROOF SHAf'ES 

JV-C-5) Rel.ate th:: neN roof form5 of the 
t>ui/ang to thoM foun.J in the an:a. 

I I I 11 

Avoid introdudna roof 5hapc::5, pitcJie5, or 
materi.af!J noc tr;k;6tlcn.ally .-d in the area. 

RHYTHM OF OPENINGS 

IV-C-6) ~ the rt !Ur& I of Miii -
Mth door and.....,._ in the 

faeatJe. Aklo , ·w the '"4nlr-to­
~ratio .,, ..,. in the hlcMe. 

/\llOid intn:Jduang ~ fa;a:/e ,,.,,__ 

- ~the rlrythm of optming!J ~Md 
Py the durroun4ng ~ 



Pl.ATFORMS 

/V-C-7) The~ of a rai!>ed platform i~ a 
~ ~ charac&eri!Jtlc of 

- of""' older~ in ,Uhland. 

Avoid brin9in9 the waf/5 of bufldin!J" t5trai91rt 
out of the ground ,.jtJiout a 5enX of platfom1. 

DIRECTlONAL EXPRESSION 

tv-C-8) K.elaU the m ·:a1, Jaai:;;Jta/ or 
_,.,rr:ctionlll ,__ dranaer of 

- N/4ng9 "" ""'pn:tiominant 
"' Nena/ c:Df"14!J5k1n of~ 
~ 

qy)f 
;.,..,;J horizcne.al or~ facaJe ~ 
lltlieff elwy - t:errrpJlltJble Jtith the charaaer 
of~ in the imnr•..fate ant.a 
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SENSE Qf alT!ey 

IV-C-9) Ntlt:ulate the main~ to the 

IUl4ng -~ pon:hn~ 
and - pmno<llCe4 an:itteaunl -

IMITATIONS 

IV-C-10) IJt:illze aca.- ~torat:ion of. or 
~ we:; Xe aJJitiontJ '°· 
~~F,,,.,_ 

"""'"'1ICtio ~ an:H­
teac.18 tlUS WI/JI/ ; cp> e:Jc:'JU our°'"" 
time. Y" aa'w::au the 1UltlJIY Md 
t:luit2a4r of the lfftoric btria _,,..U!led. 

,l\""1it/ ~,,,.imitating thtt ~. 
mtTti/9,,,,. "'1tailtJ of older~ Such 

~ - t>llf!l/y ~ .. -, -ni-."""" if Jte{/ 

""'"' ....u. prs!lent JI confu§ing picture of the 
troll --of the /Htorit!al ..,,,_ 



SENSE OF ENTRY 

IV-C·9) .Artk:u1at:e r:he t1Ulin entnlnt:49 i:t> r:he 
bttlling ltith covered port:hd~. 
anJ gt/Jer pronDl1l'ICIYi ~ ,.,,,_, 

IMrTATIONS 

IV-C·IO) IJtilize ;ICClJJ7IU ,_r:oraeicn of. or 
~ t:artpatible Mlt.ttion6 i:o. 

~~"""'"""' 
~. eradtional are:hi-
t:eaultl that otel/ I "f1' "1U '1Ur Ollf7 

-. ,.e enhlln&e9 r:he natun .and 
t:lurat:Ur of r:he hi6tarit: dinrid 
~bdUHd. 

""°"" repllt:#ing or imicat:ing the ~. 
mot/h, or daailtJ of alder perioM. Sueh 
-.rpttJ ,,,.,. f'llln1ly "'"' Hful and, """" ;f -a 
bw rte/I. prs-.t a confutJing p;= of the 

tn.w "'-of the hitJUJrieal -


