
 

To: Design and Landmarks Committee 
From: Brett Kelver, Associate Planner and DLC Liaison 
Date: May 20, 2009 
Subject: Preparation for May 27, 2009, Meeting  
 
Greetings!  

This DLC meeting will begin a little earlier than normal, at 6:00 p.m., in the normal meeting 
space in the Community Room at the Public Safety Building.  

Here are a few notes about the agenda (see Enclosure 1). 

Meeting Minutes 
The April 22 minutes were emailed earlier and no comments or corrections were received. The 
final version is in the packet (see Enclosure 2).  

Minutes from the March 24 joint session with the Planning Commission were approved with very 
minor changes and will soon be available online. Thank you for your timely review.  

Information Item 
The City is hosting an annual Volunteer Recognition Brunch to show its appreciation for all the 
members of the various commissions, committees, and boards that do the City’s decision-
making. The event will be on Saturday, May 30 at 11:00 a.m. at the Milwaukie Mason Lodge 
downtown (see Enclosure 3 for a flyer). All of you have been working hard to get the Design and 
Landmarks Committee back up to speed, so please treat yourself to the occasion if your 
schedule allows. 

Worksession and Application Review: Design Review for Trolley Trail (DR-08-02) 
The bulk of the meeting will focus on the Design Review application for the Trolley Trail project. 
As has been previously noted, this is a fairly simple project with regard to design review, but it is 
the first one that the current Committee has encountered as a group and so there will likely be 
plenty of questions.  

The Worksession will focus on answering any questions the Committee may have about the 
Design Review application, the staff report and recommended findings and conditions (see 
Enclosure 4 and its attachments), and the overall process of making a recommendation to the 
Planning Commission. As a reminder, the Worksession is not a forum to deliberate or to discuss 
the merits of the application. Instead, the discussion should focus on the following: 

• Understanding the applicant’s materials as well as the analysis and recommendations 
that have been provided by staff.  

• Considering the key issue noted in the staff report as well as the staff evaluation of the 
Design Guidelines. This is found in the newly developed table format within the 
recommended findings, which are in an attachment to the staff report.  
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• Noting any questions about what it means to substantially meet the various Design 
Guidelines, which guidelines are actually applicable for this application, and anything 
else related to the process of producing a recommendation. 

After the Worksession, the Application Review portion of the agenda will focus on developing 
the Committee’s official Design Review recommendation to the Planning Commission. The 
Application Review will include the following steps: 

1) Presentation by staff 

2) Presentation by the applicant 

3) Committee members’ questions 

4) Committee members’ deliberation about whether or how the application meets the 
various Design Guidelines  

5) Committee decision on a recommendation to forward to the Planning Commission   

Staff is recommending that the Committee recommend approval of the Design Review 
application and has prepared findings in support of approval. Depending on the group’s 
discussion, staff can amend the findings and conditions as necessary.  

For reference, please bring the Trolley Trail application notebooks (distributed at the April 
meeting) and the DLC-reference binders to the meeting.  

The meeting should be an engaging one. Let me know if you have any questions about anything 
on the agenda and we will see you next Wednesday at 6:00 p.m. 

 

Enclosures 
1. Agenda for May 27, 2009, meeting 
2. Minutes from April 22, 2009, meeting 
3. Flyer for 2009 Volunteer Recognition Brunch 
4. Design Review packet for Trolley Trail project (File # DR-08-02). Includes: 

a. Staff Report 
b. Recommended Findings 
c. Recommended Conditions 
d. Design Review Checklist 

 



 

Design and Landmarks Committee 
Meeting Agenda 

Public Safety Building, Community Room 
3200 SE Harrison St 

6:00 p.m., Wednesday, May 27, 2009 

1. CALL TO ORDER 

2. MEETING MINUTES 5 min. 

a. April 22 

3. INFORMATION ITEMS  5 min. 

a. Volunteer Recognition Brunch (Saturday, May 30) 

4. WORKSESSION ITEMS   75 min. 

a. Design Review for Trolley Trail (DR-08-02) 

5. APPLICATION REVIEW ITEMS (starting approx. 7:30 p.m.) 60 min. 

a. Design Review for Trolley Trail (DR-08-02) 

6. OTHER BUSINESS 10 min. 

a. Upcoming Jackson Street bus shelter project review 

7. ADJOURN 
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Meeting Minutes 
Wednesday, April 22, 2009 

Members Present 
Becky Ives, Chair 
Siri Bernard, Vice Chair 
Sarah Knaup 
Greg Hemer  

Staff Present 
Brett Kelver, Associate Planner (DLC Liaison) 
Li Alligood, Assistant Planner 

Also Present 
Patty Wisner1 

1. Call to Order 

Chair Becky Ives called the Design and Landmarks Committee (DLC) meeting to order 

at 6:32 p.m. 

2. Meeting Notes 

a. February 26, 2009 

b. March 24, 2009 

Sarah Knaup moved to approve the February 26, 2009 and March 24, 2009 
meeting minutes as presented. Siri Bernard seconded the motion, which 
passed unanimously. 

3. Introduction to the Main Street Program 

a. Presentation  

Li Alligood, Assistant Planner, reviewed the Milwaukie Main Street Program 

via PowerPoint, which was distributed to the DLC. Also distributed was the 

Architectural Survey Data for Oregon Main Street, a Reconnaissance Level 

Survey inventorying historical properties in downtown Milwaukie, and the 

Reconnaissance Level Survey Map dated April 2009.  

 
1 Ms. Wisner attended this meeting without official membership standing.  She had applied for 
reappointment to the DLC beyond the 2-year term limit, but that application was on hold at the direction of 
Mayor Jeremy Ferguson. 
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b. Discussion and Questions 

Ms. Alligood responded to questions from the Committee as follows:   

The historic buildings on the Main Street Program historic inventory list (Main 

Street list) were listed alphabetically by address; some were not on the City’s 

Historic Resources Property List (City list). Buildings constructed prior to 1900 

were hard to find because they had been altered so much or demolished. 

Surveys follow Statewide Historic Inventory Guidelines with reconnaissance level 

surveys being the first step of any full survey, then intensive surveys and Section 

106 surveys, which would be conducted if a public project like light rail were 

planned. 

The State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) would incorporate the information 

from the reconnaissance survey into SHPO’s statewide database, which was 

separate from Milwaukie adopting the survey information into the City list. 

The contractors actually walked downtown and looked at all the buildings within 

the mapped area to produce the Main Street list. The map indicated which 

buildings were "contributing," which were not, and which were "significant."  The 

survey identified more historic resources than many people might realize existed 

in the city. 

The Urban Renewal Program might be related to the Main Street Program; Alex 

Campbell, the City’s Resource and Economic Development Specialist, was 

spearheading both programs.  A feasibility study was a preliminary step being 

done for the Urban Renewal Program to determine whether or not Urban 

Renewal would achieve what the City wanted. If established, an Urban Renewal 

District might help rehab buildings or help with public area improvements, such 

as sidewalks, streets, etc.    

She believed the circles on the map might indicate non-"contributing" buildings. 

Brett Kelver, Associate Planner, offered that the circles might indicate buildings 

that shared the same address.  

Ms. Alligood continued responding to questions.  She explained that National 

Historic Register standards were used to determine eligible buildings.  “Out of 

period” meant a building was less than 50 years old. “Contributing” buildings 
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provided unique examples of architecture or played a very important role in the 

community or regional history. A "contributing" building might not be very unique 

individually, but still contributed to the historic district as a whole.  

The designation “not eligible/strong potential” meant that the building was too 

new to be considered historic, but it had strong potential and could be 

reevaluated in a few years when it became more than 50 years old.   

Age primarily determined whether a building would be evaluated further and the 

survey often went a few years beyond that 50-year mark   

A lot of midcentury modern architecture exists in Milwaukie because a lot of 

development happened in the '50s and '60s. Many communities built on 

whatever type of architecture was already prominent.  

The reconnaissance level survey evaluated buildings using the National Register 

guidelines. The City list was based on those guidelines along with a ranking 

worksheet that was more subjective than the National Register guidelines. Cast 

concrete buildings could be considered eligible as historic buildings.   

The Main Street list was just a draft and the City was working to determine what 

to do with the information. No timeline currently existed for the next steps, which 

included updating the City list, due to the lack of funding at this time. 

The reconnaissance level survey was done for free and showed style, date of 

construction, etc. to determine whether or not a building was eligible. The 

reconnaissance survey took approximately an hour per property, but intensive 

level surveys took 25 to 40 hours per property to investigate more about a 

property’s history and use, etc. Historic preservation professionals were required 

to carry out that work, so contractors would need to be hired.  

To get grant money for the Main Street Program, the City might need to upgrade 

from the "Exploring" status to another designation. However, other funds were 

also available that the City was currently investigating, part of which involved the 

Certified Local Government (CLG) designation. Such funding would have to be 

approved at a high level.  

Mr. Kelver explained that the update to the City list was expected to occur in 

conjunction with the Comprehensive Plan update, which had been delayed one 
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or two years due to funding constraints. Meanwhile, he suggested the DLC could 

develop a work plan according to what was available from the Main Street 

Program or begin making preparation to be ready when the full-blown Main 

Street Program was implemented. The DLC could also work on its own update to 

the City list. 

Ms. Alligood stated that funding was available for contractors and other 

opportunities, but the City needed someone to oversee the Main Street Program.  

That person would need to meet the criteria established by the Secretary of the 

Interior for an historic preservation professional. The criteria included certain 

types of education and a certain number of years of experience, but no 

certifications of any kind were required.  

Chair Ives asked Patty Wisner how the reconnaissance survey compared with 

the list she had handed out at a previous meeting that listed the properties being 

photographed by the Committee members.  

Patty Wisner replied that some of the properties were on the City list, such as 

the Junior High School, City Hall, Waldorf School, etc. Homes outside the 

mapped area were also included on the City list. Some crossover properties 

existed, but the Main Street list did not completely reflect the City list of 40+ 

properties. 

Ms. Alligood noted that the process of adding to the City list would require a 

Comprehensive Plan amendment.  The City’s Zoning Ordinance required that 

certain steps occur for each property. Updating the City list along with the 

Comprehensive Plan update would consolidate everything together. Updating 

each separately would not be feasible. The City was also considering how to 

make its historic preservation protections stronger and more objective. 

Mr. Kelver clarified that what was being offered through the Main Street list 

compared to the City list was like comparing apples to oranges in terms of the 

scoring used and how properties were added. The Main Street Program could 

help the DLC’s efforts to update the City list, but it really was its own separate 

thing. The Main Street Program only covered a certain downtown area while the 

City list encompassed properties from other areas. 
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Ms. Alligood noted that the Main Street Program was of national interest for 

historic preservation and the program was built on existing historic resources. 

The survey was conducted to help the City identify historic resources. The 

reasons why the Main Street Program evaluated buildings and why the City had 

its list were similar, but not exactly the same. 

Greg Hemer asked if implementing the Main Street Program would be 

counterproductive for future development downtown.  

Ms. Alligood clarified that the idea behind the Main Street Program was to 

preserve existing historic structures and not demolish, deface or alter them in any 

significant way. The goal was to create an environment where people wanted to 

invest and wanted to build new buildings. Ideally, people would build new 

buildings but not remove historic buildings to do so.  Any new development would 

augment what already existed downtown. The program would not lock out new 

development from occurring downtown.   

Mr. Hemer asked where new developments would go if the idea was to preserve 

historic downtown as it was now. 

Ms. Alligood replied many nonhistoric buildings and areas existed in downtown 

Milwaukie, as well as vacant sites. Any building valued less than the land could 

be a site for new development. Real estate developers used certain calculations 

to determine if it would be better to demolish a building or restore it. It could cost 

a lot to restore a historic building. The Main Street Program hoped to encourage 

people to retain historic structures, rather than building something new, because 

a great historic community had been created in Milwaukie.  The current 

assessment did not provide any level of protection. 

Mr. Kelver clarified that steps existed beyond the Main Street list. The 

assessment identified what might be eligible for some kind of historic 

designation, but one would also have to determine whether a building was on a 

national trust level. The City could decide to put a building on its list, which would 

provide some protections for the building.  

Mr. Hemer was concerned that if the City followed through with the Main Street 

Program, nothing would be allowed to be torn down. He confirmed that some 

black areas on the map were already designated historic. 
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Mr. Kelver clarified that the black areas were eligible to be considered for historic 

preservation, but would have to go through the City’s scoring process to be 

placed on the City list. When the City updated its list, the black areas represented 

suggestions of what might be added, but those properties would not 

automatically go on the list. 

Mr. Hemer was concerned that the old Grimes shop, for example, was 

designated as "contributing," while the nice-looking building next door containing 

a law office was listed as not eligible/strong potential.   

Ms. Alligood explained it would be eligible to be a "contributing” building which 

meant it was old enough to be eligible and it contributed to the environment but 

as an individual structure, it did not have any particularly unique characteristics.   

Mr. Hemer questioned why the old Grimes bookstore was "eligible/contributing" 

when it looked more modern than the buildings on either side. The old Grimes 

shop is made of stucco and concrete block, while the adjacent building is made 

out of stone and brick.   

Chair Ives stated that the biggest contributing factor to designation was the age 

of the structure. Buildings built in 1958 or later would not be eligible.  The old 

Grimes shop was built in 1955 (page 8 of the Main Street list).   

Ms. Alligood added that at this point in the process, only the type of materials 

used and age of the building were considered to determine eligibility. The 

contractors who did the survey were from Northwest History Matters, a historic 

preservation consulting firm from Oregon City that used the National Registry 

criteria. The contractors were hired by the Clackamas County Main Street 

Program. 

The SHPO web site had a handbook, “Guidelines for Conducting a Historic 

Inventory,” which showed the whole, very regimented and objective process 

(available as a PDF file). The current survey was a preliminary survey that 

reviewed buildings that might be worth designating as historic.   

Chair Ives clarified that if someone wanted to demolish the old Grimes store and 

the buildings next to it, it would still come to the DLC for approval. 
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Ms. Alligood noted that the Main Street Program would be run by downtown 

property and business owners. No State or County jurisdiction would dictate 

which buildings must be saved and/or demolished. The local community would 

be in charge of those decisions. The Main Street Program worked because 

people living and working in the community knew best what they needed. 

Mr. Hemer commented that he had been introduced to the Main Street Program 

at a Clackamas County presentation during a downtown business meeting. The 

program was not described very well; only a general overview was provided. 

Ms. Alligood stated that as an "Exploring" Main Street Program participant, a lot 

of uncertainties existed. The City was just considering the possibility of 

implementing the program and trying to gauge interest by introducing the 

program to the business community, who would be responsible for making the 

program move forward. 

She reviewed the components of a "Performing" Main Street Community and 

noted that most successful Main Street Programs were not affiliated with their 

City or any other organizations, but were independent. At this stage the City of 

Milwaukie was presenting a fledging Main Street Program in which the City would 

do the legwork and get assistance, but at some point, the program would be 

handed over to an individual person, group or business that stepped up to take 

over the program. 

The Main Street Program would not need money because, except for one 

executive director, it would be run by volunteers. It was recommended that the 

program be run as a nonprofit, so there would be access to grants and other 

types of funding to pay for the executive director.   

As stated, Mr. Campbell was shepherding the Main Street project and he 

planned to inform the business community about the program first.  In the early 

stages, he would be primarily interested in speaking with downtown business and 

property owners. He wanted to create a safe place for business owners to 

discuss and learn about the program and to create a stronger business group 

than what currently existed. 

The next step would be to schedule an open house to introduce the program to 

the downtown business community and create an environment where business 
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and property owners could discuss ideas about the program. Later discussions 

would include neighboring community members and anyone else wanting to be 

involved. 

Mr. Kelver asked to be notified when the open house would be held so he could 

inform the DLC. He would contact Mr. Campbell to see if it would be appropriate 

for DLC members to sit and listen to the Main Street Program discussions. 

Mr. Hemer believed Mr. Campbell had sent an e-mail looking for local 

businesses and organizations that would put their names on a pamphlet, and 

Celebrate Milwaukie and Dark Horse both signed up.  Some business interest in 

the program existed and he believed it would be a good way to unify Milwaukie 

businesses.   

Ms. Alligood explained that the City had not yet made any further commitments. 

They had accepted technical assistance but were still just exploring the program 

and gauging interest. 

Mr. Hemer stated that his biggest worry was that with TriMet coming through and 

the possibilities of Urban Renewal, the Main Street Program, and the South 

Downtown Project, etc., all these different groups would come together resulting 

in a lot of butting heads, instead of progress. 

Ms. Alligood said that Mr. Campbell was very sensitive to such concerns, which 

was why he would be focusing on downtown business owners for the Main Street 

Program. His goal was to provide a project for business owners to rally around 

and gain a strong, unified voice. 

She reminded the DLC that information about the Main Street Program was 

available on the SHPO and Clackamas County web sites. 

4. Project Update: Trolley Trail 

a. Preparation for worksession and application review on Trolley Trail 

Mr. Kelver distributed the Trolley Trail land use application and briefly reviewed 

key areas of the application relevant to the DLC. He noted that the Design 

Review Checklist (Attachment 2) was completed by the applicant and was not 

done by staff.  
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He clarified that it was uncertain whether a temporary path would connect the 

gap between the sidewalk and where the trail would start/stop at the sewage 

treatment plant due to complications that existed with rebuilding the bridge. A 

Water Quality Resource buffer existed at Kellogg Creek and the applicants 

wanted to stay out of the buffer.   

Ms. Knaup hoped some type of temporary path would be installed. 

Chair Ives commented that discussion at the Riverfront Board meeting included 

how the Trolley Trail would end at the sewage treatment plant. It was unclear 

who owned that land and who would pay for the trail to go through that area. 

Mr. Kelver clarified that the blue lines on the Plan Set (Attachment 9) 

represented property owned by the North Clackamas Parks and Recreation 

District (NCPRD).  The assessor’s tax map number for the parcel, 

11E35AD00900, was not a public right-of-way, but the old trolley right-of-way 

now privately owned by the NCPRD. The trail itself was indicated by a speckled 

or white line, depending on the trail’s surface. Sheet 4 indicated that the12-ft-

wide concrete sidewalk section in the downtown zones would be scored 

according to the City's Public Area Requirements as if it were a downtown 

sidewalk. 

Note #2 on Sheet 4 indicated that the trail would transition from concrete to 

asphalt after leaving the downtown zones. Downtown zoning required that the 

path be concrete in the downtown area, but asphalt, which was cheaper to install, 

could be used when the trail left downtown. Sheet 2 showed the details of the 

different surfaces for the various sections of the Trolley Trail.   

Chair Ives understood that City and County building inspectors would have to 

approve a sample of the concrete being used for the Trolley Trail.   

Ms. Knaup asked if the Trolley Trail would incorporate any porous material like 

that used on Logus Rd. Some people did not like the look of porous material 

even though it was more environmentally friendly and would help filter rainwater.  

Mr. Kelver did not believe any porous material would be used. Stormwater would 

be addressed by using swales along some sections. 
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The Trolley Trail application would go to the Planning Commission on June 9, 

2009, so the DLC would need to meet May 27, 2009, for the application review. 

The Committee also discussed holding a worksession beforehand. The items 

being reviewed for the Trolley Trail Project were not as complicated as those of 

upcoming projects.  The Committee would mostly be reviewing the Design 

Guidelines and should pay special attention to Attachments 2 and 9.   

He was uncertain which section contained information about the applicant’s 

planting plans. The DLC should review that section, although it was uncertain if 

the DLC would have jurisdiction over planting plans. He added that it would need 

to be determined whether any recommended guidelines existed for plantings and 

if plantings were a design element. 

Chair Ives argued that plantings would have a big impact because she did not 

believe that some of the plants listed by the applicant should be planted. It was a 

typical planting list, but some varieties were not hardy, which meant spending 

money on plants that would not last.  Citing plantings on McLoughlin Blvd, she 

noted that the Committee was now being presented with another overdone 

planting plan containing plants that should not be planted.  She could not in good 

conscience and as a landscape professional approve the planting plan. 

The Committee and Mr. Kelver continued the discussion as follows: 

• Perhaps the DLC could make a recommendation about the plantings, or 

at least alert the Planning Commission that the DLC had concerns, even 

if the Committee did not have jurisdiction regarding the final planting plan. 

• Landscaping was one of the Development Standards.  

• The DLC’s role was advisory and the Committee could present their 

recommendations to the Planning Commission. 

• As the applicant, the NCPRD would be funding the project, which meant 

tax dollars would be used for the Trolley Trail, so cost would be a factor.   

• Because the application was not for a conventional project like a building, 

many questions would arise about what Design Guidelines really applied, 

such as questioning how far the Committee could stretch to determine 

whether the path would reinforce Milwaukie’s sense of place, for example. 
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Staff needed to consider that in how they presented the application to the 

DLC, because staff and the DLC would have to review the project from 

their own perspectives.   

• It was uncertain whether the Planning Commission could deny the 

applicant’s planting plan, but they might be able to require that the 

applicant present a revised planting plan to show the requested changes. 

The DLC could make recommendations or comments about the planting 

plan, such as what types of trees and plants should and should not be 

planted. 

• The Guidelines included "promote linkages to horticultural heritage,” 

which the applicant had marked as not applicable. But that horticultural 

heritage was important to Milwaukie, the City of Dogwoods.  

• To address concerns about cost, perhaps the DLC could recommend 

planting changes only within the downtown area.  

• The DLC was not trying to redesign the project, but only suggest 

improvements and ensure that the applicant followed the criteria. 

• The idea was to make people on the Trolley Trail aware that they were 

coming through Milwaukie.  

• Chair Ives stated she would prepare some information on plantings and 

send it to the Committee members prior to the worksession. 

Mr. Kelver explained that the worksession would not be for deliberating or 

making decisions, but would enable Committee members to ask questions about 

the application and become more familiar with the project. 

The DLC consented to hold the worksession on May 27, 2009 at 6 p.m. and the 

application review at 7:30 p.m. that same evening at the Public Works Building. 

The Committee would receive a staff report and packet for the worksession. A 

copy of the Trolley Trail application would be sent to Ms. Wisner if she were 

reappointed (see Other Business item c below). 
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5. Other Business 

Other Business items were taken out of order.  They are listed below in order of 

discussion. 

c. Patty Wisner's Application for Reappointment to the DLC 

Ms. Wisner asked if Chair Ives could request that City Council make a decision 

about her reapplication soon. She was willing to get back on board with the 

Committee, but would devote her time to her business and other interests if not 

reappointed. She would agree to a maximum of an 18- to 24-month term, but 

would not want another three-year term 

Mr. Kelver said he had already e-mailed Pat Duval about the status of Ms. 

Wisner’s reapplication and the response was that the Mayor wanted to keep 

recruiting. He suggested that Chair Ives speak with Mayor Ferguson to learn 

about his plan and suggest that he set a deadline for an appointment, or perhaps 

request a one-year appointment.   

Chair Ives agreed to contact Mayor Ferguson. 

d. Bosco Milligan Exhibition 

Ms. Wisner announced that the Bosco Milligan Foundation, an historical 

preservation foundation with a vast collection of Portland cast-iron architectural 

ornaments, was holding an ongoing exhibition, which would provide Committee 

members a good look at some Portland architecture. 

b. Note on Arts Committee 

This agenda item was addressed prior to Agenda Item 5.a Visual Survey of 

Architecture. 

Ms. Wisner said she had attended another Regional Arts and Cultural Council 

(RACC) workshop and received the name of an RACC person who could come 

speak at a combined DLC/Arts Committee meeting. The DLC should send an 

inquiry to the Arts Committee to find out if they would be interested in learning 

more about promoting public art commissions for new developments in 

downtown Milwaukie.   



DLC Notes—April 22, 2009 
Page 13 

 
 

365 

366 

367 

368 

369 

370 

371 

372 

373 

374 

375 

376 

377 

378 

379 

380 

381 

382 

383 

384 

385 

386 

387 

388 

389 

390 

391 

392 

393 

394 

395 

396 

Mr. Kelver stated that the Arts Committee was newly formed and that the City’s 

web site contained information about the Committee and its appointed 

responsibilities. While a link clearly existed for the Arts Committee to work with 

other groups like the DLC, he was concerned about the DLC duplicating some 

duties of the Arts Committee, such as grant writing and bringing art into the city. 

He did not want the DLC spread too thin by getting involved in areas that the Arts 

Committee was supposed to address. 

Ms. Wisner explained that the purpose of a joint meeting with the Arts 

Committee would be to find out if any Arts Committee members were connected 

to RACC and if the committee knew what resources were available through 

RACC. The meeting would also allow the Arts Committee and DLC to get to 

know each other and provide a good knowledge base about each other's rules 

because some public art had to fit Milwaukie’s architectural context and the DLC 

had a role in being part of that oversight. It would be helpful for the DLC and Arts 

Committee to create an environment where friendly conversations could occur 

about upcoming potential projects to make the entire process smoother. 

Chair Ives added that the Arts Committee would have to present art pieces 

proposed for downtown to the DLC. The DLC might also identify future projects 

that would lend themselves to having a piece of artwork and could alert the 

developer and Arts Committee about the potential to display some artwork.  

Ms. Wisner stated that the first step would be to inquire whether the Arts 

Committee was interested in a joint meeting.  If so, she would coordinate a date 

with her contact at RACC and with the Arts Committee. The timeline for holding a 

joint meeting would be three to six months. She clarified that the central purpose 

of the meeting was to have the RACC representative present information to the 

Arts Committee.  

Mr. Kelver confirmed that all Committee meetings require public notice. 

Chair Ives said she would draft a letter to the Arts Committee Chair inquiring 

whether the Arts Committee had any interest in the DLC’s ideas. She would send 

a draft to Mr. Kelver and Ms. Wisner for review before the next DLC meeting. 

Mr. Hemer suggested that DLC members could also attend the Arts Committee 

meeting as citizens when the RACC presented its information. 
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The Committee continued with Agenda Item 5.a Visual Survey of Architecture. 

a. Visual Survey of Architecture: Good and Bad Examples of Design 

The Committee reviewed photos provided by Committee members from the 

1800s and early 1900s, and then agreed to continue reviewing architectural 

examples from the '40s, '50s, '60s and more modern photos at the June 24, 2009 

meeting.   

Ms. Wisner suggested that Committee members take photos during their 

summer travels to share with all Committee members through online galleries or 

e-mail before the June meeting. 

The Committee reviewed several pictures of historical Milwaukie from the 1800s 

and early 1900s and discussed the changes that had occurred.  Key discussion 

items included: 

• Milwaukie had four times as many trees today compared to the 1940s.  

The area was mostly farmland back then.  Farms that still existed today 

were discussed. 

• During the height of the Milwaukie era, downtown was ugly due to 

overhead wires that were now underground.  The photos showed a 

bustling Main Street. 

• Milwaukie used to place American flags all along Main St on every 

national holiday. However, no Milwaukie Chamber of Commerce, Fire 

Department, or School District existed now, which meant no one was 

organizing this type of activity for Milwaukie. 

• One photo depicted a building that used to house both the post office and 

police department.   

• There was a good mix of businesses on Main Street that provided a one-

stop shopping area where toys, schools supplies, hardware, clothing, 

games, etc. could be purchased, similar to many downtown areas around 

the country at that time.  It was speculated that WalMart had wiped out 

downtown main streets across the country.   
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• The little candy shop was the only thing that really remained of the old 

days. The bakery that used to be there was gone now. 

• The Oregon Centennial Parade was in 1959.  A photo depicted the 

Milwaukie Centennial Parade which would have been in 1950.  

• The Committee discussed Milwaukie’s history, when it was founded and 

how its unusual spelling originated. 

6. Adjourn 

The meeting adjourned at 8:30 p.m. 

       434 
435 Becky Ives, Chair 
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To: Design Landmarks Committee 

From: Brett Kelver, Associate Planner 

Through: Katie Mangle, Planning Director 

Date: May 20, 2009 for May 27, 2009 Meeting 

Subject: Recommendation on Design Review for Trolley Trail application 

 File: DR-08-02 (Master file # CSU-08-03) 

Applicant: North Clackamas Parks and Recreation District 

Owner: (same as above) 
Address: N/A 

Legal Description (Map & Taxlot): various taxlots1 
NDAs: Historic Milwaukie and Island Station 

 

ACTION REQUESTED 
Review the applicant’s Design Review (DR) application for construction of a multi-use 
recreational trail in the historic trolley corridor and recommend that the Planning Commission 
adopt Findings and Conditions in Support of Approval (see Attachments 1 and 2, respectively).   
DR-08-02 is part of a larger Community Service Use (CSU) application for the Trolley Trail. 
Approval of DR-08-02 and the rest of the CSU application by the Planning Commission would 
allow construction of a multi-use trail in the historic trolley corridor on the west side of SE 
McLoughlin Boulevard.  

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

A. Site and Vicinity 
The project site is the historic trolley corridor that runs north-south roughly adjacent to the 
current alignment of McLoughlin Blvd (Highway 99E) between Milwaukie and Gladstone. 
Passenger service via streetcar was in operation between Portland and Oregon City from 1893 
until 1958. A freight rail service operated from 1958 until 1968, after which point the railway was 
                                            
1 Within Milwaukie, the Trolley Trail corridor is on tax lots 1S1E35AD00900, 1S1E36CB03400, 1S1E36CC02101, 
1S1E36CD02400, and 2S1E01BA10100. 
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abandoned and most of the rails and ties were removed. Metro and the North Clackamas Parks 
and Recreation District (NCPRD) purchased the land under the historic trolley corridor in 2001 
for the purpose of creating a trail.  

B. Zoning Designations 
Within Milwaukie, the northern portion of the Milwaukie section of the trail is in the Downtown 
Office zone, subject to the Willamette Greenway overlay zone. The southern portion is in the 
Limited Commercial zone and the Residential R-5 and R-3 zones.  

C. Comprehensive Plan Designations 
The Transportation System Plan, which is adopted as an ancillary document to the 
Comprehensive Plan, includes the Trolley Trail on the Bicycle Master Plan (Figure 6-2).  

D. Land Use History 
City records indicate no previous land use actions for the site addressed with this application.  

E. Proposal 
As the applicant, NCPRD is seeking land use approval to construct a multi-use recreational trail 
on the historic trolley corridor. As a public recreational facility, the trail is a community service 
use as defined in Milwaukie Municipal Code (MMC) Section 19.321.2.C and its construction is 
subject to a number of design and development standards. 

NCPRD is proposing to construct a project with the following characteristics: 

1. A multi-use path with a hard surface that would be approximately 10 to 12 feet wide. 

2. At its north end, the trail would connect to an existing asphalt path just south of Kellogg 
Creek. 

3. Between Kellogg Creek and the railroad trestle over McLoughlin Blvd, the path surface 
will be scored concrete as per the City’s Public Area Requirements because it is 
located in the Downtown Office zone. South of the railroad trestle, the path surface will 
be asphalt. 

Refer to Attachment 3 (Applicant's Narrative and Supporting Documentation) for additional 
details. 

Though the proposal is to create a transportation facility, due to its location on property owned 
by NCPRD and not within public right-of-way, the City requires it to receive land use permits. 
Therefore, the project requires Planning Commission approval of the following applications: 

1. CSU-08-03 (Community Service Use) 

2. DR-08-02 (Design Review) 

3. WG-08-02 (Willamette Greenway) 

KEY ISSUES 

Summary 
All new development within the downtown zones is subject to design review for determination of 
consistency with the Downtown Design Guidelines. The Design Guidelines provide a framework 

DLC Work Session and Recommendation Meeting May 27, 2009 
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within which to review projects in downtown, thereby aiding designers and developers in 
understanding the City’s urban design expectations. The Design Guidelines are generally more 
subjective than the downtown development standards and design standards found in the zoning 
code (MMC 19.312.4 and 19.312.6, respectively).  

The Design Guidelines are grouped into five sections or “Guideline Elements”:  
1. Milwaukie Character 
2. Pedestrian Emphasis 
3. Architecture 
4. Lighting 
5. Signs  

The Design Guidelines were written and adopted primarily to be used for reviewing buildings 
and other structures. While many of the guidelines do not apply to a project that includes no 
structures, some of the guidelines do apply to the project. To assist the DLC with its review, staff 
has completed the Design Review Checklist to identify which guidelines do and do not apply 
(see Attachment 4), has provided some analysis of the applicant’s responses to the Design 
Guidelines (see Attachment 1, Table 2), and has suggested the following key issue for 
deliberation:  

A. Does the proposed landscaping plan adequately promote Milwaukie’s horticultural 
heritage (Guideline 1-c)? 

Analysis 
A. Does the proposed landscaping plan adequately promote Milwaukie’s horticultural 

heritage (Guideline 1-c)? 
Milwaukie has a rich history as a center of horticultural innovation, and maintaining a healthy 
urban forest is one way to promote that history. The proposed project would remove 
approximately 15 existing mature trees to construct the trail adjacent to the sewage 
treatment plant (see Attachment 3, fold-out Sheets 3 and 4 of the Design Submittal). These 
trees serve a function of screening the sewage treatment plant from view. Additionally, the 
Milwaukie Downtown and Riverfront Plan calls for trees to be planted in this particular 
portion of the Downtown Office zone. Staff recommends that any trees removed for 
construction of the trail be replaced on at least a one-to-one basis along the western edge of 
the new trail.  

Staff is proposing a condition of approval that would require the applicant to replace trees 
that will be removed. 

Staff believes that the applicant has demonstrated compliance with all remaining guidelines 
except as noted above and in the attached findings.  

CONCLUSIONS 

A. Staff recommendation to the Design Landmarks Committee is as follows: 
Based on analysis of the application materials, staff recommends that the DLC recommend 
approval of the Trolley Trail Design Review application with two particular conditions related to 
replacement of trees and provision of public art (see Attachment 2 – Recommended Conditions 
of Approval for Design Review). 

DLC Work Session and Recommendation Meeting May 27, 2009 
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CODE AUTHORITY AND DECISION-MAKING PROCESS 
The proposal is subject to the following provisions of the Milwaukie Zoning Ordinance (MMC 
Title 19): 

• MMC Subsection 19.1011.3 – Minor Quasi-Judicial Review 

• MMC 19.303 – Residential zone R-5 

• MMC 19.304 – Residential zone R-3 

• MMC 19.311 – Limited Commercial C-L 

• MMC 19.312 – Downtown Zones 

• MMC 19.320 – Willamette Greenway zone 

• MMC 19.321 – Community Service Use 

• MMC 19.500 – Off-street Parking and Loading 

This application is subject to minor quasi-judicial review, which requires the Planning 
Commission to consider whether the applicant has demonstrated compliance with the code 
sections shown above. As a subcommittee of the Planning Commission, the DLC’s role is to 
conduct Design Review of development projects and make a recommendation for the Planning 
Commission land use decision. Therefore, the DLC’s review of the project is limited to the 
standards of MMC 19.312.7 Design Review, specifically MMC 19.312.7.H, which requires the 
DLC to make a written report concerning its recommendation to the Planning Commission.  

At the conclusion of the Committee meeting on May 27, the DLC should take one of the 
following actions:  

1) Recommend approval of DR-08-02 to the Planning Commission with the associated 
recommended Findings and Conditions of Approval found in Attachments 1 and 2. 
This action would reflect the Committee’s finding that the applicant has 
demonstrated substantial compliance with the Downtown Design Standards and 
Guidelines. 

2) Recommend approval of DR-08-02 to the Planning Commission with modifications 
to the Findings and Conditions in Support of Approval found in Attachments 1 and 
2. Such modifications need to be read into the record during the meeting. 

3) Continue the hearing to a later date to allow time for the applicant to provide 
additional design information to demonstrate compliance with the Downtown Design 
Guidelines. Staff does not recommend that the DLC move to continue the meeting 
unless the applicant signs a 120-day waiver at the meeting. 

4) Recommend denial of the application to the Planning Commission upon finding that 
it does not meet the approval criteria. 

The City’s final decision on this application, which includes any appeals to the City Council, 
must be made by August 13, 2009, in accordance with the Oregon Revised Statutes and the 
Milwaukie Zoning Ordinance. The applicant can waive the time period in which the application 
must be decided by submitting a 120-day waiver to the decision deadline. 

DLC Work Session and Recommendation Meeting May 27, 2009 



Staff Report Page 5 of 5 
Design Review File: DR-08-02 (Trolley Trail) 

DLC Work Session and Recommendation Meeting May 27, 2009 

COMMENTS 
The application was forwarded to the following City departments for review and comment: 
Community Development, Engineering, Fire, Building, and Community Services. It was also 
forwarded to the Historic Milwaukie and Island Station Neighborhood District Associations.  

The City has not received any comments on this proposal that are relevant to the Design 
Review application.  

ATTACHMENTS 
Attachments are provided only to the Design and Landmarks Committee unless noted as being 
attached. All material is available for viewing upon request. 

1. Recommended Findings in Support of Approval (attached) 

2. Recommended Conditions of Approval (attached) 

3. Applicant's Narrative and Supporting Documentation stamped received April 17, 2009 
(provided to DLC members at the regular committee meeting on 4/22) 

4. Design Review Checklist completed by staff (attached)  
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Attachment 1 
 

RECOMMENDED FINDINGS 
IN SUPPORT OF DESIGN REVIEW APPROVAL 

 
Staff has prepared the following findings for the Milwaukie Design and Landmarks Committee’s 
review of application DR-08-02. Following the Design and Landmarks Committee (DLC) review 
of the proposal, the DLC’s recommended findings will be incorporated with findings related to 
other requirements for the project. The Milwaukie Planning Commission will then review the 
application for compliance with all of the Milwaukie Municipal Code sections listed in Finding 3. 
Findings for those code sections not considered by the DLC are not included in this version of 
the findings.  

During the DLC’s application review, the committee will determine whether to recommend that 
the Planning Commission adopt the following findings in support of approval and incorporate 
them into the larger set of findings for the project.  

1. The applicant, North Clackamas Parks and Recreation District (NCPRD), is seeking land 
use approval to construct a multi-use recreational trail on property that is within the 
corridor of the historic trolley line between Milwaukie and Gladstone. The trail will be on 
a hard surface and approximately 10 to 12 feet wide. As a public recreational facility, the 
trail is a community service use as defined in Milwaukie Municipal Code (MMC) Section 
19.321.2.C and its construction is subject to a number of design and development 
standards.  

2. NCPRD is proposing to construct a multi-use path with a hard surface that would be 
approximately 10 to 12 feet wide. At its north end, the trail would connect to an existing 
asphalt path just south of Kellogg Creek. Between Kellogg Creek and the railroad trestle 
over SE McLoughlin Boulevard, the path surface will be scored concrete as per the 
City’s Public Area Requirements. South of the railroad trestle, the path surface will be 
asphalt. The northern portion of the Milwaukie section of the trail is in the Downtown 
Office zone and is also subject to the Willamette Greenway overlay zone. The southern 
portion is in the Limited Commercial zone and the Residential R-5 and R-3 zones. 

3. The proposal is subject to the following provisions of the Milwaukie Zoning Ordinance 
(MMC Title 19): 

• MMC Subsection 19.1011.3 – Minor Quasi-Judicial Review 

• MMC 19.303 – Residential zone R-5 

• MMC 19.304 – Residential zone R-3 

• MMC 19.311 – Limited Commercial C-L 

• MMC 19.312 – Downtown Zones 

• MMC 19.320 – Willamette Greenway zone 

• MMC 19.321 – Community Service Use 

• MMC 19.500 – Off-street Parking and Loading 

 Attachment 1: Findings in Support of Approval 
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However, the Design and Landmarks Committee’s review is limited to the standards of 
MMC 19.312.7 Design Review. 

4. The Planning Commission will review the application for compliance with the MMC 
sections listed in Finding 3. The Design and Landmarks Committee (DLC) has 
conducted a Design Review of the application for the portion of the trail that is within the 
Downtown Office zone. This includes the portion of the trail from the south end of 
Riverfront Park to the intersection at SE 22nd Avenue and McLoughlin Blvd. These 
findings represent the DLC’s recommended findings to the Planning Commission. 
Findings for those code sections not considered by the DLC are not included in these 
findings. 

5. The application will be reviewed in compliance with the minor quasi-judicial review 
process described in MMC 19.1011.3. As required, public notice of the Planning 
Commission hearing will be posted in the newspaper, posted at the site, and mailed to 
surrounding property owners and residents within 300 feet of the site. The Planning 
Commission will hold a duly advertised public hearing considering the application on 
June 9, 2009. 

6. MMC 19.312 Downtown Zones establishes development standards and design 
standards for new construction within the downtown zones. A portion of the trail corridor 
passes through the Downtown Office (DO) zone. 

A. The proposal does not include any buildings, therefore most of the development 
standards of MMC 19.312.4 (e.g., floor area ratio, building height, minimum 
setbacks) are not applicable. The applicant has demonstrated that the proposed 
construction substantially meets the relevant DO development standards that 
apply, as detailed in Table 1 below: 

Table 1 – Compliance with Applicable Development Standards 

Development Standard DO Zone 
Requirement Proposed Staff Comment 

Off-Street Parking Required as per MMC 
19.500 

Shared parking with 
Riverfront Park (6 

standard and 2 ADA 
spaces) 

PC Findings will further 
discuss this issue. 

Landscaping 20% of lot area 78% on DO portions This standard is met. 

B. The proposal does not include any buildings, therefore none of the design 
standards of MMC 19.312.6 (e.g., residential entries and porches, garages and 
residential parking areas, courtyards, walls, windows, roofs) apply.  

The Planning Commission finds that all of the applicable downtown development 
standards and downtown design standards have been met. 

7. MMC 19.312.7 establishes that all new development within the downtown zones is 
subject to design review to determine consistency with the Downtown Design 

 Attachment 1: Findings in Support of Approval 
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Guidelines. A portion of the proposed trail is located in the Downtown Office zone, and 
that part of the project (approximately between Stations 12+00 and 22+00 on the 
applicant’s Design Submittal sheets in Attachment 3) is therefore subject to design 
review. Portions of the trail that are in public right-of-way or railroad right-of-way do not 
require land use permits. The Downtown Design Guidelines provide a framework within 
which to review projects in downtown. The Design Guidelines are divided into five 
sections or “Guideline Elements.” These guideline elements include the following: 

• Milwaukie Character 
• Pedestrian Emphasis 
• Architecture 
• Lighting 
• Signs  

When a Design Review application requires Planning Commission approval, MMC 
19.312.7.H requires that the Design and Landmarks Committee (DLC) make a 
recommendation to the Planning Commission concerning the design. The DLC reviewed 
the project with respect to the Downtown Design Guidelines and held a public meeting 
on May 27, 2009, to formulate its recommendation.  

The DLC found that, with conditions, the applicant has demonstrated substantial 
compliance with the review criteria listed in Table 2 below. The DLC voted to forward a 
recommendation of support to the Planning Commission.  

Table 2 – Downtown Design Guidelines Analysis 
 

MILWAUKIE CHARACTER GUIDELINES 
Applicant Information PC Findings 

a. Reinforce Milwaukie’s Sense of Place = Strengthen the qualities and characteristics that 
make Milwaukie a unique place. 

Historic downtown and Willamette River will 
be visible from the trail and will promote the 
awareness of downtown’s sense of place as a 
gateway and destination. The project 
complies with this guideline. 

The trail follows a historic trolley route that was a key 
element in Milwaukie’s growth and development from 
1893 to 1968. The proposed use of the trolley corridor 
as a pedestrian and bicycle transportation route, as well 
as a recreational facility, preserves an important 
connection to the city’s history. 

The proposal meets this guideline. 

b. Integrate the Environment = Building design should build upon environmental assets. 
The trail will allow people to walk and bike and 
promote environmental responsibility. This 
project complies with this guideline. 

The trail is itself an environmental asset, as it provides 
a venue for users to recreate or travel outdoors under 
their own power.  

The proposal meets this guideline. 

c. Promote Linkages to Horticultural Heritage = Celebrate Milwaukie’s heritage of beautiful 
green spaces. 

This project has no impact. This guideline 
does not apply. 

The trail provides access to the green spaces of 
Riverfront Park in downtown Milwaukie. The project 

 Attachment 1: Findings in Support of Approval 
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would remove approximately 15 existing mature trees 
near the sewage treatment plant to make way for the 
trail. No replacement trees have been proposed. 
However, the City’s Downtown and Riverfront Plan calls 
for trees to be planted in this particular portion of the 
Downtown Office zone. The DLC recommends a 
condition that the trees to be removed shall be replaced 
on a one-to-one basis along the western edge of the 
new trail within the Downtown Office zone to reflect the 
city’s horticultural heritage and create a gateway 
feature for downtown Milwaukie. 

As conditioned, the proposal will meet this 
guideline. 

d. Establish or Strengthen Gateways = Projects should use arches, pylons, arbors, or other 
transitions to mark special or primary entries and/or borders between public and private 
spaces. 

The trail will provide an independent route to 
bike and walk to downtown and function as a 
gateway for these users to downtown. This 
project complies with this guideline. 

No structures or special transitional elements are 
proposed as part of this project. 

The proposal meets this guideline. 

e. Consider View Opportunities = Building designs should maximize views of natural features 
or public spaces. 

The pathway will provide views to the river for 
walkers and bikers. This project complies with 
this guideline. 

Within the City’s downtown zones, views of the river 
from the trail do exist but are limited largely by the 
presence of the sewage treatment plant. The overall 
design of the trail generally attempts to keep the path 
as far away from McLoughlin Blvd as possible within 
the trail corridor. 

The proposal meets this guideline. 

f. Consider Context = A building should strengthen and enhance the characteristics of its 
setting, or at least maintain key unifying patterns. 

[Not addressed by the applicant.] As noted above, the trail follows the historic trolley 
alignment, ties in to Riverfront Park, affords some views 
of the river, and provides access to the downtown area. 

The proposal meets this guideline. 

g. Promote Architectural Compatibility = Buildings should be “good neighbors.” They should 
be compatible with surrounding buildings by avoiding disruptive excesses. New buildings 
should not attempt to be the center of attention. 

The pathway will generally follow the existing 
Trolley Trail right-of-way corridor. Within the 
downtown area, scored concrete will be 
installed per the Public Area Requirements 
compatible with downtown design standards. 
This project complies with this guideline. 

As proposed, the path surface for the trail section that 
is within the downtown zones will be scored concrete 
that matches the City’s Public Area Requirements for 
sidewalks along McLoughlin Blvd. Where the trail 
connects with Riverfront Park, it will serve as one of 
many circulation options in the park. No buildings are 
proposed that would dominate or otherwise disrupt 
neighboring structures. 

The proposal meets this guideline. 

 Attachment 1: Findings in Support of Approval 
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h. Preserve Historic Buildings = Historic building renovation, restoration, or additions should 
respect the original structure. 

This project has no impact. This guideline 
does not apply. 

No buildings are proposed and none will be affected by 
the trail project. (However, staff notes that the project 
will effectively preserve and commemorate the historic 
trolley corridor.) 

This guideline is not applicable. 

i. Use Architectural Contrast Wisely = Contrast is essential to creating an interesting urban 
environment. Used wisely, contrast can provide focus and drama, announce a socially 
significant use, help define an area, and clarify how the downtown is organized. 

This project has no impact. This guideline 
does not apply. 

No buildings or structures are proposed. 

This guideline is not applicable. 

j. Integrate Art = Public art should be used sparingly. It should not overwhelm outdoor spaces 
or render building mere backdrops. When used, public art should be integrated into the 
design of the building or public open space. 

Although not proposed at this time, public art 
is intended to be incorporated at a later date. 
This art work will likely be located within the 
Riverfront Park, which is a major destination 
for the trail. Within the downtown area the trail 
will be between the sewage treatment plant 
and McLoughlin Boulevard. The applicant 
does not believe this is the best or most 
desirable place to put seating areas or public 
art as people will want to continue on to the 
park where they can stop and enjoy views of 
the river and park amenities. 

No public art is proposed at this time.   

This guideline is not applicable. 

 
 

PEDESTRIAN EMPHASIS GUIDELINES 
Applicant Information PC Finding 
These guidelines are in regards to 
relationships between pedestrians and 
buildings. Since there are no buildings 
near the trail or that are proposed, these 
guidelines do not apply. 

Note: Some of these guidelines do in fact apply, as not all 
of them relate solely to buildings. 

a. Reinforce and Enhance the Pedestrian System = Barriers to pedestrian movement and 
visual and other nuisances should be avoided or eliminated, so that the pedestrian is the 
priority in all development projects. 

[Not addressed by the applicant.] The trail is specifically intended to facilitate and enhance 
pedestrian movement, though it also allows for bicycle 
traffic. The simple design of the trail (a flat, hard, dust-free 
surface that is 10 to 12 feet wide and provides good sight 
distance) will enhance pedestrian usage. No lighting is 
proposed at this time, as the trail is intended for heaviest 
recreational use during daylight hours. The intersections 
that present safety concerns (SE 22nd Ave and SE River 

 Attachment 1: Findings in Support of Approval 
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Road) are not in a downtown zone and therefore not 
subject to Design Review. 

The proposal meets this guideline. 

b. Define the Pedestrian Environment = Provide human scale to the pedestrian environment, 
with variety and visual richness that enhance the public realm. 

[Not addressed by the applicant.] The trail is similar in design to the region’s other multi-use 
recreational paths. The standard 10- to 12-foot width will 
allow users to pass one another safely without creating a 
sense of overwhelming open space.  

The proposal meets this guideline. 

c. Protect the Pedestrian from the Elements = Protect pedestrians from wind, sun, and rain. 
[Not addressed by the applicant.] The trail is an outdoor facility designed for transportation 

and recreation.  

This guideline is not applicable. 

d. Provide Places for Stopping and Viewing = Provide safe, comfortable places where people 
can stop to sit and rest, meet and visit with each other, and otherwise enjoy the downtown 
surroundings. 

[Not addressed by the applicant.] As noted above, the trail is designed primarily for 
transportation and recreation. Riverfront Park is a nearby 
destination that will provide safe and comfortable spaces 
where people can sit, rest, or visit. Future redevelopment 
of the sewage treatment plant site will provide a more 
timely and proportional opportunity to require additional 
infrastructure for sitting and viewing. 

This guideline is not applicable.  

e. Create Successful Outdoor Spaces = Spaces should be designed for a variety of activities 
during all hours and seasons. 

[Not addressed by the applicant.] The trail is designed to allow use by a variety of human-
scale modes, including walking, running, cycling, and 
rollerblading. Except for those occasions when 
maintenance is necessary, the trail will be accessible year-
round and at all hours. Lighting is not proposed at this 
time, so users will have to provide their own illumination as 
needed.  

The proposal meets this guideline. 

f. Integrate Barrier-Free Design = Accommodate handicap access in a manner that is integral 
to the building and public right-of-way and not designed merely to meet minimum building 
code standards. 

[Not addressed by the applicant.] As noted above, the trail will be constructed with a flat, 
hard, dust-free surface and with a grade that meets the 
standards of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). 
Necessary street crossings will also be ADA compliant.  

The proposal meets this guideline. 

 

 Attachment 1: Findings in Support of Approval 
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 Attachment 1: Findings in Support of Approval 
    

 

ARCHITECTURE GUIDELINES 
Applicant Information PC Finding 
Does not apply as the project does not involve 
constructing a building. 

No building is proposed.  

This element is not applicable. 

 

LIGHTING GUIDELINES 
Applicant Information PC Finding 
Does not apply, lighting is not proposed. No lighting is proposed as part of this project. Primary 

use of the trail is intended to be during daylight hours, 
with users providing their own illumination as needed. 
Any future lighting will be subject to the guidelines of 
the Lighting element. 
This element is not applicable. 

 
 

SIGN GUIDELINES 
Applicant Information PC Finding 
Does not apply. No signs are proposed at this 
time within the downtown DO zone. 
Directional and informational signs will be 
installed outside the DO zone. A trailhead sign 
may be placed within the Riverfront Park but 
is not part of this proposal. 

No signage is proposed as part of this project. Any 
future signage will be subject to the guidelines of the 
Sign element as well as to the standards for 
Community Service Use signs found in Milwaukie 
Municipal Code Section 14.08.090. 
This element is not applicable. 

 

As provided in the tables above, the Planning Commission finds that the applicant has 
demonstrated substantial compliance with the Downtown Design Guidelines. 

8. Other findings related to Community Service Use (MMC 19.321), the Willamette 
Greenway overlay zone (MMC 19.320), and off-street parking (MMC 19.500) will be 
included in the report sent to the Planning Commission.   

9. The application was forwarded to the following City departments for review and 
comment: Community Development, Engineering, Fire, Building, and Community 
Services. It was also forwarded to the Historic Milwaukie and Island Station 
Neighborhood District Associations. No comments relevant to the Design Review 
application were received by the City.  
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Attachment 2  
 

RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS 
IN SUPPORT OF DESIGN REVIEW APPROVAL 

 
1. The trees to be removed within the DO zone shall be replaced on a one-to-one basis 

along the western edge of the new trail. The trees shall be of a size and type to screen 
the sewage treatment plant in the near term and create a gateway feature in the long 
term. 

 

 Attachment 2: Conditions in Support of Design Review Approval 
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DESIGN REVIEW CHECKLIST 

 1 

Attachment 4 

Project/Applicant Name:  Trolley Trail (North Clackamas Parks and Recreation District) 
Project Address:  (Trolley Trail alignment in Milwaukie, from Kellogg Creek south to Park Ave. 
Application Submission Date: April 17, 2009 (revised version) 
Zoning:  DO, DOS 
Building Use:  N/A = no buildings are involved or proposed 
Other:        
Completed By:  Brett Kelver, Associate Planner on: May 20, 2009 

STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES 

    Complies 
A. Development and Design Standards Yes No NA 

1. Development Standards 
a. Permitted Use.......................................................................................................................... ........ ........  
b. Minimum Lot Size .................................................................................................................... ........ ........  
c. Floor Area Ratio....................................................................................................................... ........ ........  
d. Building Height......................................................................................................................... ........ ........  
e. Residential Density.................................................................................................................. ........ ........  
f. Street Setbacks ....................................................................................................................... ........ ........  
g. Side and Rear Setbacks.......................................................................................................... ........ ........  
h. Ground-floor Retail .................................................................................................................. ........ ........  
i. Ground-floor Windows/Doors .................................................................................................. ........ ........  
j. Drive-through Facilities............................................................................................................ ........ ........  
k. Off-street Parking Requirements ............................................................................................. ........ ........  
l. Landscaping ............................................................................................................................ ........ ........  

2. Design Standards 
a. Residential Entries and Porches ............................................................................................. ........ ........  
b. Garages and Parking Areas .................................................................................................... ........ ........  
c. Courtyards ............................................................................................................................... ........ ........  
d. Balconies ................................................................................................................................. ........ ........  
e. Walls ........................................................................................................................................ ........ ........  
f. Windows .................................................................................................................................. ........ ........  
g. Roofs ....................................................................................................................................... ........ ........  

B. Design Guidelines 

1. Milwaukie Character 
a. Reinforce Milwaukie’s Sense of Place .................................................................................... ........ ........  
b. Integrate the Environment ....................................................................................................... ........ ........  
c. Promote Linkages to Horticultural Heritage............................................................................. ........ ........  
d. Establish or Strengthen Gateways .......................................................................................... ........ ........  
e. Consider View Opportunities ................................................................................................... ........ ........  
f. Consider Context ..................................................................................................................... ........ ........  
g. Promote Architectural Compatibility ........................................................................................ ........ ........  
h. Preserve Historic Buildings...................................................................................................... ........ ........  
i. Use Architectural Contrast Wisely ........................................................................................... ........ ........  
j. Integrate Art ............................................................................................................................. ........ ........  



Downtown Milwaukie 
DESIGN REVIEW CHECKLIST 
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    Complies 
2. Pedestrian Emphasis Yes No NA 

a. Reinforce and Enhance the Pedestrian System...................................................................... ........ ........  
b. Define the Pedestrian Environment......................................................................................... ........ ........  
c. Protect the Pedestrian from the Elements............................................................................... ........ ........  
d. Provide Places for Stopping and Viewing ............................................................................... ........ ........  
e. Create Successful Outdoor Spaces ........................................................................................ ........ ........  
f. Integrate Barrier-Free Design.................................................................................................. ........ ........  

3. Architecture 
a. Corner Doors ........................................................................................................................... ........ ........  
b. Retail and Commercial Doors.................................................................................................. ........ ........  
c. Residential Doors .................................................................................................................... ........ ........  
d. Wall Materials .......................................................................................................................... ........ ........  
e. Wall Structure .......................................................................................................................... ........ ........  
f. Retail Windows........................................................................................................................ ........ ........  
g. Residential Bay Windows ........................................................................................................ ........ ........  
h. Silhouette and Roofline ........................................................................................................... ........ ........  
i. Rooftops .................................................................................................................................. ........ ........  
j. Green Architecture .................................................................................................................. ........ ........  
k. Building Security ...................................................................................................................... ........ ........  
l. Parking Structures ................................................................................................................... ........ ........  

4. Lighting 
a. Exterior Building Lighting......................................................................................................... ........ ........  
b. Parking Lot Lighting................................................................................................................. ........ ........  
c. Landscape Lighting ................................................................................................................. ........ ........  
d. Sign Lighting............................................................................................................................ ........ ........  

5. Signs 
a. Wall Signs................................................................................................................................ ........ ........  
b. Hanging or Projecting Signs .................................................................................................... ........ ........  
c. Window Signs.......................................................................................................................... ........ ........  
d. Awning Signs........................................................................................................................... ........ ........  
e. Information and Guide Signs ................................................................................................... ........ ........  
f. Kiosk Monument Signs............................................................................................................ ........ ........  
g. Temporary Signs ..................................................................................................................... ........ ........  

Notes: 

No buildings are proposed as part of this project, so the Architecture element does not apply. Additionally, no 
lighting or signs are proposed at this time, so the Lighting and Signs elements are also not applicable.  
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