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FINAL FINDINGS AND DECISION BY THE DESIGN
COMMISSION RENDERED ON February 2, 2017

The Design Commission has  denied a proposal in your neighborhood. This document is only a
summary of the decision. The reasons for the decision , including the written re  sponse 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=464 29.
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.

CASE FILE NUMBER: LU 16-184524 DZM
PC # 16 -106400

Ankeny Apartments

BUREAU OF DEVELOPMENT SERVICES STAFF . Grace Jeffreys 503-823-7840 /
Grace.Jeffreys@portlandoregon.gov

GENERAL INFORMATION

Applicant: Brian Durban, YGH Architect  ure
707 SW Washington St., Suite 1200, Portland OR 97205

Owner: Landon K Crowell
1122 SE Ankeny St., Portland, OR 97214

Site Address: 1122 SE ANKENY ST

Legal Description: BLOCK 238 W 34' OF LOT 7&8, EAST PORTLAND; BLOCK 238 S 30
OF E 66' OF LOT 7, EAST PORTLAND

Tax Account No.: R226515860, R226515880

State ID No.: 1IN1E35CD 03600, IN1E35CD 03900

Quarter Section: 3031

Neighborhood: Buckman, contact Rick Johnson at rickjiohnson77@comcast.net

Business District: Central Eastside Industrial Council, contact ce ic@ceic.cc.

District Coalition: Southeast Uplift, contact Leah Fisher at 503 -232-0010.

Plan District: Central City - Central Eastside

Zoning: EXd , Central Employment (EX) with Design (d) overlay

Case Type: DZM , Design Review (DZ) with Modification (M) requ ests

Procedure: Type 1l , with a public hearing before the Design Commission. The

decision of the Design Commission can be appealed to City Council.
PROPOSAL :

The applicant seeks Design Review approval foranew 5-to6-st ory, approxi mately 708
seventeen (17) unit apartment building in the Central Eastside Subdistrict of the Central City
Pl an District. Located on a unique O0LO shaped, 5,380 S|

1900 SW 4th Avenue, Suite # 5000, Portland, OR 97201


http://www.portlandonline.com/bds/index.cfm?c=46429
mailto:Grace.Jeffreys@portlandoregon.gov

and service spaces fronting SE Ankeny, and a residential unit fronti ng SE 12th. Fifteen (15)

long -term bike parking spaces are proposed in two secure rooms on the ground floor; the

remaining thirteen (13) required long -term bike spaces will be located within the units. Flow -
through stormwater planters are proposed at grou nd and second levels. Proposed materials
include: white textured plaster skim coat and steel panels at the ground floor, flat -lock zinc
panels in two sizes and 3 -coat plaster render above, stainless steel cable mesh, aluminum -clad
windows, and solar panels . Additional reviews are requested:

A Modification _is requested to Long-term Bike Parking Standards (33.266.220) :

T To reduce the required bikeod6pa@d&klfigr slpl cv exrgt if deolm y2 6h u
in the ground floor secure rooms; and,

1 To reduc e the rack requirement of a high security, U -shaped shackle lock spanning the
frame and one wheel, to allow the u  -lock to reach just one wheel for the in -unit racks.

An Exception is requested to Window Projections into the Right -of-Way (OSSC/32/#1)
I Toincreaset he maxi mum width of the ori el9. préojoerc tSiEo Ma kfernagn
and -84don SE 12t h.

Design review is necessary because the project proposes new development within a design
overlay zone, per section 33.420.041 of the Portland Zoning Code.

RELEVANT APPROVAL CRITERIA :

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

A Central City Fundamental Design Guidelines
A Special Design Guid elines for the Design Zone of the Central Eastside District
A Modifications Through Design Review, 33.825.040

ANALYSIS

Site and Vicinity:

The proposal is | ocated on a 5,380 SF square foot, oL©G6
Plan District, wit  hin the Central Eastside Subdistrict. The site is comprised of two mid -block

lots with abutting rear lot lines. The lot fronting SE Ankeny contains a one and one -half story

house constructed in 1903 which is proposed to be demolished. The lot fronting SE 1 2th

currently sits vacant.

The site wraps two lots on the corner not owned by the applicant, both of which contain houses

constructed in 1904. The remaining 3 lots south of the site along SE 12th contain houses that

have been identified as having potenti  al historical and architectural significance, and are listed

on the City of Portlandds Historic Resource I nventory |
built in 1894 & 1895, and were constructed in the Queen Anne Vernacular style.

The site is bordered by SE 12th Avenue [Transit Access Street, Traffic Access Street, City

Bikeway, City Walkway, and Community Corridor] and SE Ankeny Street [City Bikeway and

Local Service for other modes of transport], and is not located in a pedestrian district. The site

is conveniently located close to bus routes along SE 11th and SE 12th, and N Burnside and NE
Couch. Ankeny Street and 12th Avenue both begin to drop in elevation as they head West or

South; however, they do so at a relatively equal rate, creating similar elevations for both mid -
block street elevations of the site.

This site has excellent mass transit proximity. Three bus lines run east along Burnside and
inversely west on Couch, just one and two blocks away respectively. A bus line also runs north



on 1 2th Avenue with a stop one block away, and south on 11th Avenue with a stop less than a
block away. The streetcars on Grand and MLK are also only six and seven blocks to the west.

The area around the site contains a mix of residential building types, fro m long existing single -
family dwellings (some of which have been converted into business uses), to newer multi -story
mixed -use housing buildings. The latter has become the dominant new development in the
immediate area as the housing demand in Portland in creases and available land decreases,

with four new multi  -unit residential buildings a block away. The site is a block south of the

Burnside and Sandy intersection, an area with a revitalized and lively commercial presence

that continues west along both B urnside and Couch.

Zoning:

The Central Employment  (EX) zone allows mixed uses and is intended for areas in the center of
the City that have predominantly industrial -type development. The intent of the zone is to
allow industrial and commercial uses whi ch need a central location. Residential uses are

allowed, but are not intended to predominate or set development standards for other uses in
the area.

The 6 d 6 0 vpeomdtes the conservation and enhancement of areas of the City with special
historic, a rchitectural 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 pr ojects,
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 Central City Plan D _istrict implements the Central City Plan and other plans applicable to
the Central City area. These other plans include the Downtown Plan, the River District Plan,

the University District Plan, and the Central City Transportation Management Plan. The

Centr al City plan district implements portions of these plans by adding code provisions which
address special circumstances existing in the Central City area. The site is within the Central
Eastside Subdistrict of this plan district.

Land Use History: No prio r land use reviews were found.

Agency Review: A ORequest f or Res pAogus 8002018 a s Thefoliowirey d
Bureaus have responded with no issues or concerns:

Fire Bureau (Exhibit E.1)

Site Development Section of BDS (Exhibit E.2)

Life Safety Sec tion of BDS (Exhibit E.3)

Water Bureau (Exhibit E.4)

Bureau of Environmental Services (Exhibit E.5a and E.5b)

T I B D I

The Bureau of Parks -Forestry Division responded with the following comments related to
permitting (Please see Exhibit E -6 for additional details ):

Proposed Street Tree Removal and Required Mitigation  (11.50.040). Based on the proposed
development it appears that a pear tree adjacent to 113 SE 12th Ave is proposed for removal.
Since this tree is partially or wholly adjacent to 113SE 12th Ave, writ ten permission from this
propertiesd owner i s neBut®odhe speciepaadcandition of thertree/na |
mitigation will be required if the tree is permitted to be removed.

Land Use Staff note: The revised proposal has been revised to pre  serve this Pear tree.



The Bureau of Transportation Engineering responded twice, culminating with the following
comments (Please see Exhibit E.7a and E.7b for additional details):

Oriel Window : The project includes window SEAckengantd i ons al o
SE 12th Ave frontages. These projections must be review pursuant to the BDS Code Guide 0

Window Projections into Public Right -of-Way (OSSC/32/#1). The applicant has submitted

adequate information for the galdiypansonal limitatioesvareof t he pr c
satisfied except one; the applicant is seeking an exception to the 12 -ft wide maximum width

i mitation. TBeS5prppopedtil6bd over SE An&k&ny and the
projection over SE 12th Ave are acceptableto P BOT 9 given the angled projection of both

windows, the overall impact of the additional widths is minimized.

Utility Vault Location : The applicant has indicated early communications with PGE about the

proposed buildingds power npmosicsfapoleRfobnteds general ly s
transformer, in this case. Accordingly, no below grade transformer vault is necessary and no

further review from PBOT is warranted.

PBOT has no objections to the proposed (design review for this) project.

Neighborhood Review: A Notice of Proposal in Your Neighborhood was mailed on September
8, 2016. A total of two written responses were initially received from either the Neighborhood
Association or notified property owners in response to the proposal:

A Jeff Burns , 9/18/16, stat  ing concerns with the proposal, including: Zero lot -line setbacks
on all sides, 50+ height and massing in relation to adjacent houses, quality of the visible
side walls, safety of driveway access on both streets, activeness of frontages, concern with
solar panel ¢l adding, and the |l ack of applicantds engage
neighborhood association (Exhibit F.1).

A Mary Roberts and Michael J. Beglan _, 9/27/16, Stating concerns regarding the relation to
the adjacent neighborhood and context, the scale of t he proposal, and the safety of
pedestrians on adjacent sidewalks (Exhibit F.2).

A Atthe 1st hearing on October 6, 2016 , seven (7) neighbors signed up for public testimony
noting opposition to the proposal, and three (3) people signed up for public testimon y
noting support of the proposal, including the owner, his construction manager, and a
person living at NE 155 t, (Exhibit H.6). Additional written testimony was received from
Mary Roberts in the form of a Street elevation of SE 12 th (Exhibit H. 6).

A Atthe 2nd hearing on December 1, 2016 , three (3) neighbors testified in opposition to the
proposal, and two (2) people testified in support of the proposal, including the owner and
his construction manager  (Exhibit H.17).

A Atthe 3rd hearing on January 5, 2017 , five (5) neighbors testified in opposition to the
proposal, and two (2) people testified in support of the proposal, including the owner and
his construction manager  (Exhibit H.25).

A Atthe 4th hearing on January 19, 2017 , one (1) neighbor testified in op position to the
proposal (Exhibit H.31).

Procedural History:

The first Design Review (DZ) hearing was held on October 6, 2016 . The Design Commission
advised that a Design Advice Request hearing prior to submitting for Design Review would have

been very h elpful given the unusual shape and size of the site, as well as the extreme

juxtaposition with the existing context. The Commission commended the ambitious goal of Net

Zero energy; however, they had major concerns that numerous aspects of the proposal did not
yet meet the design guidelines, including:

1. Design Guidelines A3, A4, A5, C3,C3 -1, C3-2, C4, C5, Massing, compatibility, and
coherency 0 With the large 6 -story height and massing tight to the property lines, there is




too much bul k f or pedsie, andmath numedolspconspktiag angled
elements, the composition needs simplification.

2. Design Guidelines Al, A2, A2 -1, A5-2, A5-5, A8, B1, B2, B3, B4,B5,B7,C1 -1, C5, C6, C8,
C9, Ground floor activation o With the ground floor compromised by the parking, it is not
active enough to contribute to the streetscape.

3. Design Guideline C2, Quality and permanence & With the exposed Concrete Masonry Units
(CMU) and wood siding, the cladding does not meet quality and permanence requirements.

After the firs t hearing on October 6, 2016 , changes made included: increase of active use on
the ground floor by removing the parking, removal of one story from the SE 12th Avenue tower;
addition of notches to the sidewalls to help reduce bulk; and replacement of wood and CMU
materials with more permanent materials, including stucco.

The second Design Review (DZ) hearing was held on December 1, 2016 . The Design
Commission once again commended the ambitious goal of Net Zero energy. The Commission
supported the replacem ent of the ground floor parking with more active uses and the
replacement of the wood and exposed CMU with more durable and quality materials. However,
the Commission felt the following aspects of the proposal still did not yet meet all the design
guidelin es, including:

1. Design Guidelines A4, A5, C3 -1, C3-2, C4, C5, Massing, compatibility, coherency - There
was a lot of discussion regarding height, massing, scale and bulk. The Commission was

split as to whether with compositional changes the proposed height might be reasonable.
However, all Commissioners had concerns with the bulk, scale, and massing of the
proposal:

a. The 12th Avenue facade needed to be a better neighbor to the immediately adjacent
residential scale of the block.

b. The oriel windows were gener ally supported, but the configuration must better relate to
the context. Considering a broader, bigger move for the oriels.

c. The bulk of the massive side walls need to be mitigated on -site rather than on adjacent

property (landscaping mitigation currently s hown on neighborés property).
d. The non -street frontage walls can't be the side/back walls that they are currently

designed as.

e. The open stairwell will have significant impact on neighbors, especially the lighting.
Design for subtlety and low  -wattage.

2. Design Guideline C5, Coherency - Consider a quieter building which provides a background
to the context, rather than highlighting itself.
a. The street elevation on 12th needed further resolution.

b. The oriels were too much of a departure to relate to existing con text, and appear to be
arbitrary/  random. The Commission would like the design to be more consistent with
the neighborhood. Iltds a stretch to say that that t

the solar panels corresponds to the adjacent Queen Ann homes.

c. The sidewalls need further resolution and mitigation, as they are very visible.

d The small inset balconies are deep and appear dar k.
provide more light into the spaces and better views.

3. Design Guideline C2, Quality and perma nence 9 The shiny metal cladding will have a
negative impact on neighbors.

After the second hearing on December 1, 2016 , changes made included: setting back the wall

face on SE 12th Avenue 4 feet and widening and lowering the oriel window projection one level
(Exhibit C9); change of some material on the side wall elevations (Exhibit C.13); replacement of

the clear anodized metal panels with zinc; and revision of the long -term bike parking strategy.




However, no significant changes were made to reduce the s cale, bulk and massing of the large
side walls, which constitute most of the proposal.

The third Design Review (DZ) hearin g was held on January 5, 2017 . The Commission reiterated
that DAR would have been a great opportunity to inform the scheme before ca rrying on so far
with the Design Review process. The Commission found that  due to the lack of substantive
changes to the massing, scale and bulk of the sidewalls; the open stairwells; and the extent of

metal cladding, this proposal still did not yet meet Design Guidelines C2, C3 -2, C4, and C.5.
Following the hearing, staff also found that some aspects of Design Guidelines A4, A5, and C3 -1
were also not yet met due to the massing, scale and bulk, as well as the metal panel cladding.

The applicant chose to not make any additional changes requested by the Design Commission
in order to meet the design guidelines , and requested a decision of denial with the stated intent
to appeal a denial to City Council.

The fourth Design Review (DZ) hearing was held on Janu ary 19, 2017 . The Commission found
that due to the lack of substantive changes to the massing, scale and bulk of the sidewalls; the

open stairwells; and the extent of metal cladding, this proposal did not yet meet Design
Guidelines A4, A5, C2, C3 -1, C3-2, C4, and C.5.

At this hearing, the applicant asked for an additional hearing to investigate further design
changes.

The fifth Design Review (DZ) hearing was held on  February 2 , 2017 . The applicant presented
more design options, however, after further dis cussion, they decided to not  to further pursue
these, and called for a vote.

The Commission found that due to the lack of substantive changes to the massing, scale and
bulk of the sidewalls; the open stairwells; and the extent of metal cladding, this pro posal still
did not meet Design Guidelines A4, A5, C2,C3 -1, C3-2, C4, and C.5.

ZONING CODE APPROVAL CRITERIA
(1) Design Review (33.825)

Section 33.825.010 Purpose of Design Review

Design review ensures that development conserves and enhances the recognized special design
values of a site or area. Design review is used to ensure the conservation, enhancement, and
continued vitality of the identified scenic, architectural, and cultural values of each design

district or area. Design review ensures that certa in types of infill development will be

compatible with the neighborhood and enhance the area. Design review is also used in certain

cases to review public and private projects to ensure that they are of a high design quality.

Section 33.825.055, Design R eview Approval Criteria
A design review application will be approved if the review body finds the applicant to have
shown that the proposal complies with the design guidelines for the area.

Findings:  The site is designated with design overlay zoning (d ), therefore the proposal
requires Design Review approval. Because the site is located generally within the Central
City Plan District, the applicable design guidelines are the Central City Plan Fundamental
Design Guidelines. As the site is also specifica lly located within the Design Zone of the
Central Eastside District, the Special Design Guidelines for the Design Zone of the

Central Eastside District of the Central City Plan also apply.



Special Design Guidelines for the Design Zone of the Central East side District of

the Central City Plan and Central City Fundamental Design Guidelines

The Central Eastside is a unique neighborhood. The property and business owners are proud

of the districtdés heritage and service ry,0 the communi t
distribution/ warehousing, and transportation are i mporf
personality. To the general public, retail stores and commercial businesses provide the central

focus within the district.

The underlying urban design objective f or the Central Eastside is to capitalize on and
emphasize its unique assets in a manner that is respectful, supportive, creative and compatible
with each area as a whole. Part of the charm and character of the Central Eastside District,
which should be cel ebrated, is its eclectic mixture of building types and uses. An additional
strength, which should be built on, is the pattern of pedestrian friendly retail uses on Grand

Avenue, East Burnside and Morrison Streets, as well as portions of 11th and 12th Avenu es.

The Central City Fundamental Design Guidelines focus on four general categories. (A) Portland

Personality, addr esses design issues and el ements that reinfo
character. (B) Pedestrian Emphasis, addresses design issues and eleme  nts 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 C entral City.

Central Eastside Design Goals

The following goals and objectives define the urban design vision for new development

and other improvements in the Central Eastside

1 Encourage the special distinction and identity of the design review areas of t he
Central Eastside District.

1 Provide continuity between the Central Eastside and the Lloyd District.

9 Provide continuity between the Central Eastside and the river, downtown, and
adjacent residential neighborhoods.

1 Enhance the safety, convenience, pleasure , and comfort of pedestrians.

Central City Plan Design Goals

This set of goals are those developed to guide development throughout the Central City. They
apply within all of the Central City policy areas. The nine goals for design review within the
Centra | 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 Centr al Cityds districts

4. Promote the development of diversity and areas of special character within the Central City;

5, Establish an urban design relationship between the Ce
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. Assistin 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

The Design Commission has considered all guidelines and has addressed only those guidelines
considered applicable to this project.

A2. Emphasize Portland Theme s. When provided, integrate Portland  -related them es with the
devel opment ds overall design concept.



A2-1. Recognize Transportation Modes, Produce, and Commerce as Primary
Themes of East Portland. Recognize and incorporate East Portland themes into a
project design, when appropriate.

Findings for A2 an d A2 -1. The project uses sustainable features, the heavy steel plate

at the ground level and stucco above, and an active frontage to emphasize Portland and

East Portland Themes described in the Central Ea  stside De sign Goals:

A Energy and sustainability are common themes in Portland.  The goal of this project is
to be a Net -Zero energy building, supporting an important Portland value of
sustainability. The proposal includes a highly insulated and air -tight building
envelope, efficient energy recovery ventilat  ion (HRV) system with a hot water heat
pump, and LED lighting throughout. Photovoltaic panels are proposed to offset
remaining electrical load.

A To provide continuity between the Central Eastside and downtown , smooth and
textured stucco, storefront glazing , and heavy steel at the ground level are proposed,
all durable materials used in the Central City . The ground level consists of a vertical
textured plaster render along with storefront glazing to activate the sidewalk, and
champagne steel panel for durabi lity at the pedestrian level.

A This project is located with great mass transit proximity. Although the frontages are
narrow, the glazed retail space provided on Ankeny will encourage pedestrian
activation and engagement with local transit opportunities , and e nhance the safety,
convenience, pleas ure, and comfort of pedestrians

These guidelines are met.

A4. Use Unifying Elements. Integrate unifying elements and/or develop new features that

help unify and connect individual buildings and different areas.

A5. Enhance, Embellish, and Identify Areas. Enhance an area by reflecting the local

character within the right  -of-way. Embellish an area by integrating elements in new

devel opment that build on the ar eads featlrtes roaqodites .
by integrating them into new development.

C3-1. Design to Enhance Existing Themes in the District. Look to buildings from

throughout the district for contextual precedent. Innovation and creativity are encouraged in
design proposals, which en  hance overall district character.

Findings for A4, A5, and C3 -1: The applicant intends this  proposal to act as a bridging
element between the large -scale housing developments of the Central East Side  and the
more residential neighborhood s to the east thro ugh several gestures:

I The stucco and heavy steel plate at ground level (see Findings for A2 above); and

1 The preservation of the residential lot size and street frontage width.

These compositional and material elements help integrate and unify the proposal with SE
12t and the surrounding area.

For these aspects of the proposal, these guidelines are met.

However, the massing, bulk and scale of the side walls , the open stairwells, and the metal
paneling are not compatible with the local character of this sit e, in cluding the residential
structures that the proposal envelops and flanks. For example, if the end walls include d
additional massing shifts, windows, and materials such as stucco or other non -metallic
siding to better respond to the immediate lower sc aled, residential context , and the
stairwells were further enclosed to reduce their impact in the immediate neighbors , these
guidelines could be fully  met.

Therefore, due to concerns about the massing, bulk and scale of the side walls ,
the open stairwe lls, andthe compatibility of the metal paneling, these guidelines
are not yet met.

dent i
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A5-3. Plan for or Incorporate Underground Utility Service. Plan for or Incorporate
Underground Utility Service to development projects.

Findings for A5 -3: The utility tr ansformer and service for this small site are not proposed

to be underground, but to be pole mounted, and routed underground to the electrical

room via buried conduit. The applicant has indicated early communications with PGE

about the pr opopowa nebds,iahdddvieed that PGE  is generally supportive
of a pole -mounted transformer, in this case. Accordingly, per PBOT, no below grade
transformer vault is necessary and no further review from PBOT is warranted. Because

PGE will accept a pole mounte  d transformer for this proposal and no transformer is

proposed at the ground floor of the building, active frontages on both streets are

maintained. This guideline is met.

A5-5. Incorporate Water Features. Enhance the quality of public spaces by incorpo rating
water features.

Findings for A5 and A5 -5: Although the very narrow frontages allow little room for the
incorporation of water features, stormwater planters are incorporated into the base of the
internal courtyards at the base of each stair. This gu ideline is met.

A7. Establish and Maintain a Sense of Urban Enclosure. Define public rights  -of-way by
creating and maintaining a sense of urban enclosure.

Findings for A7 . In general, the massing of the building is placed at the

property line on SE Anke ny, and set back slightly along SE 12 th Avenue.
Additionally, it is set back at the ground level to provide room for the entries,

and projects out above ground level in the form of oriel windows. The slightly
recessed glazed main entry doors covered with c anopies will define and extend
the public sidewalk, create a sense of urban enclosure, and provide weather
protection at the entries. New street trees proposed will enhance the street and
pedestrian sidewalk.  This guideline is met.

A8. Contributetoa V. ibrant Streetscape. Integrate building setbacks with adjacent

sidewalks to increase the space for potential public use. Develop visual and physical

connections into buildingsd active interior spaces frol
elements suc h as atriums, grand entries and large ground -level windows to reveal important

interior spaces and activities.

Findings: The sidewalk level is designed to create stopping and viewing places protected

from sun and rain by canopies and building projections . Building setbacks on both street
frontages are provided at the main entries to allow flexible pedestrian movement and

provide sheltered space for building users. Areas of glazing and transparency are provided

where possible to allow visual connections b etween interior and exterior activities. The

main entry door to the retail space on Ankeny is glazed and placed alongside large picture
windows with views into the commercial space. The lobby entry doors on Ankeny and 12 th
are also recessed and glazed with  sidelights. The entry into the residential unit on SE 12 th
is via a porch raised from the street level by 4 steps and separated by a planter. The

building will provide light and visibility at night, providing a sense of security and

encouraging pedestrian  activity after dark.  This guideline is met.

B1. Reinforce and Enhance the Pedestrian System. Maintain a convenient access route for
pedestrian travel where a public right -of-way exists or has existed. Develop and define the
different zones of a sidewalk : building frontage zone, street furniture zone, movement zone, and
the curb. Develop pedestrian access routes to supplement the public right -of-way system
through superblocks or other large blocks.



Findings: The building street frontage maintains, reinfo rces and enhances the existing
right -of-way pedestrian access in several ways. The recessed main entrances allow the
sidewalk to remain clear for through pedestrian traffic, the overhead canopies provide

weather protection, and the street trees enhance the pedestrian experience. The different
street zones will be developed in accordance with the right -of-way standards. Street trees
will be added in the furniture zone. The movement zone will remain free of obstruction

and the building frontage has been art iculated with glazing, entry points and a porch and
planter on 12 t. This guideline is met.

B2. Protect the Pedestrian. Protect the pedestrian environment from vehicular movement.
Develop integrated identification, sign, and sidewalk -oriented night -light ing systems that offer
safety, interest, and diversity to the pedestrian. Incorporate building equipment, mechanical

exhaust routing systems, and/or service areas in a manner that does not detract from the

pedestrian environment.

Findings: Street trees w ithin the planting strip help protect the pedestrian sidewalk from
vehicles on the street. The building entries will all be lit with wall mounted scones
integrated into the building design. No mechanical exhaust will be on the street frontage.
This guideli ne is met.

B3. Bridge Pedestrian Obstacles. Bridge across barriers and obstacles to pedestrian
movement by connecting the pedestrian system with innovative, well -marked crossings and
consistent sidewalk designs.

B3-1. Reduce width of Pedestrian Crossing S.

a. Where possible, extend sidewalk curbs at street intersections to narrow pedestrian
crossings for a safer pedestrian environment.
b. Maintain large service vehicle turning radii where necessary.

Findings for B3 and B3 -1: The narrow, mid -block site has li mited street
frontage; however, the pedestrian movement system is enhanced by the recessed
ground level spaces as well as canopy overhangs on the sidewalk, and is
supported by standard right  -of-way improvements. These guidelines are met.

B4. Provide Stop ping and Viewing Places. Provide safe, comfortable places where people can
stop, view, socialize and rest. Ensure that these places do not conflict with other sidewalk uses.
B5. Make Plazas, Parks and Open Space Successful. Orient building elements sucha s main

entries, lobbies, windows, and balconies to face public parks, plazas, and open spaces. Where
provided, integrate water features and/or public art to enhance the public open space. Develop
locally oriented pocket parks that incorporate amenities for nearby patrons.

Findings for B4 and B5: The main building entrances are recessed to allow a space for

socializati on, rest and collecting oneds self before
through zone. This recess allows the sidewalk to remain clear o f obstruction. Additional

pedestrian protection is provided on the form of low level canopies, as well as higher level

oriel windows which overhang the rights -of-way. Wall mounted sconces are proposed at

each entry ensuring these stopping and viewing space s are safely lit. These guidelines are

met.

B6. Develop Weather Protection. Develop integrated weather protection systems at the
sidewalk -level of buildings to mitigate the effects of rain, wind, glare, shadow, reflection, and
sunlight on the pedestrian environment.

B6-1. Provide Pedestrian Rain Protection . Rain protection is encouraged at the ground level
of all new and rehabilitated commercial buildings located adjacent to primary pedestrian

routes. In required retail opportunity areas, rain protection is strongly recommended.



Findings for B6 and B6 -1: Recessed ground floor areas as well as building
overhangs and canopies have been integrated into the design to enhance the
sidewalk experience and provide weather protection along both street frontages.
These guidelines are met.

B7. Integrate Barrier -FreeDesign. | nt egrate access systems for all peo
overall design concept.

Findings: All three main building entrances are accessible. Additionally, although the
residential unit faci ng SE 12 t s not fully accessible, the other residential units appear to
be accessible via the internal circulation. This guideline is met.

C1. Enhance View Opportunities. Orient windows, entrances, balconies and other building
elements to surrounding p  oints of interest and activity. Size and place new buildings to protect
existing views and view corridors. Develop building facades that create visual connections to
adjacent public spaces.

Findings: Wit h a mere 3406 of frontage loar AIk@&@ ngf afmdo atna @ e
12th Avenue, attention has been given to the design and articulation of the street -facing

facades. The ground level frontages have been revised to provide active spaces. The oriel

window projections on the street frontages project in to the ROW, capturing oblique views

down both streets. I n addition to the oriel windows,
architectural moves, a high  -level balcony is provided over the building step -backs on each

elevation. The 6th floor balcony on Ankeny is pl aced to take advantage of views north

towards the open space across the street, and west towards the river. The 5th floor

balcony on 12th Avenue is oriented north towards the open space and east towards the

residential neighborhoods. The light wells and ¢ irculation system of the building allow

natural daylight and ventilation into units and provide varying views of the city while

moving vertically throughout the building. These moves all contribute towards creating

many different types of visual connection s to the public spaces and enhance views into

and out of the proposal.

This guideline is met.

C1-2. Integrate Signs.
a. Retain and restore existing signage which reinforces the history and themes of the
district, and permit new signage which reinforces the history and themes of the
East Portland Grand Avenue historic district.
b. Carefully place signs, sign supports, and sign structures to integrate with the
scale, color and articulation of the building design, while honoring the dimensional
provisions of the sign chapter of the zoning code.
c. Demonstrate how signage is one of the design elements of a new or rehabilitation
project and has been coordinated by the project designer/ architect. Submit a
Master Signage Program as a pafotadesignréviewe. pr oj ect 6s app

C13. Integrate Signs. Integrate signs and their associated structural components with the
buil dingds overall design concept. Size, place, design
skyline. Signs should have only a minimal presenc e in the Portland skyline.

Findings for C1 -2 and C13: The applicant has advised that signage will be integrated
into the design but is not proposed as part of this review. If not exempt, exterior building
signage will be a separate design review at a lat er date.

These guidelines are therefore not applicable.

C2. Promote Quality and Permanence in Development. Use design principles and building
materials that promote quality and permanence.



Findings: The applicant has stated that the project is being developed by an owner that
intends to retain ownership of the building for many years to come. This is illustrated in

the Net -Zero energy goals for this project , which will continue to produce benefits with
each additional year of building life. The prop osed well -insulated, rain -screen facade
system with triple pane windows is intended to provide a low -energy use building, and is
coupled with a substantial photovoltaic solar panel system.

At the January 5, 2017 hearing, the proposed cladding materials included flat -lock zinc
metal panels, stucco, and heavy metal plate at the ground level. The 1.0 mm thick (about
18 gauge) flat -lock zinc metal panels were proposed to replace the clear anodized panels.

1 The Commission found that the stucco and the heavy m etal plate at the ground level
were permanent and quality options. However, the zinc panels, while less reflective
than the previously proposed metal panels, are being used in the same amount and
layout as the previous metal cladding, so while they are less reflective, the overall

extent of metal being used as a cladding material was found to be too imposing,

especiallyonthe seappr oxi mately 7038 t adiltlighttstie@repertysi dewal | s
lines.

1T Theapproxi mately 7006 tall si drethearbpers/lineasr eThpr oposed r i
Commission has concerns with how the se large, exposed sidewalls will be constructed
without largely impacting the neighbors during construction. The Commission has
additional concerns about how this lot -line cladding will be mai  ntained in the future.

As the applicant stated, they do not have maintenance agreements in place with the
neighbor to ensure long -term access to the proposed zero -property line exterior
cladding, therefore, long -term care and maintenance of these prominent walls
remains questionable and unresolved at this time
Therefore, due to concerns with the compatibility of the metal paneling and the
construction and maintenance of the cladding at  party walls, this guideline is not
yet 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

Findings fo r C3: This is a new proposal; therefore, this guideline does not apply.

proposal i

C3-2. Respect Adjacent Residential Neighborhoods. Respect the architectural character
and development patterns of adjacent residential neighborhoods.
C4. Complement the Context of Existing Buildings. Complement the context of existing
buildings by using a nd adding to the local design vocabulary.
C5. Design for Coherency. Integrate the different building and design elements including,
but not limited to, construction materials, roof s, entrances, as well as window, door, sign, and
lighting systems, to achieve a coherent composition.
Findings for C3 -2, C4,and C5: The Purpose Statement for the Design Overlay Zone
states in the Portland Zoning Code 33.420.010: oDesign Review ensures t hat certain types
of infill development will be compatible with the neighborhood and enhance the area 0. The
Central Eastside District has a variety of building types and styles, from larger, full block,
multi -story structures on the western side of the dis trict closer to the river, to smaller, 1 -
2 story,1/4 -block industrial buildings and small -lot, single -family residential buildings at

the eastern edge of the district, especially along SE 12th. A significant number of multi -

unit buildings have been built, are planned and are being constructed in the immediate
vicinity (Lower Burnside Lofts, Burnside Delta, and 1208 Ankeny), radically changing the

scale from a single -family residential or 1 and 2 story industrial area to larger, multi -story

(5 or 6 levels) structures.



However, this proposal site sits at the very edge of the Central City, in a transition zone

amidst a very strong, lower density immediate context. The site wraps two lots on the
corner that are not owned by the applicant, both of which conta in residential  structures
constructed in 1904. The remaining 3 lots south of the site along SE 12th contain

residential structures that have been identified as having potential historical and

architectural significance, and are listed on the City of Portla ndds Historic
Inventory (HRI). 135, 127 and 121 SE 12th were all built in 1894 & 1895, and were

constructed in the Queen Anne Vernacular style.

Over the course of the four Design Commission hearing requested by the applicant , the
Commission found that while some revisions were made to the 12th Avenue facade to
reduce the scale along that streetscape, there was a lack of substantive changes to the
massing, scale and bulk of the sidewalls , which comprise the majority of the proposal, as
well as the configuration of the open stairwells . The Commission made several specific
points related to these approval criteria:

1 The reduced scale at the street -facing facades on 12th and Ankeny need further
design changes to better respond to the architectural chara cter and development
patterns of the adjacent area.

1 There is a substantial excess of sidewalls, leaving a building that is mostly blank walls
at highly visible locations . A typical corner lot situation may have about half of the

Resource

wall area as blanksidewa lls.In t hi s case, there are | imited stre
SW12thand 348 on SWergfanek e oyut of a tot al of 400086 of s
there is 648 of street front aeqas 18% streeBfd@aie of si dewa

and 84% sidewall. That means that only 16% of the walls are active street frontage
walls with windows, and the remaining 84% of the walls side property line walls,
leaving a building that is mostly blank walls.

1 The greatest challenge may be inthe  unusual site: itisrel  atively small, it is located

within the block, it is a unique 0O0LO6 shapal;, and th

of these factors create additional challenges to larger  -scaled development of the site.

i The modest size and the unusual shape of the lot combined with a building
constructed to the internal property line walls will have an unacceptable impact on
the surrounding context. Because thisisa small, narrow site , there is little scope
within its own boundaries to provide the needed buffers to ad jacent, lower -scaled
development, particularly to the house directly to the south and to the two to the
north.

1 While the adjacent parcels may be redeveloped at some point in the future, for now
these lots are currently developed with small er residential s tructures under multiple
ownerships. That means the walls at the interior property lines are as visible as, or
even more visible, than the front elevations, and most likely will remain so into the
future. And, while building to the property line and extrud ing up has been acceptable
in many circumstances in the Central City , these walls are likely to remain visible for
the foreseeable future and there is a greater responsibility to be sensitive to the
context in designing  them.

1 Other existing and new develop ments in the area are located on larger, more regular
shaped sites with substantial street frontages , which do not require architectural

gymnastics to make an o0L6 shaped devel opment work.

1 Given the residential nature of the immediately adjacent context, an d the fact that
there is a desire in Portland to preserve the character of residential areas, the height,
the sheerness, and the lack of articulation of the side walls do not complement the
context or respect the existing immediate architectural character.

1 The development team recognizes the context and the three historic house s to the
south by locating solar panels on the south elevation .However, t he desi gn
responding to this context in a way that is compatible, because the south wall is built

i snot



tothe property | ines, putting an approxi mately
southern house.
1 In addition to the scale and location of the sidewalls on the property lines, the
Commission has concerns about the impact  on adjacent neighbors  of lighting and
nois e from the mid -block open stairwells.
Therefore, due to the massing, scale and bulk of the extensive sidewalls, and the
configuration of the open stairwells, these guidelines are not met.

C6. Develop Transitions between Buildings and Public Spaces. Develop transitions between
private development and public open space. Use site design features such as movement zones,
landscape elements, gathering places, and seating opportunities to develop transition areas

where private development directly abuts a dedica ted public open space.

Findings: On the street frontages, the sidewalk  -level facade elements pull away from the
property line creating recessed transition spaces of various depths between the sidewalk
and the building. Building setbacks on both street f rontages at the main entries allow

flexible pedestrian movement and provide sheltered space for building users. Areas of
glazing and transparency allow visual connections between interior and exterior activities.
The main entry door to the retail space on Ankeny is glazed and placed alongside large
picture windows with views into the commercial space. The main lobby entry doors on
Ankeny and 12 ™ are also recessed and glazed with sidelights. The entry into the
residential uniton SE 12 t isvia a porch rais ed from the street level by 4 steps and
separated by a planter.  This guideline is met.

C8. Differentiate the Sidewalk -Level of Buildings. Differentiate the sidewalk -level of the
building from the middle and top by using elements including, but not limite d to, different
exterior materials, awnings, signs, and large windows.

Findings: The sidewalk level is differentiated from the building above by
articulation and materials. At the ground floor, the massing of the building is
stepped back from the proper ty lines to provide protected entry transition areas
and extensions of the sidewalks. Canopies at the ground level add an additional
level of protection for the pedestrian through zone at the ground floor. The street
level materials consist of large commer  cial style windows with champagne
colored steel plate. The same steel is also used for sidewalk covering canopies.
This guideline is met.

C9. Develop Flexible Sidewalk -Level Spaces. Develop flexible spaces at the sidewalk  -level of
buildings to accommoda te a variety of active uses.

Findings: Due to the small area of the site that contains street frontage, the amount of

adjacent sidewalk space is quite limited. At the street level on Ankeny, a small

commercial shop i ntended t ongrcanmercatspacdihpeoposedner 6 s
as well as a glazed residential entry and a narrow service space. At the street level on SE

12th Avenue, which is a more residential street, a residential unit with a covered and

raised porch area is proposed.  This guidelin e is met.

C10. Integrate Encroachments. Size and place encroachments in the public right -of-way to
visually and physically enhance the pedestrian environment. Locate permitted skybridges

toward the middle of the block, and where they will be physically u nobtrusive. Design
skybridges to be visually level and transparent.

C8-1. Allow for Loading and Staging Areas on Sidewalks. On local service streets, adjacent
businesses may use the sidewalk area for temporary loading and staging as long as pedestrian

access through it is maintained.



Findings for C10 and C8 -1: Building projections into the ROW create physical and
visual shelters, visual keys, and enhanced visual sidewalk interest. The ground level
canopies are minimal encroachments, mark entrances, and p rovide shelter for the
sidewalk pedestrian realm. The oriel window encroachments above are used to create
oblique city views from within the building and provide architectural interest and

articulation on the exterior facade. An Exception is requested to the length of the oriel
windows, refer to findings below. The oriel windows
integration within the Central City and the Central Eastside District by incorporating a
common theme and providing design variation. This project does not anticipate the need
for loading and staging on the sidewalks. These guidelines are met.
C11. Integrate Roofs and Use Rooftops. Integrate roof function, shape, surface materials,
and colors with the buildingds oveodtdplmeclamical gn concept
equipment, penthouses, other components, and related screening elements to enhance views of
the Central Cityds skyline, as well as views from ot hei
rooftop terraces, gardens, and associated landscaped areas to be effective storm water

management tools.

Findings:  On the ground level and the second level podium, integrated stormwater

planters provide green spaces within the semi -public circulation areas. On the roof, the
mechanical equipment has been  grouped at the roof edges to allow for a maximized area

of solar PV panels. These units are indicated to be lower than the level of the parapets.
According to the applicant, parapets have been integrated into the form of the facade to
minimize visual clut ter, and the shape of the roof is articulated to maximize the amount

and efficiency of the solar panels, expressing the design intent of the building as a Net -
Zero energy building.  This guideline is met.

C12. Integrate Exterior Lighting. Integrate exter ior lighting and its staging or structural
components with the buildingds overall design concept.
buil dingds architecture, being sensitive to its impact

Findings: At the ground level, exte rior wall sconces adjacent to the entries will illuminate
the areas adjacent to the building entrances, while limiting light pollution. At the mid -
block, open stair wells, strip LED lighting is proposed underneath the stair treads

(Exhibit C.41). The stair wells are enclosed with a light stainless steel cable mesh,

therefore they are visibly open, and any lighting within them will also be very visible.

As discussed at the second hearing, since the stairwell courtyards are located within the
block, they wi Il be very visible to their rear windows and yards of the adjacent free -
standing residential structures. The Commission was concerned with how the lighting in
these will affect the quality of the side and rear areas of the adjacent houses.

Since the secon d hearing, the applicant added returns to better control the direction of
the Ilighting (Exhibit C41) to help reduce i mpact on
This guideline is met .

(2) Modification Requests (33.825)

33.825.040 Modifications That Will Better Meet Design Review Requirements:

The review body may consider modification of site -related development standards, including
the sign standards of Chapters 32.32 and 32.34 of the Sign Code, as part of the design review
process. These modifications are done as p  art of design review and are not required to go
through the adjustment process. Adjustments to use -related development standards (such as
floor area ratios, intensity of use, size of the use, number of units, or concentration of uses) are
required to go t hrough the adjustment process. Modifications that are denied through design



review may be requested as an adjustment through the adjustment process. The review body
will approve requested modifications if it finds that the applicant has shown that the fo llowing
approval criteria are met:
A. Better meets design guidelines. The resulting development will better meet the
applicable design guidelines; and
B. Purpose of the standard. On balance, the proposal will be consistent with the purpose of
the standard for which a modification is requested.

Modification request 1 33.266.220.C.3.b, Standards for all bicycle parking

The project includes 28 long  -term bicycle parking spaces; 12 spaces within the ground floor

secured bike room, 3 spaces within the ground flo or bike closet, and the remaining 13 spaces

with -in units.

Spacing : For the 11 vertically hung spaces on the ground floor (8 in the ground floor bike room

and 3 in the bike closet), the proposalééitsed&;bdarmrduce t
Racks: For the 13 in -unit spaces, the proposal is to reduce the rack requirement from requiring

a U-shaped shackle lock to span the frame and one wheel, to allow a U -shaped shackle lock to

span only one wheel.

Standards .

Spacing : A space 2 feet by 6 feet m ust 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.

Racks: The bicycle f rame and one wheel can be locked to the rack with a high security, U -
shaped shackle lock if both wheels are left on the bicycle.

A. The resulting development will better meet the applicable design guidelines.

Findings:

Spacing . Accommodating these bicycle  parking spaces in a horizontal rack would consume
considerable floor area in the bike room. Relying upon a vertical/stacked bike rack is an
efficient use of space, and is identical to the parking system recently approved in numerous
Design Reviews through out Central City. The proposed functional and space efficient
system eases floor plan demands and results in additional opportunities for active uses at

the street, such as lobby space and retail tenant spaces which contributes to the project

better meetin g Guidelines A8 Contribute to a Vibrant Streetscape  and B1 Reinforce and
Enhance the Pedestrian System . Therefore this criterion is met.

Racks: For the in -unit racks, to reduce the rack requirement from requiring a U -shaped
shackle lock to span the frame a  nd one wheel, to allow a U -shaped shackle lock to span
only one wheel is supportable because there is already a level of security within the

individual unit, and this will ease floor plan demands on the ground floor, resulting in

additional opportunities f  or active uses at the street, such as lobby space and retail tenant

spaces which contributes to the project better meeting Guidelines A8 Contribute to a Vibrant
Streetscape and B1 Reinforce and Enhance the Pedestrian System . Therefore this criterion is
met.

B. On Balance, the proposal will be consistent with the purpose of the standard for
which a modification is requested.

Findings:

Spacing . The primary purpose of the standard is to ensure that required bicycle parking is
designed so that bicycles may be s ecurely locked without undue inconvenience and

damage. The proposed vertical bike rack system in the bike room can be fixed to stack

bikes vertically to allow the handle bars to overlap, ensuring ease of use, efficient use of

space, and providing secure st  orage of bikes. Therefore this criterion is met.

Racks: For the in -unit racks, the reduced requirement of a high security, U -shaped shackle
lock spanning just one wheel rather than the required frame and one wheel is reasonable,



given the secure location o  f the bike rack within an individual unit. Therefore this criterion
is met.

Therefore, this approval criterion has been met.

(3) Exception Requests (33.825)

Exception request [OSSC/32/#1] : Window Projections into the Right -of-Way (OSSC/32/#1) to

increase t he maxi mum width of the ori ed9.Pbréoojoerc tSiEo M kferngym alha
1486 on SE 12t h.

Findings. Windows that project into the public right -of-way have a maxi mum width
When approved through design review, the width may vary. The p roject includes window
projections along/over the siteds SE Ankeny and SE 1c¢
must be review pursuant to the BDS Code Guide o Window Projections into Public Right -of-

Way (OSSC/32/#1). The applicant has submitted adequate information for the Cit
review of the projections & all dimensional limitations are satisfied except one; the applicant

is seeking an exceptiontothe 12 -ft wi de maxi mum wi dth | i mi t9at5iéon. T

projection over SE Ankeny and the propose d 18®& projection over SE 12t h A\
acceptable to PBOT 0 given the angled projection of both windows, the overall impact of the
additional widths are minimized (Exhibit E.7).

Standards for windows allowed to project into public right -of -way.
A. Project ion. Maximum projection of 4 feet into the right -of-way including trim, eaves and
ornament.
Findings. The maxi mum proj ect i onO @rhischterionismetr i el s i s 490
B. Clearance . Clearance above grade as defined in Chapter 32, Section 3202.3.2 of the

C.

current Oregon Structural Specialty Code. (The 2014 edition of the Oregon Structural

Specialty Code states that no projection is allowed for clearances less than 8 feet above

grade. For clearances above grade greater than 8 feet, 1 inch of projection i s allowed for
each additional inch of clearance, provided that no such projection shall exceed a distance

of 4 feet.)

Findings. The maxi mum propPpéctfoonbosh4driels. Although nc
drawings, the applicant has advised the minimum clea rance above grade will be at a

mi ni mum the required 128.

This criterion is met.

Area. Maximum wall area of all windows which project into public right -of-way on a wall is
40% of the wall ds area.
Findings. The projecting wall areas are below the maximum 40 % allowed as follows: SE

Ankeny Facade 31%, SE 12th Facade 24%. This criterion is met.
Wall Length. Maximum width of any single window which projects into public right -of-way
is 50% of its building wall length.

Findings. The projecting wall length is unde  r the maximum allowed 50% width of any
single window is as follows: SE Ankeny: 47%, SE 12th: 50%. This criterion is met.



E. Window Area. Minimum of 30% window area at the face of the projecting window element.
Projections greater than 2 feet 6 inches must h ave windows at all sides, and required side
windows must be a minimum of 10% of side walls. When approved through design review,
the window requirement for side walls may vary. Side windows must meet the requirements
of Table 705.8 of the current Oregon St ructural Specialty Code, maximum area of exterior
wall openings based on fire separation distance and degree of opening protection. The
separation distance is measured from the continuation of the property line. No openings
will be allowed within 3 feet of the property line continuation.

Findings. The ori el projecOd6pnsharef boeht Bé projections
the minimum 30% front  -wall glazing as well as the minimum 10% side -wall glazing.

A SE Ankeny projection  has: 38% front -wall glazing and over 10% side wall glazing.

A SE 12th projection  has: 47% fr ont-wall glazing and over 10% side wall glazing.

This criterion is met.

F. Width. Maximum width of 12 feet for each projecting window element. When approved
through design review, the width may va ry provided the area of all windows on a wall which
project into public right of way does not exceed 40%
single projecting window el ement does not exceed 50%

Findings. The proposed proj ections are under 40% of the wall areas and do not exceed

50% of the building wall lengths as noted above.

Proposed projections are over the 1286 maxi mum wi dth
A SEAnkeny :15%. 56

A SE12th:1486

This Criterion is not met but is approvable with (1 ) compliance with standards C and D,
and (2) a favorable recommendation through Design Review. Standards C and D are
met.

With regard to Design Review consideration, the modification will allow articulated

massing above the main building entrances, which may help reduce apparent overall
massing of proposal. The proposed oriel projections function as follows:

A Identify the main entrances, and

A Strengthen the differentiation between street level, bay, and building above.

This criterion is met.

G. Separation. Minimum separation of 12 feet measured from other projecting window
elements on the same elevation or plane of wall. When approved through Design Review,
required separation may vary provided the area of all projecting window elements on a wall

doesnotexceed 40% of the wall ds area and the width of any
element over the right -of-way does not exceed 50% of its building
Findings. There is only one window projection proposed on each elevation. This criterion
is met.

This approval criterion has been met.
DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS

Unless specifically required in the approval criteria listed above, this proposal does not have to
meet the development standards in order to be approved during this review process. The plans
submit ted 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 design review process exists to promote the conservation, enhancement, and continued

vitality of areas of the City with special scenic, architectural, or cultural value. Design Review
also ensures that certain types of infill development will be compatible with t he neighborhood
and enhance the area.

While there are aspects of the proposal that are admirable, such as the net zero goals, and
meet some of the required design guidelines, fundamental challenges of scale, massing and
compatibility have not been succes  sfully addressed. While the applicant pursued some
significant changes such as eliminating ground floor parking, the remaining changes were far
too modest for the proposal to  ultimately meet the approval criteria.

Therefore, due to the massing, scale and  bulk of the sidewalls, the open stairwells, and the
extent of metal cladding, the Commission found that the following guidelines are not met:

1 A4. Use Unifying Elements.

1 AS. Enhance, Embellish, and Identify Areas.

1 C3-1 Designto Enhance Existing The mes in the District.

1 C3-2. Respect Adjacent Residential Neighborhoods.

1 C4. Complement the Context of Existing Buildings.

1 C5. Design for Coherency.

Given the fundamental challenges of this high density development on an extremely restrictive

lot siz e and unusual, mid -bl ock o6L6é6 shape, a Design Advice Request
beneficial to the process and the timeline for this development, as was advised by Staff at the

beginning of the process, and by the Design Commission at subsequent heari ngs.

At the final hearing on January 19, 2017, the applicant chose not to make additional changes
in order to meet the approval criteria , and requested a decision of denial with the intent of
appealing to City Council.

DESIGN COMMISSION DE CISION

It is t he decision of the Design Commission to deny Design Review for anew 5 - to 6 -story,
seventeen (17) unit apartment building in the Central Eastside Subdistrict of the Central City
Plan District, with ground floor retail, service spaces, and a residential un it fronting SE 12th.

David Wark, Desigh Commission Chair

Application Filed: June 7, 2016 Decision Rendered: February 2, 2017
Decision Filed: February 3, 2107 Decision Mailed: February 17, 2017
About this Decision. This land use decisionis  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.

Pro cedural Information. The application for this land use review was submitted on June 7,
2016, and was determined to be complete on August 5, 2016

Zoning Code Section 33.700.080 states that Land Use Review applications are reviewed under
the regulations i n 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 June 7, 2016

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 120-
day review period as stated with Exhibit A.2. Unless further extended by the applicant, the

120 days will expire on: August 5, 2017.

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

Design Commission with input from other City and public agencies.

Conditions of Approval. This approv al 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 ho w 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 oOapplicantod
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.

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 March 3, 2017 at 1900 SW Fourth Ave.
Appeals can be filed atthe 5 ® floor reception desk of 1900 SW 4 t Avenue Monday through
Friday between 8:00 am and 4:30 pm. Information and assistance in filing an appeal is

available from the Bureau of Development Services in the Dev elopment 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 d ecision 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 applicati on, 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 s ubmitted 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. A ppeals 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 in cluded 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., and First

necl

ud



Floor. Fee waivers for neighborhood associ  ations 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 Recorde r. 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.

1 Unless appealed, The final decision may be recorded on or after March 6, 2017 o (the day
following the last day to appeal).

1 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:

1 By Mail: Send the two recording sheets (s ent in separate mailing) and the final Land Use
Review decision with a check made payable to the Multnomah County Recorder to:
Multhomah County Recorder, P.O. Box 5007, Portland OR 97208. The recording fee is
identified on the recording sheet. Please i nclude a self -addressed, stamped envelope.

1 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 Recor der 0s 50@LfSE Hagvthorne Baulavare, 4158 Portland OR
97214. The recording fee is identified on the recording sheet.

For further information on recording, please call the County Recorder at 503 -988-3034
For further information on your recording documents pleas e 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 ac tivity 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:

91  All conditions imposed here.

1  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.

f
f

Grace Jeffreys
February 16, 2017

The Bureau of Development Services is committed to providing equal access to

information and hear ings. 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 0 NOT ATTACHED UNLESS INICATED



H.

Applicantds Statement:
1. Initial application, narratives, drawi ngs, 6/7/16
2. 120-day waiver

3.

Revised application, narratives, drawings, 8/5/16

4. Revised drawings and appendix with context, diagrams, renderings, 9/28/16
Zoning Map (attached):

1.

Zoning map

Plans & Drawings:

1.

2.

8.

14.
20.
22.
23.
26.
29.
35.
40.
42.
44,

Site Plan (attached)

Through C.7 Floor Pl ans
Through C.13 Elevations, color
Through C.19 Elevations, b/w, (attached)
Through C.21 Building Sections
Wall Sections

Through C.25 Enlarged Elevations
Through C.28 Details

Through C.34 Materials

Through C.39 Landscape
Through C.41 Lighting

Throug h C.43 Civil

Through C.54 Cutsheets

Notification information:

1.

PWONEP>OOORAWON

[
(o g

6.
7a.
7b.

Request for response

Posting letter sent to applicant

Notice to be posted

Applicantds statement certifying
Mailing list

Mailed notice

gency Responses:

Fire Bureau

Site Development Review Section of Bureau of Development Services
Life Safety Review Section of Bureau of Development Services

Water Bureau

. Bureau of Environmental Services
. Bureau of Environmental Services, addendum

Bureau of Parks, Forestry Division
Bureau of Transportation Engineering and Development Review

posting

Bureau of Transportation Engineering and Development Review, addendum
Letters:
1. Jeff Burns, 9/18/16, stating concerns with the proposal and lack of neighborhood

interac tion.

2. Mary Roberts and Michael J. Beglan, 9/27/16, stating concerns regarding contextual

response, massing and scale, and pedestrian safety.

Other:

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Original LUR Application

Site images

Pre-Application Conference notes, 3/2/16
RFC, 6/13/16

Incomplete let ter, 7/6/16

(Received before the 1st hearing on October 6, 2016 )
1. Staff Report, 9/30/16

2. Staff Memo, 9/30/16

3. HRI for three adjacent structures on SE 12 th



(Received at the 1st hearing on October 6, 2016 )

4. Staff PPT, 10/6/16

5. Applicant PPT, 10/6/16

6. Public T estimony, 9/22/16

7. 12t Avenue Elevation (from M. Roberts )

(Received before the  2nd h earing on December 1, 2016 )

8. Staff notes from hearing, 10/14/16

9. Decibels chart

10. Revised drawings, car parking removed, 10/28/16

11. Revised drawings and narrative, 11/17/16

12. Revised Staff Report, 11/22/16

13. Revised Staff Memo, 11/22/16

l4.Letter from Mary Roberts, stating concerns
and C12 -contextual response, massing, and scale.

(Received at the 2nd h earing December 1, 2016 )

15. Staff PPT, 12/1 /16

16. Applicant PPT, 12/1/6

17. Public Testimony, 12/1/16

18. Letter from Michael J. Beglan, 12/1/16, stating concerns with proposal meeting design
review requirements, noted in 33.420.

(Received before the  3rd hearing on January 5, 2017 )

19. Staff notes from hearing, 12/6/16

20. Revised narrative and drawings, 12/22/16

21. Revised Staff Report, 12/30/16

22. Revised Staff Memo, 12/30/16

23. Letter from Mary Roberts, stating concerns with the proposal, 1/4/17.

(Received at the  3rd hearing on January 5, 2017 )

24. Applicant PPT, 1/5/17

25. Publi ¢ Testimony, 1/5/17

regardin

26.Letter from Michael Bel gi n, stating concer2as regard

and C4 -contextual response, massing, and scale, 1/4/17.

27. Letter from Damian Crowder, PDC, stating support of the proposal, 1/5/17, 1:41 PM.

(Received before the 4th hearing on January 19,2017 )

28. Revised Staff Report, 1/18/17

29. Revised Staff Memo, 1/18/17

(Received atthe  4th hearing on January 19, 2017 )

30. Letter from Christe White representing applicant, offering to continue to develop
proposal, 1/19/17

31. Public Testimony, 1/19/17

(Received at the 5th h earing on February 2, 2017 )

32. Applicant PPT, 1/2/17

33. Letter from Cary Novotny representing M. Belgin, noting M. Belgin will not consider
grating easement for construction nor future maintenance along common prope rty line
1/30/17
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