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AGENDA

MILWAUKIE DESIGN AND LANDMARKS COMMITTEE
Monday, January 8, 2018, 6:30 PM

CITY HALL CONFERENCE ROOM
10722 SE MAIN ST

Call to Order—Procedural Matters
Meeting Notes—Motion Needed

2.1 December 4, 2017
Information Items

Audience Participation—This is an opportunity for the public to comment on any item not on the agenda

Public Meetings—Public meetings will follow the procedure listed on reverse

Worksession ltems

6.1 Summary: Downtown Design Guidelines Update, Session 22-b
Facilitator: Brett Kelver, Associate Planner

Other Business/Updates

7.1 Follow-up on Public Hearing training (from Nov 14, 2017)

Design and Landmark Committee Discussion Items—This is an opportunity for comment or
discussion for items not on the agenda.

Forecast for Future Meetings:

Feb 5, 2018 Continue work on DDG update
March 5, 2018 TBD
April 2, 2018 TBD

April 5, 2018 (Thurs) HOLD for City’'s annual volunteer appreciation dinner (6pm @Bob’s Red Mill)



Milwaukie Design and Landmarks Committee Statement
The Design and Landmarks Committee is established to advise the Planning Commission on historic preservation activities,
compliance with applicable design guidelines, and to review and recommend appropriate design guidelines and design review
processes and procedures to the Planning Commission and City Council.

1. PROCEDURAL MATTERS. If you wish to speak at this meeting, please fill out a yellow card and give to planning staff. Please turn

off all personal communication devices during meeting. For background information on agenda items, call the Planning Department at

503-786-7600 or email planning@milwaukieoregon.gov. Thank You.

2. DESIGN AND LANDMARKS COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES. Approved DLC Minutes can be found on the City website at
www.milwaukieoregon.gov.

3. CITY COUNCIL MINUTES City Council Minutes can be found on the City website at www.milwaukieoregon.gov.

4. FORECAST FOR FUTURE MEETING. These items are tentatively scheduled, but may be rescheduled prior to the meeting date.
Please contact staff with any questions you may have.

Public Meeting Procedure
Those who wish to testify should come to the front podium, state his or her name and address for the record, and remain at the podium
until the Chairperson has asked if there are any questions from the Committee members.

1. STAFF REPORT. Each design review meeting starts with a brief review of the staff report by staff. The report lists the criteria for the
land use action being considered, as well as a recommendation with reasons for that recommendation.

2. CORRESPONDENCE. Staff will report any verbal or written correspondence that has been received since the Committee was
presented with its meeting packet.

3. APPLICANT'S PRESENTATION.
4, PUBLIC TESTIMONY IN SUPPORT. Testimony from those in favor of the application.

5. NEUTRAL PUBLIC TESTIMONY. Comments or questions from interested persons who are neither in favor of nor opposed to the
application.

6. PUBLIC TESTIMONY IN OPPOSITION. Testimony from those in opposition to the application.

7. QUESTIONS FROM COMMITTEE MEMBERS. The committee members will have the opportunity to ask for clarification from staff,
the applicant, or those who have already testified.

8. REBUTTAL TESTIMONY FROM APPLICANT. After all public testimony, the Committee will take rebuttal testimony from the
applicant.

9. CLOSING OF PUBLIC MEETING. The Chairperson will close the public portion of the meeting. The Committee will then enter into
deliberation. From this point in the meeting the Committee will not receive any additional testimony from the audience, but may ask
guestions of anyone who has testified.

10. COMMITTEE DISCUSSION AND ACTION. ltis the Committee’s intention to make a recommendation this evening on each issue on
the agenda. Design and Landmarks Committee recommendations are not appealable.

11. MEETING CONTINUANCE. Prior to the close of the first public meeting, any person may request an opportunity to present additional
information at another time. If there is such a request, the Design and Landmarks Committee will either continue the public meeting to
a date certain, or leave the record open for at least seven days for additional written evidence, argument, or testimony.

The City of Milwaukie will make reasonable accommodation for people with disabilities. Please notify us no less than five (5) business
days prior to the meeting.

Milwaukie Design and Landmarks Committee: Planning Department Staff:
Lauren Loosveldt, Chair Denny Egner, Planning Director
Michael Corrente, Vice Chair David Levitan, Senior Planner
Cynthia Schuster Brett Kelver, Associate Planner
Mary Neustadter Vera Kolias, Associate Planner
Kyle Simukka Mary Heberling, Assistant Planner

Avery Pickard, Administrative Specialist Il
Alicia Martin, Administrative Specialist Il


mailto:planning@milwaukieoregon.gov
http://www.milwaukieoregon.gov/
http://www.milwaukieoregon.gov/
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CITY OF MILWAUKIE
DESIGN AND LANDMARKS COMMITTEE
NOTES
Milwaukie City Hall
10722 SE Main St
Monday, December 4, 2017

6:30 PM
COMMITTEE MEMBERS PRESENT STAFF PRESENT
Michael Corrente, Vice Chair Brett Kelver, Associate Planner (staff liaison)
Cynthia Schuster Vera Kolias, Associate Planner
Mary Neustadter
Kyle Simukka OTHERS PRESENT

Andrew Tull, 3J Consulting

MEMBERS ABSENT Matt Jacoby, BRIC Architecture
Lauren Loosveldt, Chair Gordon Odette, Heery International

Marc Bargenda, Heery International

1.0 Call to Order — Procedural Matters

Vice Chair Michael Corrente called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m.

2.0 Design and Landmarks Committee Notes
2.1 November 13, 2017

Vice Chair Corrente called for any revisions to the notes from the November meeting. There
were none and the notes were approved unanimously.

3.0 Information Iltems

Associate Planner Brett Kelver proposed shifting the debrief of the November 14 public
hearing training to later in the meeting. Committee Member Cynthia Schuster suggested
instead that the item should be delayed until the next meeting so that Chair Loosveldt could
participate—the group agreed.

4.0 Audience Participation — None

5.0 Public Meetings
5.1 Recommendation Hearing: Request to delete Milwaukie High School from the
City’s list of Historic Resources (land use master file #HR-2017-002)
Staff Person: Brett Kelver, Associate Planner

Mr. Kelver provided some background on the upcoming renovation of the Milwaukie High
School campus, which is part of a larger package of improvements across the North Clackamas
School District that were funded by a voter-approved bond measure in 2016. The project
involves demolishing the old school building, which is locally designated as a historic property.
He gave a simple explanation of the processes for demolishing an historic resource as well as
for officially deleting one from the City’s list. Essentially, the City’s code requires a waiting period
before demolishing the resource, to offer time and opportunity for someone to purchase and/or
relocate the structure. If there appears to be a reasonable project to acquire the resource, the
Planning Commission can suspend the demolition permit, but for no more than 120 days after
the required public hearing—after that, the demolition may proceed.
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A demolished resource remains on the City’s list until it is removed through a process to amend
the zoning map and applicable Comprehensive Plan map. In this case, because the expectation
is that the building will be demolished (i.e., the District will not sell the school property and the
building cannot be easily or affordably moved), staff suggested that the applicant pursue the
deletion process from the outset, to avoid a repetitive review for demolition. Committee
Member Kyle Simukka asked about the significance of the school and whether there were
options for including any noteworthy elements or commemoration in the new building. Mr.
Kelver deferred those questions to the applicant team.

Representing the District, Andrew Tull (3J Consulting) explained that the District had contacted
the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) to discuss the proposed demolition in advance of
the bond measure. The project team had explored multiple alternatives to demolition and met
with stakeholder groups to discuss the future of the school. Once the preferred option was
confirmed, they went through the initial steps in the City’s demolition request process, including
listing the building for sale and relocation for almost 3 months (there were no responses).

For buildings in Oregon that are more than 50 years old, SHPO has a process for identifying
options to mitigate any inadvertent impacts, such as by preserving significant elements where
possible or documenting the historic aspects. To date, the findings of the process are
confirmations (1) that the building is historic and noteworthy and (2) that its removal will have a
significant impact to the property. The consulting architect and the District are developing a
Memorandum of Agreement that will formalize the agreed-upon mitigation measures. ldeas
include a thorough documentation of the exterior and interior of the building with digital
photography, interpretive displays of physical history, and online materials and information.
During the demolition itself, they will explore for any other artifacts and repurpose within the new
building those that can be salvaged.

Matt Jacoby (BRIC Architecture) came forward to discuss the proposed design and layout of
the new school building, referring to the images in a PowerPoint presentation as needed. He
explained that the project team had explored a number of options for saving the building or at
least some parts of it. Key factors in the determination that demolition was the most feasible
alternative included the need for seismic upgrades, the presence of hazardous materials that
could not be fully abated by remodeling, and low floor/ceiling heights dictated by existing
structures and columns. He noted that the new building would have the same footprint as the
old building; that the commons building would remain but be renovated; and that the performing
arts building, gym, and grandstand by the athletic field would all remain as they are.

Mr. Jacoby explained that in fact very few of the original architectural features remain in the old
school, as there have been many remodeling efforts over time. He indicated that the south entry
maintains some of the original aspect and that they would try to reinstall it somewhere inside the
new building as part of the mitigation discussed by Mr. Tull. Vice Chair Corrente asked
whether the exterior of the old building was concrete—Mr. Jacoby responded that it was. Vice
Chair Corrente suggested that some of the significant exterior features could perhaps be
repurposed and used along a path or in planters outside.

Mr. Jacoby shared some of the other repurposing ideas the project team has been developing,
including for using chunks of the existing wood columns in a display in the community room. He
showed renderings of a possible “past-present-future” wall that would connect to the commons
building. There could be a history wall inside the new building where artifacts would be
displayed. Rather than attempting to display an artifact in every classroom, they were thinking of
focusing on 3 to 5 display areas within the building.
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Vice Chair Corrente noted that the existing building sits up prominently on a shelf, and he
wondered whether the new building would be as visible. Mr. Jacoby explained that the new
building will be a full 3 stories and thus a bit taller than the old building. Committee Member
Mary Neustadter asked how long it would take to build the new structure—Mr. Jacoby
responded that the construction would take approximately 2 years, plus site work. Noting that at
least one of the large existing cedar trees in front of the old school would be cut down, Vice
Chair Corrente asked whether any other trees would be removed. Mr. Jacoby indicated that
some other smaller trees would likely be cleared out and that they were evaluating whether a
large maple would remain near the southwest corner of the new building. He confirmed that the
one large cedar was the most significant tree that would be removed. Member Simukka asked
whether the wood from the big cedar tree would be repurposed for furniture or some other use
on the site. Mr. Jacoby indicated that the wood would be available for reuse—it would likely be
used for benches and perhaps other furniture and could be made available to local artists.

Member Neustadter asked who had been identified as stakeholders in the historic review
process. Mr. Tull responded that a lot of the outreach had occurred prior to the bond’s passage
and that he was not sure about the exact list. But a lot of organizations had been contacted and
notified about the project, including the Milwaukie Historical Society and all of the Milwaukie
Neighborhood District Associations, and over 440 invitations were sent for the open house
event held at the high school. Member Neustadter asked about any public outreach efforts
conducted as part of the SHPO Memorandum of Agreement. Mr. Tull indicated that there had
been no formal outreach related to the Memorandum of Agreement, that they had been focusing
on the City’s process related to Historic Resource demolition. Member Neustadter suggested
that it would be nice to have a local entity such as the City or the Historical Society involved in
the SHPO process, to establish some local buy-in and accountability regarding the agreed-upon
mitigation measures.

Mr. Kelver asked whether there were any other comments or questions from the group, and he
created a simple document to capture the Committee’s essential recommendations on the
project for the Planning Commission and City Council. Member Schuster noted that she
wished the commons building was the one being demolished or significantly improved instead of
the historic classroom building, as the commons building is not particularly appealing
aesthetically and yet it will be tied in to the new structure. Mr. Jacoby reported that the District
agrees that some minor improvements to the commons building are warranted and will likely be
funded—exterior paint, new doors, and perhaps some new “skin” or a panel where the
commons building meets the new building.

The list of essential recommendations from the Committee was determined to be as follows:

1. Include the City and/or the Milwaukie Historical Society as a consulting entity in the
SHPO Memo of Agreement process, to have a local point of contact and local input as a
stakeholder throughout the process.

2. Consider using some of the existing building features or elements for things like site
walls, planting beds, gateway elements, etc.

3. Repurpose elements from the building and from other natural resources or elements
from the site (especially the large cedar tree) for things such as furniture, benches, etc.

4. Take advantage of opportunities to improve the exterior of the commons building.
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6.0 Worksession ltems
6.1 Follow-up on design standards for North Milwaukie Industrial Area (NMIA)
Staff Person: Vera Kolias, Associate Planner

Associate Planner Vera Kolias reopened the discussion that was started at the November
meeting regarding the proposed updates to the City’s Comprehensive Plan and zoning code
with respect to the North Milwaukie Industrial Area (NMIA). In advance of the upcoming
Planning Commission discussion on December 12, she indicated that staff was focused on the
proposed standards for key streets and wanted to see if the Committee had any other ideas.
She reported that the Planning Director had liked the group’s earlier suggestion to provide a
discretionary option for glazing (e.g., allowing some of the required glazing percentage to be art
or living walls).

Member Simukka asked whether reducing truck traffic on key streets was one of the goals of
the NMIA project. Ms. Kolias said that reduced truck traffic might result as a by-product but that
it was not a stated goal of the NMIA planning effort. Member Schuster suggested that the
group look at the text of the proposed code and asked for a quick recap of the project, including
the overall vision for what the area might look like. Member Simukka provided a summary of
the project and noted the group’s previous discussion about maximum setbacks, key streets,
and improving aesthetics and safety. Member Schuster argued against providing a
discretionary option for glazing because of the importance of windows along the key street
frontages. With some discussion, the group agreed that a limit should be set on how much the
required glazing could be reduced for alternatives like art, down to requiring a minimum of 20%
actual glazing along key street frontages.

Member Neustadter noted the amount of parking currently provided along some of the key
streets and wondered whether it was feasible to limit parking along those frontages. Ms. Kolias
drew a distinction between on-street and off-street parking and clarified that the reorientation of
off-street parking toward the sides and rear of key-street sites is most applicable for
redevelopment situations and not for simple tenant improvements. Member Schuster
suggested that front yard areas should not be 100% restricted from parking, as there may be
requirements for accessibility to main building entrances—the group agreed.

The group discussed the list of commercial exterior building materials. Vice Chair Corrente
guestioned stucco as a primary material. Member Schuster wondered why concrete block
(split-face finish) would be limited to an accent material and suggested making it a secondary
material, while moving the glazed finish concrete block from secondary to accent material.
There was some discussion of exterior insulation finishing system (EFIS), which is installed over
concrete block, looks like stucco, and is currently listed in the code as a prohibited material.
Member Schuster speculated that the current prohibition may be based on an early history of
poor installation, which significantly reduced the material’'s performance. Current building codes
have addressed the installation issues, and Member Schuster suggested that it could be an
acceptable material.

Returning to the question of stucco as an acceptable material, the group discussed whether it
should be dropped to a secondary or lower level. The consensus was that it could be
acceptable and so should remain as a primary material. Mr. Kelver asked whether there were
additional comments about any other proposed design standards. Member Simukka asked
about weather protection and whether there was or should be a minimum clearance and/or
uniform height for canopies; Ms. Kolias suggested that the variability of ground-floor heights
might make minimum or uniform canopy height requirements impractical. Mr. Kelver asked
whether there were any distinctions to be drawn between designs in the mixed-use and
employment-focused portions of the NMIA; Ms. Kolias pointed out that, because industrial uses
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could still be developed in the mixed-use area, it seemed difficult to establish distinct, workable
design standards for the two subzones. Member Schuster suggested that establishing a
minimum required first-floor height (13 or 14 ft, whatever it is in the downtown zones) would be
a way to preserve the potential for new buildings in the mixed-use subzone to be usable for
either industrial or mixed uses in the future.

Member Simukka asked about any standards for building lighting that would be provided along
the key streets; Ms. Kolias agreed to raise the question with the Planning Commission. Vice
Chair Corrente wondered whether the streetscape aspect of the NMIA plan had been adopted
into the City’s Public Works standards; Ms. Kolias reported that the adoption was in process
and that the challenge was in getting the timelines for the two projects (updates to code/Comp
Plan and Public Works standards) to mesh.

Mr. Kelver noted the late hour and confirmed that Ms. Kolias had captured the group’s key
suggestions to share with the Planning Commission at their December 12 meeting.

6.2 Downtown Design Guidelines Update, cont. (Session 22-a)
Staff Person: Brett Kelver, Associate Planner

The group again agreed to table the update work on the Downtown Design Guidelines (DDG)
until the next meeting in January 2018.

7.0 Other Business/Updates — None
8.0 Design and Landmarks Committee Discussion Iltems — None

9.0 Forecast for Future Meetings:
Jan 8, 2018 Continue DDG Update work
Feb 5, 2018 TBD

Vice Chair Corrente adjourned the meeting at 8:28 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,
Brett Kelver, Associate Planner

Lauren Loosveldt, Chair
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To: Design and Landmarks Committee

Through: Dennis Egner, Planning Director

From: Brett Kelver, Associate Planner

Date: December 29, 2017, for January 8, 2018, Worksession
Subject: Downtown Design Guidelines Update — Session 22-b

ACTION REQUESTED

None. This report is preparation for the Committee’s ongoing efforts to update the Downtown
Design Guidelines (DDG) document.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

History of Prior Actions and Discussions

e Winter 2016 - Present: The group has been drafting revisions to the DDG, focusing on
the Milwaukie Character and Pedestrian Emphasis elements.

EVALUATION MATRIX

Following up on the evaluation work conducted at the October 2017 meeting, and since time did
not allow at the November or December meetings, the group will continue using the matrix to go
through the other design guidelines, beginning with “Pedestrian Emphasis.” As before, the
following color key will be used to document the evaluation results:!

o Green = Guideline is applicable to standard

¢ Yellow = Unclear if guideline is consistently applicable to standard; one or both may
need adjustment

¢ Red = Guideline is not applicable to standard; standard may need adjustment (or code
may need a new standard)

A simple graphic summary of the evaluation results of “Milwaukie Character” guidelines is
attached for reference (see Attachment 1).

ATTACHMENTS

1. Evaluation Summary: Milwaukie Character guidelines versus Downtown design standards

Note: E-Packet materials will be available online at https://www.milwaukieoregon.gov/bc-dic/design-and-landmarks-committee-12.

! Staff's characterization of the color key may need some adjustment and should be confirmed or discussed at the outset.


https://www.milwaukieoregon.gov/bc-dlc/design-and-landmarks-committee-12

Worksession Item 6-1 Attachment 1 6.1 Page 2

Evaluation of "Milwaukie Character" guidelines versus Downtown development standards

Reinforce Sense| Integrate the | Horticultural | Gateways | Consider View [Arch. Context &| Preserve Historic | Integrate
of Place Environment Heritage (deleted) | Opportunities Contrast Landmarks Art

Building Facade
Corners

Weather Protection
Exterior Materials
Windows & Doors
Roofs/Rooftop Equip.
Open Space/Plazas

Key

Green = Guideline is applicable to standard
Yellow = Unclear if guideline is consistently applicable to standard; one or both may need adjustment
_ Red = Guideline is not applicable to standard; standard may need adjustment (or code may need a new standard)
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