FINAL FINDINGS AND DECISION BY THE LANDMARKS
COMMISSION RENDERED ON May 4, 2015
CASE FILE NUMBER: LU 14-244872 HRM
PC # 14-119569

Church of St. Michael the Archangel

BUREAU OF DEVELOPMENT SERVICES STAFF: Hillary Adam 503-823-3581 /
Hillary.Adam@portlandoregon.gov
The Historic Landmarks Commission has approved a proposal in your neighborhood. This
document is only a summary of the decision. The reasons for the decision, including the
written response to the approval criteria and to public comments received on this application,
are included in the version located on the BDS website
http://www.portlandonline.com/bds/index.cfm?c=46429. Click on the District Coalition then
scroll to the relevant Neighborhood, and case number. If you disagree with the decision, you
can appeal. Information on how to do so is included at the end of this decision.

GENERAL INFORMATION
Applicant:
Owner
Representative:

Stephanie Fitzhugh / Diloreto Architecture
200 NE 20th Avenue Ste 200 / Portland OR 97232
James Mayo / Church of St Michael The Archangel
424 SW Mill St / Portland, OR 97201

Site Address:

424 SW Mill Street

Legal Description:

Quarter Section:

BLOCK 152 LOT 1-3&6-8, PORTLAND; BLOCK 152, CANCEL INTO
R246221 / PORTLAND, BLOCK 152, LOT 3; BLOCK 152, CANCEL
INTO R246221 / PORTLAND, BLOCK 152, E 25' OF LOT 7&8, 100%
NONTAXABLE; BLOCK 152, CANCEL INTO R246221 / PORTLAND,
BLOCK 152, W 75' OF LOT 7&8; BLOCK 152, CANCEL INTO R246221
/ PORTLAND, BLOCK 152, LOT 6,
R667715180, R667715200, R667715220, R667715240, R667715260
1S1E03CB 01900, 1S1E03CB 02500, 1S1E03CB 02000, 1S1E03CB
02100, 1S1E03CB 02200
3229

Neighborhood:
Business District:
District Coalition:

Portland Downtown, contact Rani Boyle at 503-725-9979.
None
Neighbors West/Northwest, contact Mark Sieber at 503-823-4212.

Plan District:
Designation:

Central City - University District
Local Landmark, designated January 12, 1972, per Ordinance
#133928.
RXd – Central Residential with Design overlay

Tax Account No.:
State ID No.:

Zoning:
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HR – Historic Resource Review with Modification requests
Type III, with a public hearing before the Historic Landmarks
Commission. The decision of the Historic Landmarks Commission can
be appealed to City Council.

Proposal:

The applicant proposes to construct a new 1-story with basement brick addition at the west
side of the historic church building to accommodate office and meeting space, as well as to
provide equitable access to the basement level of the church. Alterations to the parking area
and landscaping are also proposed. Removal of the existing 2-story brick office building will be
required as part of this proposal. Modifications are requested for the following:
• 33.266.130.C On-site locations of vehicle areas - to allow vehicle areas between the
building and the street;
• 33.266.130.F Parking area layouts – to reduce the length of the parking spaces from
16’-0” to 14’-0” along the south side of the property;
• 33.510.215 Required Building Lines – to not meet the required building line standard
along SW 5th Avenue;
• 33.120.255 Pedestrian Standards – to allow a pedestrian connection to SW 5th Avenue
at the same grade as the parking area and partially within the SW 5th Avenue exit
driveway;
• 33.130.230 Ground Floor Windows – to reduce the amount of ground floor windows on
the new addition from 50% to 38% of the required length and from 25% to
approximately 14% of the required area.
Because the proposal is for alterations to a Historic Landmark, Historic Resource Review is
required.

Relevant Approval Criteria:

In order to be approved, this proposal must comply with the criteria of Title 33. The relevant
criteria are:




33.846.060.G Other approval criteria
Central City Fundamental Design Guidelines
33.846.070 Modifications Considered During Historic Resource Review

ANALYSIS
Site and Vicinity: The subject property occupies the north ¾ of the block bound by SW 4th
Avenue, SW Mill Street, SW 5th Avenue, and SW Montgomery Street. At the northeast corner,
oriented east, is the Church of St. Michael the Archangel, a Romanesque Revival church
designed by Joseph Jacobberger and built in 1901. At that time the neighborhood was
primarily rich with Italian and Jewish immigrants and the church was to be built by and for
Italian Catholics. Very little of the old neighborhood remains, as only the church building and
the 1905 Harrison Court Apartments one block south are extant in the immediate area.
Further south some structures remain, though they are not considered historic.
Today, the surrounding area consists of a two-story motel on the south ¼ of the block,
Portland State University campus buildings to the west, St. Mary’s Academy to the northwest,
residential towers to the east, as well as various office buildings and surface parking lots. The
church property itself includes the 1901 church, an early 20th Century 2-story brick addition
with a 1-story mid-20th Century brick addition, and a 1980s rectory. A parking area surrounds
the buildings on the west and south. There is a garden directly south of the church and
perimeter landscaping, which contains plantings several decades old, is located between the
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parking area and the SW 5th Avenue sidewalk. SW 5th Avenue is a Major Transit Priority Street
which contains the MAX line and several bus lines.
Zoning: The Central Residential (RX) zone is a high-density multi-dwelling zone which allows
the highest density of dwelling units of the residential zones. Density is not regulated by a
maximum number of units per acre. Rather, the maximum size of buildings and intensity of
use are regulated by floor area ratio (FAR) limits and other site development standards.
Generally the density will be 100 or more units per acre. Allowed housing developments are
characterized by a very high percentage of building coverage. The major types of housing
development will be medium and high rise apartments and condominiums, often with allowed
retail, institutional, or other service oriented uses. Generally, RX zones will be located near the
center of the city where transit is readily available and where commercial and employment
opportunities are nearby. RX zones will usually be applied in combination with the Central City
plan district.
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.
The Historic Resource Protection overlay is comprised of Historic and Conservation Districts, as
well as Historic and Conservation Landmarks and protects certain historic resources in the
region and preserves significant parts of the region’s heritage. The regulations implement
Portland’s Comprehensive Plan policies that address historic preservation. These policies
recognize the role historic resources have in promoting the education and enjoyment of those
living in and visiting the region. The regulations foster pride among the region’s citizens in their
city and its heritage. Historic preservation beautifies the city, promotes the city’s economic
health, and helps to preserve and enhance the value of historic properties.
Land Use History: City records indicate that prior land use reviews include the following:
• LU 85-005838 (ref. file: HL 20-85) – Approval of a garage remodel for office use.
• EA 08-101282 PC – Pre-Application Conference for exterior alterations to the existing
Church and a proposal for a new 3- to 5-story parish center with below-grade parking.
A potential Phase II housing and retail development was also discussed.
• EA 11-185546 PC – Pre-Application Conference for exterior and site alterations to the
Church property.
• EA 14-119569 PC – Pre-Application Conference for the current proposal.
• EA 14-153563 DA – Design Advice Request for the current proposal.
Agency Review: A “Request for Response” was mailed February 24, 2015.
The Life Safety Division of BDS responded with standard comments and recommending a
Preliminary Life Safety Meeting. Please see Exhibit E-1 for additional details.
The following Bureaus have responded with no issues or concerns:
• Bureau of Environmental Services
• Bureau of Transportation Engineering
• Water Bureau
• Fire Bureau
• Site Development Section of BDS
• Bureau of Parks-Forestry Division
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Neighborhood Review: A Notice of Proposal in Your Neighborhood was mailed on March 2,
2015. No written responses were received from either the Neighborhood Association or notified
property owners in response to the proposal.

ZONING CODE APPROVAL CRITERIA
Chapter 33.846, Historic Reviews
Purpose of Historic Resource Review
Historic Resource Review ensures the conservation and enhancement of the special
characteristics of historic resources.
Historic Resource Review Approval Criteria
Requests for Historic Resource Review will be approved if the review body finds the applicant
has shown that all of the approval criteria have been met.
Findings: The site is a designated Historic/Conservation Landmark. Therefore the
proposal requires Historic Resource Review approval. The relevant approval criteria are
listed in 33.846.060 G. 1.-10. In addition, because the site is located within the Central
City, the relevant approval criteria are the Central City Fundamental Design Guidelines.
G. Other Approval Criteria:
1. Historic character. The historic character of the property will be retained and preserved.
Removal of historic materials or alteration of features and spaces that contribute to the
property's historic significance will be avoided.
3. Historic changes. Most properties change over time. Those changes that have acquired
historic significance will be preserved.
4. Historic features. Generally, deteriorated historic features will be repaired rather than
replaced. Where the severity of deterioration requires replacement, the new feature will
match the old in design, color, texture, and other visual qualities and, where practical, in
materials. Replacement of missing features must be substantiated by documentary,
physical, or pictorial evidence.
Findings for 1, 3, and 4: Through the Design Advice Request process, the applicant
presented information related to the 2-story brick office building proposed for removal.
This information revealed that the building was most likely not designed by the original
architect Joseph Jacobberger as the construction and detailing lacked the attention to
detail that would be expected by an architect of Jacobberger’s caliber. In theory, no
architect may have been involved as the design and construction is rather elementary
and there are no building plans on record. As such, the Historic Landmarks
Commission determined that the 2-story addition was not significant and therefore
could be removed to create the opportunity for a new structure to meet the needs of the
church. Therefore, while this property has changed over time, those changes have not
acquired historic significance.
The proposal will result in a new building addition to the significant portion of the
property, the historic church, which will be preserved. No historic materials or features
that contribute to the property’s significance will be removed. The historic character of
the property will be preserved as the primary resource will be retained and preserved.
On the west façade of the historic church tower is a door opening about half-way up the
exterior wall. This door is possibly a later alteration intended to provide access to the 2story office roof from within the building; however this is not 100% clear. The original
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drawings do not show a door opening at this location, but they do show an intended
door opening at the first floor of the tower with a similar flat arch opening. It is worth
noting that the building was not constructed exactly as drawn in Jacobberger’s plans,
as evidenced by other openings in the tower, so it is possible that the door opening was
constructed in 1901, although it’s not clear what its purpose would have been at that
point. The applicant intends to remove this door and restore the wall using red brick
from the to-be-demolished office building. While infill of this opening may be desirable,
the brick on the 2-story office building is of a different quality and character than the
brick on the church, raising concerns regarding the relative visibility of the patched
area. The applicant has indicated that some portions of brick on the 2-story office
building are similar enough to the tower brick that the patch would not be obvious.
Careful incorporation of the newer brick and careful matching of the mortar will be
required to ensure the patch is imperceptible.
The location and small scale of the proposed addition helps to maintain the historic
character of the property. While the scope of the project is relatively small, it has the
added benefit of allowing the opportunity for the existing landscaping, some of which
has been present for decades, to remain, as well as be supplemented with new
landscaping.
With the condition of approval that brick from the 2-story office building to be demolished
is selectively chosen and the mortar matched in both color and consistency for infill of the
tower door, these criteria are met.
5. Historic materials. Historic materials will be protected. Chemical or physical treatments,
such as sandblasting, that cause damage to historic materials will not be used.
Findings: No chemical treatments are proposed. The applicant has verbally indicated
that they will clean the existing historic church with water and soap.
With the condition of approval that the historic church be cleaned with a mild,
nonabrasive soap and water, this criterion will be met.
6. Archaeological resources. Significant archaeological resources affected by a proposal will
be protected and preserved to the extent practical. When such resources are disturbed,
mitigation measures will be undertaken.
Findings: The discovery of significant archaeological resources is not anticipated, as
the area proposed for redevelopment has been previously disturbed. However, in the
event that significant archaeological resources are discovered in the process of
excavation, the applicant must follow state law in order to protect such resources.
Therefore, with the condition of approval that in the event of archaeological discovery, all
work potentially affecting the archaeological resources will be stopped, the State
Archaeologist will be notified, and the procedures specified by state regulations will be
followed, this criterion is met.
2. Record of its time. The historic resource will remain a physical record of its time, place,
and use. Changes that create a false sense of historic development, such as adding
conjectural features or architectural elements from other buildings will be avoided.
9. Preserve the form and integrity of historic resources. New additions and adjacent or
related new construction will be undertaken in such a manner that if removed in the
future, the essential form and integrity of the historic resource and its environment would
be unimpaired.
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Findings for 2 and 9: The historic resource, as determined by the Historic Landmarks
Commission to be the primary church building, will retain its form and integrity. The
proposed addition will attach to the historic church in a noninvasive manner, utilizing
2-inch wide U-channel flashing to create a distinct separation between the new and the
old on the north side and glass and aluminum storefront system with a dark bronze
finish on the east side. If removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the
existing historic resource will remain.
The proposed building incorporates elements inspired by the historic building,
including datum lines, the width of window openings, and material. These elements are
not conjectural as they are inspired from the existing historic building, though
interpreted through a modern lens; this is further discussed under Criteria #7, #8, and
#10.
These criteria are met.
7. Differentiate new from old. New additions, exterior alterations, or related new
construction will not destroy historic materials that characterize a property. New work will
be differentiated from the old.
8. Architectural compatibility. New additions, exterior alterations, or related new
construction will be compatible with the resource's massing, size, scale, and architectural
features. When retrofitting buildings or sites to improve accessibility for persons with
disabilities, design solutions will not compromise the architectural integrity of the historic
resource.
10. Hierarchy of compatibility. Exterior alterations and additions will be designed to be
compatible primarily with the original resource, secondarily with adjacent properties, and
finally, if located within a Historic or Conservation District, with the rest of the district.
Where practical, compatibility will be pursued on all three levels.
Findings for 7, 8, and 10: While clearly modern in its expression, the proposed
addition presents a form that respects the historic church building and features
elements inspired by the historic church building. The proposed building is one story
tall with a basement below, providing access to services located in the historic church
building which are currently not accessible to all potential users. The height of the
proposed building is consistent with the first story water table on the church tower and
allows more of the church to be seen than the present condition. The portion of the
addition that connects directly to the church, is slightly lower, however, which adds
more emphasis to the projecting water table at the church tower. The proposed building
is also set back at the point of connection on the north façade in order to further
highlight the corner of the historic church tower and its decorative detailing. On the
west side, the southwest corner of the church will be seen through the glazed front
entrance wall, revealing the corner detailing of the historic church for the first time in
decades. In addition, the base of the building matches the base of the historic church
as was recommended by the Commission.
One aspect of the addition inspired by the existing building is the width of the windows;
however, they are differentiated from the church windows in both pattern and form.
While the church openings appear in arched pairs, some of them married under a larger
arched opening, the proposed building repeats the width, but not the arch or the
pairing, setting the rectangular windows in a more ribbon-like pattern. Therefore, while
the windows are inspired by the church windows, they are also clearly differentiated by
not being a literal transposition. These window patterns were much discussed at the
previous Design Advice Request (DAR) hearings, with the Commission evenly split in
their preference for the paired or ribbon windows, with the majority of Commissioners
stating that the ribbon windows would not be a deal-breaker. It was suggested by one
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Commissioner that the paired window presented a more industrial feeling than the
ribbon windows. While paired windows may more explicitly repeat the rhythmic pattern
of the church openings, in the rectangular form selected, the windows appear more
elegant in the ribbon pattern than they would in pairs.
Another item of much discussion at the previous DARs was the color of the proposed
addition. The majority of the Commission stated a preference for red brick as there were
concerns that the new addition might draw too much attention to itself with the lighter
color, and a preference that the new addition remains subordinate to the church. One
Commissioner stated an overwhelming preference for the cream colored brick, as it was
distinctly different from the red and would not have the burden of trying to match the
red on the church. It was noted that the church was constructed with 100-year old
brick which the applicant suggested would be difficult to match with contemporary
manufacturing processes. It was also noted that the 1980s rectory is also constructed
of red brick, resulting in three different types of red brick on the site. The applicant
stated a preference for bridging the two red bricks to remain with a cream colored brick
that matches the detailing on the historic church, rather than trying to match one or
both of the red bricks to remain.
For several reasons, the proposed cream colored brick is the right choice in this case.
• First, while the cream colored brick is distinctly different from the historic red
church, the selected cream colored brick is a close match to the cream colored detail
brick on the church in both tone and form. While the red brick on the church has
softened over time, the cream colored brick has for the most part maintained sharp
corners and edges, similar to what is found in contemporary bricks.
• Second, the cream colored brick on the new addition will not abut the cream colored
brick on the historic church at any point. This would not be the case if the building
was proposed to be red brick, as a solid face of the new red brick would come within
two inches of a solid face of the old red brick on the church at the north façade
connection.
• Third, half of the Commissioners previously expressed a preference for the ribbon
window pattern, with others saying the ribbon pattern would not be a deal breaker.
Staff contended and the Commission agreed that the proposed window pattern
would look incongruous if set within a field of new red brick and may quickly come
to look dated and not of its time, whereas this expression set within a cream colored
brick feels contemporary and elegant. Staff also believed that this contemporary
expression is elegant and worthy of its juxtaposition with a similarly elegant
building, while a red brick building would look clunky and may come across as
trying too hard to disappear which it could never really do. Essentially, staff believed
that the existing historic church is beautiful and worthy of a similarly beautiful
building that honors its level of elegance and beauty, rather than attempting to hide
in the background and did not believe a red brick building could meet this
challenge. The Commission agreed and noted that the proposed building is a
beautiful addition to the existing church.
• The building, despite its differentiated color, is very subordinate to the building. It is
pulled away from the northwest corner of the tower, allowing the historic details to
remain visible. It is one story tall with a parapet height matching the tower water
table, and with this height slightly lowered at the tower to better highlight the
historic architectural details. Initially, the commission noted concerns that the
building would draw attention to itself, however, it will be significantly recessed and
minimally visible from the east, which is the primary façade of the historic church.
As depicted on the cover of the drawings, the new addition will be barely visible from
the northeast. It is only when viewed from the east that the addition will be in the
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foreground. From the north, it is clearly subordinate through both its stature, but
also its simplified detailing.
Adjacent properties are an eclectic mix of glass, concrete and metal towers, a two-story
brick and lap sided motel, 3- to 6-story red brick school and college buildings, and
surface parking lots. The area has seen significant growth over the past several years
and more is expected. The subject property and the 3-story wood lap Harrison Court
Apartments to the south are some of the only remaining structures from the early 20th
Century. While a handful of nearby buildings feature red brick, the proposed building
does not need to be red brick in order to be compatible, and as the criterion suggest,
compatibility with adjacent building is secondary to compatibility with the historic
resource. As stated above, the proposed building is compatible with the historic
resource with regard to scale and massing. In addition, the contemporary expression of
the building is compatible with the historic resource without mimicking the historic
architectural features, and as stated above, the proposed cream colored brick is the
more appropriate color for this architectural expression. These criteria are met.
Central City Fundamental Design Guidelines
These guidelines provide the constitutional framework for all design review areas in the Central
City.
The Central City Fundamental Design Guidelines and the River District Design Guidelines
focus on four general categories. (A) Portland Personality, addresses design issues and
elements that reinforce and enhance Portland’s character. (B) Pedestrian Emphasis,
addresses design issues and elements that contribute to a successful pedestrian environment.
(C) Project Design, addresses specific building characteristics and their relationships to the
public environment. (D) Special Areas, provides design guidelines for the four special areas of
the Central City.
Central City Plan Design Goals
This set of goals are those developed to guide development throughout the Central City. They
apply within the River District as well as to the other seven Central City policy areas. The nine
goals for design review within the Central City are as follows:
1. Encourage urban design excellence in the Central City;
2. Integrate urban design and preservation of our heritage into the development process;
3. Enhance the character of the Central City’s districts;
4. Promote the development of diversity and areas of special character within the Central City;
5. Establish an urban design relationship between the Central City’s districts and the Central
City as a whole;
6. Provide for a pleasant, rich and diverse pedestrian experience for pedestrians;
7. Provide for the humanization of the Central City through promotion of the arts;
8. Assist in creating a 24-hour Central City which is safe, humane and prosperous;
9. Ensure that new development is at a human scale and that it relates to the scale and
desired character of its setting and the Central City as a whole.
Staff has considered all guidelines and has addressed only those guidelines considered
applicable to this project.
A6. Reuse/Rehabilitate/Restore Buildings. Where practical, reuse, rehabilitate, and restore
buildings and/or building elements.
Findings: The primary goal of this proposal is to make better use of the existing
Landmark building. The proposed addition will provide barrier-free access to both
levels of the church through the interior of the building, making it more feasible for
the church organization to operate their services program. The existing rectory is also
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proposed to remain. This guideline is met.
B7. Integrate Barrier-Free Design. Integrate access systems for all people with the building’s
overall design concept.
Findings: One of the goals of the proposed addition is to provide barrier-free access
to both levels of the church via an internal connection. This is achieved through the
incorporation of an elevator within the new addition. This guideline is met.
C1. Enhance View Opportunities. Orient windows, entrances, balconies and other building
elements to surrounding points of interest and activity. Size and place new buildings to
protect existing views and view corridors. Develop building façades that create visual
connections to adjacent public spaces.
Findings: As noted in the historic approval criteria above, the building is pulled back
at the north façade in order to maintain existing views to the historic church tower
detailing. Unfortunately, due to the surrounding site and adjacent property
conditions, the windows in the proposed building look out onto parking areas.
Nonetheless, this guideline is met.
C2. Promote Quality and Permanence in Development. Use design principles and building
materials that promote quality and permanence.
C4. Complement the Context of Existing Buildings. Complement the context of existing
buildings by using and adding to the local design vocabulary.
C5. Design for Coherency. Integrate the different building and design elements including,
but not limited to, construction materials, roofs, entrances, as well as window, door, sign,
and lighting systems, to achieve a coherent composition.
Findings: The proposed building is to be constructed of concrete, brick, aluminumclad wood windows, aluminum storefront with a dark bronze finish, and 16 gauge
decorative bronze panel screens. The proposal is of high quality design, detail, and
materials and is coherent with the existing vocabulary of the historic church building.
The proposal for cream colored brick also responds to the existing cream colored brick
in the historic church, which increasing the presence of this material in this area,
which is predominantly red brick, glass, and metal. These guidelines are met.
C3. Respect Architectural Integrity. Respect the original character of an existing building
when modifying its exterior. Develop vertical and horizontal additions that are compatible
with the existing building, to enhance the overall proposal’s architectural integrity.
Findings: As noted in the historic approval criteria # 8 and #10 above, the proposed
addition is designed to be subordinate and compatible to the existing historic
resource. This is achieved through its architectural detailing, as well as its height,
placement, and overall footprint. It is a unique situation to have a development of this
scale proposed for a block in Central City. However, as noted above, the existing
church is one of very few structures remaining from the first decade of the 20th
Century in this area and its continued viability requires an alternate approach than
one would take for a typical new building in downtown. As such, the proposed
building’s relatively small footprint and its location adjacent to the historic building,
rather than extending to the northwest corner of the site, as would typically be
desired by a modern building, is a critical aspect in this building’s ability to meet this
approval criterion. This guideline is met.
C12. Integrate Exterior Lighting. Integrate exterior lighting and its staging or structural
components with the building’s overall design concept. Use exterior lighting to highlight
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the building’s architecture, being sensitive to its impacts on the skyline at night.
Findings: Lighting is proposed at the front of the church to illuminate the primary
façade of the historic building. Lighting is also proposed at the interior of the bell
tower to illuminate this space, like a lantern. These fixtures will highlight and draw
attention to the most significant features of the property.
Lighting is also proposed at the walkways and parking area. The applicant has
indicated that this lighting is proposed primarily for safety reasons, which is a valid
concern. However, the two northern most pole fixtures seem excessive for this area
and should instead focus on illuminating the path with step lighting built into the
path or path walls. In addition, configurable light fixtures are not supportable,
therefore the pole-mounted lights should be fixed down lights for a more subdued
effect. A photometric plan should be submitted with the permit application to verify
that the proposed lights are necessary.
With the following conditions of approval, this guideline is met: All lighting mounted to
the façade of the historic church shall be attached through mortar joints only, with
conduit routed immediately to the interior of the building; The pole lighting shall be
revised to fixed downlighting; A Photometric plan must be submitted with the permit
application to show that the proposed pole lighting is not redundant. Unless the two
pole light fixtures along the path toward SW Mill Street are shown to be necessary, they
shall be revised to step lighting.
33.846.070 Modifications Considered During Historic Resource Review
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 historic
resource review process. These modifications are done as part of historic resource 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 historic resource 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.
B.

Better meets historic resource review approval criteria. The resulting development will
better meet the approval criteria for historic resource review than would a design that
meets the standard being modified; and
Purpose of the standard.
1. The resulting development will meet the purpose of the standard being modified; or
2. The preservation of the character of the historic resource is more important than
meeting the purpose of the standard for which a modification has been requested.

Modification #1: 33.266.130.C. On-site locations of vehicle areas - to allow vehicle areas
between the building and the street and to increase the frontage limitation of vehicle areas from
50% to 100%;
Purpose Statement: The development standards promote vehicle areas which are safe and
attractive for motorists and pedestrians. Vehicle area locations are restricted in some zones
to promote the desired character of those zones. Together with the transit street building
setback standards in the base zone chapters, the vehicle area restrictions for sites on
transit streets and in Pedestrian Districts:
• Provide a pedestrian access that is protected from auto traffic; and
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•
•

Create an environment that is inviting to pedestrians and transit users.
The parking area layout standards are intended to promote safe circulation within the
parking area, provide for the effective management of stormwater runoff from vehicle
areas, and provide for convenient entry and exit of vehicles.
The setback and landscaping standards:
• Improve and soften the appearance of parking areas;
• Reduce the visual impact of parking areas from sidewalks, streets, and especially from
adjacent resident zones;
• Provide flexibility to reduce the visual impacts of small residential parking lots;
• Direct traffic in parking areas;
• Shade and cool parking areas;
• Reduce the amount and rate of stormwater runoff from vehicle areas; and
• Decrease airborne and waterborne pollution.
Standard: 33.266.130.C. C.1 limits the location of vehicle areas in the RX zone and does
not allow them between a building and any street. While there is an exception for sites with
three frontages, allowing vehicle areas between a building and a Local Service Street, SW
5th Avenue is a Major Transit Priority Street, therefore this exemption does not apply. In
addition, C.3 limits vehicle areas along a transit street frontage to 50% of the length of the
frontage.
A. Better meets historic resource review approval criteria. The resulting development
will better meet the approval criteria for historic resource review than would a design that
meets the standard being modified; and
Findings: This is a unique situation; the subject property is a ¾ block parcel which
contains a Landmark currently surround by surface parking. In order for the church
to remain the focus of the site, accessory buildings and additions must not overwhelm
the historic building. One of the primary goals of the current proposal is to provide
barrier-free access to both levels of the church from the interior. In order for this to
occur, the new building must be attached to the existing. However, in order for the
new building to remain subordinate to the historic church, it must also be relatively
small in both height and footprint. Therefore, the new addition is small and attached
to the church, leaving a rather large area available for the currently existing parking
to remain. As such, Guidelines B7 Integrate Barrier-Free Access and C-3 Respect
Architectural Integrity are better met by the proposal which allows the existing parking
to remain. One existing parking space will be removed under the current proposal.
B. Purpose of the standard. The resulting development will meet the purpose of the
standard being modified or the preservation of the character of the historic resource is
more important than meeting the purpose of the standard for which a modification has
been requested.
Findings: The existing perimeter landscaping, combined with additional proposed
interior landscaping reduces the impact of the vehicle areas on pedestrians and
softens the appearance of the parking area. The existing landscaping has been in
place for decades and adds to the historic character of the site. The proposed
additional landscaping will supplement this buffer between the vehicle areas and the
sidewalk.
Guidelines B7 and C3 are better met and the purpose of the standard is met by the
proposal. Therefore this Modification merits approval.
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Modification #2: 33.266.130.F Parking area layouts – to reduce the length of the parking
spaces from 16’-0” to 14’-0” along the south side of the property;
Purpose Statement: See Purpose Statement under Modification #1 above.
Standard: 33.266.130.F. F.2 Parking space and aisle dimensions requires that, for 90º
parking, the parking stall must be 8’-6” wide and 16’-0” long with a 2-way aisle width of
20’-0
A. Better meets historic resource review approval criteria. The resulting development
will better meet the approval criteria for historic resource review than would a design that
meets the standard being modified; and
Findings: The proposal to reduce the parking area standards allows existing
perimeter and interior landscaping to remain. The reduction of vehicle areas and
retention and supplementation of landscaped areas helps the proposal better meet
historic approval criterion #1 Historic Character. Some of the landscaping on site is
decades old. Retention of this landscaping and the addition of new landscaping helps
maintain the historic character of the property by softening the landscape around the
buildings and parking areas.
B. Purpose of the standard. The resulting development will meet the purpose of the
standard being modified or the preservation of the character of the historic resource is
more important than meeting the purpose of the standard for which a modification has
been requested.
Findings: The request to reduce the length of the parking spaces on the south side is
relatively minor in that it is a reduction of the required 16’-0” to 14’-0”. Alternatively,
it can be seen as reducing the aisle width from 20’-0” to 18’-0” behind these spaces.
Staff notes that this is not a significant change from the existing situation, which
currently features a 20’-0” aisle, perpendicular parking, and a 5’-0” landscaped buffer
along the south side of the property, starting from the south wall of the existing
rectory to remain. Typically, the Code allows that 2’-0” of a parking space can extend
into a landscaped area, except in the case of perimeter landscaping. Given the
adjacent use as a hotel with windows facing onto the parking area, the constraints of
the site, and the relatively minimal reduction, staff believed it best to reduce the depth
of the parking spaces rather than the width of the perimeter landscaping. This
Modification, which is required due to existing conditions, will still allow for safe
circulation, while improving and softening the appearance of the parking area,
reducing the visual impact, shade and cool the parking area, and reduce the amount
and rate of stormwater runoff from the vehicle area by allowing more of this area to be
dedicate to landscaping, rather than vehicle area.
The purpose of the standard is met and historic approval criterion #1 is better met by this
proposal. Therefore this Modification merits approval.
Modification #3: 33.510.215 Required Building Lines – to not meet the required building line
standard along SW 5th Avenue;
Purpose Statement: Required building lines are intended to enhance the urban quality of
the Central City plan district.
Standard: 33.510.215.D Building line standards states that the building must extend to the
street lot line along at least 75% of the lot line.
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A. Better meets historic resource review approval criteria. The resulting development
will better meet the approval criteria for historic resource review than would a design that
meets the standard being modified; and
Findings: As noted in the above findings for historic approval criterion #1 Historic
character and Guideline C3 architectural Integrity, the historic character of the
existing church building is better met with the proposed building’s relatively small
footprint. A larger building that extended to the street lot lines would obscure the
historic church while the proposed building allows significant portions of the church,
namely the northwest corner tower to be easily seen from the west.
B. Purpose of the standard. The resulting development will meet the purpose of the
standard being modified or the preservation of the character of the historic resource is
more important than meeting the purpose of the standard for which a modification has
been requested.
Findings: The urban quality of Central City will be enhanced by other aspects of the
proposal that are of greater significance and character than meeting the required
building line. As noted above, the church is one of very few historic buildings
remaining in this part of the city; therefore special consideration is needed to ensure
its continued vitality and presence within an ever-growing district. The proposed
building is designed to enhance the existing historic building by serving as a modest
addition that matches the existing building in design quality but remains
subordinate. A key factor in this compatibility is that the proposed building is
relatively small and does not extend to the street lot lines. Still, the proposal will
enhance the urban quality of Central City as it is a high quality addition featuring
high quality materials and details, and allows the existing historic building to shine
once again. In addition, historic landscaping will be able to remain and be
supplemented by not meeting this standard.
Guideline C3 and historic approval criterion #1 are better met and preservation of the
historic character of the site is more important than meeting the purpose of the standard.
Therefore this Modification merits approval.
Modification #4: 33.120.255 Pedestrian Standards – to allow a striped pedestrian connection
to SW 5th Avenue at the same grade as the parking area and partially within the SW 5th Avenue
exit driveway;
Purpose Statement: The pedestrian standards encourage a safe, attractive, and usable
pedestrian circulation system in all developments. They ensure a direct pedestrian
connection between abutting streets and buildings on the site, and between buildings and
other activities within the site. In addition, they provide for connections between adjacent
sites, where feasible. The standards promote configurations that minimize conflicts between
pedestrians and vehicles. In order to facilitate additional pedestrian oriented space and less
impervious surface, the standards also provide opportunities for accessways with low traffic
volumes, serving a limited number of residential units, to be designed to accommodate
pedestrians and vehicles within the same space when special paving treatments are used to
signify their intended use by pedestrians as well as vehicles.
Standard: 33.120.255. B.2 Materials requires that where the circulation system crosses
driveways and parking areas, the system must be clearly identifiable, through the use of
elevation changes, speeds bumps, a different paving material, or other similar method.
Striping does not meet this requirement. Elevation changes must be at least 4 inches high.
It also states that where the system is parallel and adjacent to an auto travel lane, the
system must be a raised path or be separated from the auto travel lane by a raised curb,
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bollards, landscaping or other physical barrier. If a raised path is used, it must be at least
4 inches high and the ends of the raised portions must be equipped with curb ramps.
A. Better meets historic resource review approval criteria. The resulting development
will better meet the approval criteria for historic resource review than would a design that
meets the standard being modified; and
Findings: By not providing a new pedestrian path that meets the standards to SW 5th
Avenue, the applicant is able to maintain existing landscaping at the western
frontage. A new path meeting the standards would either destroy some of this
landscaping or would interfere with vehicle movements headed in this direction.
Because the proposal preserves this existing landscaping, historic approval criterion
#1 Historic character is better met.
B. Purpose of the standard. The resulting development will meet the purpose of the
standard being modified or the preservation of the character of the historic resource is
more important than meeting the purpose of the standard for which a modification has
been requested.
Findings: The applicant proposes to stripe a pedestrian path across the southwest
corner of the driveway and aisle in order to provide a pedestrian connection to SW 5th
Avenue. This pathway was selected in order to preserve existing landscaping, along
the SW 5th Avenue frontage, which the parish considers historic. Because a portion of
the pathway runs parallel to and within a portion of the driveway that meets the
sidewalk, a raised path does not seem like the best option. Staff did not believe that a
differing material is the best option as this would highlight not only the alternate
material but the existing asphalt as well. Thus, staff believed that painted stripes will
meet the purpose of the standard, which is to alert drivers that pedestrians may be in
the area. This parking area is a relatively low traffic area, as opposed to a shopping
center which has frequent traffic coming and going. To ensure reduced conflicts
between pedestrians and vehicles, the driveway should also be indicated to be an exitonly driveway, through either a posted sign or painted arrow.
With the condition of approval that exit-only signage or a painted arrow is located at the
SW 5th Avenue exit driveway, the purpose of the design standard is met and historic
approval criterion #1 is better met. Therefore this Modification merits approval.
Modification #5: 33.130.230 Ground Floor Windows – to reduce the amount of ground floor
windows on the new addition from 50% to 38% of the required length and from 25% to
approximately 14% of the required area. (Per 33.120.232 Street-Facing Façades (B.2), the
portions of buildings in the RX zones that have nonresidential development are subject to the
ground floor window requirements of the CX zone in 33.130.230.B.2.)
Purpose Statement: In the C (RX) zones, blank walls on the ground level of buildings are
limited in order to:
• Provide a pleasant, rich, and diverse pedestrian experience by connecting activities
occurring within a structure to adjacent sidewalk areas, or allowing public art at the
ground level;
• Encourage continuity of retail and service uses;
• Encourage surveillance opportunities by restricting fortress-like façades at street level;
and
• Avoid a monotonous pedestrian environment.
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Standard: 33.130.230. In general, all exterior walls on the ground level which face a street
lone line, sidewalk, plaza, or other public open space or right-of-way must meet eth general
window standard. The general window standard requires that windows must be at least
50% of the length and 25% of the ground level wall area. Ground level wall areas include all
exterior wall areas up to 9’-0” above the finished grade.
A. Better meets historic resource review approval criteria. The resulting development
will better meet the approval criteria for historic resource review than would a design that
meets the standard being modified; and
Findings: Because of the slope of the sidewalk at this location, introduction of ground
floor windows that meet the standards of the Code is difficult, particularly since the
floor level of the proposed building is a few feet above the sidewalk level. As such,
glazing is limited at the sidewalk level. Windows are proposed at the main level, which
the wall area closest to the sidewalk level continues the base pattern of the historic
church by way of a concrete base designed to match the historic church’s stone base.
The wall above is primarily brick with 2’-0” wide windows as well as a larger window
that is shown to glass with the potential to be a future art glass window. As noted
above, the width of the windows in the new addition is derived from the width of the
windows in the historic church. In addition, the proportions of brick to glazing
roughly match that of the historic church. As such, the proposal, as designed better
meets historic approval criteria # 8 and #10 related to compatibility and Guideline C3
Respect Architectural Integrity.
B. Purpose of the standard. The resulting development will meet the purpose of the
standard being modified or the preservation of the character of the historic resource is
more important than meeting the purpose of the standard for which a modification has
been requested.
Findings: As noted above, the proportions of the windows in the proposed building
roughly match those in the historic church; however the patterns vary from the
historic church, adding interest. In addition, the applicant has indicated that the
larger window may be replaced at some point in the future with an art glass panel. If
details are provided at the time of the hearing this could be approved as part of this
review, otherwise a separate historic review may be required.
The purpose of the design standard is met and historic approval criteria and Guideline C3
are better met by the proposal. Therefore this Modification merits approval.

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 proposal is indicative of a significant investment in this historic building’s future. In order
to continue providing the services that so many people rely on, the building must be made
accessible to all persons. As such a new building is proposed adjacent to the historic church
and in the location of an existing office structure that the historic Landmarks Commission has
deemed to be not significant. Also, not subject to review is a planned seismic upgrade to
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historic church building. The proposed addition is modest in stature and placement, and gently
touches the historic building at its west façade, much of which will be revealed as a result of
this project. The design is elegant and of high quality design, detail, and material, befitting the
historic Landmark to which is will be joined. While some members of the Commission had
some hesitation as to the color brick and the patterning of windows, staff believes that a red
brick building with paired windows would not honor the existing church building as well as the
proposed building will. The purpose of the Historic Resource Review process is to ensure that
additions, new construction, and exterior alterations to historic resources do not compromise
their ability to convey historic significance. This proposal meets the applicable Historic
Resource Review criteria and modification criteria and therefore warrants approval.

HISTORIC LANDMARKS COMMISSION DECISION
It is the decision of the Landmarks Commission to approve Historic Design Review for a new 1story with basement brick addition in the Central City Plan District. The addition is to be
located at the west side of the Landmark Church of St. Michael the Archangel church building
to accommodate office and meeting space, as well as to provide equitable access to the
basement level of the church. Alterations to the parking area and landscaping are also
proposed. Removal of the existing 2-story brick office building will be required as part of this
proposal.
Approval of the following Modifications:
• 33.266.130.C On-site locations of vehicle areas - to allow vehicle areas between the
building and the street;
• 33.266.130.F Parking area layouts – to reduce the length of the parking spaces from
16’-0” to 14’-0” along the south side of the property;
• 33.510.215 Required Building Lines – to not meet the required building line standard
along SW 5th Avenue;
• 33.120.255 Pedestrian Standards – to allow a pedestrian connection to SW 5th Avenue
at the same grade as the parking area and partially within the SW 5th Avenue exit
driveway;
• 33.130.230 Ground Floor Windows – to reduce the amount of ground floor windows on
the new addition from 50% to 38% of the required length and from 25% to
approximately 14% of the required area.
Approvals per Exhibits C-1 through C-18, signed, stamped, and dated May 4, 2015, subject to
the following conditions:
A. As part of the building permit application submittal, the following development-related
conditions (B through H) must be noted on each of the 4 required site plans or included as
a sheet in the numbered set of plans. The sheet on which this information appears must
be labeled "ZONING COMPLIANCE PAGE - Case File LU 14-244872 HRM." All requirements
must be graphically represented on the site plan, landscape, or other required plan and
must be labeled "REQUIRED."
B. Brick from the 2-story office building to be demolished shall be selectively chosen and the
mortar matched in both color and consistency for infill of the tower door.
C. The historic church shall be cleaned with a mild, nonabrasive soap and water.
D. In the event of archaeological discovery, all work potentially affecting the archaeological
resources will be stopped, the State Archaeologist will be notified, and the procedures
specified by state regulations will be followed.
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E. Exit-only signage or a painted arrow shall be located at the SW 5th Avenue exit driveway.
F. All lighting mounted to the façade of the historic church shall be attached through mortar
joints only, with conduit routed immediately to the interior of the building.
G. The pole lighting shall be revised to fixed downlighting.
H. A Photometric plan must be submitted with the permit application to show that the
proposed pole lighting is not redundant. Unless the two pole light fixtures along the path
toward SW Mill Street are shown to be necessary, they shall be revised to step lighting.
==============================================
By: _____________________________________________
Brian Emerick, Historic Landmarks Commission Chair
Application Filed: December 3, 2014
Decision Filed: May 5, 2015

Decision Rendered: May 4, 2015
Decision Mailed: May 11, 2015

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
December 3, 2014, and was determined to be complete on February 19, 2015.
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 December 3, 2014.
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. In this case, the applicant did not waive or
extend the 120-day review period. The 120 days expire on: June 19, 2015.
Some of the information contained in this report was provided by the applicant.
As required by Section 33.800.060 of the Portland Zoning Code, the burden of proof is on the
applicant to show that the approval criteria are met. This report is the final decision of the
Landmarks Commission with input from other City and public agencies.
Conditions of Approval. This approval may be subject to a number of specific conditions,
listed above. Compliance with the applicable conditions of approval must be documented in
all related permit applications. Plans and drawings submitted during the permitting process
must illustrate how applicable conditions of approval are met. Any project elements that are
specifically required by conditions of approval must be shown on the plans, and labeled as
such.
These conditions of approval run with the land, unless modified by future land use reviews.
As used in the conditions, the term “applicant” includes the applicant for this land use review,
any person undertaking development pursuant to this land use review, the proprietor of the
use or development approved by this land use review, and the current owner and future
owners of the property subject to this land use review.
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Appeal of this decision. This decision is final unless appealed to City Council, who will hold a
public hearing. Appeals must be filed by 4:30 pm on May 26, 2015 at 1900 SW Fourth Ave.
Appeals can be filed at the Development Services Center Monday through Wednesday and
Fridays between 8:00 am to 3:00 pm and on Thursdays between 8:00 am to 12:00 pm. After
3:00 pm Monday through Wednesday and Fridays, and after 12:00 pm on Thursdays, appeals
must be submitted at the reception desk on the 5th floor. Information and assistance in filing
an appeal is available from the Bureau of Development Services in the Development Services
Center or the staff planner on this case. You may review the file on this case by appointment
at, 1900 SW Fourth Avenue, Suite 5000, Portland, Oregon 97201. Please call the file review
line at 503-823-7617 for an appointment.
If this decision is appealed, a hearing will be scheduled and you will be notified of the date and
time of the hearing. The decision of City Council is final; any further appeal is to the Oregon
Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA).
Failure to raise an issue by the close of the record at or following the final hearing on this case,
in person or by letter, may preclude an appeal to City Council on that issue. Also, if you do not
raise an issue with enough specificity to give City Council an opportunity to respond to it, that
also may preclude an appeal to LUBA on that issue.
Who can appeal: You may appeal the decision only if you have written a letter which was
received before the close of the record at the hearing or if you testified at the hearing, or if you
are the property owner or applicant. Appeals must be filed within 14 days of the decision. An
appeal fee of $5,000.00 will be charged.
Neighborhood associations may qualify for a waiver of the appeal fee. Additional information
on how to file and the deadline for filing an appeal will be included with the decision.
Assistance in filing the appeal and information on fee waivers are available from the Bureau of
Development Services in the Development Services Center, 1900 SW Fourth Ave., First Floor.
Fee waivers for neighborhood associations require a vote of the authorized body of your
association. Please see appeal form for additional information.
Recording the final decision.
If this Land Use Review is approved the final decision must be recorded with the Multnomah
County Recorder. A few days prior to the last day to appeal, the City will mail instructions to
the applicant for recording the documents associated with their final land use decision.
• Unless appealed, The final decision may be recorded on or after May 27, 2015 – (the day
following the last day to appeal).
• A building or zoning permit will be issued only after the final decision is recorded.
The applicant, builder, or a representative may record the final decision as follows:
•

By Mail: Send the two recording sheets (sent in separate mailing) and the final Land Use
Review decision with a check made payable to the Multnomah County Recorder to:
Multnomah County Recorder, P.O. 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 County 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
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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. An approval expires three years from the date the final decision
is rendered unless a building permit has been issued, or the approved activity has begun.
Where a site has received approval for multiple developments, and a building permit is not
issued for all of the approved development within three years of the date of the final decision, a
new land use review will be required before a permit will be issued for the remaining
development, subject to the Zoning Code in effect at that time.
Applying for your 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.
Hillary Adam
May 5, 2015

The Bureau of Development Services is committed to providing equal access to
information and hearings. Please notify us no less than five business days prior
to the event if you need special accommodations. Call 503-823-7300 (TTY 503823-6868).
EXHIBITS – NOT ATTACHED UNLESS INICATED
A.

B.
C.

Applicant’s Statement:
1. Narrative
2. Site Survey
3. Drawings
4. Site Photographs
5. Pre-Application Conference Summary
6. Completeness Requests
7. Revised Narrative, dated February 11, 2015
8. Photos
9. Preliminary Stormwater Calculations
10. Revised Drawing Set
11. Applicant Narrative for April 13, 2015
12. Elevations and Existing Plans presented April 13, 2015
13. Lighting Specifications, submitted for May 4, 2015 hearing
Zoning Map (attached):
1. Existing Zoning
Plans & Drawings:
1. Cover Sheet
2. Utility Plan
3. Landscape Site Plan
4. Existing Site Plan
5. Proposed Site Plan (attached)
6. Basement Plan
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D.

E.

F.
G.

H.

7. Main Floor Plan
8. Roof Plan
9. Exterior Elevations (attached)
10. Building Sections
11. Building Sections
12. Building Sections
13. Exterior Details
14. Proposed Lighting Plan
15. Garden Wall Screening Detail
16. Trash Enclosure Detail
17. Canopy Detail
18. Garden Gate Detail
Notification information:
1. Request for response
2. Posting letter sent to applicant
3. Notice to be posted
4. Applicant’s statement certifying posting
5 Mailing list
6. Mailed notice
7. Revised posting notice
8. Applicant’s statement certifying revised posting
9. Mailing list for rescheduled hearing date
10. Mailed Notice of rescheduled hearing date
Agency Responses:
1. Life Safety Division of BDS
2. Bureau of Environmental Services
3. Bureau of Transportation Engineering and Development Review
4. Water Bureau
5. Fire Bureau
6. Site Development Review Section of Bureau of Development Services
Letters: none
Other:
1. Original LUR Application
2. Incomplete Letter, dated December 31, 2014
3. Staff Report and Recommendation, dated March 20, 2015
4. Revised Staff Report and Recommendation, dated April 3, 2015
Hearing
1. Staff Presentation for April 13, 2015
2. Applicant Presentation for April 13, 2015
3. Revised Staff Report and Recommendation, dated May 1, 2015
4. Applicant Presentation, dated May 4, 2015
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