FINAL FINDINGS AND DECISION BY THE HISTORIC
LANDMARKS COMMISSION RENDERED ON April 25,
2016
CASE FILE NUMBER: LU 15-249479 HRM
PC # 14-124205

SW Yamhill Apartments

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.
BUREAU OF DEVELOPMENT SERVICES STAFF: Hillary Adam 503-823-3581 /
Hillary.Adam@portlandoregon.gov

GENERAL INFORMATION
Applicant:

Joshua Scott, Applicant
Koz Development
1208 10th St, Suite 201
Snohomish, WA 98290
Advantage Equities 8717 LLC, Owner
10220 SW Greenburg Rd #111
Portland, OR 97223-5504

Site Address:

Vacant Lot west of 2161 SW Yamhill

Legal Description:
Tax Account No.:
State ID No.:
Quarter Section:

BLOCK 6 E 50' OF W 200' OF S 100', JOHNSONS ADD
R431600830
1N1E33CD 03400
3027

Neighborhood:
Business District:

Goose Hollow, contact Jerry Powell at 503-222-7173.
Goose Hollow Business Association, contact Angela Crawford at 503223-6376.
Neighbors West/Northwest, contact Mark Sieber at 503-823-4212.

District Coalition:
Plan District:
Other Designations:

None
Vacant parcel in the King’s Hill Historic District, listed in the National
Register of Historic Places on February 19, 1991.
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Zoning:

RH – High-Density residential with Historic Resource Protection overlay

Case Type:
Procedure:

HRM – Historic Resource Review with Modification request
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 a new apartment building to be constructed on a vacant
parcel in the King’s Hill Historic District with 30 apartments averaging approximately 300sf
each. The proposed building is to be constructed of red and blond brick, tinted stucco,
fiberglass clad windows, black powder coated steel canopy, and metal cornice.
Modifications are requested to the following:
1. 33.266.220.C – Reduce the width of long-term bike parking spaces from 2’-0” to 1’-6”; and
2. 33.120.220.B – Reduce side and rear setbacks as follows: from 14’-0” to 8’-0” on the west
(side), from 14’-0” to 8’-0” on the east (side), and from 14’-0” to 7’-4” on the north (rear).
Historic Resource Review is required because the proposal is for new development in the King’s
Hill Historic District.
Approval Criteria:
In order to be approved, this proposal must comply with the approval criteria of Title 33,
Portland Zoning Code. The applicable approval criteria are:



King’s Hill Historic Conservation District Design Guidelines
33.846.070 Modifications Considered During Historic Resource Review

ANALYSIS
Site and Vicinity: The subject property is a 5,000 square foot vacant parcel in the King’s Hill
Historic District. The site slopes downward from the street lot line toward the north. It is
currently used for unofficial parking for adjacent buildings and features some vegetation. The
building to the west, the Reynolds Apartments, is a three-story wood-framed non-contributing
multi-dwelling structure; since the National Register listing, this building has been restored
and could potentially be re-designated as a contributing resource. To the east is a three-story
stucco contributing multi-dwelling structure, designed by A.E. Doyle. The rest of the block
includes apartment buildings ranging from 3-6 stories. Directly to the north, however, is a
vacant parcel downslope, which is used as a surface parking lot for the adjacent one-story
commercial building.
Across SW Yamhill Street are three wood-framed residential structures, one of which is a
Landmark, as well as a 4-story apartment hotel with surface parking. The King’s Hill Historic
District, as a whole, consists of a combination of single-dwelling residences and multi-dwelling
structures on a hilly landscape. The district is loosely bound by West Burnside Street to the
north, Washington Park to the west, SWS Canyon Road/SW Jefferson Street to the south, and
SW 20th and 21st Avenues to the east. The period of significance for the King’s Hill Historic
District ranges from 1882-1942.
Zoning: The High Density Residential (RH) 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 range from 80 to 125 units per acre. Allowed housing is
characterized by medium to high height and a relatively high percentage of building coverage.
The major types of new housing development will be low, medium, and high-rise apartments
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and condominiums. Generally, RH zones will be well served by transit facilities or be near areas
with supportive commercial services. Newly created lots in the RH zone must be at least 10,000
square feet in area for multi-dwelling development. There is no minimum lot area for
development with detached or attached houses or for development with duplexes. Minimum lot
width and depth standards may apply.
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 the following prior land use reviews for this site:
• EA 14-124205 PC – Pre-Application Conference for current proposal;
• EA 15-103753 DAR – Design Advice Request for current proposal;
• EA 15-226895 – update to Pre-Application Conference for current proposal.
Agency Review: A “Request for Response” was mailed December 31, 2015.
The Life Safety Division responded noting that the rooftop deck will require two egress stairs
and suggested that the applicant hold 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
• Bureau of Parks-Forestry Division
Neighborhood Review: A Notice of Proposal in Your Neighborhood was mailed on February
22, 2016. Two written responses have been received from either the Neighborhood Association
or notified property owners in response to the proposal.
• Ellen Agee, on January 21, 2016, wrote with concerns about the livability of 2161 SW
Yamhill due to creation of a narrow setback between buildings, concerns about the
proposed façade not appropriate in the context of existing buildings, and concerns
about the transient nature of the target tenants. See Exhibit F-1 for additional details.
• Bruce Helmberger, owner of 2167 SW Yamhill, on February 29, 2016, expressed
opposition to the requested setback Modification on the west suggesting it should be 8
feet to allow more light and air, opposition to the height suggesting it should be
reduced, and concerns with the efficiency and future tenancy of the project due to the
unit model, and also noted concerns about perspective distortion, lack of outreach to
adjacent neighbors, and impacts to parking in the neighborhood. See Exhibit F-2 for
additional details.
Procedural History: Following issuance of the March 4, 2016 staff report, additional letters
were received. The following letter was received prior to the March 14, 2016 hearing:
• Lenhardt Stevens, on March 7, 2016, received March 10, 2016, wrote with concerns
regarding the lack of parking and the potential impacts to the neighborhood. See
Exhibit H-4)
The following letters were received at the March 14, 2016 hearing:
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Chris Crever, on March 13, 2016, received March 14, 2016, wrote in opposition to the
proposed setback reductions. See Exhibit H-5.
Tom Sloan, owner of the Doyle Apartments, on March 7, 2016, received March 14,
2016, wrote in opposition to the reduced setbacks, particularly adjacent to his A.E.
Doyle –designed apartment building. See Exhibit H-6.
Keith Brown, undated, received on March 14, 2016, wrote in opposition, stating that
the building is too big for the property and noting that a 30-unit apartment building
with no parking would have an adverse effect on property values. See Exhibit H-7.
Andrés Ochoa, undated, received on March 14, 2016, wrote in opposition to the
reduced setbacks, noting that the building is too big for the site and the City has a
responsibility to uphold the guidelines. See Exhibit H-8.
Sally Sterling, on March 8, 2016, received March 14, 2016, wrote in opposition to the
reduced setbacks, noting the proposed building will negatively impact access to light
for the Doyle building. See Exhibit H-9.

The original staff report was issued on March 4, 2016. The first hearing was held on March 14,
2016. As is noted above, additional letters were received prior to the hearing; these were
distributed at the hearing.
Public testimony was received from the following people at the March 14, 2016 hearing:
• Jerry Powell, Co-Chair Goose Hollow Neighborhood Association, spoke in favor of the
proposal and requested that the record be held open.
• Sharon Overbey, representing Helen Agee, spoke in opposition, noting concerns with
the future livability of the A.E. Doyle Building, compatibility with the architecture of the
block, high tenant turnover, and a desire for the street trees to remain.
• Bruce Helmberger, spoke in opposition, noting his intent to mitigate the existing
encroachment of 2167 SW Yamhill onto the subject property, noting concerns with the
mezzanine product type, suggesting the color be lightened and the penthouse be
pushed back.
• John Bright, spoke in opposition, noting concerns about parking.
• Lenhardt Stevens, spoke in opposition, noting concerns about parking.
• Andy (no last name), spoke in opposition, stating that the Doyle building’s bay windows
should be shown in the drawings and noting concerns with turnover.
• Ryan Bonazzona, spoke in opposition to the reduced setbacks and noting that
neighborhood density is maxed out so new buildings should be well thought out as well
as noting a New York Times article indicating small units are unhealthy.
The Commission generally agreed with the staff report, which did not recommend approval.
They requested that the applicant return with revisions on April 11, 2016.
Additional testimony was received following the hearing on March 14, 2016:
• Scott Schaffer, Goose Hollow Foothills League, on March 14, 2016, wrote in support,
noting that the developer has discussed the proposal with the Goose Hollow Foothills
League on 8 separate occasions over two years and has exhibited diligent outreach. See
Exhibit H-11.
• Douglas Wurster, Vista Avenue Apartments, on March 11, 2016, received March 15,
2016, provided a copy of a letter sent to the owner of 2167 SW Yamhill in support of the
proposal and the investment in the subject property. See Exhibit H-12.
• Ronald Rubin, Yamhill House, LLC, wrote on March 13, 2016, received March 15, 2016,
in opposition to the mass and scale of the building, noting that the reduced setbacks
are a major detriment to the adjacent structures and the amount of units with no
parking will negatively impact the neighborhood. See Exhibit H-13.
• Bruce Helmberger, on March 28, 2016, received March 29, 2016 and again on March
30, 2016, wrote in support of equal setbacks on the west and east and in opposition to
the expansion of mezzanine sleeping lofts to the south. See Exhibit H-14.
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The applicant returned on April 11, 2016, supported by a staff recommendation of approval.
Oral and written testimony was provided by Don Hood, residential manager of 2167 SW
Yamhill, in support of the proposal. However, the Commission noted several inconsistencies in
the drawings and expressed concerns about approving a drawing set with errors and
omissions. The Commission attempted to approve the proposal with conditions, but ultimately
requested that the applicant return on April 25, 2016 with a revised drawing set.
Staff Response: Some of the concerns noted above have been addressed in the findings below.
With regard to other concerns noted, staff cannot require parking where none is required by
Code, nor can staff require the applicant to meet with adjacent neighbors as suggested,
however, staff has encouraged outreach to neighbors through this land use process.

ZONING CODE APPROVAL CRITERIA
(1) Chapter 33.846.060 - Historic Resource Review
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 located within the King's Hill Historic District and the proposal is for a
non-exempt treatment. Therefore Historic Resource Review approval is required. The approval
criteria are the King's Hill Historic District Guidelines.
Staff has considered all guidelines and addressed only those applicable to this proposal.
King’s Hill Historic District Guidelines
A1. Historic Character. Retain and preserve the diverse historic character of the King’s Hill
Historic District.
D2. New Construction. Use siting, mass, scale, proportion, color, and material to achieve a
coherent composition that adds to or builds on the characteristics of historic buildings in the
immediate vicinity and the character of the King’s Hill Historic District as a whole.
D3. Differentiate New Construction. For development including new buildings and building
additions, differentiate new construction from the historic structures while respecting primary
site characteristics such as mass, size, scale, and setback.
Findings for A1, D2, and D3: The character of King’s Hill includes a mix of singledwelling residences and multi-dwelling structures which are fairly concentrated in the
northern portion of the district toward West Burnside Street. Multi-dwelling structures
in the district are predominantly brick or stucco, however, there are some wood-framed
multi-dwelling structures, including the Reynolds Apartments to the west. The majority
of the brick apartment buildings in the district have a modest amount of architectural
detailing and brick colors ranges from blond to red while stucco building are generally
off-white, gray, and peach. A prior version of the proposal featured black brick which
staff found to be incompatible as well as potentially having an additional darkening
effect on the areas between the buildings. The applicant has since revised the primary
exterior brick color to a lighter shade which is more compatible with the district and
will reflect more light than the previously proposed brick.
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Generally, multi-story structures constructed during the period of significance (18821942) have relatively narrow setbacks informing the urban character of the district. On
the subject property’s block, and throughout the district, side setbacks vary from as
little as 4 feet to about 14 feet. Due to the area of the wall planes on the proposed
building, 14’-0” setbacks are required on either side. As such, the applicant has
requested Modifications to reduce the required side setbacks, as well as the rear
setback in order to make the building more compatible with the district with regard to
siting and setbacks; these are further discussed below under Modifications.
The applicant previously proposed that the building be justified to the west with a 6’-0”
setback on that side and a 10’-0” setback on the east, indicating that a 10’-0” wide
egress court was required by Building Code. Staff previously suggested that the
building be located in the center of the property so that the reduced setbacks on either
side would be equal. The Commission generally agreed with staff’s recommendation,
but noted that having a larger setback on the east would provide additional light, air,
and visibility to the west façade of the Doyle building, which has projecting bays on that
façade. As such, the Commission encouraged the applicant to seek a Building Code
Appeal in order to further reduce the east setback to 8’-0”, but noted that, if the
Building Code Appeal is denied, they would be comfortable with the proposed 10’-0”
setback on the east and the 6’-0” setback on the west. Following Commission guidance,
the applicant applied for and received approval of a Building Code Appeal to reduce the
west egress court to 8’-0” wide with the provision of additional fireproofing. The
proposed building is now centered on the lot with 8’-0” setbacks proposed on each side
(east and west).
At the front, the building is set back approximately 5’-6” from the street lot line in
response to the adjacent buildings, one of which is set back approximately 17 feet and
the other which is located at the street lot line. This setback provides a more
comfortable presence at the street but results in a Modification request at the rear
setback.
The building is proposed to be 47’-5” tall to the primary cornice line and 51’-7” to the
top of the penthouse. During the Design Advice Request meetings (March 9, 2015 and
May 28, 2015) there was much discussion about the proposed height and the
Commission suggested removing half a floor at the top. At the March 14, 2016 hearing,
the applicant’s proposal included a penthouse at the north end of the building for
mezzanine sleeping lofts as well as an elevator and stair leading to a rooftop deck.
Building Code concerns prompted removal of the rooftop deck, thus eliminating the
stair and lowering the height of the building, but resulted in the addition of more
penthouse mezzanines toward the front of the building. At the April 11, 2016 hearing,
the Commission supported the additional mezzanine units as presented.
The proposed building is contemporary in its program which results in relatively
contemporary exterior expressions which distinguish this structure from the historic
resources in the district. The building has made significant progress toward achieving
compatibility from when it was first presented to staff and the Commission; however
additional revisions, noted in the set of guidelines below, can help achieve greater
compatibility while allowing the building to retain its unique expression. This guideline
is met.
A2. Architectural Styles. Maintain the architectural integrity of historic building façades.
Respect the essential forms and styles of the historic buildings in the district.
D5. Building Context and Composition. In new construction, complement the characteristics
of the site and architectural features of contextual building by borrowing from, and building
on, the design vocabulary of the district’s historic buildings. When adding to or altering the
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exterior of existing development, respect the character of the original structure as well as
adjacent structures.
D9. Window Features. Retain and preserve window features that are important in defining the
building’s historic character. Replace, in kind, extensively deteriorated or missing parts of the
window casement when surviving prototypes exist. When in-kind replacement is not practical,
replace with elements that recreate the window’s historic character.
Findings for A2, D5, and D9: The King’s Hill Historic District includes a mix of
architectural styles; however there is some consistency with regard to architectural
form of multi-dwelling structures, which are either double-loaded corridor bar buildings
at 3-6 stories or courtyard apartments ranging from 2-5 stories. As is noted above,
most of the multi-dwelling structures have a modest amount of architectural detailing.
The proposed building has modest detailing, including recessed windows, concrete sills,
accent color soldier coursing at window headers, soldier coursing and at belly bands;
many similar details can be found in the historic buildings in the district. Following the
March 14, 2016 hearing, the applicant has added additional minor detailing, including
water table coursing in the brick belly bands, providing additional texture and
grounding the building.
At the April 11, 2016 hearing the Commission noted some drawing inconsistencies and
requested additional clarity of architectural details. The applicant has provided
additional details, particularly at the main entrance. Staff noted that the front elevation
and this detail drawing show two rows of stacked bond brick above the front door,
whereas every other opening has a soldier course header and suggested that the two
rows of stacked bond be revised to a soldier course and notes that this may result in
the canopy being raised a few inches. Staff noted that this may be preferable as it could
result in a slight reduction in the height of the transom windows, the panes of which
are slightly taller than the adjacent 4-light windows. This detail also now clarifies that
the brick frame around the recessed entry is slightly proud of the adjacent wall and
shows the articulation of the bottom belly band. Because the stucco is not indicated to
be light in color, as was requested by the Commission on April 11, 2016, a condition of
approval has been added to ensure this.
The building diverges slightly from the historic patterns in that the unit layout consists
of small living spaces with sleeping mezzanines above, resulting in a stacked unit.
During the Design Advice Requests the Commission discussed the exterior window
patterns and architectural articulation, however, the unit layout was not a significant
concern. Nonetheless, the location of banding articulation was a matter of discussion.
Staff notes that the proposed building is a contemporary version of a multi-dwelling
structure and is designed to be compatible while still expressing its relative uniqueness.
The proposed windows are fiberglass-clad, and generally are presented as pairs of 2over-1 single-hung windows with fixed divided-light windows above, separated by a
metal spandrel. At the March 14, 2016 hearing, the Commission requested additional
information on the proposed windows, particularly with regard to the muntins. The
applicant has provided a section detail of the proposed muntins on sheet 26. The
applicant had previously provided a window section detail for the majority of the
windows, however, section details for the windows located at the penthouse or the
foundation were not presented until the April 25, 2016 hearing. The Commission
approved the drawing presented which showed approximately 2½” recess at the
penthouse windows and approximately 5½” recess at the foundation. At the April 25,
2016 hearing, the Commission also noted inconsistencies with regard to the basement
level windows and added a condition to ensure the uniformity and compatibility of
these windows, per the applicant’s stated intent.
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With the conditions of approval that:
• The two rows of stacked brick above the front door shall be revised to a soldier
course;
• The stucco shall be light in color; and
• All square-shaped windows at the building’s lowest level on the East, West, and
North elevations shall have two lights with a vertical muntin bar.
A3. Historic Material, Features, and Color. During exterior rehabilitation, protect, maintain,
and preserve historic materials, color, and architectural features.
Findings: The proposal is not for rehabilitation of an existing building. This guideline is
not applicable.
A4. Gateways. Strengthen the transitional role of the neighborhood’s gateways.
Findings: The subject property is not at a gateway location. This guideline is not
applicable.
A5. Historic Change to Buildings. Alterations may take on historical significance over time.
Preserve those portions or features of a building that define its historical, cultural, or
architectural value.
Findings: The subject property is a vacant parcel with no historic buildings. This
guideline is not applicable.
P1. Stopping and Viewing Places. Place buildings to provide stopping and viewing places that
contribute to the district’s historic character.
D6. Site and Landscape Characteristics. Site new construction to respect and complement
historic development patterns in the King’s Hill Historic District. Incorporate landscaping as a
design element that integrates with the built and natural environment. When incorporating
lighting, integrate it with mature plantings, landscaping, parking area, and special district
features.
Findings for P1 and D6: The proposed building is setback from the street lot line in
order to be more compatible with the adjacent buildings. This has allowed the
opportunity to provide short—term bike parking, plantings, and benches along the
street frontage. The proposed benches will allow the opportunity for pedestrians to stop
and rest as well as for tenants to sit outside and engage with the community. The
proposed benches are set at staggered heights, responding to the sloped angle of the
sidewalk and the site. The previously-proposed wood seats have been revised to
concrete, which is more compatible with the district’s masonry garden walls.
The landscaping in the side and rear setbacks consist of trees, shrubs, and stormwater
planters. Therefore, the required stormwater management is integrated with the
required and supplemental landscaping that takes advantage of the sloped site and
softens the ground level of the building. These guidelines are met.
P2. Embellish the Different Levels of Buildings. Embellish the different levels of a building
that are visible from the streets or public open spaces. Enhance the pedestrian network by
forming visual connections from buildings to adjacent streets. Incorporate building equipment,
mechanical exhaust systems, and/or service areas in a manner that does not detract from the
pedestrian environment.
D11. Main Entrances. Main entrances, including doors, porches, and balconies, should be
prominent features, compatible with the detailing, style, and quality of historic main entrance
features of nearby buildings. Retain and preserve main entrance features that are important in
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defining the building’s historic character. Replace, in kind, extensively deteriorated or missing
parts of the main entrance when surviving prototypes exist. When in-kind replacement is not
practical, replace with elements that recreate the historic character of the main entrance.
Findings for P2 and D11: The property slopes downward to the north from the street
edge, resulting in additional wall area exposed at the north end of the building. This
basement level is articulated with a stucco base, as is common in nearby buildings. At
the street frontage, the ground level is primarily articulated with the inclusion of
plantings at the front of the building and a canopy at the primary entrance. The
recessed entrance is also articulated with a different color brick also featured as an
accent color at the windows headers. Since the initial staff report, the applicant has
added additional embellishment, while still maintaining a degree of simplicity, including
additional brick detailing at the primary entrance, alternate color and dimensional brick
belly bands at the ground level and 3rd floor, as well as windows above the front entry
canopy. These guidelines are met.
P3. Landscaping of Off-Street Parking Lots. Incorporate landscaping as an integral element
of design in and around surface parking lots. Use landscaping to enhance the site and unity it
with adjacent sites. Define surface lots by creating clear edges.
Findings: No off-street surface parking is proposed. This guideline is not applicable.
D1. Exterior Alterations. Exterior alterations should complement the resource’s massing,
size, scale, and architectural features.
Findings: The proposal is for a new building, not exterior alterations to an existing
building. This guideline is not applicable.
D4. Integrate Barrier-Free Design. Retrofit buildings or sites to improve accessibility for
persons with disabilities using design solutions that preserve the architectural integrity of the
historic resource. Such retrofits should utilize proportion and materials compatible with the
historic building. Design exterior alterations and new construction to minimize material loss
and visual change to a historic building while ensuring equal access, to the extent practicable.
Findings: The proposed building is designed to connect directly to the sidewalk and will
provide access for all. Elevator access is provided to all levels, including the rooftop and
basement level bike storage room, with exception of Unit 7 at the basement mezzanine
level. This guideline is met.
D7. Elevated Lots, Fences, and Retaining Walls. Use changing grades and site elevation as
design elements. Site new buildings and make site modifications in a way that reinforces the
existing pattern present in surrounding historic buildings and the topography. Maintain
existing garden walls at or near the property line. Replace retaining walls where they previously
existed.
Findings: As is noted above, the proposal takes advantage of the sloped disposition of
the site by incorporating a series of steeped landscape and stormwater planters which
soften the edge of the building while meeting the stormwater management and
landscaping requirements. This guideline is met.
D8. Exterior Materials and Features. Retain or restore original exterior finishing materials.
Use materials and design features that promote permanence, quality, and visual interest. Use
materials and design features that are consistent with the building’s style and with the existing
vocabulary of the historic district.
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Findings: The proposed materials are durable and essentially compatible with the
district. Staff and the Commission previously had concerns with a prior proposal which
featured black brick and dark stucco as the primary materials and minimal detailing at
the front façade. The applicant has since revised the design to a more traditional and
lighter shade of brick and stucco, as well as added additional detailing, while
maintaining a level of simplicity appropriate for this contemporary building. The
additional detailing includes dimensional belly bands in an accent color, now separated
from the window headers, brick detailing at the front entry and the introduction of
windows at the center corridors on the 2nd floor and above the entry canopy. Following
Commission’s suggestion at the April 11, 2016 hearing, an additional window has been
provided at the center of the front façade at the 3rd floor. This guideline is met.
D10. Roof Features. Design roof features to be compatible with the detailing, scale, and pitch
of historic roofs, consistent with the respective building’s style. Retain and preserve roof
features that are important in defining the building’s historic character. Replace, in kind,
extensively deteriorated or missing parts of the roof and/or roof line when surviving prototypes
exist. When in-kind replacement is not practical, replace with elements that recreate the roof’s
historic character.
Findings: The previously proposed rooftop deck and supportive elevator overrun and
stair tower have been removed from the proposal. In addition, the previous gabled-roof
penthouse has been revised to a flat roof and expanded toward the south. At the April
11, 2016 hearing, the Commission supported these changes as the overall height of the
building has been reduced as a result of the removal of the stair tower. This guideline is
met.
D12. Parking Areas and Garages. Design surface parking to be consistent with the design of
the building it serves. Modify historic parking structures to be compatible with the
accompanying building by retaining their defining architectural characteristics. Where
possible, share parking areas to reduce disruption of the historic sidewalk landscape pattern.
Findings: While this guideline is intended to inform the design of surface parking lots
and automobile garages, long-term bicycle parking is a significant aspect of
contemporary construction not considered at the time the guidelines were written.
However, it is worth noting that by concentrating all of the long-term bicycle storage in
a central location, the majority of which is below grade, surrounded by earth, and
otherwise uninhabitable, that the intent of this guideline is served. The proposed bicycle
storage ensures that the relatively small residential units will not be further
encumbered with the storage of bicycles and the requested Modification, further
discussed below, ensures that all required bicycle spaces, and then some, can be
accommodated in this location. This guideline is met.
(2) 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:
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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: 33.266.220.C – Reduce the width of long-term bike parking spaces from 2’-0”
to 1’-6”.
Purpose Statement: These standards ensure that required bicycle parking is designed so that
bicycles may be securely locked without undue inconvenience and will be reasonably
safeguarded from intentional or accidental damage.
Standard: 33.266.220.C.3.b – A space 2 feet by 6 feet must be provided for each required
bicycle parking space, so that a bicycle six feet long can be securely held with its frame
supported so that the bicycle cannot be pushed or fall in a manner that will damage the wheels
or components.
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

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: Because the building includes 30 residential units, 33 long-term bike parking
spaces are required. The proposal includes a total of 37 long-term bike parking spaces. A
reduction of bike parking widths is a relatively common Modification and is approvable
provided the bicycles are set at a 6-inch vertical stagger in order to avoid conflicts with
adjacent bicycles. Guideline D12 Parking Areas and Garages is better met by allowing all
bicycles to be stored in a central location, thus reducing impacts on the units or other areas of
the building.
This Modification merits approval.
Modification #2: 33.120.220.B – Reduce side and rear setbacks as follows: from 14’-0” to 8’-0”
on the west (side), from 14’-0” to 8’-0” on the east (side), and from 14’-0” to 7’-4” on the north
(rear).
Purpose Statement: The building setback regulations serve several purposes:
• They maintain light, air, separation for fire protection, and access for firefighting;
• They reflect the general building scale and placement of multi-dwelling development in
the City's neighborhoods;
• They promote a reasonable physical relationship between residences;
• They promote options for privacy for neighboring properties;
• They provide adequate flexibility to site a building so that it may be compatible with the
neighborhood, fit the topography of the site, allow for required outdoor areas, and allow
for architectural diversity;
• Setback requirements along transit streets create an environment that is inviting to
pedestrians and transit users; and
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• They provide room for a car to park in front of a garage door without overhanging the
street or sidewalk, and they enhance driver visibility when backing onto the street.
Standard: 33.120.220.B – The required minimum building setbacks, if any, are stated in Tables
120-3 and 120-4.

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

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 proposed building shows an 8’-0” setback on the east and an 8’-0” setback on
west, both of which are less than the 14’-0” setback required on each side. The applicant
previously proposed a 10’-0” setback on the east in order to meet Building Code requirements
related to egress. As is noted above, setbacks between buildings in the district range between 4
feet and 14 feet. During the Design Advice Requests, the Commission stated that some
reduction could be approvable given the pattern of the district. The purpose of the standard is
to promote a reasonable relationship between buildings. At the March 14, 2016 hearing, the
Commission stated that they were comfortable with the height of the building and reduction of
setbacks. Following some discussion regarding whether 8’-0” setbacks on each side would be
more appropriate than the 6’-0” and 10’-0” previously proposed, the Commission agreed that
they could support either situation, specifically because while 8’-0” setbacks would be more
equitable, the Doyle building to the east is a contributing resource by a prominent architect
and therefore inherently commands a greater level of protection. The Commission noted that
the previously proposed setbacks were reasonable and fit the pattern of the district, per
Guideline A1 Historic Character. They suggested that the applicant apply for a Building Code
Appeal for an 8’-0” setback on the east, but confirmed that they would support the 6’-0” west
setback and the 10’-0” east setback if the Appeal is denied. Following Commission guidance on
March 14, 2016, the applicant sought and received an approval for a Building Code Appeal to
reduce the egress court to 8’-0” with additional fireproofing provided. As such, the setbacks are
now both shown at 8’-0”.
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With regard to the requested Modification to reduce the north setback from 10’-0” to 7’-4”, the
purpose of the standard is met as few windows are proposed on this elevation and light and air
are maintained. In addition, as is previously noted, by shifting the building back from the
street lot line and into the required north setback, under Guidelines A1, D2, and D3, the
building is more compatible with the district at its street frontage.
With regard to the requested north setback Modification from 10’-0” to 7’-4”, the purpose of the
standard is met and the guidelines are better met; therefore this Modification merits approval.
With regard to the east and west setback Modifications to 8’-0” on the west and 8’-0” on the east,
the purpose of the standard is met and the guidelines are better met; therefore these
Modifications merit 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 applicant has responded to staff and Commission’s previous concerns by revising the color
of the brick, adding additional detailing and simple embellishment to the design, and
eliminating the rooftop deck and gabled penthouse roof. The proposed design is contemporary
but compatible with the architectural character of the district. 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 Historic Landmarks Commission to approve Historic Design Review for
a new apartment building to be constructed on a vacant parcel in the King’s Hill Historic
District with 30 apartments averaging approximately 300sf each. The proposed building is to
be constructed of red and blond brick, tinted stucco, fiberglass clad windows, black powder
coated steel canopy, and metal cornice.
Approval of the following Modification requests:
1. 33.266.220.C – Reduce the width of long-term bike parking spaces from 2’-0” to 1’-6”; and
west (side), from 14’-0” to 8’-0” on the east (side), and from 14’-0” to 7’-4” on the north (rear).
Approvals per Exhibits C-1 through C-28, signed, stamped, and dated April 25, 2016, subject
to the following conditions:
A. As part of the building permit application submittal, the following development-related
conditions (B through E) 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 15-249479 HRM". All
requirements must be graphically represented on the site plan, landscape, or other
required plan and must be labeled "REQUIRED."
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B. The two rows of stacked brick above the front door shall be revised to a soldier course.
C. The stucco shall be light in color.
D. All square-shaped windows at the building’s lowest level on the East, West, and North
elevations shall have two lights with a vertical muntin bar.
E. No field changes allowed.
==============================================
By: _____________________________________________
Kirk Ranzetta, Historic Landmarks Commission Chair
Application Filed: October 12, 2015
Decision Filed: April 26, 2016

Decision Rendered: April 25, 2016
Decision Mailed: May 5, 2016

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 October
12, 2015, and was determined to be complete on December 17, 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 October 12, 2015.
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 waived the 120day review period, as stated with Exhibit (Exhibit #A-3). The 120 days expire on: December
16, 2016.
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
Historic 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 19, 2016 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 2:00 pm. After
3:00 pm Monday through Wednesday and Fridays, and after 2:00 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).
Upon submission of their application, the applicant for this land use review chose to waive the
120-day time frame in which the City must render a decision. This additional time allows for
any appeal of this proposal to be held as an evidentiary hearing, one in which new evidence
can be submitted to City Council.
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 20, 2016 – (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
April 27, 2016
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 503-823-6868).
EXHIBITS – NOT ATTACHED UNLESS INICATED
A.

B.
C.

Applicant’s Statement:
1. Narrative
2. Original Drawing Set
3. 120-day waiver
4. Completeness Response Drawing Set, dated December 17, 2015
5. Stormwater Management Report
6. Geotechnical Report
7. Brick Manufacturer’s Specifications
Zoning Map (attached)
Plans & Drawings:
1. Cover Sheet
2. Site Plan
3. Basement Floor Plan
4. Basement Mezzanine Floor Plan
5. Main Level Floor Plan (attached)
6. Main Level Mezzanine Floor Plan
7. Second Level Floor Plan
8. Second Level Mezzanine Floor Plan
9. Third Level Floor Plan
10. Third Floor Plan/Rooftop
11. South Elevation (attached)
12. East Elevation (attached)
13. North Elevation (attached)
14. West Elevation (attached)
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E.

F.

G.
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15. Entry Details
16. Window Details
17. Canopy Details
19. Canopy Details
20. Railing and Bench Details
21. Cornice Detail
22. Lighting Plan
23. Light Fixture Details
24. Light Fixture Details
25. Lighting Information
26. Light Fixture Details
27. Light Fixture Details
28. Penthouse and Foundation Windows Details
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
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. Bureau of Parks, Forestry Division
Letters:
1. Ellen Agee, on January 21, 2016, wrote with concerns.
2. Bruce Helmberger, owner of 2167 SW Yamhill, on February 29, 2016, expressed
opposition.
Other:
1. Original LUR Application
2. Incomplete Letter, dated November 10, 2015
3. Staff Report, dated March 4, 2016
4. Drawing Set for March 14, 2016 hearing, dated February 17, 2016
Hearing:
1. Staff Presentation, dated March 14, 2016
2. Applicant Presentation, dated March 14, 2016
3. Applicant Handout, dated March 14, 2016
4. Lenhardt Stevens, on March 7, 2016, received March 10, 2016, wrote with concerns
regarding the lack of parking and the potential impacts to the neighborhood.
5. Chris Crever, on March 13, 2016, received March 14, 2016, wrote in opposition to the
proposed setback reductions.
6. Tom Sloan, owner of the Doyle Apartments, on March 7, 2016, received March 14,
2016, wrote in opposition to the reduced setbacks, particularly adjacent to his A.E.
Doyle –designed apartment building.
7. Keith Brown, undated, received on March 14, 2016, wrote in opposition, stating that
the building is too big for the property and noting that a 30-unit apartment building
with no parking would have an adverse effect on property values.
8. Andrés Ochoa, undated, received on March 14, 2016, wrote in opposition to the
reduced setbacks, noting that the building is too big for the site and the City has a
responsibility to uphold the guidelines.
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9. Sally Sterling, on March 8, 2016, received March 14, 2016, wrote in opposition to the
reduced setbacks, noting the proposed building will negatively impact access to light
for other buildings.
10. Testifier Sign-In Sheet
11. Scott Schaffer, Goose Hollow Foothills League, on March 14, 2016, wrote in support,
noting that the developer has discussed the proposal with the Goose Hollow Foothills
League on 8 separate occasions over two years and has exhibited diligent outreach.
12. Douglas Wurster, Vista Avenue Apartments, on March 11, 2016, received March 15,
2016, provided a copy of a letter sent to the owner of 2167 SW Yamhill in support of
the proposal and the investment in the subject property.
13. Ronald Rubin, Yamhill House, LLC, wrote on March 13, 2016, received March 15,
2016, in opposition to the mass and scale of the building, noting that the reduced
setbacks are a major detriment to the adjacent structures and the amount of units
with no parking will negatively impact the neighborhood.
14. Bruce Helmberger, on March 28, 2016, received March 29, 2016 and again on March
30, 2016, wrote in support of equal setbacks on the west and east and in opposition to
the expansion of mezzanine sleeping lofts to the south.
15. Staff Report for April 11, 2016
16. Drawing set for April 11, 2016, dated March 31, 2016 (42 sheets)
17. Staff Presentation, dated April 11, 2016
18. Applicant Presentation, dated April 11, 2016
19. Testifier Sign-In Sheet for April 11, 2016
20. Testimony by Bruce Helmberger, submitted by Don Hood on April 11, 2016
21. Staff Report for April 25, dated April 21, 2016
22. Staff Presentation, dated April 25, 2016
23. Applicant Presentation, dated April 25, 2016

