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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 Corrider 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 STAFF PRESENT
Chairperson Hewitt Barbara Shields, Senior Planner
Commissioner Carter Marnie Allen, City Attorney
Commissioner Olson Paul Espe, Associate Planner
Commuissioner Surratt Tom Bouillion, Associate Planner
Bob Cullison, Engineering Manager
COMMISSIONERS ABSENT Ken Martin, Contract Staff
Commissioner Vergun

1. CALL TO ORDER

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 “Chairperson 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™ as corrected.
Commissioner Surratt seconded.

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

4, 7.C 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Minor edits; Deletions of inaccurate code references and outdated language; and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
Commuission 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 of land 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-10, 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 1s 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-10” 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 of R-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 if the 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 aliowing 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 / 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 staff’s 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 of 7,000 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 scconded.

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

Chairperson Hewitt stated for public benefit that there 1s 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 / 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 1s “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 staff’s 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 if the 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 agrcement that they wili 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 annexation 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 1s 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 annexation. From a planning
perspective, it is probably a good idea to have the modifications for better future
planning, thus discouraging piecemeal annexations and piecemeal planning. 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 planning.

Commissioner Carter asked if the value of the property stated as $52,970 is accurate.
There 1s 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 of Immediate 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 annexed. If there 1s no urban growth around the area to be annexed,
perhaps it does not demonstrate a need to annex.
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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-10" 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, ¢, 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 1ssues. 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 1nto play. Adjacent properties will be notified if there 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 1ssues 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. 1t 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 fo 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 1s 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 1s 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 1slands with this annexation. The City currently has
trouble with island properties—this is not cohesive planning. Schools are public facilities
(as stated 1n 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 Beavercreck 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 1s 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



CITY OF OREGON CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
Minutes of February 14, 2000
Page 11

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. WRG 00-01
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 25-2E-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 strect 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 admimistrative 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
bicycie 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 1s
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 of 2-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 staff’s 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 arca. 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 10 feet is a bit excessive. Commissioner
Carter agreed that 10 feet is too large of a requirement. Tom Bouillion replied that staft
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 cach 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 ¢ 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 corner of a lot, the landscaping can be equally distributed
throughout the lot.

Commissioner Surratt stated that this issue is the same as the 2-inch versus the 3-inch
minimum size free. 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:

L. 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 of thr
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 projec*
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 admyi-
conceptual project cost estimates, and the balance of the funds spread ¢
remaining categories. Final project costs will be adjusted based on 1

NEXT STEPS

When the Planning Commission has completed its review and
proposed changes, the next steps will be to send copies of th
taxing bodies for review and comment. The City Commir

a hearing and adopt a non-emergency ordinance approvi.._



CITY OF OREGON CITY
DOWNTOWN/NORTH END URBAN RENEWAL PLLAN
FIFTH AMENDMENT - DRAFT

INTRODUCTION

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

e 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 in
strikeover. The sections of the Urban Renewal Plan changed by the Fifth Amendment follow below.

400. RELATIONSHIP TO LOCAL OBJECTIVES

D. Renewal Area Objectives

1. To eliminate blighting conditions in the Renewal Area, including inadequate streets and traffic
congestion, inadequate pedestrian and bicycle facilities, inadequate park and recreation facilitie
inadequate public service facilities, substandard and obsolete buildings, inadequate sewer, w
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 ret

center and mixed-use area for Oregon City.

5. To encourage the rehabilitation of downtown's older buildings
and/or historic significance.

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



6. To sappe# enhance h:storzc culrural and natural resources in the pro;ect area. —the Eﬁd—ef

10.  To support the revitalization of the Hh-Street-corridor urban renewal area through by-previding
parldng-and-transportation-improvementsand-building rehabilitation assistance.

11.  To provide traffic capacity, pedestrian accessibility, parking, and safety transportation

improvements in the urban renewal area Hesitage-Center-area-and-to-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 of land
for development purposes, and for the assembly of development sites.

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

potential.

3. Establish on-going business assistance programs in the Downto®

are designed to improve the downtown streetseape-and-builds

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



owners-and-tenants:

4. Dlrect mid- term and long-term publlc 1nvestments in the Urban Renewal area Powartown—Pack
to support existing commercial and
rf:31dent1al uses in the renewal ared, and to stlmulate new private investment.

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



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 and Related Publiec 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, an’
future development called for in the Oregon City Comprehensive Plan. The Oregon Ci*
Master System Plan has identified needed transportation improvement projects. Stnd

...... S = s IS = T o1 e b =
Bt St

residents-ofthese-areas. In order to correct these deficiencies, the Urban Renev
participate with-Clackamas-County-and-otheragencies in the planning, desir

of transportation and related public improvements throughout the area. F

City of Oregon City
Downtown/North End Urban Renewal Plan
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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 McLoughlin Boulevard Corridor through the renewal area
The Washington Street Corridor between Route 213 and 7t" Street
The 7th Sireet 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 fransportation

Parking

e & ¢ o & ¢ 9

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



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 QOregon City Revised Master Plan,
QOregon 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 recreatlon facilities and related pubhc
1mprovements throughout the arca. The pés—wtll e :

Parks and Recreation Improvements may include land acquisition, improvement of land or buildings for
public parks, open space, bicycle and pedesirian 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

McLoughlin Bluff/Promenade

City of Oregon City
Downtown/North End Urban Renewal Plan
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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 bu1ld1ngs contnbute to the obsolescence and

ﬁeeessaﬂr—}mpfevemen!es In addltlon lottmg pattems varled ownershlps physmal constramts 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

te—pn#a%e—éevelepefs may porttc:pate through loans grants or both in asszstmg 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 further 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.

City of Oregon City
Downtown/North End Urban Renewal Plan Page 7 of 13
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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 mﬂ—p%e}pa%e-m—the-plaaﬂmg—des%nﬂﬂd

: g is authorized to
acquire property for and make zmprovements for publ:c faczlmes whlch support the residential and
business development of the project area, including:

o Meeting, conference, educational, or cultural facilities
e Facilities which supporting the identity of the Area, such as plazas, gateways, and public art
o 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.

E. Public Infrastructure

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:

o Water
o  Wastewater
e Stormwater

City of Oregon City
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s 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 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.  Property 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:

o 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 fo

remove blighting influences;
o Where it is determined by the Agency that the property is needed for 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 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 fo be acquired.

City of Oregon City
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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, and facilities 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.

¢. 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 lo
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
Tax Map Tax Lot
2-2 E-20 (Part) 502
2-2 E-29 (Part) 1503
2-2 E-29 (Part) 1503
2-2 E-29 1505
2-2 E-29 1508

City of Oregon City
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2-2 E-29 400

2-2E-29 (Part) 600
2-2E-29 1400

B8 is anticipated that the properties to be acquired-will

be acqutred durmg he perzod 1 991 to 201 0 and that disposition will be completed by the year 2020.

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.
City of Oregon City
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¢. 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, io
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(1}(a) of this
Plan.

2. Changes lo 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 project, program, or
activity in the Plan, and is estimated to cost in excess of the equivalent of $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. Hdentification of land for acquisition which requires City Commission approval per Sections 700
G.1b, G.Ic, 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

City of Oregon City
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SECTION 1100
Latest Date for Bonded Indebtedness (Section inserted via 1¥ Amendment, Sept. 25, 1991)

Note: The requirement for a “latest date ” provision was removed from urban renewal law after passage
of BM50. BMS50 requires that plans contain a maximum debt provision.

City of Oregon City
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CITY OF OREGON CITY
DOWNTOWN/NORTH END URBAN RENEWAL 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:

e 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 ftalics, deleted wording
shown in-strileeever. 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 - FINANCIAIL 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.

City of Oregon City
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TABLE 3

CITY OF OREGON CITY

DOWNTOWN/NORTH END URBAN RENEWAL DISTRICT

ESTIMATED PROJECT COSTS

Report on Fifth Amendment - Draft

Costs*** Comments
. Transportation Improvements
McLoughlin Blvd Corridor** $1.000,000 Match for Regional funds
Washington St. Corridor**
Abernethy to 7™ Street $1,200,000, Overlay, bridge safety, and LOS
Washington Street/Hwy 213 $3,000,000( Match for Regional Funds long term
7" Street Corridor** $1,500,000 Match for Regional Funds
Main Street Corridor $1.500,000)
Clackamette Cove Area Partner share with development or Tri-
Agnes or Equivalent Cove Access Road construction $800,000 City?
Local Street Linkages**
12™ Street, Main to Hwy 99E $800,000
Main Street Ext. Bikeway, Hwy 99E to Main $100,000, Match for Regional Funds
Linkages to Public Transportation** $400,000 Match for Regional Funds
Transit Facilities
Train Station $200,000
Parking
Second Downtown lot and Park’n Ride Lot $1,000,000
B. Parks, Open Space & Recreation Improvements* $3,943,000
"~ 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* $1,000,000
Redevelopment Through New Construction
Preservation, Rehabilitation, and Conservation
D. Public Facility and Service Improvements* $2,000,000
Meeting, conference, educational and cultural facilities
Facilities supporting identity of the area (plazas, etc)
Other public building facilities
E. Public Infrastructare Projects* $1.,166,683
Water
Wastewater
Stormwater
Utility Relocation
F. Planning and Administration* $3,637,000,
G. Property Acquisition* $1,000,000
Total cost of projects*** $24,246,683
City of Oregon City
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*  Final project costs within this project category will be adjusted based on project details.
**  Projects identified in Transportation System Plan (TSP} and Regional Transporiation Plan (RTP)

*** The estimated total cost of project activities is the same as the total cost used in the 1998 calculation of
maximum indebtedness for 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.

City of Oregon City
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CITY OF OREGON CITY
HILLTOP URBAN RENEWAL 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 carrylng 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 Jtalics, deleted wording
shown in-strikeoer. 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.

City of Oregon City
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TABLE 5

CITY OF OREGON CITY
HILLTOP URBAN RENEWAL DISTRICT
PROJECT COSTS
Total Project Costs
A. Transportation Improvements* $5,525,000
Beavercreek Road Corridor
Beavercreek Road/ Highway 213 Intersection $2,500,000
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
Mecting, conference, educational and cultural facilities
Facilities supporting identity of the area (Plazas, etc.)
Other public building facilities

C. Public Infrastructure * $769,411
Water
Wastewater
Stormwater
Utility Relocation
D. Planning and Administration $1,382,340
E. Property Acquisition * $769,411
Total cost of projects** 89,215,575

*  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 1998 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
HILLTOP URBAN RENEWAL 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 [falics, deleted wording

shown in-strikeover. 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.

A. Transportation and-Storm-Drainage Improvements

The 1989 Amendment to the Urban Renewal Plan included Transportation and Storm Drainage

City of Oregon City
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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. Tt is deemed
necessary to carry out these improvements within the Hilltop Area. Therefore, this Urban

Renewal Plan calls for-the-follewing Transportation and-Sterm-Dsainage 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
Jurniture, 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 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

City of Oregon City
Hilltop Urban Renewal Plan Page 2 of 8
Fifth Amendment - Draft



B. Public Facility 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

o Other Public building facilities

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

B:C.—Sewer-and- Water Improvements 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

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.

& E. Property Acquisition
Acquisition of real property is determined necessary to carry out the objectives of this Plan.

City of Oregon City
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Accordingly, this Plan authorizes the following property acquisitions within the Urban Renewal
Area:

o 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;

o Where it is determined by the Agency that the property is needed for 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 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.

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 (o this Plan, as
described in Section 900 Al of this Plan. City Commission approval will not be
required for these acquisitions.

b. Aequisition for other public improvements, uses, and facilities 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 for 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

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 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.

TABLE 2
PROPERTIES TO BE ACQUIRED
Tax Map Tax Lot
3-2E-5DB 3400
3-2E-5D 500 (Portion)
3-2E-5D 501 (Portion)
3-2E-5D 400 (Portion)
3-2E-5D 1000
3-2E-5D 1100
3-2E-5C 300 (Portion)
3-2E-5D 1300 (Portion)
3-2E-5D 1400 (Portion)
3-2E-9B 2000 (Portion)
3-2E-5C 293 (Portion)
3-2E-5DB 3300
3-2E-5DB 3200
3-2E-5DB 3201
3-2E-5C 800 (Portion)

Property Acquisition and Disposition Schedule: It is anticipated that the properties to be
acquired-will be acquired during the period 1991 to 1298- 2011, and that disposition will be
completed by the year 2016.
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F. _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.

¢. 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.
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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-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 substantiaily from a project, program,
or activity in the Plan, and is estimated to cost in excess of the equivalent of $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
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950. LATEST DATE FOR ISSUE OF BONDED INDEBTEDTNESS
(Section inserted via 2™ Amendment, Sept. 25, 1991)

Note: The requirement for a "latest date" provision was removed from urban renewal law after
passage of BM50. BM350 requires that plans contain a maximum debt provision.
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Jﬂ,'ﬂ,lql SITE PLAN AND DESIGN REVIEW

CONTEXT FOR ANALYSIS

Planning Commission

February 28, 2000 )
YOO

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

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

Chapter 17.52 Off-Street Parking and Loading
Provides standards for parking and loading
areas.

Distri rovi i . ’

Chapter 17.40 Historic Overlay District (Exhibit 2)

Chapter 17.42 Flood Management Overlay District

Chapter 17.44 Unstable Soils and Hillsides Constrain
Overlay District

Chapter 17.46 Park Acquisition Overlay District

Chapter 17.48 Willamette River Greenway Overlay District

Chapter 17.49 Water Quality Resource Overlay District
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iost American cities use design review
to improve the visual quality and com-
patibility of ordinary nonhistonc pro-
Jjects. They often use a discretionary
design review process. How well does
discretionary design review improve
community appearance by keeping
building projects compatible wath their
surroundings? This article presents a
two-part study aimed at answering
this question. For a neighborhood in
Columbus, Ohio, our research team
did a physical inventory of the com-
patibility of 96 projects that under-
went discretionary 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 resules
indicate that discretionary design re-
view is not demonstrably berter 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 compatibilicy
more efficiently.

Nasar is professor of city and regional
planning at The Ohio State University. He
recendly published The Evaluative image of the
City (Sage, 1998) and Design by Competition:
Making Design Competition Work (Cambridge
University Press, 1999). Grannés is a doc-
toral candidate in city and regional plan-
ning and a research specialist at the Ohio
Supercomputer Center, The Ohio State
University.

Journal of the American Planning Assocation,
Vol. 65, No. 4, Autumn 1999. © Amenican
Planning Association, Chicago, IL
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Design Review
Reviewed

Administrative versus
Discretionary Methods

Jack L. Nasar and Peg Grannis

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 to serve such purposes as improving quality of life,
enhancing a unique place, promoting vitality, creating comfortable places
for pedestrians, protecting property values, promoting compatible develop-
ment, of 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, courts found aesthetics to be an adequate government purpose if it
advanced other legitimate purposes, such as the protection of property value.
In Berman v. Parker (1954), however, the U.S. Supreme Court went furtherto
state thac 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 healchy” (p. 33).
Most state courts followed suit. Design review might also raise problems
with free speech (Costonis, 1989; Lightner, 1992; Scheer, 1994). For example,
if the review goes beyond regulating “the time, place and manner of archi-
tectural expression . .. [to] torally exclude an architectural style . . . courts
could hold [this an]} invalid prohibition on the content of free 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 legitimare
public interest, such as aesthetics (Mandelker, 1993).

l ] rban form resules from many activities by many actors, including gov-

EXHIBIT 1



DESIGN REVIEW REVIEWED

Design review remains a major tool that local gov-
ernments Use to iMprove community appearance. A
study of 1114 U.S. cities found that more than 90% had
architectural appearance controls {International City
Management Association, 1984). A later survey of 700
city and county planning departments obtained usable
responses from 369 cities and towns (Lightner, 1993).
Most of them (78%, 83% when counties were dropped,
and 93% of cities having more than 100,000 residents)
had some form of design review, and only 3% “limited
design review to historic discricts™ (p. 1). Most of these
ordinances apply to single-family residences (Mandelker,
1993).

In areas with design review, private and public pro-
posals for development must be approved by the design
review board in order to proceed. Typically, one submits
adesign to local planning staff, who may approve it, dis-
approve it, or ask for modifications. A planning (or re-
view) commission or a stafl member makes the decision.
The review may evaluate many factors, such as architec-
tural excellence, visual bulk, style, scale, marerials, or
environmental or historical factors, buc it most often
evaluartes the compatibility of projects with their sur-
roundings (Lightner, 1993; Preiser & Rohane, 1988).
Court support for zoning rests on the compartibility
principle: Courts allow communities to protect areas
from incompatible uses. Thus controlling appearance
for compatibility eases substantive due process problems
{Mandelker, 1993). Psychological studies also suggest
that humans need visual comparibility and order, espe-
cially in residential areas (Nasar, 1998). Comparibilicy
does not necessarily require one to mimic the surround-
ings. Racher it refers to the degree to which a proposal
has features that make itappear to fit with its surround-
ings. Project approval often rests on the appraisal of the
compatibility of the proposed project.!

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
thar limit personal discretion by requiring projects to
satisfy clear, precise, and measurable standards (Shir-
vani, 1985}). As most U.S. cities lack the standards forad-
ministrative review (Lightner, 1993), they typically rely
on a discretionary approach. This approach leaves them
vulnerable to 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 modificacions of the
physical environment will affect community appearance,
and they need to develop clear guidelines or controls to
support their objectives. They need to know how well de-

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

A series of studies in California found that more
often than not, discretionary design review by a board
did not resulc in buildings that cthe public found more
appealing (see Stamps, 1997a). Consider one case study
thar examined the performance of discretionary design
review in the Qakland Hills Restorarion Area, California
(Stamps & Nasar, 1997). After a 1991 fire destroyed more
than 2500 houses in Qakland Hills, the OQakland Hills
Restoration Area rebuilt capidly. People built many
houses without design review. Later, the local planning
department set up a discretionary design review process,
in which planning staff served as reviewers. The criteria
the reviewers had for evaluaring the projects were vague.
For example, one criterion referred to nor having an ad-
verse effect on the “livability of adjacent homes” or “the
harmony of neighborhood appearance.” At the time of
the study, the Oakland Hills Restoration Area had com-
pleted 257 projects prior to discretionary design review
and 476 under discretionary design review. Because all
of the rebuilt houses had many characteristics in com-
mon, such as topography, planning process, demogra-
phy, geographical location, trees, utilicy poles, streec fur-
niture, and car parking, the Ozkland Hills Restoration
Area provided a good opportunity to evaluare the per-
formance of design review by comparing popular re-
sponses to houses built under discretionary design re-
view to ones built with no design review.

Forty-two local and 40 nonlocal observers viewed
photographs of seven projects selected at random from
the design review projects and seven selected at random
from projects with no design review. The results indi-
cated that design review did not make a noticeable differ-
ence. Though che observers judged the discretionary
design review houses as slightly more pleasant than che
houses built without design review or appearance codes,
the difference did not achieve statistical significance. Be-
yond statistical significance, the study examined the
magnitude of effect. Cohen (1988) discusses three effect
sizes—small, medium, and large. The analysis indicated a
small effect {0.14). This means that the 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 site plan or building bulk, public opinion
may not be the sole criterion. In the more rypical case in
which design reviev. focuses on appearance, measures of
the responses of individuals exposed to the project rep-
resent appropriate measures of success.

APA Journal ¢« Autumn 1999 « Vol. 65, No. 4 4_2_5_



JACK L. NASAR AND PEG GRANNIS

Design Review in a Columbus, Ohio,
Neighborhood

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

The research reported here adds to the information
provided in the Oakiand study in several ways. First, it
tests the performance of discretionary design review ina
different city: Columbus, Ohio. Second, it does so in the
context of additions and renovarions, rather than new
buildings. Third, to 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-
imines residents’ ratings of preference and compatibility
of the discretionary review and administrative review
projects.?

The study centered on the 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 conrtains approxi-
mately 45,000 households in an area of 2 square miles. In
September, 1990, the City of Columbus extended the
jurisdiction of an appearance/comparibility 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 meert zon-
ing requirements for appearance and gain approval from
this review board. The review board had no explicit cri-
teria. Many projects in the outer district were completed
both before and after the city established the interim
design review board to do discretionary review. Prior to
this design review process, the neighborhood had only
an administrative review process in which residential
projects had to 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 that for cthe City to continue, he
had to be convinced that the level of regulation would
be legally defensible.? In the research, we compared pro-
jects completed under administrative review only with
those completed under discretionary review. Recall that
we use the term administrative review to refer to a process
removing discretion from the reviewers racher than to
identify who does the review. City staff in the zoning
department conducted the adminiscrative reviews. One
city planning staff member and a panel of residents ap-
pointed by the City made the discretionary review deci-
sions. Consistent wich national dara showing thata ma-
jority of design review commissioners come from fields
other than design, such as business, real estate, edu-
carion, 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-
cretionaty 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-month trial period that were approved and even-
tually constructed. Ac che 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 che establishment
of the interim design review board. We chose AR projects
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 thart involved
new siding.

First, we conducted a physical inventory of the com-
patibility of the specific building features (e.g., roof
pitch, siding marerial, lot coverage, deck size) that were
considered in the discretionary review and administra-
tive review work, and gave each relevant feature a com-
patibility raring. 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 inventory evaluations
allowed us to obrain ratings for 2 large number of dis-
cretionary and administrative review projects, but it did
not assess popular reactions. The public ratings ob-
tained popular reactions, bur the research design limited
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these ratings to a small number of projects. Together,
the approaches allowed us to get comparibility judg-
ments for every discretionary review and administrative
review project completed berween September 1989 and
December 1992, plus public appraisals of a selected sub-
set of projects from that same time period.

Physical Inventory Evaluations of
Compatibility

We constructed a checklist covering a comprehen-
stve set of the physical features in all che projects under
study. The checklist included che address, type of modi-
fication, broad cacegories of work, and features wichin
those caregories that could affect compatibility (see
Figure 1).

Our judges scored whether or not each projecr fea-
ture was compatible wich the rest of the building and the
surrounding neighborhood. For reliability, we would
have preferred to have a large number of judges complete
the physical inventory on all 164 projects, but this
proved impracrical. Instead we enlisted seven graduare
students in city and regional planning. To improve con-
sistency, we had these judges run through pretests in
which each person rated 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 teams of two or three members to inventory
their subset of the properties.

The judges made rtheir evaluations independently.
They visited each project location and evaluated only
the work completed under design review. While the yes/
no choice may have overlooked degrees of compaubil-
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 100, rep-
resencting the percencage of the relevant features judged
as compatible.

Results. The physical invenrory evaluacions 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 of 87.7%
(SD = 15.00) for DR work and 84.4% (SD = 23.24) for AR
work. Though the results seem o favor the DR process,
the difference did not achieve statistical significance.
Further, the magnicude of the effect was small. This
means that the difference may have resulted from
chance, and chat discretionary review had a relatively
undetectable effect on the rated compatibilicy.*

The physical inventory evaluations suggested chat
the addition of DR did not produce a meaningful im-
provement in compaubilicy over whar resulted from AR

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

Public Evaluations of Compatibility and
Preference

For the public evaluarions, we sought pairs of pro-
jects similar to one another in location, kind of buiid-
ing, and rype of work, but differing in whether they were
AR or DR projects. We photographed all AR projects
completed during the 12-monch period prior to the start
of the discretionary review process and all DR projects
completed during the 27-month period of the interim
discretionary review. Each photograph presented a color
view of the target building from directly across the screet.
To show the building in its secting, the photograph in-
cluded portions of the building on either side of the tar-
get building. We used color photographs because re-
search consistently confirms chat responses to color
photos accuracely reflect on-site response (Stamps,
1990). As the incerviewees {see below) lived in the same
neighborhood, we assumed they would judge che target
buildings against their broader sense of their neighbor-
hood's characrer,

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
other 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 that had similar
amounts of vegetation. In each case, we tried to control
features other than the type of design review that might
affect ratings. This process led to six pairs of projects;
see Figure 2 for a black and white version of one color
photo pair.

For each matched pair, we obtained paired compar-
ison evaluations by surveying area residents. [nterviewers
worked in teams of two or three in each subarea 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 street. They returned to the se-
lected addresses in early morning and late afternoon. If
they failed to get an interview, they selected at random
one of the five houses surrounding the target house.
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FIGURE 1. Physical inventory checklist for building features.




PIESIGN REVIEW REVIEWED

FIGURE 2. One of the six pairs of University District buildings used in the public opinion survey. These houses
were evaluated 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 1o parucipants stated thac
they would see photos of pairs of buildings. It asked
them to respond to a marked building in each photo.
The interviewers shuffled the photograph pairs before
each interview to reduce potential order effects on re-
sponses, They also randomly varied the order of the
placement of che DR and AR projects on the right or left.
The photographs did not have labels, and we did not
inform parricipants which project had gone through dis-
cretionary review and which had gone through adminis-
trative review. As each photograph showed several build-
ings, we placed a dot above the building that we wanted
participants to judge.

For each pair, the interviewers called attention to the
kind of work done (e.g., siding, front 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 questions:

1) When you look at the [name of work done] on
each pair of buildings, which one betcer fits with
its 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 at the [name of work done] on
each pair of buildings, which one do you think
would command a higher rent?’

The interviewers told participancs that if they fele the same
about the cwo buildings, chey could answer “neither.”

Design review often seeks to creare more compati-
ble and more pleasant results. We used the first two ques-
tions to look at those aspects of design review. Of the
various ways to obtain responses, we chose a rank order
procedure which involved ordering projects relative to
each other. We considered other kinds of scales and
checklists, bur studies have found that these different
kinds of measurement scales produce similar results
(Gould & White, 1974; Stamps, 1997a). Rank order ap-
proach offers addirional benefits. It tends to produce a
higher level of agreement among respondents, and it has
greater efficiency in char it allows one to obtain re-
sponses to many scenes rapidly (Brush, 1976; Zube et al.,
1974).

Thirty-nine residents rook part in the survey. We
had 19 participants answer all three questions, and to re-
duce biases for judgments of ltke or fit on one another,
we had 20 participants answer the like and rent questions
only and 20 participants answer the fit and rent questions
only. We varied the order of the 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 the area, how long they had lived ac
their present address, and whether or not they thought
the area needs some form of regulacion to ensure that
new buildings, additions, and changes fit cheir sur-
roundings. ¢

Resalts. Of the 39 participants, most (72%) said they
were renters, Their tenure in the area varied. Most (67%)
said they had lived there for more than a year (1-3 years,
41%; more than 3 years, 26%). They should have had
enough familiarity wich che area to make judgments
about the target house’s compatibility with the neigh-
borhood. This sample had enough participants to allow
statistical comparisons.

Tests of results by question order did not reveal sig-
nificant differences. Therefore, we combined the dara
and examined the 25 responses to fit and the 33 re-
sponses to like. Table I shows the percencages of parrici-
pants who evaluated DR or AR work as a better fit to the
surroundings, or better liked. It also shows the associ-
ared test statistics when differences were significant. For
each measure, DR work received scores lower than ot
equal to those for AR work.

Frr. As shown in Table 1, more participants judged
DR projects the berter fitin three project pairs (A, C,and
D) and AR in two project pairs (B and E), but only one
difference achieved stariscical significance. For project
pair E, significantly more people selected AR as che bet-
ter fit. Adjusting for multiple comparisons, this effect
becomes statistically insignificanct. The analysis also
looked at the effecc size, calculated by transforming the
X?into a standardized difference berween the means, d
(Judd et al., 1991). Project pair E achieved a large effect (d
= 1.21) strongly favoring the AR project over the DR one.

For discretionary review to be justifiable, it should
produce work that more than equals che fic of work done
under administrative review: [t should yield better re-
sults. To test whether it did in our study, we compared
the number of people judging DR work as a better fit to
those choosing AR work or neither. The resules of these
comparisons suggested that discretionary review is not
demonstrably better chan administrative review. For all
six project pairs, 62.0% of participants raced the fit of the
AR projects as equal to or better than chat of the DR pro-
jects. Considering multiple claims, chis became statisti-
cally insignificant, but it had a large effect (d = 1.72). The
results for each pair paralleled chose for the full sec: A
majority of the participants rated the fit of the AR pro-
ject as equal to or better chan chat of the DR project. The
differences achieved statistical significance for two pairs,
B and E, but with multiple 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 Better Liked

Project Pair DR AR Neither Project Pair DR AR Neither
A(n=25) 44.0% 28.0% 28.0% A(n=33) 0.0% 90.9% 9.1%
B (n=-25) 28.0 44.0 280 B (n=33) 63.6 18.2 18.2
C (n=25) 48.0 40.0 12.0 C(n-33) 39.4 48.5 121
D (n=2%) 48.0 20.0 32.0 D (n=33) 425 42.4 121
E{(n=25)" 200 68.0 12.0 € (n=33) 30.3 57.6 121
F(n-25) 40.0 40.0 20.0 F(n=-33) 394 394 21.2
Mean* 38.0 40.0 22.0 Mean* 359 49.5 14.1
Total {= or better) n =~ 150 38.0 62.0 - Total (= or better) n ~ 198 37.9 62.1 -

*Significant differences, Bonferonni adjusted for multiple
comparisons
E: AR+neither better than DR: X? = 9.0, 1 df, p < .02

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

Lixe. Table 1 also shows that the AR project was bet-
ter liked in three pairs (A, C, and E), while cthe DR project
was better liked in one pair (B). The differences achieved
staristical significance for two pairs, A and B. With mul-
tiple claims, only the comparison in pair A remained sta-
tistically significant. Both 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, 62.1% of the participants rated the AR pro-
jects as equally or better liked than the DR projects. This
remained statistically 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 cthe DR projects better than liked
the AR project equally or becter. The differences achieved
statistical significance for two comparisons (A and E),
bur with multiple claims, only cthe 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).

Int sum, the resuits show cthar residents rared 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 effect sizes for each.

*Significant differences, Bonferonni adjusted for mutltiple
compansons

A: AR better than DR: X7 - 30.0, 1 df, p < .02

A: AR+neither better than DR: X? = 33.0, 1 df, p < .02

TOTAL: AR+neither better than DR: X2 = 11.64, 1 df, 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 compatibilicy
between the DR and AR projects. Both sets 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 (Scamps, 1997a;
Stamps & Nasar, 1997).

As the present research only evaluated completed pro-
jects, it does nort indicate whether discretionary review
had improved any projects as initially proposed. The re-
sults do indicate that discretionary review failed to yield
projects more compatible than or preferred to thase ap-
proved through only administrative review. Becai.se dis-
cretionary review involves excra cost, resources, and time
for both the City 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 the 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 belicve the public will even-
tually follow the views of the experts, research suggests
otherwise. Public preferences are remarkably stable over
time. For example, a series of studies of an award-win-
ning building found that negative public evaluations of
the building remained unchanged 10 years afrer com-
pletion of the project (Nasar, 1999). When a developer
proposed the Transamerica Tower in San Francisco,
local planners objected. Public opinion obtained 2 years,
18 years, and 23 years after construction revealed that
the public iniually liked the building and conrtinued to
do so (Stamps, 1997b). A study of 20 buildings in San
Francisco revealed similar stability in public evaluations
(Stamps, 1997b}). In sum, research indicates that com-
pared to judgments by design professionals, public opin-
ion polls offer a betrer indicarer of likely long-term pub-
lic preferences.

Conclusion

Through a two-part study, we sought to determine
whether discretionary design review adequately served
the purpose of enhancing aesthetics in building designs,
often mandared by local governments. The approaches
also demonstrate methods for evaluating che effective-
ness of both types of review. Placing discretionary review
and administrative review projects in matched pairs for
the survey portion of the present study provided greater
internal validicy than the previous Oakland study
(Stamps & Nasar, 1997) by controlling for excraneous
variables. However, its reliance on a small sample of pro-
jects and survey participants may have reduced the gen-
eralizability of the findings. In response to this limita-
tion, the Columbus study supplemented the small
sample by examining compatbility judgments for all of
its 164 projects.

The Qakland and Columbus findings differ in de-
tail, but both show potential problems with discre-
tionary design review. For the Columbus additions and
renovacions, the administracive review projects out-
scored those subject to discretionary review in popular
judgments of comparcibility and preference. The physi-
cal inventory evaluations showed the discretionary re-
view work as slightly more compartibie, but this differ-
ence did not achieve statistical significance, and the
strength of the effect was small. For Oakiand, the dis-
cretionary design review houses emerged as preferred to
the houses that had no design review, but the strengeh of
the effect was again relatively small. The findings repli-
cate other work highlighting problems with discre-
tionary design review (Stamps, 1997a). Though limited,
our rescarch agrees with a larger set of data. A meta-
analysis of several design review studies in California in-
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dicated an insignificant correlation (n = 42, r = .09) be-
rween discretionary design review and public preferences
(Stamps, 1997a).

The meta-analysis and the present study did noc ex-
amine the effects of the makeup of the review board on
the results. Research has consistently found chat for eval-
uations of appearance, design professionals and out-
siders differ from local residents and the public (Brower,
1988, Nasar, 1994). Though these 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
judge design differently than their neighbors. Ambigu-
ous criteria may also skew their judgments.

Our results poinc to the need for continued evalua-
rions of design review in various contexts, and the pre-
sent research offers mechods that planners can use for
such evaluations. The present findings suggest that com-
munities could opt for administrative design controls
over discretionary design review. Administrative controls
involve less cost and time, and, if the present resuls are
accurate, they produce designs that are judged equal to
or better than those obrained chrough discretionaty re-
view. However, the lower scores for discretionary review
projects may have resulred from the absence of explicit
criteria or criteria based on scientific evidence to guide
the reviewers’ judgments. Communities may reduce
problems by improving the discretionary review proce-
dures through replacing ambiguous or unscated criteria
with clear, specific, and explicit criteria. Courts have up-
held challenges on the grounds of vagueness (Blaeser,
1994; Lai, 1994). For example, in Anderson v. City of Issa-
quah (1993), an appeals court in Washingron decided
against unconstitutionally vague provisions such as
“compatible,” stating char “aesthetic standards . .. must
be drafted to give clear guidance to all parties concerned.
Applicants must have an understandable statement of
what is expected”(p. 82). The Supreme Court has also
placed a greater burden on local governments to demon-
strate the benefit of their regulatory actions and has
called for heightened judicial scrutiny for land use regu-
lations (Dolan v. City of Tigard, 1994; Nollan v. California
Coastal Commission, 1987). Implicit or arbitrary appeat-
ance guidelines and controls may not provide an ade-
quate legal basis for design review decisions.
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NOTES

1. To prevent monotony, some ordinances require moder-
ate but not excessive variation from the typical appearance
in che surrounding neighborhood (Mandelker, 1993).

2. We also examined the minutes of review board meetings
tounderstand the basis for decisions and to make recom-
mendations for guidelines thac could help applicants.
This article does not include che analysis of the meeting
minutes.

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

4. For this test, we cransformed cthe F value into the stan-
dardized difference berween che means (d = .03). Accord-
ing to Cohen (1988), this represents a small effecc.

5. The question about rent related to a specific interest of City
officials. As the rent variable does noc link to the theoreti-
cal framework, we do not present resulcs for it other than to
note that they echo the findings for che other variables.

6. The question about support for regulations related to a
specific interest of City officials. As the support variable
does notlink to the theoretical framework, we do not pre-
sent resules for it ocher than to note that most respon-
dents (63%) favored regulation to ensure that design
changes fit their surroundings.
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EXCERPT FROM CITY. OF ASHLAND SITE, DESIGN AND USE STANDAR

C. Historic DistricT DESIGN STANDARDS

In addition to the standards found in Section ll, the following standards will be used by
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N-C-1) Construct huildings to a height of Awid construction that greatly varies in
existing buidings from the etoric height (too high or too low) from older
period on and across the street. buildings in the vicinity.
SCALE
(0
g
g =tk g
A,
jB\Eu 0 B un]js=
WV-C-2) Relate the size and proportions of Avoid buildings that in height. width, or
new structures To the scale of massing, viclate the existing scale of the
adjacent ildings. area

Q2 . EXHIBIT 2
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‘RECOMMENDED:

MASOING
\ ,
it\( 1|48
NV-C-3) Break up unintenesting boxiike Avoid single. moroiithic forrns that are noc
forms inte smaller, varied masses relieved by variations in massing.
which are common or. most

V-C-4) Maintain the Hstoric facade lines of
strestscapes by locating fromt walls  placing new buldings in front or behind the
of new niidings in the same pianc as Historic facade fne.
the facades of adiacent buildings.

Avoid violating the existing sethack pattern by
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Y-C-5) Relate the new roof forms of the

Avoid introduding roof shapes, pitches, or
building to those found in the arza materials not traditionally used in the area,

RHYTHM OF OPENINGS

N-C-6) Respect the aternation of wall arzas Avoid introducing incompatible facade pattems
with door and window eiemerts in the that upset the ritythm of openings established
facade. Also consider the width-to- by the surrounding structures.
height ratio of luws in the facade.



WMy - I APATIT Yt e

PLATFORMS

V-C-7) The use of a raised platform is a
wraditional siting characteristic of
most of the older buidings in Ashiand,

Avoid bringing the walls of buildings straight
out of the ground without a sense of platform.

DIRECTIONAL EXPRESSION

N, \
A\ N

W-C-8) Relate the vertical, hovizotal or
nondirectional facads character of
new buildings to the predonnant
drectional expression of nearby
builciircgs.

Avoid horizontal or vertical facade expressions
wrtlcss they are compatible with the character
of structures in the immediate arca
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V-C-8) Articulate the main entrances to the

and other pronounced architectural
forms.

Avoid facades with no strong sense of entry.

IMITATIONS

Pl Luie N

V-C-10) Utilze accurate restoration of, or
visually compatible additions to,
odisting buldings. For new
tecture that nedl represertts our own
time, yet enhances the nature and
character of the Wstoric district
should be used

Avoid replicating or imitating the styles,
motifs, or details of older periods. Such
Ftempts are rarcly succzosful and, even if wedl
done well, present a confusing picture of the
true character of the historical area



RECOHMENBED

[

V-C-8) Articulate the main entrances to the
budlding with covered porches.porticos,
and cther pronounced architectural
forms.

Avoid facades with na strong sense of emtry.

IMITATIO

i EEE '

¥-C-10} Uﬁﬁ:mfemmﬂbnaf.w Avoid replicating or imitating the styles,

visually compatible additions to, maotifs, or details of older periods. Such
existing buildings. For new #ilemipts are rarely succeastul and, even if well
constryction, traditional archi- done well, present a confusing picture of the
Tecture that weil represents our omn true character of the historical arca.



