
 

 

 
NOTICE OF FINAL FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND DECISION 

OF THE CITY OF PORTLAND DESIGN COMMISSION 
ON AN APPEALED ADMINISTRATIVE DECISION 

(Type II Process) 
 

CASE FILE: LU 13-131079 DZM – 115 N Cook 
 
The administrative decision of denial for this case, published on July 23, 2013, was appealed to 
the Design Commission by the applicant.  At the 1st and 2nd appeal hearings on August 15, 
2013 and September 19, 2013, it was concluded by the majority of the Design Commission that 
an alternative design could potentially meet the approval criteria. At the 3rd appeal hearing on 
October 24th, the revised proposal was approved with conditions. 
 
The applicant has revised the proposal in a manner that is consistent with the remarks of the 
Design Commission.  The original analysis, findings and conclusion have been revised by the 
Design Commission and follow.  The reasons for the decision are included in the version 
located on the BDS website : http://www.portlandonline.com/bds/index.cfm?c=46429& 
 
 
GENERAL INFORMATION 
 
Applicant/Appellant: Greg Mitchell / LRS Architects 

720 NW Davis St Suite 300 / Portland, OR 97209 
 
Roger Collins, Owner / Collins Investments 
19900 144th Avenue NE / Woodinville, WA 98072 
 

Site Address: 115 N COOK ST 
 
Legal Description: BLOCK 4  INC PT VAC ST LOT 1&6&7&10&11  LOT 2-5&8&9&12, 

WILLIAMS AVE ADD 
Tax Account No.: R916401040 
State ID No.: 1N1E27AB  00401   Quarter Section: 2730 
Neighborhood: Eliot, contact Mike Warwick at 503-284-7010. 
Business District: North-Northeast Business Assoc, contact Joice Taylor at 503-445-1321. 
District Coalition: NE Coalition of Neighborhoods, Shoshana Cohen at 503-388-5004. 
Plan District: Albina Community 
Zoning: EXd – Central Employment with Design overlay 
Case Type: DZM – Design Review with Modification(s)  
Procedure: Type II, an administrative decision with appeal to the Design 

Commission. 
Proposal: 
The applicant proposes construction of a 6-story mixed-use building in the Albina Community 
Plan District consisting of: 

 Five floors with 206 residential units and rooftop amenities; 
 Ground floor retail with 15,162 leasable square feet, plus amenities for upper-level 

apartments, with 52 at-grade parking spaces located at an interior parking court; 
 146 below-grade automobile parking spaces; and 
 Long-term bicycle parking for a total of 238 bicycles and short-term parking for a total 

of 14 bicycles. 
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Exterior materials include cast in place concrete, vertical metal panel, fiber cement panel, 
composition wood decking, clear anodized storefront system, steel-reinforced vinyl window 
systems, wood doors and trim, and steel and glass canopies. 
 
The proposal includes a 25,000 square foot transfer of floor area, per 33.140.205.C Transfer of 
FAR from Landmarks in the EX Zone for a total FAR of 3.4 to 1. 
 
The applicant also requests the following modifications: 
1. 33.140.215 Setbacks – to reduce the percentage of building frontage required to meet the 

maximum 10’-0” setback on N Vancouver Avenue from 100% to 78%; 
2. 33.140.242 Transit Street Main Entrance – to allow a transit street main entrance that 

does not face the transit street, N Vancouver Avenue, at Retail C; and 
3. 33.140.242 Transit Street Main Entrance – to allow a transit street main entrance that 

does not face the transit street, N Williams Avenue, at Retail E. 
 
Also proposed, though not listed in the Notice of Proposal is an exception to the oriel window 
standards, which limits the width of projecting oriels to 12’-0”. The applicant proposes 
projecting oriels at the northwest and northeast corners, projecting over N Vancouver and N 
William respectively, and at the south elevation along N Cook, at a width of approximately 15’-
0”, adjacent to the projecting balconies. 
 
Design Review is required because the proposal is for new construction in the EXd zone in the 
Albina Community Plan Area. 
 
Relevant Approval Criteria: 
In order to be approved, this proposal must comply with the approval criteria of Title 33.  The 
relevant criteria are: 
 Community Design Guidelines 
 33.825.040 Modifications That Will Better Meet Design Review Requirements 
 
ANALYSIS 
 
Site and Vicinity:  The subject property is bound by N Vancouver Avenue to the west, N Cook 
Street to the south, N Williams Avenue to the east, and N Ivy, a private street, to the north. The 
property currently has a single-story commercial building, home of the Wonder Bread Retail 
Outlet Store. Most of the buildings that used to be located on the subject property have since 
been removed, but they included, a lodge, a grocery, a bicycle repair shop, a piano shop, and at 
the southern half of the block, the Portland Camellia Nursery.  
 
The property lies within the Eliot Pedestrian District. N Vancouver, N Cook, and N Williams are 
all designated as Neighborhood Collector Streets. N Vancouver and N Williams are also 
designated Transit Access Streets, City Bikeways, and Community Corridors in the City’s 
Transportation System Plan. Across N Ivy, is a newly constructed one-story grocery store with 
at-grade parking for 58 vehicles. Across N Vancouver are one-story commercial uses, including 
a converted 1951 service station and a dilapidated 1932 building, as well as a surface parking 
lot for the American Red Cross building which is cattycorner to the southwest. Across N Cook 
are two residential properties built in 1904-1905 and a community garden. Across N Williams 
are single-story commercial buildings built in 1916, 2000, and 1958. Beyond the 100-foot deep 
strip of commercial properties fronting N Williams is the Eliot Conservation District, primarily 
comprised of single-dwelling residences with historic character.  
 
The Eliot neighborhood is located in the heart of what was originally the sovereign town of 
Albina, platted in 1872 by George H. Williams and Edwin Russell, incorporated in 1887 as the 
City of Albina, and consolidated with Portland and East Portland in 1891. Because of its 
proximity to the river, the lower areas of Albina were developed for industrial and 
transportation uses, with the higher ground developed as residential subdivisions. Russell 
Street served as the area’s main commercial street, with the Russell/Williams intersection at 
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the center. Growth was further stimulated by the development of an extensive streetcar system. 
In the first half of the 20th Century, the neighborhood experienced a growth in the 
Scandinavian, Russian-German and Irish immigrant population. After World War II, the many 
African Americans called Eliot home. In the 1950s and 1960s, much of the neighborhood was 
cleared for major projects such as Memorial Coliseum, the Minnesota Freeway (I-5), Emanuel 
Hospital, and Lloyd Center, forever changing the landscape of this significant neighborhood. 
Since that time, neighborhood residents have attempted to preserve what remains of their 
historic past, while working within the City’s vision for the neighborhood, as well as Emanuel 
Hospital’s vision for their campus. These struggles continue as the progress attached to 
development in the commercial, institutional, or employment zones sometimes presents 
conflicts with the residential scale of other parts of the neighborhood. 
 
Zoning:  The Central Employment (EX) zone allows mixed uses and is intended for areas in the 
center of the City that have predominantly industrial-type development.  The intent of the zone 
is to allow industrial and commercial uses which need a central location.  Residential uses are 
allowed, but are not intended to predominate or set development standards for other uses in 
the area. 
 
The “d” overlay promotes the conservation and enhancement of areas of the City with special 
historic, architectural or cultural value. New development and exterior modifications to existing 
development are subject to design review. This is achieved through the creation of design 
districts and applying the Design Overlay Zone as part of community planning projects, 
development of design guidelines for each district, and by requiring design review.  In addition, 
design review ensures that certain types of infill development will be compatible with the 
neighborhood and enhance the area. 
 
Land Use History:  City records indicate that prior land use reviews include the following: 

 VZ 065-62 – Approval of a 1962 Variance for one non-illuminated 12’-6” x 25’-0” poster 
panel on the west side of N. Williams Avenue 62’-0” north of N. Cook. 

 EA 07-115722 PC – Pre-Application Conference for 4 buildings ranging from 4-6 stories 
(included lot to north); 

 PR 11-101035 LS – Lot confirmation of 12 lots; 
 EA 11-203691 PC – Optional Pre-Application Conference for a single-story grocery store; 
 LU 12-138069 DZM AD – Approval of a new single-story grocery store with an at-grade 

parking area, with modifications to not provide perimeter landscaping, to reduce ground 
floor windows, to not provide a pedestrian path from N Vancouver, to locate short-term 
bike parking more than 50 feet from the entrance, and to exceed the maximum signage 
allowed, plus an adjustment to allow exterior display; and 

 EA 12-193259 PC – Optional Pre-Application Conference for the current application. 
 
Agency Review: A “Notice of Proposal in Your Neighborhood” was mailed June 4, 2013.   
 
The Bureau of Transportation Engineering responded, noting that a 15-foot sidewalk corridor 
is required along N Vancouver, N Cook, and N Williams, unless approved at a narrower 
dimension through a Public Works Appeal. Currently, the applicant is proposing neither a 15-
foot sidewalk on any of these frontages, nor has a Public Works Appeal been approved. In 
addition, a public pedestrian easement must be provided for the 8-foot sidewalk along N Ivy. 
Please see Exhibit E-1 for additional details. 
 
Since July 23, 2013, the applicant applied for a Public Works Appeal for relief from the 
requirement to reconfigure the pedestrian corridor and dedicate public right-of-way along N 
Williams and N Vancouver Aveneues. The appeal was granted on August 14, 2013, requiring 
only a 12’ wide pedestrian corridor on N Williams and N Vancouver Avenues. Please see Exhibit 
E-1 and E-1b for additional details. 
 
The Bureau of Environmental Services responded, noting some technical issues in the 
stormwater report that must be addressed at the time of permit, but has no conceptual issues 
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with the stormwater approach. Please see Exhibit E-2 for additional details. 
 
The Life Safety Division of BDS responded, recommending the applicant arrange a 
Preliminary Life Safety Meeting. Please see Exhibit E-3 for additional details. 
 
The Site Development Section of BDS responded, noting that a geotechnical report will be 
required at the time of permit. Please see Exhibit E-4 for additional details. 
 
The following Bureaus have responded with no issues or concerns: 
•  Water Bureau 
•  Fire Bureau 
 
The Bureau of Parks-Forestry Division responded, noting that street trees will be required.  
 
Neighborhood Review: A Notice of Proposal in Your Neighborhood was mailed on June 4, 
2013.  A total of five written responses have been received from either the Neighborhood 
Association or notified property owners in response to the proposal. 

 Mike Warwick, of the Eliot Land Use Committee, wrote on January 14, 2013, prior to 
issuance of the Notice of Proposal, indicating the Land Use Committee’s support for 52 
proposed off-street parking spaces, noting that a pedestrian plaza would be under-
utilized at this location, partly due to the presence of a ramp to the under-ground 
garage, and that the 52 spaces would aid in the success of the retail spaces. See Exhibit 
F-1 for additional details. 

 S V Bailey, provided comments endorsed by the Eliot Neighborhood Association Land 
Use and Transportation Committee as submitted by Mike Warwick, on June 24, 2013, 
stating that the Committee has worked closely with the developer to ensure consistency 
with the policies included in the Eliot Plan within the Albina Community Plan. In 
general, the Committee expressed support for the proposal, noting regret that the 
proposed height would be more appropriate if the adjacent New Seasons had been 
designed as a mixed-use building. The Committee supports the proposed modifications 
to setbacks and main entrances, but expressed concerns that there is no cover 
proposed at the corner courtyards, suggesting they will only be successful in summer. 
In addition, the Committee expressed concern with regard to the exterior design, 
specifically noting that vinyl windows and cement panels are inappropriate for a high 
density multi-dwelling building, and that the organization of the exterior materials is of 
significant concern. See Exhibit F-2 for additional details. 

 Cathy Galbraith, Executive Director of the Bosco-Milligan Foundation and the 
Architectural Heritage Center, wrote on June 25, 2013, noting that the proposed design 
has no precedent in the nearby surrounding neighborhood, in terms of massing, scale 
and volume, and stating that, at a minimum, the materials should be closely reviewed 
and revised to better reflect principles of sustainability and the proposal should be 
reduced by at least one full story. See Exhibit F-3 for additional details. 

 Kristina Hauri, 81 NE Ivy, wrote on June 25, 2013, expressing concern that the 
proposal does not fit the character of the neighborhood, further stating that the façade 
does not have a continuous rhythm and questioning the quality of the materials. Ms. 
Hauri also indicated a preference for a courtyard rather than parking. See Exhibit F-4 
for additional details. 

 Several residents of the Boise neighborhood, though not officially representing the Boise 
Neighborhood Association, wrote on June 25, 2013, expressing concerns with the 
massing and detailing of the proposal. The neighbors stated that the building does not 
appear to be 2 or 3 distinct buildings, as the façades are continuous with little 
hierarchy and the varying window sizes and material changes appear chaotic, stating a 
preference for material changes to happen with larger massing moves. The neighbors 
also expressed concern with flush-mounted vinyl windows, but applauded the use of 
concrete, brick, metal and limited use of cement board products. See Exhibit F-5 for 
additional details. 
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Staff’s response to the concerns outlined in the neighborhood comments is addressed in the 
Findings below. 
 
Procedural History 
July 19, 2013 - Staff issued a Decision of Denial which stated that the initial proposal failed to 
meet P2, D7, and D8 of the Community Design Guidelines. The applicant appealed the staff 
decision and the proposal was presented to the Design Commission at the August 15, 2013 
hearing.  
August 15, 2013 - The Design Commission supported the staff decision and provided guidance 
to the applicant on areas of improvement. Testimony was provided by Diana Moosman, Daria 
Crymes, Chris Davis and Carl Munz in opposition to the proposal. The Design Commission 
supported the staff Decision of Denial and provided feedback to the applicant on areas in need 
of improvement. The applicant agreed to return to the Design Commission on September 19, 
2013 with a revised design. 
September 19, 2013 – The applicant presented a revised proposal and mockup to the Design 
Commission. Staff supported the revised design, but noted remaining areas of concern. Mike 
Warwick provided testimony in support of the proposed materials and interior parking court. 
The Commission felt additional exploration was necessary before an approval could be granted 
and the applicant agreed to return with a refined design on October 24, 2013. 
October 24, 2013 – The proposal was approved with conditions. The findings below reflect the 
discussion of the Design Commission. 
 
ZONING CODE APPROVAL CRITERIA 
 
(1) Chapter 33.825 Design Review 
Section 33.825.010 Purpose of Design Review 
Design review ensures that development conserves and enhances the recognized special design 
values of a site or area.  Design review is used to ensure the conservation, enhancement, and 
continued vitality of the identified scenic, architectural, and cultural values of each design 
district or area.  Design review ensures that certain types of infill development will be 
compatible with the neighborhood and enhance the area.  Design review is also used in certain 
cases to review public and private projects to ensure that they are of a high design quality. 
 
Section 33.825.055 Design Review Approval Criteria 
A design review application will be approved if the review body finds the applicant to have 
shown that the proposal complies with the design guidelines for the area.  

 
Findings:  The site is designated with design overlay zoning (d), therefore the proposal 
requires Design Review approval.  Because of the site’s location, the applicable design 
guidelines are the Community Design Guidelines. 

 
Community Design Guidelines 
The Community Design Guidelines consist of a set of guidelines for design and historic design 
cases in community planning areas outside of the Central City. These guidelines address the 
unique and special characteristics of the community plan area and the historic and 
conservation districts. The Community Design Guidelines focus on three general categories: (P) 
Portland Personality, which establishes Portland's urban design framework; (E) Pedestrian 
Emphasis, which states that Portland is a city for people as well as cars and other movement 
systems; and (D) Project Design, which assures that each development is sensitive to both 
Portland's urban design framework and the users of the city.   
 
Staff has considered all guidelines and has addressed only those guidelines considered 
applicable to this project. 
 
P1.   Plan Area Character.  Enhance the sense of place and identity by incorporating site and 
building design features that respond to the area’s desired characteristics and traditions. 
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Findings:  The subject property is in the Albina Community Plan Area. The Community 
Design Guidelines state that this guideline can be met by “respecting the influence 
streetcars had on the characteristics of the early development of Albina.” The property is 
bound on the east by N Williams Avenue, one of the historic routes for the St. Johns 
Streetcar line. Today, N Williams and N Vancouver are designated Transit Access Streets, 
Neighborhood Collector Streets and City Bikeways in the City’s Transportation System 
Plan. North Williams Avenue has a high rate of bicycle commuters and is commonly 
referred to as the “bicycle highway”. As such, this corridor has historically been a 
commuter path, and still is today, albeit with an alternate primary transportation mode. 
The proposed building is located between N Vancouver and N Williams, separated from 
the smaller residential properties by these two streets.  
 
The Guidelines also state that this guideline may be met by “using Albina’s historic 
apartment buildings as prototypes for new multi-dwelling buildings.” The guidelines give 
the example of a 2-story apartment building with a shared entrance, noting that the 
neighborhood also has many courtyard apartments. The guidelines also note the 
tradition of mixed-use buildings with residential units over ground floor retail. The 
proposed building features ground-floor retail with residential units above, with a 
primary entrance lobby located at the corner of N Vancouver and N Cook and a 
secondary shared entrance located at N Williams and N Cook. While staff initially tried to 
encourage the development of a paved and/or landscaped courtyard to replace the 
proposed at-grade parking area in the center of the property, staff was influenced by 
testimony of representatives of the Eliot Land Use Committee who expressed a great 
desire for retail-related parking on this site, noting that available parking would better 
serve the proposed retail spaces, than would a pedestrian plaza, as well as reducing the 
potential for other properties to be burdened by the parking needs of the proposed retail 
spaces. Despite this, two courtyard areas are provided at each of the southern corners of 
the building, providing areas for social engagement of building users and passing 
pedestrians. 
 
The Guidelines also state that this guideline may be accomplished in the Albina 
community Plan Area by “taking advantage of views to downtown, rivers, hills, local 
parks, and the surrounding mountains.” As noted, the proposed building is separated 
from smaller residential properties in the neighborhood by N Vancouver and N Williams 
Avenues. The property is zoned EX, which allows for higher density, higher FAR, and 
taller height limits than nearby zones of R1 and R2. Immediately to the south of the 
subject property is an area zoned RX, which allows for even greater densities and heights 
than that proposed as part of this application. The proposal takes advantage of the 
maximum FAR allowed which is 3:1, as well as proposing additional FAR through a 
transfer, from the John Palmer House, a Portland Historic Landmark, per 33.140.205.C 
Transfer of FAR from Landmarks in the EX Zone. In doing so, the proposal provides 
additional protections to this historic property at 4314 N Mississippi Avenue. While 
allowing slightly more intense development at this site, by increasing the FAR to 3.4:1, 
the total is significantly less than the 6:1 allowed by Code through base allowances and 
landmark transfers. The building is comprised of the three wings, with the 6-story east 
and west wings joining the 5-story south wing which features a large rooftop garden and 
patio facing the downtown skyline and surrounding hills. This rooftop amenity will 
provide a space for outdoor entertainment for the residential tenants, and will limit the 
negative impacts of such entertainment on other tenants and neighboring residences. 
This guideline is met. 

 
P2.   Historic and Conservation Districts. Enhance the identity of historic and conservation 
districts by incorporating site and building design features that reinforce the area’s historic 
significance. Near historic and conservation districts, use such features to reinforce and 
complement the historic areas. 
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Findings: The Community Design Guidelines state that this guideline may be 
accomplished in the Eliot Conservation District by  

 “Incorporating architectural details of the surrounding historic buildings”; 
 “Taking advantage of views to points of interest in the district such as 

neighborhood churches”; and 
 “Respecting the influence streetcars had on the characteristics of early commercial 

development”. 
While the subject property is not located within the boundaries of the Eliot Conservation 
District, it is approximately 160 feet away from the nearest historic property in the 
district. Along N Cook in the Eliot Conservation District are a number of Foursquare 
single-dwellings constructed in 1905-1908 and along N Ivy in the district are 1904 Queen 
Anne single-dwelling residences. The architectural characteristics of these buildings 
would be inappropriate if they were applied to a larger multi-dwelling residence such as 
the one proposed. There are very few examples of multi-story mixed-use buildings 
remaining in the Eliot Conservation District. Those that do remain are 2- to 3-story brick 
buildings on Martin Luther King Boulevard and one at the corner of Monroe and Williams. 
Staff contends that while certain elements of these historic buildings may be appropriate 
to incorporate on the proposed building, they would be limited to the separation of 
commercial and residential uses, the use of brick, and the detailing of fenestration. The 
proposed building separates commercial and residential uses by locating residential units 
on floors 2 through 6, with commercial uses limited to the ground floor.  
 
Prior versions of the proposal included brick on portions of the ground floor, including the 
majority of the N Cook ground-level façade. The applicant has revised the overall 
composition of the building and number of materials proposed in order to simplify the 
building, and has elected to remove the brick at the ground floor, leaving exposed 
concrete as the primary ground-level material. The ground level cast-in place concrete will 
include a scoring pattern to add interest and human scale and will be treated with an 
anti-graffiti coating which will help aid the removal of potential graffiti. While brick would 
provide a higher textural quality to the building, staff notes that there are several concrete 
and concrete block one-story buildings in the neighborhood of varying ages and that this 
material, used at the ground level, is compatible with the neighborhood. 
 
Staff previously had concerns that the placement of the vinyl windows, which were shown 
flush with the wall systems, did not respond to the character of the Eliot Conservation 
District, and suggested that the windows should be recessed within the wall plane. The 
applicant has proposed an interesting response to this suggestion, which includes pulling 
the metal panel system 4½” proud of the wall to create a rain screen. In some locations, 
horizontally oriented-windows are shown in punched openings, thereby having a 4½”-
deep punched metal frame opening. In other locations, the 4½”-deep metal rain screen 
acts as a frame to larger expanses that include large windows areas and their spandrels. 
Staff believes that this is an unconventional and interesting response to the Commission’s 
call for a greater play of light and shadow, which allows the building to express itself in a 
modern way, while responding to the historic character of the nearby conservation 
district. In addition, the applicant has re-oriented many of the previously horizontal 
windows to a vertical orientation, thus eliminating staff’s previous concerns about varying 
sill and header heights and reducing the number of window patterns overall. Staff 
believes that the fenestration pattern is now much more orderly and balanced. 
 
With regard to the other two bulleted suggestions above, the proposal does take 
advantage of views to points of interest in the neighborhood and beyond through multiple 
residential stories and the rooftop courtyard at the top of the south wing. The proposal 
also respects the influence of streetcars on the characteristics of early commercial 
development, by proposing a mixed-use building with residential units on the upper floors 
to provide critical mass for the ground floor retail, and take advantage of the existing 
transportation routes along Williams and Vancouver. The proposal continues the tradition 
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of Williams serving as a major thoroughfare, with the density concentrated along these 
two streets and separated from the smaller-scale residentially zoned areas.  
 
Following staff and Commission guidance, the applicant has reduced the number of differing 
window types, made significant improvements in the regularization of header and sill 
heights, and redesigned the building skin to provide for windows and groups of windows be 
recessed from the primary exterior cladding, thereby respecting the regularity and texture of 
nearby older historic buildings. This guideline is now met. 
 

E1.   The Pedestrian Network. Create an efficient, pleasant, and safe network of sidewalks 
and paths for pedestrians that link destination points and nearby residential areas while 
visually and physically buffering pedestrians from vehicle areas.   
 

Findings:  Staff initially had concerns about potential conflicts along the N Ivy frontage as 
this private driveway essentially acts as a driveway for the New Seasons property to the 
north, as well as vehicular access for this property. At the behest of the Bureau of 
Transportation, the applicant changed the initial proposal of three in-out driveways to one 
in-out driveway for the underground garage with the at-grade parking area served by a 
one-way aisle. As N Williams and N Vancouver are both highly traveled routes for 
pedestrians, bicycles, private vehicles, and transit, neither of these streets are appropriate 
for garage access. Similarly, this particular stretch of N Cook receives vehicular traffic to 
and from the I-5 ramp, the intensity of which varies depending on the time of day. 
Therefore, staff concedes that the private access along N Ivy is the preferred location for 
vehicular access to this property. Along this edge, a continuous paved pedestrian 
sidewalk will highlight the potential presence of pedestrians and the reduced and offset 
curbcuts is intended to encourage more cautious driving behavior. The proposal also 
includes improvements to the sidewalks on the other three frontages, including planting 
of street trees. In addition, the applicant proposes two courtyards at the southwest and 
southeast corners, which feature constructed landscape elements to further buffer 
pedestrians from the areas of highest potential conflict.  
 
Since the initial decision was issued, the applicant has made changes to the proposal, 
based on direction provided by the Design Commission. One of these changes is related to 
the 6’-0” walkways along the interior parking court, which the Commission directed the 
applicant to make more inviting and friendly as many of the users of the building would 
utilize these walkways. In the October 24th revision, the applicant introduced benches 
and planters into the required 6’-0” walkways, thereby making them friendlier, but also 
reducing their required width. Staff suggested narrower parking stalls and aisles in order 
to provide for generous sidewalks. Staff noted that if a 6’-0” wide clear pedestrian pathway 
is not provided, then a modification to the reduced width would be required.  
 
In addition, since the initial Decision of Denial, the applicant now proposes to locate two 
transformers at the north end of the interior parking court along N Ivy. The Design 
Commission previously directed the applicant to relocate these transformers below grade 
and in the right-of-way in order to maintain a pedestrian network that is as pleasant as 
possible. However, since the September 19th hearing, staff has been educated, by the 
utility company, on the challenges of such a solution. Staff anticipated that this issue 
would be further illuminated at the October 24th hearing through testimony by the utility 
company. The applicant indicated they would accept a condition of approval related to 
this issue, as well as the approved solution’s impact of the proposed trellis which is 
intended to obscure the parking spaces below. 
 
Lastly, staff noted that no additional treatments have been proposed for the walls beyond 
the previously seen scoring patterns despite extensive conversation on this topic at the 
August 15th and September 19th hearings. Staff noted that it may be difficult to condition 
an approvable wall treatment and that if the Design Commission required additional 
consideration to the walls, and that the addition of benches and planters with widened 
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walkways was not sufficient to satisfy this guideline, the applicant could have been 
requested to return for a 4th hearing.  
 
At the October 24th hearing, representatives from the utility company spoke to the 
challenges of locating the transformers below grade at this particular site. The 
Commission accepted that this was a challenge that was bigger than this single project 
and that, in this instance, requiring the applicant to bury the transformers was infeasible 
and that allowing the pad-mounted transformers at the proposed location could be 
acceptable provided additional screening. In addition, the Commission noted that the 
trellis should be extended across the surface parking spaces rather than be notched in an 
attempt to be symmetrical with the notch over the transformers, so that the intent of the 
trellis, which is to provide screening of the cars, would be preserved. 
 
In addition, at the October 24th hearing, the Commission was not satisfied with the 
treatment afforded to the interior walkways, noting that they required additional width 
and additional consideration, but desired to move the project forward.  
 
Therefore, with the conditions of approval that the width of the interior sidewalks be 
increased to 8’-0” with a minimum of 6’- clear path and that the applicant provide enhanced 
details of the walkways, walls, and ceilings of the interior walkways to be submitted and 
approved through a Type II Land Use Review, with the work completed prior to obtaining a 
Certificate of Occupancy, and that a planted green screen and gate be installed around the 
transformers and above all the parking at the center, this guideline is met. 

 
E2.   Stopping Places. New large-scale projects should provide comfortable places along 
pedestrian circulation routes where people may stop, visit, meet, and rest. 
 

Findings:  The proposal includes two publicly-accessible courtyards at the southwest and 
southeast corners. The courtyards feature landscape elements such as a boulder garden 
and planted platform which will feature an art piece as well as provide seating at the 
perimeter. In addition, portions of the building are recessed from the east and west 
property lines and covered by canopies, to provide protected areas where commercial 
spaces can spill out onto the sidewalk, engaging passersby. This guideline is met. 

 
E3.   The Sidewalk Level of Buildings. Create a sense of enclosure and visual interest to 
buildings along sidewalks and pedestrian areas by incorporating small scale building design 
features, creating effective gathering places, and differentiating street level facades. 
 

Findings:  The sidewalk level of the building is expressed with different materials, 
including cast in place concrete, aluminum storefront windows at retail spaces and wood 
storefronts at the residential lobby entrances, with the upper levels expressed in metal 
panel, fiber cement panel, and vinyl window and door systems. In addition, the ground 
level is also further expressed by the use of extensive metal awnings which establish a 
clear separation between the ground and upper levels.  
 
As noted above under E1, the interior parking court walls still presented challenges in 
establishing an interesting and human-scaled environment. Again, staff noted that the 
required 6-foot pedestrian path was reduced in width by the proposed introduction of 
benches and planters. These introductions provided for a more pleasant environment, but 
encroached into the required width and are not specified as to the number and location. 
Staff suggested a condition of approval be included establishing a wider pathway and the 
number of benches and planters per linear foot, in order to meet this guideline and avoid 
the need for an additional modification to the Pedestrian Standards established by the 
Zoning Code.  
 
Lastly, staff noted that no additional treatments had been proposed for the walls beyond 
the previously seen scoring patterns despite Commission direction to address these walls. 
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Staff noted that it may be difficult to condition an approvable wall treatment. Staff noted 
that if the Design Commission required additional consideration to the walls, and that the 
addition of benches and planters with widened walkways was not sufficient to satisfy this 
guideline, the applicant could have been requested to return for a 4th hearing. 
 
At the October 24th hearing, the Commission was not satisfied with the treatment afforded to 
the interior walkways, noting that they required additional width and additional 
consideration, but desired to move the project forward. Therefore, with the conditions of 
approval that the width of the interior sidewalks be increased to 8’-0” with a minimum of 6’- 
clear path and that the applicant provide enhanced details of the walkways, walls, and 
ceilings of the interior walkways to be submitted and approved through a Type II Land Use 
Review, with the work completed prior to obtaining a Certificate of Occupancy, this guideline 
is met. 

 
E4.   Corners that Build Active Intersections. Create intersections that are active, unified, 
and have a clear identity through careful scaling detail and location of buildings, outdoor areas, 
and entrances. 
 

Findings:  The two courtyards proposed at the southwest and southeast corners will 
provide areas for congregation and resting. In addition, by recessing and opening these 
corners, these courtyards serve to reduce the overall scale of the building by allowing 
more views beyond the building. Further they will draw people into the space through 
their design features such as a boulder garden and art piece, as well as seating. The 
courtyards feature entrances for the residential portion of the building, as well as 
entrances to the southwest and southeast retail spaces, two of which are further 
addressed in the findings for the proposed modifications below. 
 
In addition, the northwest corner, features an additional retail space with a bay of 
windows along the N Ivy façade to engage south-bound traffic along N Vancouver. The 
northeast corner also features a bay of windows at the northeast retail space, which is 
recessed beneath the 2nd floor to provide an area for monitored long-term bicycle parking 
and an area for the adjacent commercial space to spill outdoors. As this is a major bicycle 
thoroughfare, it is anticipated that with the right mix of retail tenants, the building, as a 
whole, as well as its corners, will feature a level of activity present on the areas on N 
Williams Avenue further north. This guideline is met. 

 
E5.   Light, Wind, and Rain. Enhance the comfort of pedestrians by locating and designing 
buildings and outdoor areas to control the adverse effects of sun, shadow, glare, reflection, 
wind, and rain.  
 

Findings:  As noted above, the building features recessed ground level façades, which 
also feature long metal awnings to provide shelter for pedestrians. The proposal does not 
overwhelm the sidewalk with rain and sun protection, however, as the majority of the 
canopies are proposed within the bounds of the property, leaving the majority of the 
sidewalk clear of such overhangs. Admittedly, the corner courtyards are designed for 
maximizing enjoyment of the outdoor areas during the summer months. Staff supports 
the open nature of the courtyards, as they provide greater views around the corners of the 
building, and provide an alternative to the other covered areas at the ground floor. This 
guideline is met. 
 

D1.   Outdoor Areas. When sites are not fully built on, place buildings to create sizable, usable 
outdoor areas. Design these areas to be accessible, pleasant, and safe.  Connect outdoor areas 
to the circulation system used by pedestrians;   
D3.   Landscape Features. Enhance site and building design through appropriate placement, 
scale, and variety of landscape features. 
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Findings for D1 and D3: Generally, the proposal features an urban landscaping 
treatment, much of it provided by street trees, with the exception of the courtyards, and 
providing an area for tenant-maintained vegetable gardens. At the ground level, 
landscaping is proposed at the courtyards entrances, softening these façades for the 
residential tenants, while proposing landscape-free areas at the storefronts, though in 
most locations, there is space for potted plants if a tenant chose to add them later. As 
noted above, the proposed corner courtyards are designed to be interactive, usable, and 
pleasant. The courtyards are connected to each adjacent sidewalk with a clear and 
accessible path. This guideline is further discussed below in the Findings for the 
Modifications to Setbacks and Transit Street Main Entrances as it relates to the corner 
courtyards. These guidelines are met. 

 
D2.   Main Entrances. Make the main entrances to houses and buildings prominent, 
interesting, pedestrian accessible, and transit-oriented. 
 

Findings:  All of the main entrances to the building are located along the transit street 
sidewalks, or facing a courtyard adjacent to the transit streets. Entrances are flush with 
the sidewalk, or in a singular case, accessible via a ramp. The applicant also proposes 
integrated themed signage inspired by the contemporary character of the N Vancouver/N 
Williams couplet, by proposing signage made with bicycle parts, though staff notes, these 
may be more effective if mounted to the underside of the canopies directly in front of retail 
entrances, rather than face-mounted to the ends of the canopies. The residential 
entrances are differentiated from the retail canopies in that they feature wood storefronts  
with the primary entrance on the SW corner featuring a steel and glass canopy 
differentiating it from the commercial canopies.  
 
Staff noted that the applicant originally proposed the southeast residential entrance to 
also be differentiated with a steel and glass canopy but removed this element based on 
Commission guidance to simplify the southeast courtyard. The Commission clarified at 
the September 19th hearing that these comments were not meant as direction to simplify 
the entrance details, but rather to provide more presence to the entrance through 
simplification of the courtyard features. Staff noted that the October 24th design still 
showed a continuation of the commercial awning over the southeast entrance, making 
this entrance rather inconspicuous, blending with the commercial entries.  
 
At the October 24th hearing, the Commission suggested that the canopy be returned to 
the previously proposed canopy, of steel abnd glass to match the primary residential 
entrance canopy at the southwest corner in order to add more prominence to the 
southeast entrance. 
 
With the condition of approval to re-integrate the previously proposed canopy (which matches 
the main entrance canopy at the southwest corner) at the southeast entrance, this guideline 
is met. 

 
D4.   Parking Areas and Garages. Integrate parking in a manner that is attractive and 
complementary to the site and its surroundings. Locate parking in a manner that minimizes 
negative impacts on the community and its pedestrians. Design parking garage exteriors to 
visually respect and integrate with adjacent buildings and environment. 
 

Findings: One level of below grade residential parking is proposed, accessed from N Ivy 
Street. As indicated above, due to the high-traffic nature of N Vancouver, N Williams, and 
N Cook, staff determined this was the best location for garage access. In addition, the 
applicant is also proposing 52 at-grade retail parking spaces, some of which are tuck-
under spaces. While staff initially proposed that a landscaped courtyard was a preferable 
use of this space, representatives of the Eliot Land Use Committee expressed a desire for 
the retention of these at-grade spaces to minimize negative impacts on the surrounding 
neighborhood and to aid the survival of the retail tenants. The applicant has indicated 
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that some of the retail spaces along N Vancouver may be used for uses associated with 
Emanuel Hospital nearby. As such, staff notes it may be safer to provide parking for these 
spaces rather than requiring persons of potentially limited mobility to navigate the high 
traffic streets surrounding the property. The applicant is proposing landscaping around 
the parking area to try to minimize its negative visual effects on the neighborhood. 
Perimeter landscaping is proposed, as well as Laurel and trellis walls with climbing 
Jasmine. Climbing Jasmine is also proposed at a steel and wood pergola structure over 
the garage ramp to soften the parking court area and minimize views of the garage ramp 
from above. Green Column Maples are also proposed in containers along the sides of the 
pergola structure and at the N Ivy frontage to further soften and minimize views into the 
at-grade parking area. An alternative could be to cover the parking area completely with a 
2nd floor outdoor courtyard, as has been approved on similar projects. While at-grade 
parking areas are not a desired use of space, staff feels that the concerns of the 
neighborhood must be properly balanced with the development proposal and the 
applicant has made a notable effort to minimize the negative impacts of the parking area 
on the neighborhood and users of the building. This guideline is met. 

 
D5.   Crime Prevention. Use site design and building orientation to reduce the likelihood of 
crime through the design and placement of windows, entries, active ground level uses, and 
outdoor areas. 
 

Findings:  The building features a significant amount of fenestration at the ground level 
with active ground level active uses, and pleasant outdoor areas which will attract users. 
Entries are clearly marked and easily accessible. Additional entries with storefront glazing 
are proposed facing the pedestrian pathway at the at-grade parking area in order to 
activate this area and provide “eyes on the street”. In addition, outdoor bicycle parking 
areas at the ground level will be monitored with a camera system. This guideline is met. 

 
D7.   Blending into the Neighborhood. Reduce the impact of new development on established 
neighborhoods by incorporating elements of nearby, quality buildings such as building details, 
massing, proportions, and materials. 
 

Findings: The Eliot Neighborhood Plan recognizes that there are distinct areas with the 
Eliot neighborhood with their own distinct history, character, land use pattern and 
future, including the Williams/Vancouver corridor. The plan notes that in the area north 
of Russell Street and extending north to Fremont Street, the district forms a transitional 
buffer between the Emanuel Campus and the residential area east of Williams, where 
mixed-use buildings provide residential opportunities as well as retail and restaurants to 
serve the rest of the neighborhood. The proposed building intends to provide additional 
housing and employment opportunities within this narrow higher density zone. The 
guideline suggests that new development should take cues from buildings that are both 
nearby and of quality. The immediately surrounding area is comprised mostly of one-story 
commercial structures and 1-½-story residential structures, not all of which are of 
sufficient quality to be emulated. In addition, the property allows a much higher density, 
given its zoning and its location between these two thoroughfares. As such, the applicant 
has proposed to use the new north tower at the Emanuel Hospital campus, a few blocks 
away, as a neighborhood reference. Originally, the applicant proposed the west wing to be 
solely comprised of a fiber cement panel system in a light shade, similar to the shade of 
the panels on the north tower. Staff dissuaded the applicant from proposing fiber cement 
panels across the entirety of this façade and encouraged an overall reduction of the 
amount of fiber cement panel cladding proposed. In response, the applicant selected a 
fiber cement panel system that appears to be of higher quality than that originally 
proposed and reduced the overall amount of this type of cladding.  
 
Staff notes that recent development in the area, particularly along N Williams Avenue is 
beginning to significantly alter the character of this corridor. This development has been 
consistent with the vision outlined in the Albina Community Plan and Eliot Neighborhood 
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Plan for the area’s future. Notably, the Albina Community Plan recognized the historic 
pedestrian-oriented storefront character of the area’s commercial corridors that, due to 
dwindling residential densities, were vacated as their success depended on residential 
density. The recent development in the area has significantly increased residential density 
in this corridor, primarily without sacrificing a significant amount of existing housing 
stock, though it is worth noting that locally significant buildings have not survived the 
advance of progress wholesale. Along with the increased number of residents, is an 
increase in commercial and employment opportunities which serve the neighborhood and 
the city as a whole. Staff recognizes that the proposed building will be among the tallest 
in the area, at 65 feet with five residential floors over one commercial ground floor. The 
recently approved “Rachel”, between Mason and Skidmore, and “Albert” between Beech 
and Fremont, were respectively, a 4-over-1 64-foot tall building and a 3-over-1 53-foot tall 
building. The Rachel and Albert are both situated on the east side of Williams Avenue, 
adjacent to R2.5a residential zone. The Albert was administratively approved and its 
approval upheld on appeal, while the Rachel was administratively approved with no 
appeal filed. Based on the current proposal’s location, between Williams and Vancouver, 
its allowed FAR (including allowable transfers from historic landmarks), and the allowed 
height at this location, staff feels that the overall size of the building is appropriate as it 
meets the limits set by Code as well as housing goals for the area, while helping to further 
establish a “stepping down” to the smaller residential properties. This property and 
possible future development bound by the Williams/Vancouver couplet will continue to 
serve as the spine of the neighborhood, though at a more intense level. Though the 
proposed building is significantly taller than the existing 1904 and 1905 single-dwellings 
to the south across N Cook, staff notes that the proposed building steps down by one full 
story at the south wing facing these RX-zoned properties.  
 
Based on staff and Commission guidance, the applicant has significantly modified the 
design proposal, including the elimination of horizontal metal siding and brick veneer, 
and providing significantly more order to the composition of the materials. The applicant 
also reconfigured the overall window scheme reducing the number of different types of 
windows, providing more order to the header and sill heights, and providing for the play of 
light and shadow at window locations by designing the metal siding to stand proud of the 
secondary skin of fiber cement panels, which adds a layer of texture to the building. 
Although the proposed building is significantly larger than any other building in the 
immediate vicinity, the redesigned building will now blend more gracefully with the 
adjacent neighborhood due to the incorporation of these design details which respond 
directly to the design details of previous generations, notable for their richness of texture 
and character. 
 
This guideline is now met. 

 
D8.   Interest, Quality, and Composition. All parts of a building should be interesting to view, 
of long lasting quality, and designed to form a cohesive composition. 
 

Findings:  As noted in the previous Decision of Denial, staff had concerns with certain 
design details which affected the overall cohesion of the proposed building, as well as the 
overall level of quality and interest. Through participation of the Design Commission, 
many of these concerns have been addressed and the building significantly improved. 
Staff notes the relative order of the current design in the application of the exterior 
materials, the simplification of window patterns, the introduction of layers to the building 
skin, and the softening of the courtyard landscape as notable improvements. 
 
Staff noted that two areas of concern are not fully resolved but could be determined to be 
resolved at the October 24th hearing, including: 
 The abundance of seams within the fiber cement panel fields and their intersection 

with windows; and 
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 The composition of clear anodized aluminum vents within the “green shimmer” 
corrugated metal panel system. 

 
Staff noted that the applicant has addressed the issue of the fiber cement panel seams by 
shifting the metal panel fields to the edges of windows and by eliminating the pre-
manufactured corner piece which reduces the number of seams overall and reduces the 
possibility of alignment errors during installation. At the October 24th hearing, the 
Commission raised the question that eliminating the corner piece introduced the 
possibility that the mitered corner seam would not be completely straight as it increased 
the potential for slight deviations on those prominent corners. The Commission opted to 
let the applicant determine what the best corner option was for the proposal based on 
mockups to be constructed prior to installation of the Nichiha panels, noting that neither 
is ideal, and the applicant’s own quality control would have to determine the best 
situation for these prominent corners.  
 
In addition, staff noted that the vents have been a sticking point on the overall 
composition because they are a major component of the design of the building and have 
not been designed in such a way that they disappear into the overall composition. Staff 
believes that the two primary building materials, the “Green Shimmer” corrugated metal 
panel and the “Mocha” Nichiha fiber cement panel complement each other and, especially 
in the case of the metal panel, which will change depending on the angle and intensity of 
the light, provide interest to the overall composition. Short of redesigning the mechanical 
system to better integrate the vents into the overall design, staff noted that the current 
proposal, at least, needed additional consideration. The current proposal is for clear 
anodized aluminum vents, which the applicant believes will absorb the color of the 
adjacent metal system; samples of these three materials were provided at the October 24th 
hearing. The applicant suggested a condition of approval, based on alternatives 
presented, in the event that the clear anodized system was determined to be insufficient.  
 
One of the alternatives presented was to color match the vents with the meatal panel 
color. Although the vents would not have the same color shift technology of the metal 
panels, the base color could be the same, therefore there would be a light variation in the 
light reflective quality of the two paints, but less so than with a clear anodized aluminum 
against the “Green Shimmer”. The Commission found that the clear anodized aluminum 
vents were insufficient with regard to meeting this guideline. 
 
The Commission also noted that two separate bike racks were proposed for horizontal 
bike parking, noting that a singular bike rack would be more cohesive. 
 
With the conditions of approval to paint the vents to match the metal panel color and to limit 
the bike racks to a single type found on sheet 7.4, this guideline is met.  
 

(2) 33.825.040 Modifications That Will Better Meet Design Review Requirements: 
The review body may consider modification of site-related development standards, including the 
sign standards of Chapters 32.32 and 32.34 of the Sign Code, as part of the design review 
process.  These modifications are done as part of design review and are not required to go 
through the adjustment process.  Adjustments to use-related development standards (such as 
floor area ratios, intensity of use, size of the use, number of units, or concentration of uses) are 
required to go through the adjustment process.  Modifications that are denied through design 
review may be requested as an adjustment through the adjustment process.  The review body 
will approve requested modifications if it finds that the applicant has shown that the following 
approval criteria are met: 
 
A. Better meets design guidelines.  The resulting development will better meet the 

applicable design guidelines; and  
B. Purpose of the standard.  On balance, the proposal will be consistent with the purpose of 

the standard for which a modification is requested. 
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Modification #1: 33.140.215 Setbacks – to reduce the percentage of building frontage 
required to meet the maximum 10’-0” setback on N Vancouver Avenue from 100% to 78%; 
 
Purpose Statement: The setback standards promote different streetscapes. The EG2 and IG2 
zone setbacks promote a spacious style of development. The EG1, IG1, and EX zone setbacks 
reflect the generally built-up character of these areas. The IH zone requires only a minimal 
setback to separate uses from the street. The setback standards are also intended to ensure 
that development will preserve light, air, and privacy for abutting residential zones. In the EG1 
and EX zones, the setback requirements along transit streets and in Pedestrian Districts create 
an environment that is inviting to pedestrians and transit users. 
 
Standard: 33.140.215.C.1.e.7 In a Pedestrian District (Three or more frontages, two non-
intersecting transit streets). Where the site has three or more frontages, and two or them are 
transit streets that do not intersect, the following standards must be met on the frontage of the 
transit street with the highest classification and one intersecting street:  
 Standard 2 must be met on the frontage of the transit street with the highest classification. 

If both transit streets have the same classification, the applicant may choose which street;  
 Standard 1 must be met on an intersecting street. 
Standard 1: At least 50 percent of the length of the ground level street-facing façade of the 
building must be within the maximum setback; 
Standard 2: 100 percent of the length of the ground level street-facing façade of the building 
must be within the maximum setback; 
 
A. Better meets design guidelines. The resulting development will better meet the 

applicable design guidelines; and  
 
Findings: By allowing a portion of the building to be set further back from the property line, 
guidelines E1, E2, E3, E4, D1, and D8 are better met. The setback portion of the building 
increases pedestrian safety at this corner and provides an area for pedestrians and users of the 
building to stop and rest or meet. The increased setback also provides added interest to the 
building, and creates an active usable corner that, through its design, is differentiated from the 
other courtyard on N Williams Avenue. 
 
B. Purpose of the standard. On balance, the proposal will be consistent with the purpose of 

the standard for which a modification is requested. 
 
Findings: The purpose of the standard, as it applies to this property is to ensure that 
development will preserve light and air and create an environment inviting to pedestrians and 
transit users. By setting a portion of the building further back from the property line than 
allowed by right, the applicant is able to create a corner courtyard along N Vancouver Avenue, 
in addition to that proposed along N Williams Avenue. This creates additional opportunities for 
light and air to pedestrians, as well as an inviting open area where residents and visitors can 
meet, as well as providing an area where pedestrians may be able to stop and rest. 
 
The purpose of the design standard is met through the establishment of a courtyard amenity at 
the corner of N Cook and N Vancouver which will complement the courtyard at N Cook and N 
Williams. 
Therefore this Modifications merits approval.  
 
Modification #2: 33.140.242 Transit Street Main Entrance – to allow a transit street main 
entrance that does not face the transit street, N Vancouver Avenue, at Retail C; and 
 
Purpose Statement: Locating the main entrance to a use on a transit street provides convenient 
pedestrian access between the use and public sidewalks and transit facilities, and so promotes 
walking and the use of transit. 
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Standard: 33.140.242.C Location. For the portion of buildings that conform to the maximum 
building setback, at least one main entrance for each nonresidential tenant space on the 
ground floor must meet the standards of this section. The ground floor is the lowest floor of the 
building that is within four feet of the adjacent transit street grade. The main entrance must: 

1. Be within 25 feet of the transit street; 
2. Allow pedestrians to both enter and exit the building; and 
3. Either: 

a. Face the transit street; or 
b. Be at an angle of up to 45 degrees from the transit street, measured from the street 
property line. 

 
A. Better meets design guidelines. The resulting development will better meet the 

applicable design guidelines; and  
 
Findings: The proposal to locate the entrance to face the southwest courtyard allows several 
guidelines to be better met, including E1, E4, D2, D5, and D8. Relocation of this entrance 
allows for an additional buffer between the entrance and vehicular traffic by way of the 
courtyard amenity. The courtyard also provides a more active and interesting entrance, and will 
also reduce the likelihood of crime at this retail space due to the fact that this entrance will be 
visible to more people, particularly when the courtyard is occupied by user of the retail space, 
resting pedestrians, or visitors to the residential lobby. 
 
B. Purpose of the standard. On balance, the proposal will be consistent with the purpose of 

the standard for which a modification is requested. 
 
Findings: The proposal is to allow the main entrance to Retail C to face south and be accessed 
from the courtyard area, rather than from the N Vancouver Avenue sidewalk, approximately 
twelve feet away. The change in direction is negligible when staff considers the proximity of the 
entrance to the transit street, and notes that the alternate direction provides for other 
opportunities not afforded to the entrance were it to be located along the sidewalk. 
 
The purpose of the design standard is to provide a convenient pedestrian access and to 
promote walking and use of transit. The location of this entrance faces a well-designed 
courtyard with an interactive water feature which serves not only as an amenity for the users of 
the building but also for passing pedestrians. In this way the courtyard serves as a reward for 
pedestrians and a bonus for users of this retail space, which may otherwise not see this feature 
if the entrance was designed to meet the standard.  
Therefore this Modification merits approval.  
 
Modification #3: 33.140.242 Transit Street Main Entrance – to allow a transit street main 
entrance that does not face the transit street, N Williams Avenue, at Retail E. 
 
Purpose Statement: Locating the main entrance to a use on a transit street provides convenient 
pedestrian access between the use and public sidewalks and transit facilities, and so promotes 
walking and the use of transit. 
 
Standard: 33.140.242.C Location. For the portion of buildings that conform to the maximum 
building setback, at least one main entrance for each nonresidential tenant space on the 
ground floor must meet the standards of this section. The ground floor is the lowest floor of the 
building that is within four feet of the adjacent transit street grade. The main entrance must: 

1. Be within 25 feet of the transit street; 
2. Allow pedestrians to both enter and exit the building; and 
3. Either: 

a. Face the transit street; or 
b. Be at an angle of up to 45 degrees from the transit street, measured from the street 
property line. 
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A. Better meets design guidelines. The resulting development will better meet the 
applicable design guidelines; and  

 
Findings: The proposal to locate the entrance to face the southwest courtyard allows several 
guidelines to be better met, including E1, E4, D2, D5, and D8. Relocation of this entrance 
allows for an additional buffer between the entrance and vehicular traffic by way of the 
courtyard amenity. The courtyard also provides a more active and interesting entrance, and will 
also reduce the likelihood of crime at this retail space due to the fact that this entrance will be 
visible to more people, particularly when the courtyard is occupied by users of either retail 
space, as well as resting pedestrians. 
 
B. Purpose of the standard. On balance, the proposal will be consistent with the purpose of 

the standard for which a modification is requested. 
 
Findings: The proposal is to allow the main entrance to Retail E to face south and be accessed 
from the courtyard area, rather than from the N Williams Avenue sidewalk, approximately 
sixteen feet away. The change in direction is negligible when staff considers the proximity of the 
entrance to the transit street, and notes that the alternate direction provides for other 
opportunities not afforded to the entrance were it to be located along the sidewalk. 
 
The purpose of the design standard is to provide a convenient pedestrian access and to 
promote walking and use of transit. The location of this entrance faces a well-designed 
courtyard with an art piece inspired by the bicycle commuter character of the neighborhood 
which serves not only as an amenity for the users of the building but also for passing 
pedestrians. In this way the courtyard serves as a reward for pedestrians and a bonus for users 
of this retail space, which may otherwise not see this feature if the entrance was designed to 
meet the standard.  
Therefore this Modification merits approval.  
 
(3) Exception #1: Exception for Window Projection into Public Right-of-Way IBC/32/#1 - 
Standards for windows allowed to project into public right-of-way: to increase the width of oriel 
windows projecting into the public rights-of-way from 12’-0” to 15’-0”, adjacent to the projecting 
balconies, on N Vancouver, N Williams, and at two locations on N Cook Street. 
 
The following standards were adopted by the Bureau of Development Services, in cooperation 
with the Bureau of Planning and the Portland Office of Transportation and applies to all 
windows projecting into the right-of-way including those supported by a cantilevered floor 
structure and those carried on brackets or corbels. 
 
A. Projection. Maximum projection of 4 feet into the right-of-way including trim, eaves and 

ornament. 
 

Findings:  The maximum projection for any element of the projecting volumes is 4’-0”.  
This standard is met. 

 
B. Clearance. Clearance above grade as defined in Chapter 32, Section 3202.3.2 of the current 
Oregon Structural Specialty Code. (The 2004 edition of the Oregon Structural Specialty Code 
states that no projection is allowed for clearances less than 8 feet above grade. For clearances 
above grade greater than 8 feet, 1 inch of projection is allowed for each additional inch of 
clearance, provided that no such projection shall exceed a distance of 4 feet.) 
 

Findings:  The lowest proposed clearance for the oriels is 13’-4”. This standard is met. 
 
C. Area. Maximum wall area of all windows which project into public right-of-way on a wall is 
40% of the wall’s area. 
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Findings:  The maximum wall area of windows in the oriels is less than 40%. This 
standard is met. 

 
D. Wall Length. Maximum width of any single window which projects into public right-of-way 
is 50% of its building wall length. 
 

Findings: No window projecting into the right-of-way is more than 50% of the wall’s 
area. This standard is met. 

 
E. Window Area. Minimum of 30% window area at the face of the projecting window element. 
Projections greater than 2 feet 6 inches must have windows at all sides. Required side windows 
must be a minimum of 10% of side walls. 
 

Findings:  The window at the face of the projection is more than 30% of the area and 
the windows at the side total more than 10% of the area. This standard is met. 

 
F. Width. Maximum width of 12 feet for each projecting window element. When approved 
through Design Review, the width may vary provided the area of all windows on a wall which 
project into public right of way does not exceed 40% of the wall’s area and the width of any 
single projecting window element does not exceed 50% of its building wall’s length. 
 

Findings:  The proposed projections are 27-foot wide wall elements that include a 
balcony, enclosed on three sides, as well as the projecting window element, which are 
approximately 15-feet wide. The balconies are not included in the total width of the 
“projecting window element”, however the width of the projecting window elements 
exceed the 12 feet allowed. This standard is not met for the width of the projecting bay but 
qualifies for approval through Design Review because it meets the necessary standards 
related to percentage of building wall area and length, and helps the proposal better meet 
design guideline D8. The projecting window element helps break up the plane of the 
façades along N Vancouver, N Williams, and N Cook, adding interest to the design. 
   

G. Separation. Minimum separation of 12 feet measured from other projecting window 
elements on the same elevation or plane of wall. When approved through Design Review, 
required separation may vary provided the area of all projecting window elements on a wall 
does not exceed 40% of the wall’s area and the width of any single projecting window element 
over the right-of-way does not exceed 50% of its building wall’s length. 
 

Findings:  On both N Vancouver and N Williams Avenue, the projecting window 
elements are singular occurrences. On N Cook, the projections are 116 feet apart. This 
standard is met.   

 
DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 
 
Unless specifically required in the approval criteria listed above, this proposal does not have to 
meet the development standards in order to be approved during this review process.  The plans 
submitted for a building or zoning permit must demonstrate that all development standards of 
Title 33 can be met, or have received an Adjustment or Modification via a land use review prior 
to the approval of a building or zoning permit. 
 
CONCLUSIONS 
 
The purpose of the Historic Design Review process is to ensure that additions, new 
construction, and exterior alterations to historic resources do not compromise their ability to 
convey historic significance.  The addition of solar panels on this noncontributing building 
would not negatively impact the conservation district and have been incorporated into the 
building design.  This proposal meets all the applicable Historic Design Review criteria and 
described above and therefore warrants approval. 
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ADMINISTRATIVE DECISION 
 
Approval of a six-story mixed-use building in the Albina Community Plan District, per Exhibits 
C1- through C-72, signed and dated October 24, 2013, and subject to the following conditions: 
 

A. As part of the building permit application submittal, each of the 4 required site plans 
and any additional drawings must reflect the information and design approved by this 
land use review as indicated in Exhibits C-1 through C-72.  The sheets on which this 
information appears must be labeled, "Proposal and design as approved in Case File # 
LU 13-131079 DZM.  No field changes allowed.” 

 
B. There shall be a planted green screen fence and gate installed around the 

transformers and above all the parking at the center; 
 

C. A single type of horizontal bike rack, illustrated on sheet 7.4, shall be used; 
 

D. The louvers on the exterior walls must be painted to match the [metal] panel color; 
 

E. Re-integrate the previously submitted canopy [which matches the design of the main 
entrance canopy at the southwest corner] above the southeast corner residential 
entrance; 

 
F. The width of the interior walkways must be 8’-0” wide with a minimum 6’-0” clear 

walking path; and 
 

G. Enhanced details of the walkways, walls, and ceilings of the interior walkways shall be 
submitted and approved through a Type II land use review with the work completed 
prioir to obtaining a Certificate of Occupancy. 

 

sign Commission on: October 24, 2013 

sign Commission 

 
About this Decision. This land use decision is not a permit for development.  Permits may be 
required prior to any work.  Contact the Development Services Center at 503-823-7310 for 
information about permits. 
 
Procedural Information.  The application for this land use review was submitted on March 
21, 2013, and was determined to be complete on May 30, 2013. 
 
Zoning Code Section 33.700.080 states that Land Use Review applications are reviewed under 
the regulations in effect at the time the application was submitted, provided that the 
application is complete at the time of submittal, or complete within 180 days.  Therefore this 
application was reviewed against the Zoning Code in effect on March 21, 2013. 
 
ORS 227.178 states the City must issue a final decision on Land Use Review applications 
within 120-days of the application being deemed complete.  The 120-day review period may be 
waived or extended at the request of the applicant.  The applicant provided a 35-day extension 

Staff Planner: Hillary Adam 
First Hearing Date:  August 15, 2013 
Findings and conclusions adopted by the De
 
 
 
 
By: ____________________________________________, Chair, De
 Guinevere Milius 
 
Date Final Decision Effective/Mailed:  November 1, 2013 
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following the August 15th hearing. Unless further extended by the applicant, the 120 days 
will expire on: November 3, 2013 
 
Appeal of this Decision.  This decision is final and becomes effective the day the notice of 
decision is mailed (noted above).  This decision may not be appealed to City Council; however, 
it may be challenged by filing a "Notice of Intent to Appeal" with the State Land Use Board of 
Appeals (LUBA) within 21 days of the date the decision is mailed, pursuant to ORS 197.0 and 
197.830.  A fee is required, and the issue being appealed must have been raised by the close of 
the record and with sufficient specificity to afford the review body an opportunity to respond to 
the issue.  For further information, contact LUBA at the Public Utility Commission Building, 
550 Capitol Street NE, Salem, OR 97310. [Telephone: (503)373-1265] 
 
Recording the Final Decision.   
If this Land Use Review is approved, the final decision must be recorded with the Multnomah 
County Recorder.  A building or zoning permit will be issued only after the final decision is 
recorded.  The final decision may be recorded on or after November 1, 2013. 
 
The applicant, builder, or a representative may record the final decision as follows: 

 By Mail:  Send the two recording sheets (sent in a separate mailing) and the final Land 
Use Review Decision with a check made payable to the Multnomah County Recorder to: 
Multnomah Count Recorder, PO Box 5007, Portland OR 97208.  The recording fee is 
identified on the recording sheet.   Please include a self-addressed, stamped envelope. 

 In person:  Bring the two recording sheets (sent in separate mailing) and the final Land 
Use Review Decision with a check made payable to the Multnomah Recorder to the 
County Recorder's office located at 501 SE Hawthorne Boulevard, #158, Portland OR 
97214.  The recording fee is identified on the recording sheet. 

 
For further information on recording, please call the County Recorder at 503-988-3034. 
For further information on your recording documents, please call the Bureau of Development 
Services Land Use Services Division at 503-823-0625. 
 
Expiration of this approval.  This decision expires three years from the date the Final 
Decision is rendered unless: 

 A building permit has been issued, or 
 The approved activity has begun, or 
 In situations involving only the creation of lots, and the land decision has been 

recorded. 
 
Applying for permits.  A building permit, occupancy permit, or development permit must be 
obtained before carrying out this project.  At the time they apply for a permit, permittees must 
demonstrate compliance with: 

 All conditions imposed here. 
 All applicable development standards, unless specifically exempted as part of this land 

use review. 
 All requirements of the building code. 
 All provisions of the Municipal Code of the City of Portland, and all other applicable 

ordinances, provisions and regulations of the city. 
 
 

EXHIBITS 
NOT ATTACHED UNLESS INDICATED 

 
A. Applicant’s Statement 
 1. Type II Design Review Submittal, including Neighborhood Contact 
 2. BDS – Conference Facilitator Summary Memo, dated December 7, 2012 
 3. Historic FAR transfer letter, dated March 12, 2013 
 4. Land Use Review Narrative 
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 5. Original Drawing Set and Specifications (41 sheets), dated March 20, 2013 
 6. Preliminary Drainage Report, dated March 15, 2013 
 7. Incompleteness Response, dated April 10, 2013 
 8. LUR Package Revision Letter, dated May 30, 2013 
 9. Revised Land Use Narrative, dated May 30, 2013 
B. Zoning Map (attached) 
C. Plans/Drawings: 

1. Cover Sheet  
2. Table of Contents  
3. Introduction Cover Sheet  
4. Introduction 1.0  
5. Introduction 1.1  
6. Site Information Cover Sheet  
7. Site Information 2.0  
8. Grading Plan 2.1  
9. Site Plan 2.2 (attached)  
10. Site Plan 2.2a 
11. Site Photos 2.3  
12. Neighborhood Photos 2.4  
13. Transit Information 2.5  
14. Floor Plans Cover Sheet  
15. Parking Level 1 Floor Plan 3.0  
16. Ground Floor Plan 3.1  
17. Level 2-5 Floor Plan 3.2  
18. Level 6 Floor Plan 3.3  
19. Roof Plan 3.4  
20. Elevations & Sections Cover Sheet  
21. South Elevation (N Cook St.) 4.0 (attached)  
22. East Elevation (N Williams Ave.) 4.1 (attached)  
23. West Elevation (N Vancouver Ave.) 4.2 (attached)  
24. North Elevation (N Ivy St.) 4.3 (attached)  
25. Interior Courtyard South Elevation 4.4 (attached)  
26. Interior Courtyard East Elevation 4.5 (attached)  
27. Interior Courtyard West Elevation 4.6 (attached)  
28. Building Section North-South 4.7  
29. Building Section East-West 4.8  
30. Building Section East-West 4.9  
31. Enlarged Wall Sections/Elevations 4.10  
32. Enlarged Wall Sections/Elevations 4.11  
33. Enlarged Wall sections/Elevations 4.12  
34. Enlarged Wall sections/Elevations 4.13  
35. FAR & Window Diagrams Cover Sheet  
36. FAR Calculations & Diagrams 5.0  
37. Window Diagram 5.1  
38. Design Detail Illustrations Cover Sheet  
39. Design Detail Illustrations 6.0  
40. Design Detail Illustrations 6.1  
41. Design Detail Illustrations 6.2  
42. Design Detail Illustrations 6.3  
43. Design Detail Illustrations 6.4 
44. Design Detail Illustrations 6.5  
45. Landscape Plans Cover Sheet  
46. Landscape Plan 7.0  
47. SW Courtyard 7.1  
48. SE Courtyard 7.2  
49. Landscape Images 7.3 
50. Landscape Images 7.4 
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51. Lighting Plan Cover Sheet 
52. Lighting Cutsheets – Site Lighting 8.0  
53. Lighting Cutsheets 8.1  
54. Lighting Cutsheets 8.2  
55. Enlarged Details (Appendix A) Cover Sheet  
56. Details 9.0  
57. Details 9.1  
58. Details 9.2  
59. Details 9.3  
60. Details 9.4  
61. Details 9.5  
62. Manufacturer’s Cut Sheets (Appendix B) Cover Sheet  
63. Reinforced Vinyl Window 10.1  
64. Reinforced Vinyl Window 10.2  
65. Reinforced Vinyl Window 10.3  
66. Reinforced Vinyl Window 10.4  
67. Reinforced Vinyl Door 10.5  
68. Wood Doors @ Residential Entries 10.6  
69. Aluminum Storefront @ Ground Floor 10.7  
70. Green Screen 10.8  
71. Mechanical Cutsheets 10.12 
72. Enlarged Site Plan 

D. Notification information: 
 1. Mailing list 
 2. Mailed notice 
E. Agency Responses:   

1. Bureau of Transportation Engineering and Development Review 
b. Public Works Appeal 

2. Bureau of Environmental Services 
3. Life Safety Division of BDS 
4. Site Development Review Section of BDS 
5. Bureau of Parks, Forestry Division 

F. Correspondence: 
1. Mike Warwick, of the Eliot Land Use Committee, wrote on January 14, 2013, prior to 

issuance of the Notice of Proposal, indicating the Land Use Committee’s support for 52 
proposed off-street parking spaces.  

2. S V Bailey, provided comments endorsed by the Eliot Neighborhood Association Land 
Use and Transportation Committee as submitted by Mike Warwick, on June 24, 2013, 
stating support for the proposal, and concerns with regard to the exterior design, 
specifically noting that vinyl windows and cement panels. 

3. Cathy Galbraith, Executive Director of the Bosco-Milligan Foundation and the 
Architectural Heritage Center, wrote on June 25, 2013, noting that the proposed design 
has no precedent in the nearby surrounding neighborhood, in terms of massing, scale 
and volume. 

4. Kristina Hauri, 81 NE Ivy, wrote on June 25, 2013, expressing concern that the 
proposal does not fit the character of the neighborhood, further stating that the façade 
does not have a continuous rhythm and questioning the quality of the materials.  

5. Several residents of the Boise neighborhood, though not officially representing the Boise 
Neighborhood Association, wrote on June 25, 2013, expressing concerns with the 
massing and detailing of the proposal.  

G. Other: 
 1. Original LU Application 
 2. Incomplete Letter, dated April 4, 2013 
H.  Hearing Exhibits 
 1.  Appeal Submittal 
 2-3. Appealed Decision and Notice of Appeal Hearing, dated July 23, 2013 
 4. Appeal Mailing List 
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 5. Commission Appeal Packet Memo, dated August 5, 2013 
 6. Exhibits (117 sheets) 
 7. Enlarged Elevations 
 8. Letter from Mike Warwick, dated January 14, 2013, same as Exhibit F-1 
 9. Letter from SV Bailey, dated June 24, 2013, same as Exhibit F-2 
 10. Letter from Cathy Galbraith, dated June 25, 2013, same as Exhibit F-3 
 11. Letter from Kristina Hauri, dated June 25, 2013, same as Exhibit F-4 
 12. Letter from Diana Mosman, Stephen Gomez, Shannon Holt, Ted Buehler, Carl Munz, 

Rachel Elizabeth, Stacee Wion, Kay Newell, Sebastien Mistovflet, Caroline Dao, 
Christopher Davies, and Noah Lauerman, dated June 25, 2013, same as Exhibit F-5 

 13. Staff Presentation to Design Commission, dated August 15, 2013 
 14. Applicant/Appellant Presentation to the Design Commission, dated August 15, 2013 
 15. Request for Extension (35 days), dated August 15, 2013 

16. Written Testimony from Chris Davies, August 15, 2013  
17. Written Testimony from Carl Munz, August 15, 2013  
18. Staff Summary of Commission Comments, dated August 19, 2013 
19. Applicant Memo, dated September 6, 2013  
20. Blok-Guard® & Graffiti Control II Specifications  
21. Enlarged Site Plan A101, submitted September 9, 2013  
22. Revised Drawing Set, dated September 6, 2013 (72 sheets) 
23. Staff Memo to Design Commission, dated September 9, 2013 
24. Tentative Revised Decision, dated September 19, 2013 
25. Staff Presentation to Design Commission, dated September 19, 2013 
26. Applicant Presentation to Design Commission, September 19, 2013 
27. Applicant Draft of Design Commission Comments, dated October 1, 2013 
28. Staff Clarification on Design Commission Comments, dated Oct. 1 and Oct. 4, 2013 
29. Applicant Response to Design Commission Hearing, dated October 14, 2013 
30. Staff Memo to Design Commission, dated October 14, 2013 
31. Tentative Revised Decision, dated October 18, 2013 

 32. Valspar® Kolorshift™ Series Product Literature, presented October 24, 2013 
 33. Rendering, presented October 24, 2013 
 34. Written Testimony from James Flanagan, October 24, 2013
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