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Case Type: DZM ¢ Design Review with Modifications

Procedure: Type Il 0 an administrative decision with appeal to the Design
Commission.

Proposal:

The applicant requests  Design Review for a proposed 7-story, approximately 90 -feettall, 63,275
SF residential mixed -use building at the northwest corner of N Williams Ave and N Fargo St in

the Albina Community Plan District. One retail space is located on the ground floor corner of N

Williams Ave and N Far go St. Twenty structured parking spaces, a bike storage room, utilities,

and the residential lobby occupy the remainder of the ground floor. The upper stories contain

100 studio - and 1 -bedroom -sized dwelling units. An outdoor roof terrace for residents is

proposed at the southwest corner of the 7 th floor. The building is proposed to be clad in a
combination of metal panels, fiber cement panels, fiber cement planks, and cast -in-place
concrete.

One Madification to zoning code development standards is also re guested:
1) 33.266.220.C & Standards for all bicycle parking
< 33.266.220.C.3.b, Bicycle racks :to reduce the size of required long  -term bike
parking racks in the ground floor bikeostxor age
66 spaces, whi ch invaidduble ldeckempbikeostoiage sydtem.

Design Review is required for proposed new development and requested Modifications to zoning
code development standards in the 0ddé design overlay z¢

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

< Community Design Guidelines
< 33.825.040 0o Modifications That Will Better Meet Design Review Requirements

ANALYSIS

Site and Vicinity: The subje ct property is located at the northwest corner of N Williams
Avenue and N Fargo Street. The property is L -shaped, comprised of two vacant parcels.

The property lies within the Eliot Pedestrian District. N Williams is designated a Transit Access

Street, Ci ty Bi keway, and Community Corridor in the Citybos
Directly north of the property is a 1 -story restaurant building constructed in 1900. The site

itself was once occupied by 1 - and 2 -story commercial buildings facing N Williams Av enue.

North of the restaurant building is a community garden, which was also formerly occupied by

commercial and industrial buildings. That site has an approved design review for a new 7 -story

mixed -use building. To the west is a newer 5  -story mixed -use bu ilding, and across N Vancouver
Avenue is a large Red Cross office and facility. Further to the north, across N Cook is a large, 6 -
story mixed -use building and recently constructed grocery store with surface parking. Across N

Williams are 1 -story commercial buildings built in 1986 and 1958. Beyond the 100 -foot deep
strip of commercial properties fronting N Williams, and to the southeast across Williams, is the
Eliot Conservation District, primarily comprised of single -dwelling residences built in the late

1800s and early 1900s. To the south of the property is a surface parking lot serving the 1909
Vancouver Avenue First Baptist Church.

The Eliot neighborhood is located in the heart of what was originally the town of Albina, platted

in 1872 by George H. Willi ams and Edwin Russell, incorporated in 1887 as the City of Albina,

and consolidated with Portland and East Portland in 1891. Because of its proximity to the river,

the lower areas of Albina were developed for industrial and transportation uses, with the hi gher
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ground developed as residential subdivisions. Russel | ¢
commercial street, with the Russell/Williams intersection at the center. Growth was further

stimulated by the development of an extensive streetcar system. In the f irst half of the 20 t

Century, the neighborhood experienced a growth in the Scandinavian, Russian -German, and

Irish immigrant population. After World War Il, many African Americans called Eliot home. In

the 1950s and 1960s, much of the neighborhood was cle ared for major projects such as

Memorial Coliseum, the Minnesota Freeway (I -5), Emanuel Hospital, and Lloyd Center, forever

changing the landscape of this significant neighborhood. Since that time, neighborhood

residents have attempted to preserve what rem ains of their historic past, while working within

the Cityds vision for the neighborhood, as well as Emai
These struggles continue as the progress attached to development in the commercial,

institutional, or employmen  t zones sometimes presents conflicts with the residential scale of

other parts of the neighborhood.

Zoning: The Central Residential  (RX) zone is a high -density multi -dwelling zone which allows
the highest density of dwelling units of the residential zone s. Density is not regulated by a
maximum number of units per acre. Rather, the maximum size of buildings and intensity of

use are regulated by floor area ratio (FAR) limits and other site development standards.

Generally the density will be 100 or more uni ts per acre. Allowed housing developments are
characterized by a very high percentage of building coverage. The major types of housing
development will be medium and high rise apartments and condominiums, often with allowed

retail, institutional, or other service oriented uses. Generally, RX zones will be located near the
center of the city where transit is readily available and where commercial and employment
opportunities are nearby. RX zones will usually be applied in combination with the Central City
plan district.

The 6 d 6 o vpeomodtes the conservation and enhancement of areas of the City with special
historic, architectural or cultural value. New development and exterior modifications to existing
development are subject to design review. This is ac hieved through the creation of design
districts and applying the Design Overlay Zone as part of community planning projects,
development of design guidelines for each district, and by requiring design review. In addition,
design review ensures that certai  n types of infill development will be compatible with the
neighborhood and enhance the area.

The Albina Community Plan District implements the Albina Community Plan. The plan

di strictds provisions are intended to emslindustriat hat new |
developments do not overwhelm nearby residential areas. Infill housing compatibility and

affordability is encouraged by eliminating off -street parking requirements for small multi -

dwelling projects. The pl an d agse the dewwlopinentgbrmew houssyg ons al s o

along Martin Luther King Jr. Boulevard by allowing new housing projects to include ground
level commercial uses that orient to King Boulevard.

Land Use History: City records indicate that prior land use reviews include the following:
< LU 14 -220684 DZM - Design Review with Modifications approval upon appeal for a
proposed 6 -story mixed -use building including 50 residential dwelling units, 1,975 SF
ground floor retail space, and parking for 13 vehicles.
< LU16-132834 LC & Withdrawn Lot Consolidation to consolidate Williams Ave Add, Block
3, S 23.186 of Lot 3, Lot 4, and Lot 5 into one | ot.

Agency Review. A ONotice of Proposal i n Yo uNoveMleer2d,20® r hoodod wa

The Bureau of Transportation Engineering respon ded with no objections and with comments
about street classifications and configurations. Please see Exhibit E -1 for additional details.
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The Bureau of Environmental Services responded with no objections and with comments
regarding sanitary sewer service,  stormwater management, and permitting information. Please
see Exhibit E -2 for additional details.

The Fire Bureau responded with a comment stating that all applicable Fire Code requirements
shall apply at the time of permit review and development. Please see Exhibit E -3 for additional
details.

The Life Safety Review Section of BDS  responded with general life safety comments. Please see
Exhibit E -4 for additional details.

The Site Development Section of BDS  responded with no objections and with comments a bout
building permit requirements. Please see Exhibit E -5 for additional details.

The Water Bureau responded with no objections and with comments about available water
service. Please see Exhibit E -6 for additional details.

Neighborhood Review: A Notice of Proposal in Your Neighborhood was mailed on November 21,
2018 . Three written responses have been received from either the Neighborhood Association or
notified property owners in response to the proposal.

1) Jennifer Nye, William Wilson Architects PC, 12/ 07/2018, letter expressing concern
about potential noise from the car stacker system and asking if the parking is fully

enclosed.
2) Owen Gabbert, Boise Land Use and Transportation Chair, 12/11/2018, letter

encouraging the maximum amount of bike parking and p roviding areas for larger cargo

bikes. The Il etter also raised concern about the pro
3) Jennifer Nye, William Wilson Architects PC, 12/11/2018, letter on behalf of Deborah

Parker, land owner to the north and west of the sub)j ect property. Letter raised concerns

with proposal meeting guideline E1 & concern about screening the parking area along

the sidewalk; guideline E3 8 stating that the project does not provide sufficient visual
interest along the sidewalks; guideline D4 d concern about negative impacts to
pedestrians from noise from the car stacker system; and guideline D8 0 concern about
the amount of fiber cement siding in the proposal. Otherwise in support of the project.

Staff Response : Staff forwarded comments tothe a  pplicant. Staff addressed some of Owen

Gabbertds comments, stating that staff had asked for act¢
bike rack systems and indicated that the applicant had since redesigned the bike storage room

to provide 5 -foot wide maneuveri ng areas. The applicant stated that he had spoken directly

with Jennifer Nye about her concerns and stated that the parking could be fully enclosed with

concrete walls and that the | argest area of fiber cemel
theelevat or cored6, with additional small er areas at the w

Procedural History:

< The application was submitted on May 18, 2018.

< BDS determined the application was incomplete on June 1, 2018.

< The applicants requested to deem the application complete on Novem ber 13, 2018.

< On November 16, 2018, BDS staff determined that several zoning code development
standards remained unmet and that no Modifications or Adjustments to those
standards had been requested. Staff advised the applicant that they either needed to
request and pay for those Modifications/Adjustments immediately or the proposal
notice would be sent without them. Staff cautioned that any late requests for
Modifications or Adjustments may result in needing to re -notice the proposal with the
additional rev iew requests.

< The request and fee for one Modification was submitted on November 20, 2018.
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The public notice for the proposal was mailed on November 21, 2018.

BDS staff sent an email regarding significant design issues that would prevent approval
of the pr oposal on November 30, 2018. A series of draft design revisions and further
staff responses followed. On December 10, 2018, the applicant submitted a request to
extend the 120 -day review period by an additional 26 days to allow for additional time to
work on revisions.

< On December 18, 2018, the applicants requested a further extension to the 120 -day
review period of 60 additional days to allow additional time to work on revisions.
< Following a series of additional interim design revisions and staff responses , the

applicants submitted their final design revisions to staff on February 13, 2019.
An Administrative Decision of denial was mailed on March 11, 2019.
The applicant submitted an application to appeal the Administrative Decision of denial
on March 13,20 19.

< Public notice for the appeal hearing with the Design Commission was mailed on March
18, 2019.

< The appeal hearing with the Design Commission was held on April 18, 2019. At the
hearing, the Commission indicated that additional revisions were needed for t he
Commission to uphold the appeal and overturn the Administrative denial. The applicant
voluntarily extended the 120  -day review period to the next available hearing date to
allow time for further revision.

< A continued appeal hearing with the Design Commis sion was held on June 20, 2019. At
that hearing, the Commission found that a few additional revisions were needed in
order for them to uphold the appeal and overturn the Administrative denial. The
applicant voluntarily extended the 120 -day review period to the next available hearing
date to allow time for further revision. The Commission directed staff to prepare
Tentative Findings based on their findings for the next continued hearing.

< Afinal continued appeal hearing with the Design Commission was held on July 18,
2019. At that hearing, the Commission considered the Tentative Findings and a final
round of design revisions from the applicant. The Commission voted 4-0 to overturn the
Administrative Decision of denial and uphold the appeal, thereby approving the
proposal.

ZONING CODE APPROVAL CRITERIA

CHAPTER 33.825 DESIGN REVIEW

Section 33.825.010 Purpose of Design Review

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

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

compatible with the ne ighborhood and enhance the area. Design review is also used in certain
cases to review public and private projects to ensure that they are of a high design quality.

Section 33.825.055 Design Review Approval Criteria
A design review application will be ap  proved 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. Bec ause of the siteds | ocation, the
guidelines are the Community Design Guidelines.

Community Design Guidelines

The Community Design Guidelines consist of a set of guidelines for design and historic design
cases in community planning areas outside of the Central City. These guidelines address the
unique and special characteristics of the community plan area and the historic and
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conservation districts. The Community Design Guidelines focus on three general categories: (P)
Portland Personality  , which establishes Portland's urban design framework; (E) Pedestrian
Emphasis, which states that Portland is a city for people as well as cars and other movement

systems; and (D) Project Design,  which assures that each development is sensitive to both
Portland's urban design framework and the users of the city.

Staff has considered all guidelines and has addressed only those guidelines considered
applicable to this project. Staff has also grouped the guidelines into three broad categories:
Context, Pede strian Realm, and Quality and Permanence.

Context
P1. Plan Area Character. Enhance the sense of place and identity by incorporating site and
buil ding design features that respond to the areafs de:
D7. Blendingin to the Neighborhood. Reduce the impact of new development on established
neighborhoods by incorporating elements of nearby, quality buildings such as building details,
massing, proportions, and materials.
Findings for P1 & D7: The following aspects of the  proposal successfully address these
guidelines:
< The residential mixed -use building with retail at the ground floor is a common
type of structure and program found in the surrounding neighborhood
< Storefront canopies along N Williams Ave provide additional contextual detail and
continue a pattern of ground  -level canopies found along N Williams Ave.
< The buildingds overall window patterning is gene
character of other residential mixed -use buildings in the neighborhood.
However, the Administrative Decision found that some aspects of the proposal did not

satisfy these guidelines.  These included :

< The material palette , which staff found should be further simplified to help crea te
a more -cohesive composition that would also better co mplement other mixed -use
developments in the neighborhood and along N Williams Ave, in particular. See
Findings for D8 for additional findings related to this issue. This issue has since
been resolved through revisions to the proposal that were presented t o the Design
Commission on April 18 and June 20, 2019, and through additional revisions
that will be presented on July 18, 2019.

< The exterior of the retail space along N Williams Ave and N Fargo St is very
opaque and closed off from the sidewalk, unlike ot her similar ground levels in
mixed -use developments along N Williams Ave. Staff found that s  torefront
windows should extend farther north along N Williams Ave, and the sills of the
windows should be lower. Additionally, the awning system should extend fart her
north along with the windows.

0 The applicants revised the storefront system to have lower sills and larger
areas of glazing, in general. The applicants also revised the design to
extend weather protection in the form of metal canopies along N Williams
Ave. While the retail space has not extended significantly farther north
along N Williams Ave, the applicants proposed a cedar posterboard wall
area which the Commission found could help to activate the streetscape
along N Williams and, therefore, help the building better blend into the
neighborhood, with some additional revisions, which are explained in
more detail in the Findings below.
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< The Administrative Decision found that the massing of the building  was overly
complicated, particularly at the parapet | evel, and should be simplified to better
complement other development in the neighborhood. These issues were resolved
through design revisions during the appeal hearings process, as described in
Findings for D8 below. The revised design presents a more sim ple and unified
composition which better blends into t he neighborhood and which better
enhances the sense of place.

Therefore, these guidelines are met.
Public Realm

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

Findings:  The following aspects of the proposal successfully address this guideline:
< Existing sidewalks along N Williams Ave and N Fargo St will remain and will
likely be reconstructed as part of the proposal.

< Awnings are proposed to project over a portion of the sidewalks along N Williams
Ave and N Fargo St, which will help to create a pleasant path for pedestrians

Therefore, this guideline is met.

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

Findings: The following aspects of the proposal successfully address this guideline:
< The main entrance to the retail space is recessed behind the sidewalk edge,
allowing for a small stopping area and transition space between the sidewalk and
retail space.

< There is a small courtyard area in front of the lobby entrance and adjacent to the
retail space and exercise room on either side. Windows from the lobby and
exercise room look out onto this courtyard area, helping make it a more
comfortable place to stop.

0 Since the Administrative Decision was issued, the applicants have moved
a stormwater treatment facility from the roof above the fitness room and
bike storage room to grade level near the residential lobby entrance. At the
June 20, 2019 continued hearing, the Commission found that the
prop osed location on the east side of the lobby, combined with short -term
bike parking on the west side of the lobby, crowded the entrance and
made for an unpleasant space. With the revised submittal to the Design
Commission for the continued hearing on July 1 8, 2019, the applicants
have shifted the stormwater facility to the west side of the lobby and
removed the short -term bike parking. This opens up the main entry
sequence, providing a more -comfortable and spacious place for people to
stop, visit, meet, and  rest.

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

Findings: The following aspects of the proposal successfully address this guideline:
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< Storefront windows and awnings provide some articulation along the sidewalk at
the retail space. Storefront window s at the exercise room and bike storage room
provide additional sidewalk  -level articulation and interest along N Fargo St and
differentiate that portion of the south facade from the upper stories.

< Inthe Administrative Decision, staff found that the m ateri als originally -proposed
along the ground floor should be further differentiated from those used on the
upper stories. Wh ile cast -in -place concrete formed a large area of the ground floor
surface, this material expression creeped up into the second floor al  ong a portion
of the east elevation and north elevation. The Decision found thatt  his material
should be kept to the ground floor. Similarly, metal paneling was used primarily
on the upper stories, but the material was also proposed at the ground  level alo ng
the retail space. Staff found that t his material should be kept to the upper
stories.

0 The applicant presented a revised design for the April 18, 2019 appeal
hearing that proposes only cast -in-place concrete and storefront windows
as primary materials at  the ground floor and removed the concrete
extension into the second floor from the east elevation and straightened

out the uneven expression of concrete on the north elevation. The
Commission found that this better differentiated the street -level fagade.
< The Administrative Decision found that t he ground floor had areas that were

compromised in their visual interest. The proposed fithess room and bike storage
room present ed the most -transparent and open expressio  n, despite both the
relative in activity of th ese uses. Conversely, the retail space at the southeast

corner, which will accommodate a much more active use, was more closed -off,
with larger areas of opaque wall and higher window sills. Additionally, the

amount of ground floor window area and length of ground floor windows along N
Williams Ave was fairly low. Large areas of inactive use lie  d behind a large plane
of cast -in -place concrete along this street. To meet this guideline, staff found that
the active ground level space should extend farther to th e north, with additional
transparent glazing providing views into and out of the retail space . Staff also
found that the windows proposed at the retail space should be larger in area with
lower sills (though still set on a curb or low bulkhead to promote q uality fi see

Findings for Guideline D8).

0 The Design Commission deliberated on these issues at both the April 18,
2019 appeal hearing and the continued hearing on June 20, 2019. The
Commission urged the applicant to extend the commercial space farther to
the north along the east elevation and relocate the back -of-house uses
that were behind the concrete wall. The applicant stated that this was not
possible and instead proposed cedar plank posterboard display walls set
into the concrete on the east and south el evations. The Commission
indicated that this may be an acceptable solution to provide further
interest along the N Williams Ave sidewalk, but that it was not as
appropriate for the N Fargo elevation. The applicants have since refined
this proposal to inclu  de a posterboard area only along N Williams Ave, and
they provided gooseneck lighting fixtures to increase its interest and to
help signal to pedestrians that they can interact with it.

0 Regarding the windows at the retail space, these have been revised to
include large areas of glazing similar to those used at the fithess room and
bike storage room on the south facade. Additionally, as clarified with
additional product information provided for the July 18, 2019 hearing, the
glazing will be clear with a high level of visible light transmittance, helping
to activate the corner at the ground floor. This will help to add visual
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interest along both streets at the southeast corner of the building by
providing for greater views into the active use at this corner.

At the continued hearing on June 20, 2019, the applicant provided a
glazing sample and stated that the glazing at the ground floor (and upper
stories) would be reflective , with a high solar shading  -coefficient. The
Commission stated that the glazing at the ground floor (as well as the
upper stories) must be transparent to allow for views into and out of the
building, as this would increase the overall visual interest at the sidewalk

level. The material that the Commission will review at the continued

hearing on July 18, 2019 shows that clear glazing will instead be

proposed. This glazing has low reflectance and high visible light

transmittance, and this will satisfy this guideline.

Additionally, at the continued hearing on June 20, 2019, the applicant
indica ted that glazing at the bike storage room and fithess room would be
frosted rather than transparent. The applicants have since revised the
proposal to indicate that the same clear glazing described above will be
used at these rooms as well. This will incre ase visual interest along the
sidewalk in this area as compared to frosted glass.

< The Administrative Decision originally found that t he datum line between the

cast-in

-place concrete on the ground floor and the metal panels above, as

described immediately a bove, varied in height i and was sometimes not used i
around the four sides of the building. The Decision found that ¢ onsistent
application and elevation of this datum line would be needed to help create a
cohesive ground floor composition and effectively diff erentiate the street level

facade.

(o]

The applicants presented a revised design at the April 18, 2019 appeal
hearing that created a consistent, black metal datum line between the
concrete -clad ground floor and the metal ~ -clad upper floors. The
Commission found that this revision helped to more clearly differentiate
the street -level facade.

At the April 18, 2019 and June 20, 2019 appeal hearings, the Commission
then focused deliberated on the extent and height of the proposed fabric
awnings at the southeast -corn er retail space. Commissioners found at the
April 18 appeal hearing that the original location of the awning butted up
against the floors above and muddied the distinction between the street

level and the upper floors. At the continued hearing on June 20, the
applicants presented a revised proposal which lowered the awning,

exposing a band of cast -in-place concrete and transom windows above the
awnings. While the Commission found that this revision helped to

increase the differentiation of the ground floor and of the corner, they
found that the awnings should be replaced by metal canopies that match
those used at the bike parking room and fithess room on the south

elevation. The Commission found that this would help to further unify the
street level facades.

Revised drawings that the Commission will review at the continued
hearing on July 18, 2019 show metal canopies in place of the awnings.
These help to unify the street level facades and increase their
differentiation from the upper stories.

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

Findings: The following a spects of the proposal successfully address this guideline:
< The ground floor retail space at the corner of N Williams Ave and N Fargo St helps
to activate the intersection.

< The corner window expression on the upper stories of the southeast corner
provides additional identity to this prominent corner. Additional revisions to the
red mass at the southeast corner since the Administrative Decision was issued
have further reinforced the identity of the intersection and further unified it with
the overall buildin g.

< At the time of the Administrative Decision, staff found that, while the ground floor
retail space at the southe ast corner of the building helped to activate the corner,
the exterior elevations of this space were designed in such a way as to effectively
screen and close off this space 1 particularly when compared to the large areas of
glazing proposed at the bike storage room and exercise room . This effectively de -
emphasized this corner, an d the change in material reduced overall unification of
the ground | evel facade.

0 The applicants presented a revised design at the April 18, 2019 appeal
hearing that significantly opened up the corner by removing the metal
panels and utilizing large areas of glazing similar to those used at the
fithess room and bike storage  room on the south facade.  Additionally, as
clarified with additional product information provided for the July 18,
2019 hearing, the glazing will be clear with a high level of visible light
transmittance (71%), helping to activate the corner at the ground floor.

Therefore, this guideline met.

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

Findings: The following aspects of the proposal successfully address this guideline:
< Awnings provide some coverage from wind and sun along portions of the sidewalk
along N Williams Ave and a small portion of the sidewalk along N Fargo St. The 4 -
foot depth of the awnings  provides the most -minimally sufficient coverage over
the sidewalk in these areas.

< A canopy provides some coverage over the courtyard at the lobby entry on the
south elevation. At 3 -feet wide, the coverage will be minimal, and a 4 -foot wide or
greater cano py would better meet the guideline.

< No canopies or awnings were originally proposed along the street frontage of the
bike room or exercise room along N Fargo St. Given the storefront window system
proposed in this location,  the Administrative Decision foun d that a canopy should
be added to provide protection from the sun and rain in this location. Similarly,
the Decision found thatt  he awning originally proposed at the retail space at the
southeast corner of the building should extend farther to the north a long the east
elevation and farther to the west on the south elevation. Staff also found that
weather protection should be provided for the length of the retail space on both
elevations.

0 The applicants presented a revised design at the April 18, 2019 appea I
hearing that added metal canopies over the N Fargo St sidewalk and
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extended awnings along the storefront along N Fargo St and N Williams
Ave. The two different systems utilized the same coloring, but they were at
different heights. At the April 18, 2019 hearing, the Commission found
that the metal canopies at the bike room and f itness room met this
guideline. The awnings, however, created issues with overall cohesiveness,
and this issue is discussed in more depth in the Findings for D8, below.
The applica nts, therefore, replaced the awnings at the commercial
storefront along N Williams and N Fargo with the same metal awnings

used at the bike room and fithess room. All together, this system provides
adequate protection from rain, sun, and glare along both s idewalks.

Therefore, this guideline met.

D1. Outdoor Areas.  When sites are not fully built on, place buildings to create sizable, usable
outdoor areas. Design these areas to be accessible, pleasant, and safe. Connect outdoor areas
to the circulation sy stem used by pedestrians;

Findings: The following aspects of the proposal successfully address this guideline:
< Alarge terrace on level 7 provides usable outdoor space facing the intersection of
N Williams & Fargo for residents of the building.

< There is a small courtyard area in front of the lobby entrance and adjacent to the
retail space and exercise room on either side, which connects the lobby entrance
to the public sidewalk. Windows from the lobby and exercise room look out onto
this courtyard area,  helping make it a comfortable place to stop. Were windows to
be added to the west facade of the retail space, overlooking the courtyard, this
space would likely be made to be safer and more pleasant.

Therefore, this guideline is met.

D2. Main Entrances. Make the main entrances to houses and buildings prominent,
interesting, pedestrian accessible, and transit -oriented.
Findings:
< The main lobby entrance is clearly identifiable with a canopy and sign. The
entrance is also set back from the sidewalk behind a small, open courtyard. Both

the courtyard and the entry are oriented towards N Fargo St, and both are in
close proximity to N Williams Ave, helping to make this main entrance transit -
oriented.

< The retail entry is identified by a recess in the wall along N Williams Ave and by
transparent glazing on the doors, in sidelights , and in transoms.

< Since the Administrative Decision was issued, the applicants have moved a
stormwater treatment facility from the roof above the fitness room and bike
storage room to g rade level near the residential lobby entrance. At the June 20,
2019 continued hearing, the Commission found that the proposed location on the
east side of the lobby, combined with short -term bike parking on the west side of
the lobby, crowded the entrance and made for an unpleasant space. With the
revised submittal to the Design Commission for the continued hearing on July
18, 2019, the applicants have shifted the stormwater facility to the west side of
the lobby and removed the short -term bike parking. Th is opens up the main
entry sequence, increasing overall accessibility to pedestrians.

Therefore, this guideline is met.

D3. Landscape Features. Enhance site and building design through appropriate placement,
scale, and variety of landscape features.
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Findings:
< The site is nearly entirely covered by the proposed building; however, there are
two small strips of landscaping along the north side of the site. These narrow
strips help to provide some amount of buffering between the site and adjacent
properties t o the north, particularly o0The Peopl eds
Williams Ave, immediately to the north, which does not occupy its full site.

Therefore, this guideline is met.

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

Findings: The following aspects of the proposal successfully address this guideline:
< The proposed parking area is enclosed, reducing negative impacts from the
parking on adjacent properties.

< While the parking area is mostly screened from the sidewal k along N Fargo St by
a concrete wall, the Administrative Decision found that the walls had openings
along the western side of the south elevation that appear ed to be infilled with

metal mesh (the drawings  were not clear on this). The Decision found that, rather
than opening directly into the parking garage, the openings in the wall should

instead open into an active use space between the parking garage and the

sidewalk, or, in lieu of this, and minimally satisfying this guideline, that the
openings should be removed and infilled with additional concrete wall to fully

screen the parking area from the sidewalk.

0 The applicants presented a revised design at the April 18, 2019 appeal
hearing that removed these openings and fully enclosed the garage with a
concre te wall. Although the Commission generally considered this to be an
improvement ; however, the Commission asked the applicants to study
adding texture or other interactive and well -integrated feature to the wall
to help engage the street. In response, the a  pplicants have revised the
proposal to include two options for stamping the concrete and one option
for adding additional vertical line formwork to the west of the garage.

None of the options proposed in the drawing submittal to the Design
Commission hea ring on July 18, 2019 were  well integrated with the
overall building design or with adjacent buildings and the environment;
staff recommended a condition of approval as follows:

The pattern should be more contained or bounded, similar to the posting
board area on the east elevation and similar to how doors and storefront
windows are inserted into the concrete field that forms the base of the
building. This could be achieved through a condition of approval that
requires a stamped concrete pattern to be plac ed within a slightly
recessed area on the facade. The best area would be at the middle three
panels (out of five) to the west of the overhead door with a head height at
the height of the garage and a base  set at the height of the  horizontal
mullion above t he bulkhead window band.

0 Atthe continued appeal hearing on July 18, 2019, the applicants
presented a revised design based on the above recommended condition of
approval. The Commission found that this satisfied both the intent of the



Final Findings, Conclusion and Decision of the Page 13
Design Commission on LU 18-174119 DZM

condition and of thei r previous direction and struck the condition of
approval from the Final Findings.

< The proposed overhead door into the parking area was originally shown as having
oOvision panel sé, t houwabs notdpexified.x Bhe Admimistratieer i a |
Decision fo und that ¢ lear vision panels would not effectively screen the parking
area from the sidewalk. Rather, the glazing in the overhead door should be
translucent (i.e., not opaque) glass, which would still allow for overall integration
with the ground floor fen  estration systems and would also more -effectively screen
the parking area from the sidewalk while still providing subtle visual cues about
the movement of cars inside the garage.

0 The applicants presented a revised design at the April 18, 2019 appeal
hearin g that clarified that frosted glass would be used at the overhead
door. This would minimize the impact of the garage on the sidewalk, and
the Design Commission found that this would revision would satisfy the
guideline.

Therefore, this guideline is met.

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

Findings: The following aspects of the proposal successful ly address this guideline:
< The proposed ground floor retail space, which will host active uses, has storefront
windows facing N Williams Ave and N Fargo St and a glazed entry facing N Fargo

St . These provide opportunities rétalspace.eyes on t he

< Large upper story windows, upper  -story balconies, and the roof terrace will also
all ow for Oeyes on the streetdé to help prevent a

< The proposed exercise room on the ground floor incorporates large storefront
windows facing N Fa rgo St and the courtyard to the main lobby entrance. Views
from this active use will allow for additional 0
locations.

< The bike storage room on the ground floor also incorporates large storefront
windows facing N Fargo St.  Though not an active use, except for the small repair
station |l ocated next to the door, the windows wi
on the streeto6 along N Fargo St and wil/l al so al
into the bike room, helping to reduc e thefts from this area of the building.

< The pedestrian walkway along the northern edge of the site is gated off from the
sidewalk along N Williams Ave. This gate will limit access to the otherwise un -
surveilled area of the site and will help to reduce the likelihood of crime in this
particular location.

Therefore, this guideline is met.

Quality & Permanence

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

Findings: The following aspects of the proposal successfully address this guideline:
< Generally, fenestration on the upper stories follows a consistent logic that helps
to create a cohesive composition.
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< Proposed balconies at the southwest  and northwest corners of the building are
placed within recessed areas of the building massing, helping to integrate them
into the overall form of the building.

< Proposed met al panel s ar e hi ghgaugeathidknessyer at 1206 w
Exhibits C.50 through C.51, which is sufficient to prevent pillowing or oil -
canning. The proposed PVDF finish is also a high -quality, durable finish.

The Administrative Decision originally found that , some aspects of the proposal related to

designing a cohesive composi tion did not satisfy this guideline. Specifically , the Decision

found that :

< Building massing and articulation were overly -complicated and should be
simplified.
0 Parapets should be at the same height to begin to simplify the overall

building massing. Parape t s at the ORoofd | ev0edl isnhoul d be
height above the O0Roofd6 | evel line. At the r ¢
railing at the narrow black o0slotdé on the ea:
with a higher parapet to match the height of the re d corner portion.

This issue was resolved at the April 18, 2019 appeal hearing, with a

revised design proposal that set the buil ding
across the top of the building. The applicant
the east elevati on with a parapet that matches the height of the red corner

massing. The Commission found this to be a change that meets this

guideline.

0 Various screening elements were proposed on the roof. These did not
integrate well with one another or with the rest of the building below, and
they add to the overall sense of complication in massing that is especially
apparent at the top of the building. These various elements should be
unified with simpler combined massing, one consistent material, and a
consistent para pet line.

This issue was also resolved at the April 18, 2019 appeal hearing, with a
revised design proposal that grouped the rooftop screening into a single
mass. The Commission found this to be a change that meets the
guideline.

0 Massing at the ground lev el had three awkward components along the
street frontages. Single -story massing volumes at a portion of the bike
storage room and at the corner retail space extend ed out from the main
building volumes along N Fargo St. An other small massing stub extended
out at the ground floor on the northeast corner along N Williams Ave. This
piece is really more a wall than a mass; however, when viewed from the
street, the result  was still one of an unintegrated mass along N Williams
Ave. The Administrative Decision fou nd thatt hese massing elements were
not successfully integrated into the overall mass of the larger building.

The applicants presented revisions to some of these issues at the April 18,

2019 appeal hearing. Specifically,washe 0stub«
better integrated into the overall ground floor massing volume with

changes made to the area immediately to the south on the east facade.

At the same April 18,2019 hearing, the Commission deliberated on the
single -story massing volume at the bike st ~ orage room and found that,
while the massing itself satisfies the guideline, there were concerns that
the apparent depth of the roof between the top of the windows and the top
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of the parapet was not sufficient to accommodate the proposed ecoroof
atop it. T he applicant revised the proposal for the continued hearing on
June 20, 2019 to relocate the stormwater management function to an
area on the ground near the lobby entry. The Commission found this
particular massing issue to be resolved.

Regarding the sin gle-story massing volume on the west side of the retail
space, the Commission agreed with the Administrative Decision at both
the April 18 and June 20 hearings and stated that the  red volume above
should be extended over this area to increase overall coher ency of the
entire south elevation. The revised proposal submitted to the Design
Commission for the July 18, 2019 continued hearing includes an

extension of the red mass to the west, fully incorporating this single -story
extension and, combined with revisi ons to the canopies below, increases

the overall cohesiveness of the composition of the south elevation.

< The Administrative Decision found that ground floor articulation lacked overall
consistency and cohesiveness. Several different ground floor expression S were
used, seemingly depending upon the use behind the wall. The bike storage room
and fitness room had walls that are primarily storefront glazing. Conversely, the
retail storefront was more closed -off and opaque, with smaller windows and
higher window  sills. Metal panel was also shown along most of the retail space
frontage on both elevations. Cast  -in-place concrete is incorporated along the rest
of the ground floor. Instead of these widely varying ground floor materials and
expressions, the Administrat ive Decision found that  a simpler, more cohesive
composition should be used.

The applicant presented revised drawings to the Design Commission for the April
18, 2019 appeal hearing. These revisions resolved the issues identified by staff in
the Administr ative Decision: the retail storefronts along N Williams Ave and N
Fargo St were replaced with full  -glazing like that used at the bike storage and
fitness rooms. Cast -in-place concrete walls remained at the north end of the east
elevation and the west end o f the south elevation, and concrete columns were
used more consistently between storefront window bays, helping to unify the
ground floor.

0 At the time of the Administrative Decision, one peculiar detail appeared at
the retail space, fithess room, and bike storage room. Here, the transom
area above the main storefront windows appear ed to be infilled with metal
panels rather than glazing. Presumably this was needed to accommodate
the roof joists in the single  -story mass portion of the bike storage room
and fi tness room. In the Administrative Decision, staff found that, rather
than introducing  this irregular detail, the parapet should be raised up at
the bike storage and fitness room to allow for a true transom window
expression, with transparent glazing, at th ese spaces and at the retail
space.

The applicants presented a revised design at the April 18, 2019 appeal
hearing which showed transom windows in place of metal panels at the
location described above. The Commission questioned whether there was
sufficien t space to accommodate the roof structure and ecoroof proposed

on that rooftop. The applicants presented further revisions at the June 20,
2019 appeal hearing which relocated the stormwater functions off the roof
and moved them to grade near the lobby entr ance. Commissioners found
that this could relieve the issue with the roof and parapet above the bike
storage room and fitness room.
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0 The cast -in-place concrete employed across the groun  d level of the
building originally extended up to the second level onth e east and north
elevations. The Administrative Decision found that, t o increase overall
cohesiveness, the cladding at these locations on the second floor should
instead be the same metal panel cladding as proposed above each area.

This would allow the bui  Iding to maintain a consistent datum line
between the ground floor and upper stories.

The applicants presented a revised design at the April 18, 2019 appeal
hearing which addressed this issue and which the Commission found
would satisfy this guideline.

0 The Administrative Decision found that t he datum line between the cast -
in -place concrete on the ground floor and the metal panels above, as
described immediately above, varied  in height A and was sometimes not
used fi around the four sides of the building. The De cision found that a
consistent application and elevation of this datum line would be needed to
help create a cohesive ground floor composition.

The applicants presented a revised design to the Commission at the April
18, 2019 appeal hearing which proposed a constant, black metal datum
line between the upper floors and the ground floor. The Commission found
that this improved the cohesiveness of the overall composition and better
satisfied this guideline.

< The Administrative Decision found that the material palette could be further
simplified.

0 Fiber cement panels at the 7th floor terrace were originally proposed and
the Decision found that these panels instead should be the same metal
panel proposed on either side of that mass.

o Staff also found that p roposed black fiber cement planks at the southeast
corner were not used in any other location on the building and should be
substituted with a continuation of the red metal panel.

0 Both of these issues were addressed by the applicants in design revisions
presented at the April 18, 2019 appeal hearing, and the Commission
found that these changes meet the guideline.

< The Administrative Decision originally found that, i n two locations on the 7t
floor, on the east elevation and north elevation, clerestory windows span ned
between columns of windows. This pattern was not used anywhere else, and  staff
found that these windows should be removed to be consistent with the overall
fenestration pattern of each elevation.

0 The Administrative Decision also found that, i n the cleres tory windows
that remain ed on the 7 t floor, there was a mixture of vertically -
proportioned windows and horizontally -proportioned windows. The
horizontally -proportioned windows were essentially the same size and
shape as the vertically -oriented windows; ho wever, there was an extra
horizontal mullion proposed in each which further divide the windows and
change the reading of their proportions. The Decision found thatt his extra
horizontal mullion should be removed from each clerestory window to
restore the v ertical proportion to each clerestory.

0 The Administrative Decision also found that t he pattern of clerestory
windows at th e top of the building disappeared on portions of the west
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and north f acades, without apparent reason, and that ¢ lerestory windows
shou Id be added in these locations.

All of these issues were addressed by the applicant in revised drawings presented

to the Design Commission at the April 18, 2019 appeal hearing. Clerestory
windows were added consistently across the elevations at the 7 th floor. The
proportions of the clerestory windows were also revised to be vertically -oriented
on all facades by removing the intermediate mullions described above. The

clerestory windows on the east and north elevations that originally spanned

between columns of windows were also removed as part of these revisions. Taken
all together, the Commission found that the proposed revisions increased overall
coherency of the elevations and satisfied this guideline.

< The Administrative Decision originally found that an anomaly existed at the 6 th
floor on the south elevation near the southeast corner of the building. Here, the
black fiber cement planks that were proposed beneath the windows at the corner
are also extended across to one window in the next column of windows .To
improve overall cohesiveness of the composition, staff found that this area of fiber
cement planks should be replaced with the surrounding metal panel.

The applicants presented a revised design at the April 18, 2019 appeal hearing
which completely re moved the black fiber cement planks between all windows
within the red mass at the southeast corner of the building. This addressed the
original concern in the Administrative Decision, and the Commission also found
that this revision increased overall desi gn coherency at this red mass.

< The Administrative Decision originally found that p roposed balconies on the
north elevation at the top floor were not well -integrated into the overall
composition; they were essentially tacked onto the exterior in contrast to
balconies that are arranged in columns and associated with significant changes
in plane on other elevations. Those on the top floor of the north elevation should
be removed.

The applicants presented a revised design at the April 18, 2019 appeal hearing
that removed the balconies from the top floor of the north elevation, and the
Commission found that this increased the overall cohesiveness of the north

elevation.
< The Administrative Decision found that t hrough -wall louvers are indicated on the
elevations a nd in a supporting detail. The Decision found that, i  deally, these

would be combined with the window system to form one large punched opening,
which would create a more cohesive composition. However, even as proposed, the
stand -alone louvers could still in tegrate well with the overall composition, were
either the head or sill of the louvers to be shifted up or down to align with the
horizontal flashing lines at each floor.

0 The proposed louver system is also not indicated. The louvers should be
finished to m atch the adjoining wall material.

The applicants presented a revised design at the April 18, 2019 appeal hearing

that shifted the location of the through -wall louvers on the upper stories to align

with the windowheads and manuf acturer ds praposeddobveret s f or t he
system were provided. The Tentative Findings originally stated that t he proposed

finish of the louvers is still not yet indicated, however, and staff recommends a

condition of approval requiring the louvers to be finished to match the adja cent

material to increase overall cohesiveness of these facade elements. However, staff

noted and the Commission found at the July 18, 2019 appeal hearing that

keynotes were present on the drawings which addressed this condition of
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approval. Therefore, the  Commission moved to strike the condition from the Final
Findings.

< The Administrative Decision found that | arge windows on an east -facing partial
elevation (made visible on sheet LU4.06) originally used a fenestration pattern
that was starkly different fr om the pattern used around the rest of the building.
Staff found thatt hese windows should be revised to be consistent with the
predominant fenestration pattern.

The applicants presented a revised design at the April 18, 2019 appeal hearing,
this partial elevation was revised to show a window pattern consistent with those
found on the main elevations. The Commission found that this design revision
resolved this issue and increased overall cohesiveness.

The Administrative Decision originally found that s ome aspects of the proposal related to
constructing a building of long lasting quality did not satisfy this guideline:
< The finish grade of the cast -in-place concrete was not specified. A high -quality
finish that is appropriate for exposed exterior walls adjac ent to a sidewalk i i.e.,
one that both has a high  -quality visual finish and considers the tactile qualities
of the material fi should be specified.

The applicants presented information for the April 18, 2019 appeal hearing that

the proposed concrete cladding  will be a high -quality form -tie finish, similar to
that use on the Salk Institute building in California. The Commission found that

this would be an appropriate and high -quality finish for the ground floor.

< Noinformation was originally provided about the proposed storefront window
system, other than some typical details. Additional information was nheeded to
assure quality.

The applicants provided additional information about the storefront system for

the April 18, 2019 appeal hearing . The system will be a  high -quality aluminum
frame system in an anodized black color. This will match the color of the vinyl
windows on the upper stories, helping with cohesiveness of the overall

composition.

< The black datum line between the cast -in -place concrete and metal pan el, was
not originally represented on the detail depicting the metal panel to concrete
transition (Detail 3, sheet LU8.00 / Exhibit C.50).

This detail has since been updated to show a 126
piece extending down from the metal pa  nels above. The components appear to be

well considered, though the gauge of the metal is not specified. Due to its

prominence near the ground floor at 1206 exposure
20-gauge or thicker. Staff recommended a condition of approv al to require this.

At the July 18, 2019 continued appeal hearing, the applicants provided drawings
indicating that this recommended condition of approval will be met. The
Commission, therefore, moved to strike this recommended condition from the
Final Fi ndings.

< Exterior |ights are proposed in some | ocations o
Submitted cutsheets indicate that these will be quality fixtures that integrate well
with the overall composition. No details have been provided describing their
connections to the building and the electrical system other than keynotes on
some drawings stating that conduit and junction boxes will be located within the
building . Since these keynotes are not consistent, staff recommends a condition
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of approval requiring this to be implemented at all exterior light fixtures.

At the July 18, 2019 continued appeal hearing, the applicant indicated that this
recommended condition would be met, and the Commission found that the
drawings sufficiently indicated the concealment of the el ectrical system and
moved to strike the condition of approval from the Final Findings.

The Administrative Decision originally found that s ome aspects of the proposal related to
creating a building that is interesting to view did not satisfy this guideline:
< The ground floor had areas that were compromised in their visual interest. The
proposed fitness room and bike storage room present ed the most -transparent and
open expressio n, despite both the relative in  activity of those uses. Conversely, the
retail space at the southeast corner, which will accommodate a much more active
use, was originally more closed -off, with larger areas of opaque wall and higher
window sills. Additionally, the amount of ground floor window area and length of
ground floor windows along N Williams Ave was fairly low. Large areas of inactive
use lie behind a large plane of cast  -in-place concrete along this street. Staff found
that, t o meet this guideline, the active ground level space should extend farther to
the north, with additional tr ansparent glazing providing views into and out of the
retail space, and the windows proposed at the retail space should be larger in
area with lower sills (though still set on a curb or low bulkhead to promote
quality). Slider windows were also proposed, w  hich staff found should be changed
to casement, awning, or hopper windows to provide additional visual interest.

Over the course of two appeal hearings and revised drawings that will be

presented to the Design Commission at the continued hearing on July 1 8, 2019,
these issues have all been addressed, as described in more detail in the Findings
above. With revisions to the ground floor including additional glazing area, an

extension of the red box massing at the southeast corner , regularizing of
incohesive massing and articulation elements, and the swapping from awnings to
metal canopies and from slider windows to casement windows, the proposal has
become much more well composed and interesting to view.

Therefore, this guideline is met.

MODIFICATIONS

33.825 .040 Modifications That Will Better Meet Design Review Requirements:

The review body may consider modification of site -related development standards, including the
sign standards of Chapters 32.32 and 32.34 of the Sign Code, as part of the design review

process. These modifications are done as part of design review and are not required to go

through the adjustment process. Adjustments to use -related development standards (such as
floor area ratios, intensity of use, size of the use, number of units, or co ncentration of uses) are
required to go through the adjustment process. Modifications that are denied through design

review may be requested as an adjustment through the adjustment process. The review body

will approve requested modifications if it finds that the applicant has shown that the following
approval criteria are met:

A. Better meets design guidelines. The resulting development will better meet the
applicable design guidelines; and
B. Purpose of the standard. On balance, the proposal will be consi  stent with the

purpose of the standard for which a modification is requested.

Modification #1: 33.266.220.C  § Standards for all bicycle parking
< 33.266.220.C.3.b, Bicycle racks :to reduce the size of required long  -term bike

parking racks in the ground fl oor bike storage from thé& x equi r e
606 spaces, which wil |l -Jleckepbikeostoiagesydteri. n a doubl

e
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Purpose Statement : These standards ensure that required bicycle parking is designed so
that bicycles may be securely locked wit hout undue inconvenience and will be
reasonably safeguarded from intentional or accidental damage.

Standard: 33.266.220.C.3.b: space 2 feet by 6 feet must be provided for each required
bicycle parking space, so that a bicycle six feet long can be securel y held with its frame
supported so that the bicycle cannot be pushed or fall in a manner that will damage the
wheels or components. See Figure 266  -11.

Standard: 33.266.220.C.4.b: There must be an aisle at least 5 feet wide behind all
required bicycle par king to allow room for bicycle maneuvering. Where the bicycle

parking is adjacent to a sidewalk, the maneuvering area may extend into the right -of -
way.
A. Better meets design guidelines. The resulting development will better meet the

applicable design gui delines; 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.

Findings: A double -decker floor -mount ed system with a spacing of
bicycles is propose d. This system employs vertical staggering to allow bikes to be

pl aced closer together. The 506 minimum aisle widt
behind each bicycle rack, leaving room to maneuver bikes into and out of the racks.

These double -decker ra cks also pull -out and down to the floor to allow bikes to be

loaded more -easily, without needing to lift them up to the upper rack or duck down

to place them in the lower rack. These racks, therefore, meet the purpose of the

standard; the racks retain enou  gh space, both horizontally and vertically, so that

bikes may be securely locked without undue inconvenience and that they will be

reasonably safeguarded from damage.

Allowing slightly less space for bikes allows for additional ground floor area to be
devoted to active uses along the streets on the ground floor, which helps to activate

the enliven the sidewalk. Thus, the proposed modification better meets Community
Design Guidelines P1 0 Plan Area Character, E3 0 The Sidewalk Level of Buildings,
E4 8 Corners that Build Active Intersections, and D7 d Blending into the
Neighborhood, by increasing active uses at the ground floor along N Williams Ave

and N Fargo St.

Therefore, this Modification merits approval.

DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS

Unless specifically requ ired in the approval criteria listed above, this proposal does not have to

meet the development standards in order to be approved during this review process. The plans
submitted for a building or zoning permit must demonstrate that all requirements of Tit le 11

can be met, and 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.

33.120.205, Density.
The proposed building comprises ap  proximately 63,275 square feet of new floor area on the
10,992 square foot site.
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< The maximum FAR allowed in the RX zone, per Table 120 -3,is 4:1, or 43,968 square
feet.

< An additional FAR of 1:1, or up to 10,992 square feet, may be earned through the
incl usionary housing bonus, per 33.120.205.F and Table 120 -3.

< The remaining 8,315 square feet proposed must be transferred onto the site, per the
provisions in 33.120.205.G. No transfers have yet been identified or proposed to city
staff.

CONCLUSIONS

At the July 18, 2019 continued appeal hearing, the Design Commission voted 4 -0 to overturn
the Administrative Decision of denial and to uphold the
the proposal. The design review process exists to promote the conservation, en hancement, and

continued vitality of areas of the City with special scenic, architectural, or cultural value. The
proposal meets the applicable design guidelines, modification criteria, and adjustment criteria
and, therefore, warrants approval

DESIGN COM MISSION DECISION

Approve the appeal of the applicant , and overturn the  Administrative Decision, thereby
approving the Design Review for the proposed 7-story, approximately 90 -feettall, 63,275 SF
residential mixed -use building at the northwest corner of N Williams Ave and N Fargo St in the
Albina Community Plan District

Approval of one (1) Modification request to zoning code development standards:
1) 33.266.220.C & Standards for all bicycle parking
a. 33.266.220.C.3.b, Bicycle racks : to reduce the size of r equired long -term bike

parking racks in the ground floor bikeoOstxor age
66 spaces, which wil |l Jleckepbikostoiagesydtemi. n a doubl e
All approvals per the approved site plans, Exhibits C -1 through C -51, sign ed and dated

07/18 /2019, subject to the following conditions:

A. As part of the building permit application submittal, the following development -related
conditions (B through ~ C) must be noted on each of the 4 required site plans or included
as a sheet in the numbered set of plans. The sheet on which this information appears
must be labeled "ZONING COMPLIANCE PAGE - Case File LU 18 -277183 DzZM AD ." All
requirements must be graphically represented on the site plan, landscape, or other
required plan and must be  labeled "REQUIRED."

B. At the time of building permit submittal, a signed Certificate of Compliance form
(https://www.portlandoregon.gov/bds/article/623658 ) must be submitted to ensure
the per mit plans comply with the Design/Historic Resource Review decision and
approved exhibits.

C. No field changes allowed.

These findings, conclusion and decision were adopted by the City of Portland Design
Commission on July 18, 2019.

By: MW W@%

Julie LivingstoH, Chair \J
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Decision Rendered: 07/18/2019
Decision Filed: 07/19/2019
Decision Mailed: 07/ 31/2019

About this Decision. This land use decisionis  not a permit  for development. Permits may be
required priorto a ny work. Contact the Development Services Center at 503 -823-7310 for
information about permits.

Procedural Information. The application for this land use review was submitted on May 18 ,
2018 , and was determined to be complete on November 13, 2018

Zoning Code Section 33.700.080 states that Land Use Review applications are reviewed under

the regulations in effect at the time the application was submitted, provided that the

application is complete at the time of submittal, or complete within 180 days. Th erefore this
application was reviewed against the Zoning Code in effect on May 18 , 2018.

ORS 227.178 (1) 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 revi ew period may be
waived or extended at the request of the applicant. In this case, the applicant requested that

the 120 -day review period be extended 127 days (see Exhibits G.14, G.16, H.23, and H. 33).
The 120 days will expire on: July 18 , 2019 .

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. The Bureau of Development Services has
independently reviewed the information submitted by the applicant and has included this

information only where the Bureau of Development Services has determined the information
satisfactorily demonstrates compliance with the applicable approval criteri a. This report is the
decision of the Bureau of Development Services with input from other City and public agencies.

Conditions of Approval. If approved, this project may be subject to a number of specific
conditions, listed above. Compliance with the applicable conditions of approval must be
documented in all related permit applications. Plans and drawings submitted during the
permitting process must illustrate how applicable conditions of approval are met. Any project
elements that are specifically  required by conditions of approval must be shown on the plans,
and labeled as such.

These conditions of approval run with the land, unless modified by future land use reviews.

As used in the conditions, the term 0aspapdusecewient, 6 i ncl ud e
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.

App ealing this Decision . This decision is final and becomes effective the day the notice of

decision is mailed (noted above) . This decision may not be appealed to City Council; however,

it may be challenged by filing a OSMN®tandcUseBodrdof nt ent t o .
Appeals (LUBA) within 21 days  of the date the decision is mailed, pursuant to ORS 197. 620

and 197.830 . A fee is required, and the issue being appealed must have been raised by the

close of the record and with sufficient specificity to afford the review body an opportunity to

respond to the issue . For further information, contact LUBA at the 775 Summer Street NE,

Suite 330, Salem, OR 97301 [Telephone: (503) 373 -1265].
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Recording the final decision.

If this Land Use Review is app roved, the final decision will be recorded with the Multnomah

County Recorder.

1 Unless appealed, the final decision will be recorded after August 1, 2019 by the Bureau of
Development Services.

The applicant, builder, or a representative does not need to r ecord the final decision with the
Multhomah County Recorder.

For further information on your recording documents please call the Bureau of Development
Services Land Use Services Division at 503  -823-0625.

Expiration of this approval. An approval expir es three years from the date the final decision
is rendered unless a building permit has been issued, or the approved activity has begun.

Where a site has received approval for multiple developments, and a building permit is not

issued for all of the app roved 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 may
be required before carrying out an approved project. At the time they apply for a permit,
permittees must demonstrate compliance with:

1 All conditions imposed herein;

91 All applicable development s tandards, unless specifically exempted as part of this land use
review;

All requirements of the building code; and

All provisions of the Municipal Code of the City of Portland, and all other applicable
ordinances, provisions and regulations of the City.

f
f

EXHIBITS
NOT ATTACHED UNLESS INDICATED

AAppI icantds Submittals
Written Statement for Land Use Permit, dated 05/17/2018
Design Narrative for Land Use Permit, dated 05/17/2018
Original Drawing Set, dated 05/18/2018
Pre-application Summary Memo, dated 12/1 9/2017
Neighborhood Contact Documentation
Draft Revised Drawings, received 09/19/2018
Correction Letter Response, dated 11/14/2018, received 11/13/2018
Revised Design Narrative for Land Use Permit, dated 11/12/2018, received 11/13/2018
Email string re: sit e area, received 11/13/2018
10. Revised Drawing Set, dated 11/14/2018, received 11/13/2018
11. Product Cutsheets, received 11/13/2018
12. Stormwater Report, dated 11/12/2018, received 11/13/2018
13. Revised Drawing Set, dated 11/14/2018 and received 12/11/2018
14. Correction Letter Response, dated 01/31/2019
15. Revised Drawing Set, dated 01/31/2019
16. Revised Stormwater Report, dated 01/31/2019
17. Product Cutsheets, received 01/31/2019
B. Zoning Map (attached)
C. Plans/Drawings:

CoNooTR~®ONE
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CoNoOA~WNE

Survey

Preliminary Grading and Erosion Control Plan

Preliminary Erosion and Sediment Control Notes and Details
Preliminary Site Utility Feasibility Plan

Details

Preliminary Landscape and Tree Plan

Preliminary Ecoroof Planting Plan

Preliminary Landscape Details

Site Section

. Floor Plan Diagrams

. Glazing Calculation s

. Site Plan & Existing

. Site Plan (attached)

. Floor Plan & Level 01 (attached)
. Floor Plan 0 Level 02

. Floor Plan o Level 03

. Floor Plan 6 Level 04

. Floor Plan o Level 05

. Floor Plan & Level 06

. Floor Plan o Level 07

. Roof Plan

. East Elevation (Color)

. East Elevation (attached)
. South Elevation (Color) (attached)
. Not used .

. West Elevation (Color)

. West Elevation (attached)
. North Elevation (Color)

. North Elevation (attached)
. Building Sections

. Building Sections

. Building Sections

. Wall Sections

. Wall Sections

. Wall Sections

. Wall Sections

. Unit Plans

. Unit Plans

. Unit Plans

. Unit Plans

. Unit Plans

. Unit Plans

. Commercial Plans

. Bike Parking Plans

. Signs

. Details

. Details

. Details

. Details

. Details

51.

Product Cutsheets

D. Notification information:

1.
2.

Mailing list
Mailed notice

E. Agency Respon ses:

Page 24
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1. Bureau of Transportation Engineering and Development Review

2. Bureau of Environmental Services

3. Fire Bureau

4. Life Safety Review Section of BDS

5. Site Development Review Section of BDS

6. Water Bureau

F. Correspondence:

Jennifer Nye, William Wilson Architects PC , 12/07/2018, concern about noise from
parking garage

2. Owen Gabbert, Boise Land Use and Transportation Chair, 12/11/2018, letter
encouraging maximum bike parking and concern about modification to reduce
maneuvering area

3. Jennifer Nye, William Wilson Architec  ts PC, 12/11/2018, concern about screening
parking area and noise from parking stacker; otherwise in support of proposal

G. Other:

1. Original LU Application

2. Incomplete Application Letter, dated 06/01/2018

3. Email string between applicant and staff re: site are a, 08/28/2018

4. Email string between applicant and staff re: bike parking, FAR, and FAR transfers,
09/11 06 09/18/2018

5. Email string between applicant and staff re: Draft Revised Drawings (Exhibit A.6),
09/19 06 09/21/2018

6. Email string between applicant and sta ff re: parking areas and landscaping standards,
09/19 04 10/02/2018

7. Email string between applicant and staff re: FAR, 10/05 0 10/08/2018

8. Email string between applicant and staff re: ground floor program loading, 10/22 o}
10/24/2018

9. 180-day Reminder Letter, d ated 10/23/2018

10. Email string between applicant and staff re: materials, 10/25 - 10/30/2018

11. Email string re: electrical room, 10/31 0 11/01/2018

12. Copy of Driveway Design Exception application, 11/08/2018

13. Email from applicant confirming application is complet e, 11/14/2018

14. Email string between applicant and staff re: development standards issues and fees for
requested Modifications and Adjustments, 11/16 0 11/19/2018

15. Email from staff re: approvability issues, 11/30/2018

16. Email from applicant re: design revisions at ground floor, 12/03/2018

17. Email string between applicant and staff re: design revisions at ground floor,
12/10/2018

18. Copy of approved Driveway Design Exception, 12/10/2018

19. Signed Request for Extension of 120 -Day Review Period & 26 days, dated 12/10/2018
and received 12/11/2018

20. Copy of email from BES to applicant, 12/13/2018

21. Email string between applicant and staff re: proposed revisions, 12/14/2018

22. Email from applicant re: response to Jennifer Nye letter, 12/17 0 12/18/2018

23. Signed Request for Extension of 120 -Day Review Period 0 60 days, dated 12/17/2018
and received 12/18/2018

24. Email string between applicant and staff re: ground floor program, 01/09 0 01/24/2019

25. Email string between BES and development team, 01/24/2019

26. Email confirmation of final submittal , 02/13/2019

H. Appeal Hearing

1.

2
3.
4.
5

Administrative Decision , 03/11/2019

Mailed Administrative Decision 03/11/2019

Email string between applicant and staff re: design revisions, 03/12 ¢ 03/15 /2019
Type Il Decision Appeal Form, 03/13/2019

Email between applicant and  staff re: design revisions, 03/14/2019
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Correction Letter Response, 03/15/2019
Revised Draft Drawing Set, 03/15/2019
Draft Elevations and Perspectives, 03/15/2019
Product Cut Sheet package, 03/15/2019

. Email string between applicant and staff re: design rev isions, 03/15 -03/21/2019
. Notice of Appeal Hearing and Mailing List, 03/18/2019

. Mailed Notice of Appeal Hearing, 03/18/2019

. Email between applicant and staff re: window pattern, 03/22/2019

. Correction Letter Response, 03/22/2019

. Revised Draft Drawing Set, 03  /22/2019

. Email from applicant re: window details, 03/26/2019

. Email testimony from Owen Gabbert, Boise Neighborhood Land Use and Transportation

Chair supporting staff denial, 03/26/2019

. Appeal Hearing Letter, 03/28/2019

. Revised Drawing Set, 03/28/2019

. Mater ials and Products Cutsheets packet, 03/28/2019

. Staff Memo to Design Commission,  04/11/2019

. Staff Presentation to Design Commission, 04/18/2019

. Signed Request for Extension of 120  -Day Review Period With a Continuation Hearing,

04/18/2019

. Draft Revised Drawi ng Set, 05/29/2019

. Email thread between applicant and staff re: design revisions, 05/29 -06/04/2019

. Revised Drawing Set, 06/05/2019

. Materials and Products Cutsheets packet, 06/05/2019

. Stormwater Report, 06/05/2019

. Appeal Hearing Letter, 06/05/2019

. Technical Bulletin & Oil Canning, 06/05/2019

. Staff Memo to Design Commission, 06/13/2019

. Staff Presentation to Design Commission, 06/18/2019

. Signed Request for Extension of 120 -Day Review Period With a Continuation Hearing,

06/20/2019

. Email between applicant and st  aff re; Commission comments, 06/24 -06/25/2019

. Appeal Hearing Resubmittal Letter, 07/02/2019

. Materials and Products Cutsheets, 07/03/2019

. Stormwater Report, 07/03/2019

. Revised Drawing Set, 07/03/2019

. Staff Memo to Design Commission, 07/12/2019

. Tentative Fin dings, Conclusion, and Decision of the Design Commission , 07/15/2019
. Applicant Response to Commission Comments and Tentative Conditions of Approval,

07/16/2019

. Staff Presentation to the Design Commission, 07/18/2019
.Applicant s Pr esent admmsson, 07618/2000e Desi gn C

The Bureau of Development Services is committed to providing equal access to
information and hearings. Please notify us no less than five business days prior to the
event if you need special accommodations. Call 503 -823 -7300 (TTY 5 03-823 -6868).
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