
 

To: Design and Landmarks Committee 

From: Li Alligood, Assistant Planner and DLC Liaison 

Date: September 21, 2011 

Subject: Preparation for September 28, 2011, Meeting  

 
Greetings! We will be in the Community Room at the Public Safety Building for next 
Wednesday's meeting at 6:30 p.m. See Enclosure 1 for the meeting agenda. 

Façade Improvement Program 

The Committee will review two Façade Improvement Program applications and approve or deny 
each request. Please review the applications thoroughly prior to the meeting. See Enclosure 4 
for more information. 

Light Rail Station Worksession 

TriMet is preparing to submit a land use application for components of the light rail station area, 
including: the design of the shelter; amenities such as receptacles and benches; type and 
location of railings; lighting; bike shelter and lockers; and surface types and colors such as the 
platform pavers. At this month’s meeting, TriMet staff will present information about the shelter 
design. See Enclosure 5 for more information. 

Let me know if you have any questions. See you next Wednesday at 6:30 p.m.! 

Enclosures 

1. September 28, 2011, meeting agenda 

2. June 1, 2011, joint DLC / Planning Commission meeting minutes 

3. August 24, 2011, meeting notes 

4. Facade Improvement Program applications and staff recommendations  

5. Light rail station staff report 

 



 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

AGENDA 

 

MILWAUKIE DESIGN AND LANDMARKS COMMITTEE  

Wednesday, September 28, 2011, 6:30 PM 

 
PUBLIC SAFETY BUILDING 

3200 SE HARRISON ST 

 

1.0      Call to Order - Procedural Matters 

2.0  Meeting Notes – Motion Needed 

2.1 June 1, 2011, joint DLC / Planning Commission 

2.2 August 24, 2011 

3.0 Information Items 

4.0 Audience Participation – This is an opportunity for the public to comment on any item not on the 

agenda 

5.0 Public Meetings – Public meetings will follow the procedure listed on reverse 

6.0 Worksession Items 

6.1 Summary: Façade Improvement Program application review (30 min.) 
Presenters: Li Alligood, Assistant Planner 

6.2 Summary: Light rail station shelter design presentation (45 min.) 
Presenters: Bob Hastings, TriMet 

7.0 
 

Other Business/Updates 

7.1  Upcoming meetings 

8.0 
 

Design and Landmark Committee Discussion Items – This is an opportunity for comment or 

discussion for items not on the agenda. 

9.0 
 
 

Forecast for Future Meetings:  

October 17, 2011 1. Façade Improvement Program application review 
2. Kellogg Bridge design review meeting 

November 7, 2011 1. Façade Improvement Program application review 
2. Light rail project update 

 
 



 
Milwaukie Design and Landmarks Committee Statement 

The Design and Landmarks Committee is established to advise the Planning Commission on historic preservation activities, 

compliance with applicable design guidelines, and to review and recommend appropriate design guidelines and design review 

processes and procedures to the Planning Commission and City Council. 

 

1. PROCEDURAL MATTERS. If you wish to speak at this meeting, please fill out a yellow card and give to planning staff.  Please turn 
off all personal communication devices during meeting.  For background information on agenda items, call the Planning Department 
at 503-786-7600 or email planning@ci.milwaukie.or.us. Thank You. 

 

2. DESIGN AND LANDMARK COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES. Approved DLC Minutes can be found on the City website at  
www.cityofmilwaukie.org 

 

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

 

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

 

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

 

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

 

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

 

3. APPLICANT’S PRESENTATION.  

 

4. PUBLIC TESTIMONY IN SUPPORT.  Testimony from those in favor of the application.  

 

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

 

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

 

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

 

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

 

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

 

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

 

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

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

days prior to the meeting. 
 

Milwaukie Design and Landmarks Committee: 
 
Greg Hemer, Chair 
Jim Perrault, Vice Chair 
Patty Wisner 
Becky Ives 
Chantelle Gamba 
 

Planning Department Staff: 
 
Katie Mangle, Planning Director 
Susan Shanks, Senior Planner 
Brett Kelver, Associate Planner 
Ryan Marquardt, Associate Planner 
Li Alligood, Assistant Planner  
Alicia Stoutenburg, Administrative Specialist II 
 

 

mailto:planning@ci.milwaukie.or.us
http://www.cityofmilwaukie.org/
http://www.cityofmilwaukie.org/


CITY OF MILWAUKIE 1 

PLANNING COMMISSION 2 

DESIGN & LANDMARKS COMMITTEE 3 

Joint Session 4 

MINUTES 5 

Milwaukie City Hall Council Chambers 6 

10722 SE Main Street 7 

WEDNESDAY, June 1, 2011 8 

6:30 PM 9 

 10 
COMMISSIONERS PRESENT   STAFF PRESENT 11 

Nick Harris, Vice Chair    Katie Mangle, Planning Director 12 

Scott Churchill      Kenny Asher, Community Development  13 

Mark Gamba       and Public Works Director 14 

Russ Stoll      Susan Shanks, Senior Planner  15 
 16 

COMMISSIONERS ABSENT     17 

Lisa Batey, Chair 18 

Chris Wilson 19 

  20 
DESIGN & LANDMARK COMMITTEE MEMBERS PRESENT 21 

Greg “Frank” Hemer, Chair 22 

Jim Perrault, Vice Chair 23 

Patty Wisner 24 

Chantelle Gamba 25 

 26 

DESIGN & LANDMARK COMMITTEE MEMBERS ABSENT 27 

Becky Ives 28 

 29 
1.0  Call to Order – Procedural Matters 30 

DLC Chair Hemer called the Design and Landmarks Committee (DLC) meeting to order. 31 

 32 

Vice Chair Harris called the Planning Commission meeting to order at 6:35 p.m.  33 

 34 

2.0  Minutes  35 

 2.1 March 17, 2011 PC/DLC Joint Session (for DLC approval) 36 

DLC Member Jim Perrault corrected the notes to recognize himself as Vice Chair rather than 37 

Becky Ives. 38 

 39 

DLC Member Patti Wisner moved to accept the PC/DLC Joint Session Minutes dated 40 

March 17, 2011 as corrected. Commissioner Churchill seconded the motion, which 41 

passed unanimously.  42 

 43 

3.0  Information Items  44 

Katie Mangle, Planning Director, thanked everyone for making it to the meeting and 45 
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apologized for the venue change. 46 

  47 

4.0  Audience Participation – This is an opportunity for the public to comment on any item 48 

not on the agenda. There was none. 49 

 50 

5.0  Joint Session Items 51 

5.1 Summary: Portland to Milwaukie Project – Early review of the design for the 52 

proposed bridge over Kellogg Creek and McLoughlin Blvd 53 

  Presenter: Susan Shanks, Senior Planner; TriMet PMLR design team 54 

 55 

DLC Chair Hemer reminded that in providing recommendations to TriMet, everyone should 56 

keep in mind the criteria on which the bridge application would be judged, which included the 57 

Downtown Design Guidelines and Willamette Greenway criteria. 58 

 59 

Susan Shanks, Senior Planner, stated the only item on the agenda was to discuss the Kellogg 60 

Bridge structure, which would cross over the Kellogg Lake area and Hwy 99E/McLoughlin Blvd, 61 

land in the Island Station area, and then running alongside the Trolley Trail and McLoughlin 62 

Blvd. This was the last informal group discussion to provide input to TriMet on the design of the 63 

structure. TriMet would take the comments, do some red lines, and give them back to their 64 

consultants who would start preparing the actual land use application that would return in a 65 

formal hearing through the land use review process.  66 

• A clipped copy of a portion of the zoning map had been distributed. She noted the portion of 67 

the structure located in one of the downtown zones from Eagle St to the north that would be 68 

going through Design Review with the DLC. After the DLC reviewed the design against the 69 

Design Review criteria and design guidelines, they would make a recommendation to the 70 

Planning Commission, who would then review the Design Review application along with the 71 

other components of the application which would be the Willamette Greenway, Water 72 

Quality Resource (WQR) and Habitat Conservation Area (HCA) reviews.  73 

• Staff would get back to the commissions when the level of review for the Trolley Trail 74 

modifications was determined. A worksession would be held because the Planning 75 

Commission approved the Trolley Trail application as its own CSU application in 2008 and 76 

the TriMet project would be modifying the trail to some degree, which would be evaluated 77 

through some land use process. 78 

 79 
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Carol Mayer-Reed, Mayer-Reed Landscape Architects, noted that a memo had been sent 80 

last week addressing a number of issues; however, they would focus on the bridge for the 81 

evening's discussion. She confirmed that the Commission and DLC wanted to hear both the 82 

bridge and art presentations together before opening up to questions. 83 

• She noted that Mr. Mikolavich had prepared a handout and that the plan showing where the 84 

bridge would be located was on the bulletin board. 85 

 86 

Mark Mikolavich, Design Architect, Waterleaf Architecture, along with Ms. Mayer-Reed, 87 

reviewed the PowerPoint presentation and responded to questions and comments from the DLC 88 

and Commission with these key comments: 89 

• The slide depicting an aerial view of downtown Milwaukie in the 1950s was shown and 90 

locations of the Lake Road platform, redevelopment parcel, and light rail alignment were 91 

identified. An overview of the proposed light rail route was provided with additional details 92 

reviewed using different slides, including one of the site plans displayed on the wall. 93 

• As discussed at the last meeting, they were able to remove a column from the center of the 94 

lake, resulting in two sets of columns on each side of the lake with single columns used 95 

elsewhere along the structure.  96 

• The route and connections of the Trolley Trail were reviewed. Trails in Kronberg Park were 97 

not part of the scope of this project, but were being shown just for reference. 98 

• One item being worked on at the time of the last meeting was circulation at the tricky 99 

intersections at 21st Ave and Lake Rd and 21st Ave and Adams St. Pedestrian 100 

accommodations were made surrounding the Lake Rd and 21st Ave intersection, which 101 

presented various engineering challenges and resulted in changes to the platform since the 102 

last meeting. Given the fixed length of the platform, extra room was needed to get the 103 

circulation to work. Trains required a safety overrun and even more room was needed at the 104 

acute angle for circulation and pedestrian access onto the platform itself. These resulted in a 105 

shift of the platform 20 ft farther to the south and an access that went over onto the bridge 106 

deck, which was something new than presented last time. At this point, they had access to 107 

the south end of the platform and the pedestrian routes on and off the platform were 108 

described.  109 

• The shifting of the platform also resulted in the platform entrance at the south end to be 110 

cantilevered over Lake Rd. Lake Rd would not be depressed at that point for clearances. 111 

A minimum clearance was required for the light rail bridge, and the cantilevered area 112 
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was adjacent to it. Because of structural requirements, the cantilevered area could be 113 

shallower structurally, resulting in having more clearance over Lake Rd than the bridge. 114 

• The abutment wall had stayed in the same approximate location.  115 

• The pay station would be at the base of the stairs. The platform would adhere to TriMet's 116 

minimum lighting requirements for safety. 117 

• The objectives and design goals were reviewed. Some of the objectives were to create a 118 

simple, elegant connector between Milwaukie and Oak Grove, bring a sense of craft to 119 

otherwise standard bridge elements, and enhance the sense of arrival to Milwaukie. 120 

• The new Kellogg Bridge was not seen as a gateway element, but did frame the entrance 121 

experience coming from the south to Milwaukie. The experience of the bridge had been 122 

considered from the vantage points of drivers, light rail riders, pedestrians, and 123 

bicyclists.  124 

• The design goals included the intention to create a graceful line across the landscape, 125 

referred to as a ribbon. A consistent material was desired in the spanning elements to 126 

maintain a consistent structural depth for the spanning elements to achieve the ribbon 127 

effect. They also wanted to provide textural and/or sculptural effects in the pedestrian 128 

zone to create visual interest and address the sense of craft. 129 

• A rendering of a design representing the design during the environmental impact statement 130 

phase was shown that had not been previously presented. At that time, it was an all 131 

concrete bridge.  132 

• A new rendering was presented depicting the preferred options expressed at the last 133 

meeting: tapered concrete columns with a steel drop caps on top, steel tubs, and concrete 134 

decks. The railings were also depicted. 135 

• Since the last meeting, a more detailed study had been done in collaboration with the 136 

structural and civil engineers, which informed the design being presented: 137 

• Incorporated into the design was community policing through environmental design 138 

principles, which were basically safety and security principles.  139 

• There had been further development on the Lake Rd station design, the bridge 140 

abutments at each end of the Kellogg Bridge, and the Trolley Trail design, which now 141 

included landscaping, lighting, and site walls.  142 

• The consultants had also been working with the sustainability programs of TriMet and 143 

the design team and held meetings with the bridge artists to integrate their art. 144 

• Certain elements of the design were reviewed as follows:  145 
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• Railings would be weathering steel flat bar at about 5 ft centers. Stainless steel cable 146 

would be strung between the railings with a galvanized steel handrail on top. 147 

• The deck supporting the rail had about a 5-ft overhang beyond the edge of the 148 

supporting tubs which gave the effect of a narrower silhouette to the structure and 149 

reduced the visual mass of the bridge while also reinforcing the refined ribbon-like 150 

quality. 151 

• The supporting beams would be a trapezoidal-shaped, weathering steel element. A 152 

sample of the weathering steel was circulated to the Commission and DLC members. 153 

• At the last meeting, interest had been expressed in a tapered steel tub. Upon further 154 

analysis by the structural engineers, it was determined that the core actually needed to be 6 155 

ft as opposed to 5 ft in diameter.  156 

• The structural core was actually pored first. In order to get the tapered configuration, a 157 

shell was actually cast around the core that had to have a minimum thickness of about 4 158 

in plus 2 in of clearance between the inside face of the shell and the outside face of the 159 

structural core. The result was a much larger, squatter column element than they had 160 

hoped. The concern was that this would become a disproportioned looking element.  161 

• The heights shown were very accurate. The minimum clearance over River Rd was 16½ ft 162 

from the road surface to the underside of the tub. As one moved north from River Rd, the 163 

minimum clearance requirement was still 16½  ft, but the actual clearance was closer to 20 ft 164 

from grade to the underside of the deck. 165 

• The structural core of the twin columns on either side of the lake was only 4 ft in diameter. 166 

• Another consideration with the columns’ size was visibility when driving on and off the side 167 

streets. They wanted to make sure that both bicyclists and motorists could see around the 168 

columns.  169 

• An opportunity to give a different texture to the columns was explored by applying 170 

weathering steel elements to the base of the column. This seemed to create an overly busy 171 

effect distracting from the craft of the column and the other elements. They recommended 172 

some similar texture be added in the zone but not with weathering steel.  173 

• Staining the concrete elements to match or harmonize with the steel elements was also 174 

explored.   175 

• From a sustainability standpoint, the stain itself was not a benign element and had some 176 

toxicity. There was concern about staining these elements over a relatively sensitive 177 

environmental area. In order to get an even stain, the entire concrete surface would first 178 

2.1 Page 5



CITY OF MILWAUKIE Joint Planning Commission/Design and Landmarks Committee    

Minutes of June 1, 2011 

Page 6 

 

have to be etched with a light acid which would then have to be washed off. Again, this 179 

also raised concern because of the environmental area.  180 

• The consultants liked the contrast between the natural concrete and the weathering steel 181 

and the honesty of the expression of those materials. So, the recommendation was to 182 

move away from a stain solution for the concrete. 183 

• It was hard to believe the stain and etching process could not be encapsulated, obviously 184 

the materials would not be left open to the soil. It seemed excessive to eliminate that as an 185 

option at this point.  186 

• Only staining the columns had been discussed, not the platform. Pre-stained 187 

concrete should be used rather than staining in place. Taking staining off the table 188 

for environmental issues was absurd.  189 

• Mr. Mikolavich explained there were issues with getting an even effect when 190 

prestaining the concrete. Integrated color concrete was rather expensive as the additive 191 

had to be added to the entire bulk of the column even though they were only trying to 192 

achieve a surface effect. 193 

• It was noted that surface staining did fade and would not look the same in ten years. 194 

• It had been previously suggested to have the columns completely encased in weathering 195 

steel and not striped. This would give a natural blending effect with the bridge and the 196 

natural area of the lake.  197 

• It was noted that the Commission and DLC still wanted to see this option as they had 198 

previously discussed it quite extensively. Concrete would not blend with the natural 199 

elements.  200 

• Mr. Mikolavich responded that option had not been explored, as they understood there 201 

was a stronger interest in concrete than an all-steel solution. They agreed to return to it 202 

as a discussion item later in the meeting. 203 

• An overview was given of the current proposal following direction from the last meeting and 204 

subsequent investigations with these key comments: 205 

• The columns were about 6 ft in diameter, and a simple, round form with surface relief at 206 

the base and a slightly different board form treatment at the top, which simulated 2-in 207 

boards. The character was still sculptural because of the texture and form. The textural 208 

treatments would create visual and tactile interest at the pedestrian level and has proved 209 

to discourage graffiti and tagging at other TriMet installations.   210 

2.1 Page 6



CITY OF MILWAUKIE Joint Planning Commission/Design and Landmarks Committee    

Minutes of June 1, 2011 

Page 7 

 

• The column capital was still a weathering steel element as expressed as a 211 

preference at the last meeting. The sides of the element were sloped at the same 212 

slope as the sides of the tubs. 213 

• The cantilever on the top plate was similar to the type of cantilever over the edge of the 214 

tubs. The cantilever also served to hide the bearing plates between the top plate and the 215 

underside of the tub.  216 

• The Overhead Contact System (OCS) poles supporting the overhead electrification 217 

system would be an I or H section in plan and would have a galvanized finish, which 218 

would help those elements recede against the sky. The poles were round and painted 219 

black consistent with the City's design standards in the immediate station areas.  220 

• The railing system was slimmer in profile than was shown in the last meeting. The flat 221 

bar scheme almost disappeared when viewed straight on.  222 

• The tubs were also slimmer since the last scheme, because there had been some 223 

structural design refinement. 224 

• The drop cap was slightly deeper than the previous scheme. Structural requirements 225 

increased the depth from 2 ft to 3 ft from the bottom of the steel to the top of the cap.  226 

• There would be at least a 6 in, and as much as a 12 in, gap between the top of the 227 

cap and the bottom of the tub, and in that zone the bearing plates transferred the 228 

load from the spanning elements to the support elements. 229 

• One concern with the I-beam plan regarded perching birds, and the proposal with this 230 

gap posed a gigantic perching challenge around the columns.  231 

• An anti-bird mechanism would need to be installed. One measure used really narrow 232 

wires that virtually disappeared visually but prevented perching. It did not look like 233 

the Nixalite multi-prong devices that were often seen. 234 

• The overhang of the platform was 5 ft on each side of the bridge. In the earliest 235 

schemes, the overhangs were as little as 18 in to 2 ft, and they had worked hard with the 236 

structural engineers to push those back. As they refined the section through the 237 

spanning elements, they were able to place them on center under the tracks which was 238 

actually more efficient structurally than placing it off center. 239 

• Previously used images were reviewed with the current scheme to show the different 240 

conditions along the alignment. Views of the bridge from other vantage points were also 241 

displayed. Key comments included: 242 

• The number of columns had been reduced from 14 to 10; some of the vertical curves of 243 

the bridge itself had been smoothed out. 244 
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• The guardrails intended to protect the columns had been reduced in number from 6 to 2. 245 

The face of one guardrail would be of the same weathering steel used on the bridge 246 

structure. 247 

• Mechanically stabilized earth (MSE) walls would be utilized to retain earth and soil to 248 

support the decks. These were part of a family of elements along with the Trolley Trail 249 

wall treatments. Similar relief treatments would be used on the abutment walls as used 250 

on the columns. 251 

• The pedestrian bridge was not part of the scope of the light rail bridge project, but was 252 

shown to give a sense of what might be seen at full build-out. The general anticipated 253 

size and configuration were used to design the light rail bridge to support it.  254 

• Trusses used to support the pedestrian bridge would rest on a projection from the 255 

base of the column and spanned from double column to double column with a 14-ft 256 

wide deck in between. 257 

• Openings in the deck would let daylight through to light the area under the bridge 258 

during the day. 259 

• Guardrails would keep people from toppling off the stairs and overhang. They were 260 

proposed to look like a set of railings used in other parts of downtown Milwaukie. It was 261 

a different design than the standard TriMet railing and unique to the Milwaukie area. 262 

• Because conditions at Lake Rd were actually unique from the rest of the bridge, it 263 

changed the structural system and had different support columns. The abutment wall 264 

supported a cantilever as well as the end of the bridge. A different kind of treatment 265 

could be used than the south abutment, because those abutments were never 266 

experienced adjacent to each other. 267 

• The end of the bridge transitioned to a concrete slab rather than continuing the tubs into 268 

the station because of the clearance required to come across Lake Rd. The tubs needed 269 

to be almost 7 ft deep, which was several feet too deep to get clearance. 270 

• The clearance heights at various locations of the Lake Rd crossing and abutment were 271 

reviewed. The pedestrian bridge would spring from a different location and at a lower 272 

level. The presentation included a plan view showing where the pedestrian bridge would 273 

hit and swerve over to the right.  274 

• The last columns coming into the Lake Rd station seemed very engineering-driven, not 275 

aesthetically-driven. The flat span of concrete just landed on a clunky element. 276 

• Mr. Mikolavich explained it was an odd condition as it had to perform so many 277 

functions. Another scheme that was L-shaped to account specifically for those 278 
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conditions could be explored as a better solution. That design ended up looking a lot 279 

lighter.  280 

• Commissioner Gamba stated the whole concept of transitioning for the last 40-ft of the 281 

bridge seemed like an afterthought. It did not look elegant at all, but completely 282 

unplanned. 283 

• Ms. Mayer-Reed replied that had troubled them as well. The rest of the bridge was a 284 

ribbon traveling through the landscape, but as it came in and around the end of the 285 

platform, they were starting to look at it more as a lengthening of the platform itself 286 

and the architecture that held up the platform. This space would be very different 287 

from anything else on the bridge project. They were looking at different architectural 288 

treatments and railings. There were furnishings in this zone and more pedestrians; it 289 

was sort of like an outdoor room with a street underneath. The bridge really began at 290 

the pair of columns. They certainly welcomed any suggestions on the matter. 291 

• Mr. Mikolavich agreed that this area was an exceptional condition and was different 292 

than the rest of the alignment. One thing they explored recently, but were unable to 293 

resolve, was that maybe those should be more wall-like elements corresponding to 294 

what was on the other side of Lake Rd. They could make something handsome of 295 

that, but ran into difficulty making something that looked good which also had the 296 

same level of transparency the current design represented. They would continue to 297 

study the issue given the level of concern. 298 

• Ms. Mayer-Reed clarified that in order to use the same structural system as used for 299 

the rest of the project, many more columns would be needed. There was a good 300 

engineering rationale for changing the structural system, because this was a 301 

relatively short span and it could be done a bit differently.  302 

• Commissioner Gamba confirmed the clearance distance over Lake Rd would be about 303 

6½ ft if the tubs continued on into the station. He asked why the platform would still have 304 

to be 2 ft if the rest of the decking for the train was only about 8 in. 305 

• Mr. Mikolavich clarified that the deck was not self-supporting; but the planks actually 306 

supported the deck. The deck was just there to support maintenance staff on a curb 307 

and the rail lines themselves. The actual bearing was done by the tubs and concrete 308 

planks. 309 

• There had been some preliminary studies and would be continuing studies regarding 310 

noise and acoustic issues arising from the noise generated by the train leaving the 311 

station and coming around the corner over McLoughlin Blvd. A key change could occur 312 
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from some of the studies in that some portions of the transparent railing could become 313 

more opaque. They would work to balance the desire for transparency with the desire 314 

not to acoustically disturb some of the neighbors. 315 

• Commissioner Churchill asked if any acoustical studies were planned regarding the 316 

resonance underneath the concrete deck, which could be an uncomfortable experience 317 

for pedestrians when the trains go over the bridge. 318 

• Jeb Doran, Urban Designer, TriMet, responded such studies were actually already 319 

underway. They had already met with several private property owners that had 320 

already been identified as having potential noise impacts. Kerrie Standlee was the 321 

acoustical engineer who had done some field measurements and begun to put the 322 

study together. TriMet intended to submit that to the City and have continued 323 

discussion once they had more information.  324 

• Part of the analysis would look at existing structures along the alignment with similar 325 

characteristics such as curve, materials, and location over streets and water. That 326 

noise information would be submitted as well. 327 

 328 

Commissioner Churchill: 329 

• Confirmed that one reason the bearing points were being split between 2 columns was so 330 

the pedestrian bridge could run between them. In the last presentation, there was talk that it 331 

could not be asymmetrical and be bearing on and supported by those columns, which was 332 

why it needed to be symmetrical underneath. If it was structurally independent, there was no 333 

reason why it could not go back to a single column at those bearing points again. 334 

• Mr. Mikolavich clarified it was actually not entirely independent of the columns. The 335 

columns would have little flanges or benches that supported each end of the truss. If not, 336 

the truss would have to be deeper and span considerably farther. 337 

• Stated it sounded like an asymmetrical cap could still be done at the base of the 2 columns, 338 

or a single column, without huge structural implications. The language identified a single 339 

column and he preferred the flared column. He was curious why a single column was not 340 

being considered at those points. 341 

• Mr. Mikolavich stated when they looked at the single columns early in the process even 342 

before the last March meeting, the clear width of the pedestrian bridge between the 343 

trusses was around 14 ft. When 12 in or so for each side of the trusses plus a clearance 344 

for the column was taken into account, the cantilever off a single column was more than 345 

could reasonably be done to support it. 346 
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• Calvin Lamb, TriMet, Structural Design Task Lead, clarified the history of the 347 

pedestrian structure, noting they were trying to create an environment that did not 348 

preclude the construction of a pedestrian structure while also trying to get the best bang 349 

for the buck. The only thing that would be needed for a future pedestrian structure was 350 

to create the spanning elements. The 2 columns created the substructure so that in-351 

ground construction would not have to be done at a future point in time. 352 

• Suggested a single column with an enlarged base could be used that would be 353 

asymmetrical so a pedestrian bridge could be supported without L brackets off the side of 354 

the columns. There seemed to be a lot of structural incongruity. It would simplify things to 355 

get away from the double column and utilize a single, tapered column at both points in 356 

Kellogg Lake.   357 

• Mr. Lamb indicated the elevation of the twin columns, which addressed being outside 358 

the floodplain, adding that creating a cap created an exceptionally large structure. By 359 

replacing the twin columns with a single column, a large element would hang off to one 360 

side that would not have a structure on it at this time. Until a structure was put into place, 361 

the configuration would look a little odd. It would function in an asymmetric situation 362 

causing a different type of loading into the column system and the drilled chaff 363 

foundations underneath, creating much larger foundations. 364 

• Mr. Mikolavich added they had actually considered single columns with asymmetric 365 

loading. Aside from the structural issues, it pushed the outer edge of the pedestrian 366 

walkway beyond the edge of the bridge above, which got into environmental issues 367 

regarding shading.  368 

• Also, when considering single columns and trying to avoid the asymmetric condition, 369 

they looked at conditions where the pedestrian bridge aligned with the center line of the 370 

columns, which would drive the kind of truss that would be required. They were worried 371 

that it would put them into the realm of a more expensive bridge. There were a series of 372 

considerations that led them to the current solution, but they would keep the 373 

conversation open. 374 

 375 

Thom Faulders, Kellogg Creek Bridge Artist, gave a brief overview of the strategy for the 376 

artwork via PowerPoint presentation. His partner, Andre Caradec, was not able to attend the 377 

meeting.  378 

• As a number of things with the bridge were in flux and still being determined, they were 379 

interested in generating a strategy for the art that would accentuate the decisions as the 380 
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bridge continued to be designed, while also accentuating the location. They attempted to 381 

develop a set of ideas that would start to situate the new bridge within its context. 382 

• They did their own sets of analysis. By understanding a series of thresholds, the areas 383 

underneath the bridgeway could become areas of opportunities. The art could start to 384 

accentuate, understand, integrate, or synthesize these local zones somehow. 385 

• A number of different strategies were considered to understand the motion dynamics 386 

and how a fixed element could start to accentuate or recognize the presence of 387 

movement. 388 

• The underside of a bridge was often undesirable, so they looked for ways to accentuate the 389 

underside of the bridge and create an outdoor urban space or urban room. 390 

• The artists studied various systems of moving particles, including flocking birds, schools of 391 

fish, and leaf canopies, that when studied as a whole became larger, flexible, adaptable 392 

systems and unique figurations. They wanted to create a similar system using their strategy.  393 

• Conceptually, they had been interested in the idea of application and how to integrate onto 394 

the bridge itself and looked for different ways to adhere to various surfaces that were 395 

somewhat accommodating and opportunistic.  396 

• As a strategy, they proposed to simply start to understand different nodes along the path. 397 

Based on those nodes, most of it would be wrapping the underside. They were very 398 

interested in the broad surfaces of the double tub condition and the perceptual 399 

differentiations created by playing one geometrical shape against another. The artists’ 400 

pattern adhered to the underside of the bridge were rather dynamic and exciting. 401 

• They intended to adhere only to the underside of the bridge and not come down the 402 

columns to retain the continuity and ribbon like effect. 403 

• Bits and pieces of the artwork might be seen from afar, but for the most part, it became 404 

very dynamic from underneath. The geometry of the elements being played against each 405 

other resulted in a constant dynamic change and shift in the artwork as bicyclists or cars 406 

passed. 407 

• While the elements could be singled out individually, from a distance a virtual pooling of 408 

green would be seen, similar to how a tree’s leaves look singular up close, but from afar 409 

a field of green was visible.  410 

• The art would start to accommodate a bright presence of space inside the tubs that 411 

would normally be quite dark.  412 

• They proposed using botts, which are used as line markers on roadways and very durable. 413 

They would customize the color and a very large number of these small, inexpensive 414 
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elements adhered directly onto the surface of the tubs and underneath the bridge would 415 

provide the desired figuration. 416 

• They acknowledged that the art was for the cyclists and pedestrians near the area. They 417 

also wanted the bridge design to become a marker and identity for the Milwaukie.  418 

• There were ongoing discussions about the locations for the artwork. Although it was shown 419 

mostly along the curve, in other meetings interest had been expressed in locating it closer to 420 

Lake Rd. Where the artwork was located would depend on the final bridge configuration.  421 

• They were interested in going over the water potentially, but the bike path was still on hold 422 

at the moment. 423 

 424 

DLC Chair Hemer called for a brief recess, and reconvened the meeting at 8:21 p.m. He then 425 

called for clarifying questions from the DLC and Planning Commission. 426 

 427 

Commissioner Stoll agreed that because of the seismic recommendations, the tapered 428 

columns were starting to look a bit massive. He was willing to go back to cylindrical, but he was 429 

still wedded to the idea of the metal cladding.  430 

• He agreed the metal 'blades' could be too busy and suggested looking at the same width of 431 

blades with greater spacing so fewer blades were used, or looking into wider blades. He 432 

asked if the consultants had looked at other ways of cladding the columns with metal. 433 

 434 

DLC Chair Hemer requested that the discussion focused on the art; other concerns could be 435 

addressed later. 436 

 437 

Discussion regarding the artwork for the light rail continued with the following comments and 438 

questions from the Commission and DLC with responses from TriMet’s design team as noted. 439 

• Mr. Faulders clarified that both he and his partner were both from the Bay Area. 440 

• Michelle Traver, TriMet, Public Art Coordinator, clarified that the Art Advisory Committee 441 

for TriMet, which included members from the Milwaukie community, had selected the artists 442 

for the project. 443 

• The artists were talking with ODOT about where to place the botts so they would not 444 

interfere with traffic. One idea was to place the art are where there was a lot of action, such 445 

as an intersection, but that could also create problems should drivers want to look up 446 

instead of paying attention to the road. Such things would have to be seriously considered 447 
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when placing the artwork. A lot of interest existed in placing the art in areas like the bike and 448 

pedestrian paths and the adjacent park. 449 

• In Milwaukie, they were trying to really retain a sense of the natural environment which was 450 

why they were heavily pushing for the weathered steel look of the bridge and trying to get 451 

away from concrete. The bright lime green color was such a contrast to the natural 452 

weathered steel. Was there a possibility of working with a range of color in the composition?  453 

• Mr. Faulders replied they were trying to determine type, size, and location of where this 454 

piece would go and how to synthesize the pattern being created relative to its local 455 

environment. Once that was determined, they were interested in exploring color 456 

possibilities. 457 

• The natural colors at the site were presently incredibly lime green; sometimes one 458 

forgets how green nature could be, but they understood the point, and were trying to 459 

look at various possibilities. They did want to have a light effect up there, because it 460 

could be rather dark between the tubs. They were interested in working with colors 461 

that would perceptually feel light and attractive. 462 

• Lime green and brown was seen in nature quite a bit with the foliage, plant life, and soil.  463 

• The artists would be very interested in using different shades of green; however 464 

budgeting issues needed to be taken into consideration. They could go with more 465 

colors and fewer pieces or vise versa. The intention was not to be vague, but it was 466 

something they were trying to still determine. 467 

• The botts were already manufactured and had proven to be incredibly resilient. Once the 468 

system was underway and a final bott count determined, they might be able to actually 469 

customize and mass produce the botts because of the scale of what they were working 470 

with. 471 

• Adhesion had been considered and was critical. They were currently working with 3M on 472 

a 2-part bonding system to keep the bott there when first placed and last over time. They 473 

would be doing mockups with 3M's technical staff because it was important that the botts 474 

stayed in place.  475 

• Mr. Faulders did not know if the botts had ever been used on COR-TEN or weathering 476 

steel, or if 3M had done this before. They were aware of the potential difficulty with the 477 

material. Weathering steel was a sloughing material except when sealed which stopped 478 

the oxidation. Presently, 3M was willing and able to bond the botts with COR-TEN, but 479 

the artists wanted to be further convinced and were doing their own research. The entire 480 

bott would have a continuous seal all the way around. 481 
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 482 

Comments and clarifying questions from the Commission and DLC about the proposed Kellogg 483 

Bridge were addressed by the TriMet design team as follows:  484 

• The type of lighting used depended on the area. TriMet's standard for lighting in and around 485 

the station area was an induction lamp. In and around downtown Milwaukie, they would use 486 

Milwaukie's standard lights. Underneath the bridge would be some induction lamps at both 487 

ends. Other safety and security devices were being looked at for those areas for Capital 488 

Community Television cameras and other things to combine with the intrusion detection for 489 

the top of the bridge.  490 

• Induction lamps were highly efficient and had long lives. They were more efficient than 491 

fluorescent and slightly less efficient than LED. 492 

• Very early on the design team had pushed to look at cantilevered and other options rather 493 

than the center-running walkway. However, environmental permitting essentially pulled in 494 

the reins on that. The Federal Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for the project had an 495 

environmental opinion that laid out some guidelines about staying within the shadow lines of 496 

the bridge because of salmon habitat in the water. The design team was not sure they could 497 

achieve a split walkway within the shadow lines of the current bridge, which was why they 498 

pulled back from that design. 499 

• While the shadow impact on the water when splitting the walkway was essentially the 500 

same, the column width and required clearances around the columns for ADA 501 

clearances started to push them outside of the envelope. 502 

• For most of the bridge length, the deck was 32-ft wide. They had spent some time 503 

considering a split solution because it moved away from the problems with an offset, 504 

asymmetrical structural situation. They had moved away from this solution mainly 505 

because a column in the middle of the pathway was an obstruction that might create 506 

safety and security issues as it was a hiding place. There were also concerns about 507 

shadowing and structural support. 508 

• The design team had not been asked to consider options for a wall on top of the platform, so 509 

materials such as Plexiglas had not been considered. The Preliminary Engineering designs 510 

did have concrete parapet walls on the side. If the noise analysis determined that any areas 511 

required some sort of noise protection, they would try to keep with the original concept of a 512 

light structure, and would look at alternatives to concrete. 513 

• They had moved away from considering the tapered column presently. When the column 514 

got a foot bigger, it became an enormous chunk of concrete and did not look right; it was too 515 

2.1 Page 15



CITY OF MILWAUKIE Joint Planning Commission/Design and Landmarks Committee    

Minutes of June 1, 2011 

Page 16 

 

big in relation to other elements and was disproportionate. They also wanted to be sensitive 516 

to issues the neighborhood had raised with regard to sight lines and security around the 517 

column. The bigger column made a much bigger hiding place. Mr. Mikolavich stated he 518 

preferred a more slender column that tapered, if possible. 519 

• Ms. Wisner noted that the DLC and Commission had expressed a strong preference to see 520 

the columns match in color to the tubs to avoid a busy look of transitioning colors from gray 521 

to the weathered steel to the upper deck. She still wanted to see plans for a tapered column 522 

completely color matched to the tubs, whether it was wrapped steel or colored another way. 523 

• The transition between the tubs to the station looked unsolved at this point. She 524 

challenged the design team to create a transition that somehow used the weathered 525 

steel into the station area along with the color transition of some color harmony. The 526 

materials could possibly be used to blend and soften that transition better. 527 

• The height of the bridge bed was 16½ ft over River Rd from the deck to the base of that 528 

abutment at ground level and then it tapered to 14 or 15 ft coming down into the abutment 529 

on the south end as it went by the Trolley Trail because the ground rose a little and the 530 

bridge was falling.  531 

 532 

DLC Chair Hemer called for public comment. 533 

 534 

Cindy Tyler, 1959 SW Morrison Ave, Portland, OR stated she was generally interested in the 535 

entire project. Regarding the north end of the bridge and the transition to the station, there was 536 

an issue with the 2 ft high expanse of concrete in the dual tuning fork columns holding up the 7 537 

ft high steel tubs. To make the transition unnecessary, she suggested extending the steel tubs 538 

all the way to the abutment. They could gain the appropriate clearance from Lake Rd by 539 

lowering its grade 5 ft. This had been done in other areas and might save all the architectural 540 

piecemealing.  541 

 542 

Mr. Perrault stated they could run into the problem of undermining the existing trestle structure 543 

by going down to that level. 544 

 545 

Greg Bowman, Milwaukie resident, stated he was disappointed that the pedestrian bridge 546 

over Kellogg Lake was not included in the project. For such a massive project that really 547 

highlighted the pedestrian bridge in Portland, it seemed $1.4 million was a miniscule amount of 548 

money to attach the pedestrian bridge. If the dam came down, the creek returned to prior 549 
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conditions and the salmon were running, the pedestrian bridge would look great and the access 550 

would be great. He asked that TriMet reconsider putting the bridge back in the project. 551 

 552 

Dion Shepard, 2136 SE Lake Rd, stated the bridge was hideous, including the materials and 553 

design, and was not what the community wanted to see there. The materials and noise were 554 

also a concern. She was also concerned that a train driver needed an additional 20 ft, when 555 

other drivers, including those with semi-trucks, knew enough to moderate their speed prior to a 556 

stop sign so another 20 ft was not necessary.  557 

• She was concerned about having issues this late in the game with the placement of the 558 

platform and allowing enough time or space for train drivers to stop safely. This was the first 559 

time the issue had come up.  560 

• She hoped the DLC and Planning Commission would really take TriMet to task to see about 561 

making the project better. 562 

• On the other side of what was currently there was a rock wall. This project looked like 563 

something that might be seen on the industrial side of Milwaukie, not downtown.  564 

 565 

Ms. Wisner asked if she was concerned about the entire bridge or only the transition section 566 

over Lake Rd.  567 

• Ms. Shepard replied the bridge was a concern because of the noise. She realized there 568 

was a desire to make it very transparent, but people needed to also realize that if Kronberg 569 

Park was to be used as a park and Kellogg Creek was going to be restored, the audible 570 

impacts were just as great as the visual impacts. Some of this could be screened with 571 

landscaping, but noise could not be shut out. The noise from the hard surfaces would 572 

bounce back over to the lake and to the park land as well. 573 

 574 

DLC Chair Hemer understood the platform was extended out to be able to slow the trains 575 

down; they could not slow down in front of Adams St because of time or a safety issue. He 576 

asked if there was any way to not extend the platform without closing down Adams St. 577 

• Mr. Doran replied the only way to get away from extending the platform was if there was no 578 

access to the south edge of the platform. The station setback would be kept regardless. The 579 

issue was that as trains approached the station, the signal system had the capability to 580 

control train speeds down to a certain speed, and if it detected they were going over that 581 

speed, it would stop them. After that, the operator was relied on. They tried to maximum the 582 

distance so the operator would have the maximum amount of time to stop the train before it 583 
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got into the intersection. This was called overrun protection. To eliminate incidences with 584 

cars and trains, they wanted to maximize the setback. 585 

 586 

Commissioner Churchill  587 

• Commented that another way to handle overrun protection was to reduce the speed heading 588 

northbound. 589 

• Mr. Doran noted they had already reduced the speed, and the signal speed reduced the 590 

train down to 15 mph, which was the minimum amount they could get control. Because 591 

trains weighed so much, they needed a considerable amount of distance to stop. 592 

• Found it hard to believe that controllers could not get the speed down to 5 mph.  593 

• Mr. Doran stated that at some point, the operator had to make a decision to stop the 594 

train, and if they were late doing so, TriMet wanted to make sure they had the distance 595 

to still stop before going into the street. In early designs, from the curb to the top of the 596 

block was 50 ft, which was not enough. They looked at how to reconfigure this access to 597 

push that back further, which actually gained an additional 41 ft. 598 

• Suggested slowing the train down further before it got to the station when heading 599 

northbound so drivers would need less of a cushion and safety zone.  600 

• Mr. Doran responded many factors had to be considered, including timetables for train 601 

arrival. There was a point where the train hit that speed and then began to decelerate 602 

down to zero, and they were just making sure to maximize that safety cushion to the 603 

greatest extent possible. 604 

• Stated that technically, a controller speed issue was resulting in a huge platform change and 605 

affected the architecture of the platform in the station. It seemed as though the tail was 606 

wagging the dog. 607 

 608 

David Aschenbrenner, 11505 SE Home Ave, stated he liked seeing the daylight open area 609 

over Lake Rd between the 2 pillars and the end of the platform, even though it was smaller.  610 

• He did not really like the wood-like treatment at the top of the pillars. He leaned toward 611 

doing the column all in steel as opposed to the concrete pattern shown.  612 

• He was not impressed with the wall treatments on both abutments. They could come up with 613 

a better design than the concrete pattern presented. The wall treatment issue really needed 614 

to be addressed and really played into the character and feel of things. It still seemed to be 615 

cold concrete and was something they wanted to move away from. The columns and 616 

concrete treatments needed a little more work. 617 
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• Art at the Lake Rd end of the structure needed to be addressed. The bott elements could be 618 

used under the Lake Rd part of the structure which could get a lot of bike and pedestrian 619 

use. Another place would be under the pedestrian bridge area, which he also wanted to see 620 

put back into the plan. 621 

• He confirmed that Boston Ivy, which was mentioned in the plans, was not on the noxious 622 

weed list for the state of Oregon; it was a different type of ivy. He preferred native plants be 623 

used if possible. 624 

• At the Lake Road station, he suggested that extending the steel beam over the columns 625 

rather than using cold concrete would be a step in the right direction.  626 

 627 

Matt Menely, 2016 SE Lake Rd, echoed most of the prior public comments. The 628 

bike/pedestrian bridge should be fully designed and funded as part of the project. This was 629 

essentially to providing adequate access from the other side of the lake. The Lake Road station 630 

needed to be cleaned up and have a cleaner transition from the tubs into the station. He agreed 631 

with the idea of wrapping the columns with steel. He reiterated the bike/pedestrian bridge 632 

needed to be a big part of the project. 633 

 634 

DLC Chair Hemer closed public comment and called for any additional technical questions 635 

regarding the bridge. 636 

 637 

Commissioner Stoll: 638 

• Asked why the platform had to be accessed at its very end. 639 

• Mr. Doran stated that part of that regarded fare zone enforcement. It was also a center 640 

platform and TriMet did not want people crossing the tracks for access. 641 

• Noted one could go down to the Lake Rd end and take the little L that cantilevered off the 642 

street to go right along the edge of the embankment. 643 

• Mr. Doran indicated the level boarding areas, which were part of the criteria necessary 644 

to allow trains to align for level boarding, and this was above the tracks by 10 in. He 645 

indicated an area at grade with the tracks that was ADA accessible so a ramp was 646 

present at each end. It was also safer to control the crossing points to 2 distinct locations 647 

as an extra level of safety because signage and warning devices and other things could 648 

be placed to alert people to oncoming trains. The fare zone enforcement would have 649 

people coming to these points to buy tickets before entering the area where fare was 650 

required. 651 

2.1 Page 19



CITY OF MILWAUKIE Joint Planning Commission/Design and Landmarks Committee    

Minutes of June 1, 2011 

Page 20 

 

• Ms. Mayer-Reed added they were pretty sure they did not want to lose the south entry 652 

to the platform. 653 

• Ms. Mangle added that when these technical issues did arise from the operation side of 654 

TriMet, the City was faced with losing the southern access and felt very strongly that 655 

having a south access was important, not only to feed the high school and the 656 

neighborhood down Lake Rd, but to serve the south end of downtown and anyone 657 

coming from the future plaza. The connectivity throughout the area was already so 658 

limited that it was important that people had maximum access. Additionally, the platform 659 

environment would be safer if there were multiple points of egress. If one was on the 660 

platform and could only go to the north, they could feel trapped. What had been 661 

presented was a solution to the problem, but there could be further ways to improve that 662 

solution. 663 

• Mr. Doran indicated the access points for disabled people. Citizens for Accessible 664 

Transport would be providing input on that access. No disabled access was available 665 

from the south end due to the elevation changes. 666 

 667 

Commissioner Churchill commented an elevator would eliminate the need for a series of 668 

multiple switchbacks to allow the disabled access from the south end. As presented, they were 669 

forcing the disabled to go to the north end. 670 

• Mr. Doran explained the distance to travel if the stairs were replaced with a ramp and 671 

extended would be about the same as the distance for at the north end. An accessible route 672 

at the north end was very important because of the bus and lift connections, and people with 673 

disabilities coming from that direction relied on the transit system. 674 

• Ms. Mangle added that another important consideration was the future development of the 675 

triangle site and preserving that site so it was not be taken up with ramping. 676 

 677 

DLC Member Chantelle Gamba: 678 

• Asked where the elevation of the fee station on the south end was relative to the future 679 

proposed station building. 680 

• Mr. Doran indicated the station elevation was roughly the same as the crossing which 681 

was intentional to ensure good sight lines for approaching trains. With the stair system 682 

coming straight up, the fee station would be lower, causing concern about the sight lines 683 

not being as open as they could be if at the same elevation. 684 

2.1 Page 20



CITY OF MILWAUKIE Joint Planning Commission/Design and Landmarks Committee    

Minutes of June 1, 2011 

Page 21 

 

• Asked if she was looking out at the fee station from the second floor of the future proposed 685 

station building. She was thinking about security if people were in the building. 686 

• Mr. Doran responded there was a retaining wall at the grade of the existing track. The 687 

building design had not been completely flushed out, because it was not really part of 688 

the project. Generally, it would probably be with the second level of the building. 689 

• Ms. Mangle added the conceptual design of the building did have that at approximately 690 

the same level. 691 

• Noted that no one really liked the very angular staircase and asked if kind of circular 692 

staircase had been considered which would be consistent with the ribbon idea. 693 

• Ms. Mayer-Reed responded the big challenge was geometry given the angle of Lake Rd 694 

coming in and 21st Ave more or less matching the rest of the downtown grid. They had 695 

not looked at a curved stair solution in that area. It was more straight forward in keeping 696 

with the idea that people arriving and departing the station would want to get there as 697 

quickly as possible. 698 

• Commissioner Gamba commented it would be the same number of steps. 699 

• Stated a curved stair might soften the transition with the beautiful curve that came off the 700 

pedestrian bridge curving up to the station and the beautiful ribbon effect going across if it 701 

were not so angular. 702 

• Ms. Mayer-Reed stated that at this point, they needed to choose what geometry to 703 

follow. There was the area where they chose to make a curve around the intersection. 704 

They could look at the idea to see if it would soften it up. Once the building was in place, 705 

it would probably look pretty good, because it was following the geometry of the building. 706 

At some point, they had to follow urban geometry versus landscape.  707 

• She agreed they would be challenged by the whole Lake Rd issue anyway, so it was 708 

worth taking a look. 709 

 710 

DLC Chair Hemer: 711 

• Asked if the X lateral designed railing was stainless steel, gray tubing, or another material. 712 

• Ms. Mayer-Reed responded they were looking at flat bar wrought iron and that design 713 

would be used as a way finder of sorts for people to follow around the interesting 714 

intersection of 21st Ave and Adams St. This particular railing needed to serve as a guard 715 

rail so did not quite have the transparency of the X form with the little circle. They would 716 

make the design as simple as possible while still meeting the requirements of not being 717 
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able to pass a 4-in sphere between any steel members, including the center one, 718 

because of height concerns. It was bar stock, so it would come off pretty light.  719 

• Mr. Mikolavich noted the TriMet standard for bar stock was used, which addressed a 720 

structural issue as well as the issue with the 4-in sphere. The major stanchions were 2½-721 

in deep by 1-in thick. The minor stanchions were 2-in by ½-in; the actual pickets were ½-722 

in by ½-in.   723 

• Ms. Mayer-Reed added there were ways to make some of it appear bolder and some 724 

lighter. 725 

 726 

DLC Chair Hemer called for additional comments from the DLC and Commission. 727 

 728 

Commissioner Gamba stated that he liked the concept of the art and where it was going. He 729 

would like to see it continued on as much of the bridge as the budget allowed. 730 

• The concrete patterning needed improvement in all places. It would be nice to have some 731 

consistency and something that actually looked like part of the bridge design. Steel wraps 732 

on the columns would provide the ribbon effect, because then only the ribbon would be 733 

concrete and everything else, such as the columns and supporting tubs, would blend into 734 

the background. If they were not going with a tapered column, the weathered steel wraps 735 

were critical.  736 

• This was the first time they had seen the transition over Lake Road, and it was really bad. It 737 

looked like it was just tacked on and needed to be addressed with materials, coloration, or 738 

something. He understood the issue with the height clearance over Lake Rd, but the whole 739 

transition was terrible and that would be the most viewed portion of the bridge with everyone 740 

coming from the Lake Rd side and coming across the pedestrian bridge. 741 

• His big issue regarded the pedestrian bridge. In the Pedestrian Emphasis section of the 742 

Downtown Design Guidelines, the guideline under Reinforce and Enhance the Pedestrian 743 

System stated, “Barriers to pedestrian movement and visual and other nuisances should be 744 

avoided or eliminated, so that the pedestrian is the priority in all development projects." It 745 

seemed like making a pedestrian/bicycle bridge across the lake was an afterthought or 746 

something someone else needed to deal with, and at this point was flying completely in the 747 

face of the guidelines. They wanted as many people as possible to ride this train. There was 748 

a huge apartment complex right across the lake. Just by building that bridge, ridership would 749 

be increased. He would have a hard time voting for this project without the pedestrian 750 

bridge, specifically because Milwaukie's Design Guidelines required it. 751 
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 752 

Commissioner Stoll stated that he had a lot of concerns about the station. He realized it was a 753 

new design and would be worked on further after hearing the concerns of the Commission. He 754 

would like to see an attempt at the L shape on the abutment or tuning forks.  755 

• In general, he liked the way the bridge was moving. The overall shape had improved.  756 

• He was still wedded to the idea of the metal cladding on the columns. The metal cladding 757 

also worked very well with cylindrical columns. As mentioned before, they could look at 758 

different spacing on the metal cladding. 759 

• The new capital element looked too massive. He preferred the one that was split into 2 as it 760 

looked more elegant, and he also liked the flanges on it because it echoed where the 761 

Tillamook branch crossed McLoughlin Blvd, picking up a little bit of that old railroad bridge 762 

element. 763 

 764 

Commissioner Churchill stated he had come away from the last joint session very encouraged 765 

and supportive of the work done to that point. A lot of that had to do with the use of the COR-766 

TEN steel options, the tubs, and tapered columns. He was very disappointed to find that the 767 

tapered columns had been dropped. Although he understood the explanation for this decision, 768 

he did not agree with it. He believed there was a way to integrate a tapered COR-TEN steel 769 

jacket around the column, which would not add substantially to the column’s profile. Many parts 770 

of southern and northern California were cladding existing concrete columns with a structural 771 

sleeve, so it was possible to make that a structural element to reduce the amount of structural 772 

steel inside the column. They would be getting stronger columns with less profile. He challenged 773 

the engineering group to look at that. He would not support the project unless he saw some 774 

logic behind this. He agreed that adding a foot of width to the columns and adding another 4 in 775 

on both sides all the way around created a rather massive column.  776 

• He had concerns about the lack of ADA access to the platform from the south. They were 777 

creating a secondary route to the platform for those who were disabled, and it was not 778 

appropriate. They needed to make sure a lift was provided, and this needed to be part of the 779 

project budget. 780 

• He agreed that the column capitals needed some better proportion review. He was not 781 

pleased with them. 782 

• He agreed that not having the pedestrian bridge integrated as part of the project was a very 783 

poor decision. He understood the funding challenges, but there had been funding 784 

challenges all the way along the project.  785 
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• There were solutions that would avoid the double column impact as it crossed Kellogg Lake. 786 

He would like to see some creative form work around the landing of the COR-TEN structural 787 

tubs. He understood the dynamics of clearances, but there was a way to land that better at 788 

the north end. 789 

• The stopping distance for the trains was the tail wagging the dog. He found it hard to believe 790 

they did not have motor controllers that would reduce the speed to 5 mph before 791 

approaching a station if it were really a concern that someone would overrun the station to 792 

Adams St. It seemed like TriMet used the excuse of stopping distance to extend the platform 793 

south and solve the clearance problem over Lake Rd.  794 

• He was concerned about the acoustical environment underneath the platform that hung over 795 

Lake Rd. He appreciated the daylight punches, but thought they would be small and barely 796 

sufficient to solve the problem. 797 

• Last time they met, he was excited about the project, but now he was feeling very 798 

pessimistic. He wanted to see much more integration of structural elements and 799 

thoughtfulness about the entire vision from the platform all the way to the landing along 800 

McLoughlin Blvd. It seemed very disjointed. He would not support what was presented 801 

tonight at all. 802 

• As far as art, he was a bigger fan of integration of art into concepts. There were 803 

opportunities to integrate artwork into, with, and supporting this structure as opposed to 804 

applied art, which was highly conceptual. He was not a fan of putting green bott on the 805 

bottom side of COR-TEN steel. The beauty of the COR-TEN steel needed to stand on its 806 

own. He would rather see the emphasis of the artwork land at Lake Rd and look at the 807 

opportunities to support artwork in that zone as opposed to the simplicity and beauty 808 

associated with the COR-TEN steel. 809 

• Ms. Traver clarified an additional artist was hired to work at the Lake Rd station. This 810 

evening the focus had been on the Kellogg Bridge. 811 

 812 

Planning Commission Vice Chair Harris wanted to see what it would look like with the COR-813 

TEN clad columns and then with tapered columns.  814 

• It would be nice if the images all showed bearings so they could get a better perspective. 815 

After about the midpoint in the packet, there were no bearings on the supports, and they 816 

were all flat together. If there was a variance between 6 in and 12 in, they might want to put 817 

it at 8 or 10 in so they could see more of the worst case scenario as opposed to best case 818 

scenario. 819 
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• He emphasized that the pedestrian bridge was hugely important. 820 

 821 

DLC Chair Hemer was very disappointed that somewhere in the planning stages they ran out of 822 

road, stuck the station where they wanted it, and then extended the road as far as they could. 823 

All he could imagine was a big yellow sign with a flashing light saying "10 ft 6 in Clearance" at 824 

the top on the side of that bridge. He assumed some type of sign was required to let people 825 

know they would hit the top of a concrete bridge if driving through. Other things could happen in 826 

the city so that platform did not have to extend out like that, and he understood there was a cost 827 

issue associated with those things. 828 

• He was disappointed about the ADA access. Each access should be able to be accessed by 829 

any individual. By not providing such access, it did not appear very friendly. If the building 830 

ended up with a second story level with the train, and that building had an elevator with 24-831 

hour access, that was a different story. The City was building something with future hopes, 832 

and if it did not happen it would just look odd. 833 

• He did not mind the dual columns and did not necessarily care about the steel wraps.  834 

• He did care about the pedestrian bridge. He would much rather cut something else out of 835 

the budget to make that pedestrian bridge work.  836 

• Design-wise, it would be nice to match the angle of the 2 columns with the train trestle, so 837 

when viewed, it would match. The view from Lake Rd would really not matter compared to 838 

what was seen on McLoughlin Blvd, because it was very well treed.  839 

• He was surprised no one raised questions about what would be done with the trees and 840 

what kind of plantings would be used to help with environmental and tree removal, and 841 

the vegetation loss. 842 

• He would also like to see some idea about what would happen and what it would actually 843 

look like when the lake turned into a creek. He believed they would basically end up with an 844 

overgrown and unmaintained riparian zone.  845 

• He could also see people attempting to jump from bridge to bridge, if the height was not 846 

planned carefully enough. There was a wood platform that allowed people to walk on the 847 

train trestle. 848 

• He liked the very Romanesque and masculine design. 849 

• He worried about the shadows. From his calculations, one would see 6 in of concrete; if it 850 

came 3 ft down and 5 ft out, the angle is actually 6 ft from the platform top, so maybe a little 851 

wave to that might solve the problem with the wave of the steel tubs going into the 852 

overextended street to make it fit in the spot where it was decided it needs to go. Instead of 853 
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putting the steel wraps around the posts, slide them up at an angle like a triangle, so it 854 

would looked like it just faded in. Something real easy and simple, with a little extra steel 855 

carrying over. 856 

• If funding were found for the pedestrian bridge, they would end up with a muddy trail and 857 

people bumping their heads at 4 ft because they did not want to get wet. The entire path 858 

could be traveled without getting wet. 859 

• The electric poles were fine. 860 

• He was worried about the acoustics and the pollution underneath Lake Rd. If vehicle access 861 

was allowed, exhaust needed a way to escape when traffic was backed up. 862 

• They needed to determine where the water would go coming off the platforms, such as into 863 

a storm drain, and was there a chance of overspillage. 864 

• He was worried about echo and the amount of noise produced by geese, seagulls, people, 865 

etc. 866 

• The art was one of the coolest things he had ever seen. He loved the whole concept and 867 

design. However, they were missing what the concept would be coming the other direction. 868 

The same discussion about how everything ties in would apply to the other abutment. They 869 

needed to determine the starting and ending points for the art. 870 

• He agreed the Design Guidelines required projects to enhance pedestrian access. The 871 

pedestrian bridge was a key element to the project. He would love to see some contingency 872 

funds found.  873 

• He agreed with the slanting of the columns so the 2 columns matched the trail and believed 874 

in finding a better solution than extending an area [the platform] where it did not fit.  875 

 876 

Ms. Wisner also advocated for the pedestrian bridge; gaining access there for bikes and 877 

pedestrians would be a real benefit, if at all possible. 878 

• She favored an approach or direction to the tapered column. The vertical fluting did not 879 

express what was discussed in the last meeting. She was a strong advocate for the 880 

weathered metal cladding all the way on every surface of all the columns and not breaking 881 

up the unified color. Being able to blend in with the trestle and with the natural environment, 882 

the trees, and changes in seasons, was the best way to soften the whole bridge and keep 883 

the ribbon idea going. 884 

• She was not too excited about the formed concrete surfaces presented, especially around 885 

the station area on Lake Rd. They had talked about some more creative options earlier in 886 

the process, so she was not too positive about what was presented tonight. 887 
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• She was very concerned about maximum sound abatement. She would like to see that 888 

explained more as more plans were presented regarding the Lake Rd station. 889 

• She was very concerned about the need for an ADA lift on the south end, mainly because 890 

the whole mile east on Lake Rd and beyond was a big walkway for people. A lot of people, 891 

including  older retired people, exercised on Lake Rd. It was a very well-traveled pedestrian 892 

way. There were condos and small apartments where retired people and disabled persons 893 

of all ages often resided. There was a strong likelihood that those citizens would be taking 894 

light rail into town at times. 895 

• Being an artist and designer, she realized the appropriateness of where art is placed. The 896 

concepts of the flocks of birds and swarming masses of small images were very intriguing. 897 

She could see how visually interesting that could be on such an unusual structure. She was 898 

also very conscious about staying with Milwaukie's sense of place, its natural environment, 899 

and natural organic shapes, including the shapes of the animals and foliage. She was a little 900 

disappointed that it was so geometric, confining the concept down to the very uniform botts. 901 

She hoped to see an art concept that would incorporate irregular shapes hearkening to the 902 

natural environment in Milwaukie. She would also like to see a range of possible colors from 903 

bright to dull, dark to light, that could fill out the patterns and imitate a play of light where 904 

placed on the bridge. She would let the artist and DLC figure out where the emphasis of the 905 

art should be placed on the bridge. Obviously, it either had to be at the station end or the 906 

south end where it adjoined the park and ride area. 907 

 908 

Mr. Perrault stated that in large part, he mirrored what had been stated. He would like to see 909 

the overhead power poles line up with the columns where possible to have some congruity as 910 

far as the vertical members. 911 

• He encouraged a great deal more thought on the Lake Rd platform so hopefully it could be 912 

done much, much better. 913 

• The pedestrian bridge was also key. 914 

 915 

Ms. Gamba also noted the importance of the pedestrian bridge. 916 

• She suggested softening the transition for the Lake Rd overpass by using curves, or if the 917 

tubs could not be extended all the way across because of clearance, carrying the element of 918 

the weathered steel through the concrete to create some continuity for the eye. 919 

• They should explore Commissioner Churchill's idea of using the steel wraps on the columns 920 

to increase the structural integrity of the columns. 921 
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• She was appreciative of the art and encouraged the artists to think about using color as 922 

another layer of dynamism for that art. She did think of dots as being a natural form, but not 923 

necessarily lime green dots.  924 

 925 

Ms. Mangle stated two other big meetings were coming up this month where they might learn 926 

more. At the DLC meeting on June 22, 2011, Ms. Mayer-Reed would be discussing walls and 927 

fences. Tonight, they focused on the geographic area that would be part of the application for 928 

the Kellogg Bridge which was abutment to abutment. Much more information would be 929 

presented at an open house scheduled for June 27, 2011. 930 

 931 

Mr. Doran stated that many comments this evening were similar to those expressed by the 932 

design team and TriMet. The Lake Rd transition was a new element relative to the project. They 933 

acknowledged before the presentation that this needed to be looked at more closely. 934 

Additionally, they would be considering the columns and the other comments.  935 

• TriMet was also very supportive of the pedestrian bridge. They had committed their time, 936 

funds, resources, and design team time to alter the design of the bridge to make sure they 937 

could not only keep from precluding the bridge, but also to support it. They put money into 938 

the structural design so the columns could support the pedestrian bridge to minimize some 939 

of the funding needed to complete the bridge. Efforts were ongoing to find money to make 940 

the pedestrian bridge happen at the same time as this project.   941 

• They would explore the idea of the steel wraps further as a structural element. As an 942 

architectural treatment, they needed to keep in mind that during the biannual maintenance 943 

they needed to see the structural component of the concrete itself, so completely wrapping 944 

them in steel was not an option. If the steel was structural, that might change that 945 

conversation, and they would definitely look into it.  946 

 947 

Commissioner Gamba asked how they would access the structural pillar if they were looking at 948 

a tapered column that had a concrete covering over a concrete pillar. 949 

• Mr. Doran responded that concrete on the outside would reveal certain things that structural 950 

or aesthetic steel placed over the column would not. Maintenance considerations must be 951 

kept in mind when considering the idea of completely wrapping the columns in steel. 952 

 953 
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Commissioner Churchill encouraged them to look at the hundreds of miles of columns that 954 

had been wrapped in California with much greater spans, knowing they had to do the same 955 

inspections. 956 

• Mr. Doran stated the other maintenance aspect was graffiti removal. Removing graffiti 957 

changed the appearance of the steel. Graffiti removal was handled much better by concrete 958 

than steel while also allowing easier removal. 959 

 960 

Mr. Mikolavich appreciated the comments, particularly in that the DLC and Commission had 961 

touched on a number of things they had been aware of. The area around Lake Rd was a unique 962 

element that needed further resolution, and they would be looking at this along with the other 963 

issues raised. 964 

 965 

DLC Chair Hemer thanked the consultants for coming and the public for their comments. 966 

 967 

6.0 Worksession Items – None 968 

 969 

7.0 Forecast for Future Meetings:  970 

Planning Commission 971 

June 14, 2011 1. Public Hearing: ZA-11-01/CPA-11-01 Natural Resource Regulations 972 

Amendments continued from 4/26/11 973 

June 28, 2011  1.  Joint study session with City Council on Residential Standards 974 

project and other land use items. 975 

 2. Worksession on electronic sign regulations  976 

 977 

Design & Landmarks Committee 978 

June 22, 2011 1. Storefront improvement program application review 979 

 2. Proposed bylaw revisions – review 980 

July 5, 2011  1.  City Council Joint Session 981 

July 27, 2011 1. Storefront improvement program application review 982 

2. Proposed bylaw revisions – review  983 

 984 

 985 

Meeting adjourned at 9:55 p.m. 986 
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 987 

 988 

Respectfully submitted, 989 

 990 

 991 

 992 

 993 

Paula Pinyerd, ABC Transcription Services, Inc. for  994 

Alicia Stoutenburg, Administrative Specialist II 995 

 996 

 997 

 998 

___________________________   ___________________________ 999 

Lisa Batey      Greg “Frank” Hemer 1000 

Planning Commission Chair    Design and Landmarks Committee Chair 1001 
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CITY OF MILWAUKIE 1 

DESIGN AND LANDMARKS COMMITTEE 2 

MINUTES 3 

Milwaukie Public Safety Building 4 

3200 SE Harrison Street 5 

WEDNESDAY, August 24, 2011 6 

6:30 PM 7 

 8 
DLC MEMBERS PRESENT     9 

Greg Hemer, Chair      10 

Jim Perrault, Vice Chair    11 

Becky Ives       12 

Patty Wisner      13 

Chantelle Gamba    14 

 15 
STAFF PRESENT 16 

Li Alligood, Assistant Planner, (DLC Liaison) 17 

Kenny Asher, Community Development Director 18 

Katie Mangle, Planning Director 19 

Susan Shanks, Senior Planner 20 

 21 

MEMBERS ABSENT  22 

None 23 

 24 

1.0  Call to Order – Procedural Matters 25 

 26 

Chair Greg Hemer called the meeting to order at 6:35 p.m. and read the conduct of meeting 27 

format into the record.  28 

 29 

2.0  Design and Landmarks Committee Notes  30 

 2.1 July 27, 2011 31 

 32 

DLC Member Chantelle Gamba moved to approve the July 27, 2011, DLC meeting notes 33 

as presented. DLC Vice Chair Jim Perrault seconded the motion. The minutes were 34 

approved unanimously. 35 

  36 

3.0  Information Items 37 

There were no information items. 38 

 39 

4.0  Audience Participation –This is an opportunity for the public to comment on any item 40 

not on the agenda. There was none. 41 

 42 

5.0  Public Meetings – None  43 

  44 
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6.0 Worksession Items  45 

6.1 Summary:  Kellogg Bridge Design 46 

 Staff Person:   Susan Shanks, Senior Planner, and Jeb Doran, TriMet 47 

 48 

Katie Mangle, Planning Director, informed the Committee that the land use application for the 49 

light rail bridge over Kellogg Lake had been submitted, and the worksession was a preview of 50 

the application and an opportunity to review the format of the design review public meeting. She 51 

noted that TriMet had included many design elements as requested by the DLC and the 52 

community, although some requested design elements had not been included and would be 53 

explained during the worksession 54 

 55 

Susan Shanks, Senior Planner, noted that the Design Review application process would 56 

follow the new design review procedures adopted with the tune-up project, and reviewed the 57 

different types of land use applications submitted.  58 

 The DLC would be reviewing the Design Review application, which was scheduled for the 59 

September 28, 2011, meeting of the Committee.  The DLC would review the application 60 

against the Downtown Design Guidelines.  61 

 Due to the state-mandated 120-day timeline, staff was anticipating that the Planning 62 

Commission would need two public hearings, which would only allow for one regularly 63 

scheduled DLC meeting. However, there was an option to schedule a special meeting.   64 

Ms. Shanks was the staff person for the application and she requested that any concerns, 65 

questions, or comments be directed to her.  66 

Jeb Doran, TriMet, noted the consolidated timeline and wanted to address some issues raised 67 

at the June joint DLC / Planning Commission meeting and touch base with the group. He 68 

reviewed the changes to the bridge design from the beginning of the process to now 69 

 Presented a Powerpoint that reviewed the specifics of the changes and improvements to the 70 

design of the bridge, as well the limitations of the requests and feedback of the DLC and 71 

community, as followed:  72 

o The jumpspan and transition had a thinner profile, with the continuation of steel 73 

façade and rock face treatments to the abutment to match the tubs at the south end.   74 

o Safety concerns beneath the bridge were addressed through more lighting and 75 

openings for lighting, more railings, and improvements to visibility through the thinner 76 

profile.  77 
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o Steel column wraps vs. concrete columns – There were structural concerns with the 78 

steel wraps with regard to inspections and repairs, particularly after seismic events. 79 

The steel wraps were also more susceptible to graffiti damage as the weathered 80 

steel treatment allows graffiti to absorb and cleaned graffiti shows as well. Concrete 81 

had better results for graffiti cleaning, and could incorporate design features that 82 

break up the look. Constructability was also a concern as with steel each pier would 83 

need individual forms, while concrete essentially needed one mold for all of the 84 

columns.  Acid treatment for the concrete columns was an option for consideration.  85 

 86 

DLC Member Becky Ives arrived at 7:00 p.m.  87 

 88 

o Board form treatment options – Columns now had tapered I-beams with an open 89 

column cap and raised board form lines, which would control and channel water 90 

staining for aesthetics.  91 

o For bird prevention the Audubon Society had a wire protection recommendation 92 

which TriMet was optimistic about.   93 

o Pedestrian bridge – although currently not included in the project due to funding, 94 

TriMet was still looking for funding and working toward including it. The bridge 95 

structure was being designed with the assumption that the pedestrian bridge will be 96 

built in the future.  97 

o Split versus single columns - split columns provided more support for the bridge. 98 

Problems with the single column option included an increase in column width with 99 

the bridge width, which would change the visual impact and ribbon effect, and cause 100 

issues with the pedestrian bridge.  101 

o Noise - the noise analysis found the only issues were on the track and were being 102 

addressed by small walls along track/bridge. Most wall options would take away from 103 

ribbon effect.  However, Paraglas was a transparent product that was durable, 104 

maintainable, met guidelines, and maintained transparency. He passed a sample 105 

around for examination. 106 

Mr. Doran addressed questions and comments from the DLC:  107 

 The only potential areas for accessibility to graffiti were the public access areas.   108 

 Caternary poles would be black in downtown and weathered steel along the rest of the 109 

Milwaukie alignment for cost and maintenance reasons. The variation of the poles would be 110 

softened once the trees filled in.   111 
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 The project was at 60% and well on the way to 90% without being over budget.  112 

 A Tiger III grant and the ConnectOregon fund were being considered for funding options for 113 

the pedestrian bridge. The design team was working with a contractor on how to include the 114 

pedestrian bridge without increasing the costs for environmental permitting by planning the 115 

construction period during fish windows.   116 

 Although structural angles were harder to soften due to functionality and clearances, board 117 

form treatments and design could continue to be looked at to soften the column patterns in 118 

order to look more natural rather than rigid and horizontal. 119 

 120 

DLC Member Jim Perrault left at 7:30 p.m.  121 

 122 

6.2 Summary:  South Downtown Concept Plan 123 

Staff Person:   Katie Mangle, Planning Director 124 

 125 

Kenny Asher, Community Development and Public Works Director, noted the South 126 

Downtown Concept Plan was scheduled for the September 6, 2011, City Council meeting. Staff 127 

had asked Council to adopt the Concept Plan by resolution.  He reviewed the history of the 128 

South Downtown Concept Plan, and described the potential of and special features surrounding 129 

the area around SE 21st Ave and SE Main St. A primary purpose of the Concept Plan was to 130 

connect downtown to neighborhoods and parks.  131 

 132 

Ms. Mangle noted that the adopted Downtown and Riverfront Framework Plan and the South 133 

Downtown Concept Plan had many similar ideas and concepts, including the mixed-use, 134 

people-oriented development; connection to parks and creeks; etc. However, there were 135 

specific use and anchor ideas that were different in the South Downtown Concept Plan. She 136 

noted the Concept Plan was geared toward smaller scale development and activity rather than 137 

bigger scale campus-type development. The light rail project increased the sensitivity of 138 

circulation and accessibility of the area.  139 

 140 

Mr. Asher reviewed the City’s history with the Center for Environmental Structure (CES) 141 

beginning in 2008, and the humanist development philosophy they worked by. CES had worked 142 

with the “Group of 9” to create a Pattern Language for south downtown that highlighted the 143 

aspects of the area that the community wanted to celebrate and preserve.  144 
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 Due to communication issues, the City changed firms and partnered with Walker Macy to 145 

extract implementable ideas from the Pattern Language, and the project was now in Phase 146 

4. 147 

 He reviewed the South Downtown Concept Plan document and drawings, noting the public 148 

space circulation, plaza location, preserved views, and pedestrian connectivity with the light 149 

rail station. The next step was to get direction from City Council, who had been asked to 150 

adopt the idea and vision by resolution.   151 

 152 

Ms. Mangle reviewed Attachment 2 of the staff report and noted that Mr. Asher and she had 153 

reviewed the Pattern Language in depth to tease out the essentials and conflicts and determine 154 

the realities of implementation. She reminded the Committee that the DLC would be responsible 155 

for reviewing many of the aspects of the project as it moved forward, and encouraged their 156 

feedback and questions while reviewing the list.  157 

 158 

Mr. Asher clarified that along with staff’s request for Council to endorse the Concept Plan, a 159 

resolution would approve a  work plan for the Planning and Community Development 160 

departments, which involved zoning code changes and other work to allow for the 161 

implementation of the Concept Plan and light rail station area plans. He reviewed the aspects of 162 

the Pattern Language that would be carried forward: 163 

 The granularity and texture pattern allowed for development of the area over time with 164 

incremental changes, to make it more livable and comfortable. There would need to be a 165 

balance between flexibility and restrictions of development.  166 

 The pattern that new construction is unregulated was inconsistent with other patterns and 167 

went too far. Although the City wanted to allow for faster transitions for development, there 168 

still needed to be some regulation.   169 

 The scattered courtyards pattern was not possible due to space constraints.   170 

 The pedestrian experience pattern was not mentioned specifically in the list, but was an 171 

important element. Pedestrian orientation to buildings should be added but the list was 172 

building-specific and did not address all of the Pattern Language; however, the pedestrian 173 

experience was in the Walker Macy documents.  174 

 The colonnade feature was important, and the buildings themselves would create the 175 

pedestrian space and experience.  176 
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 The second level of the buildings needed to play into the plaza too, which could help create 177 

a human scale.  178 

 Plazas worked best when there was an outdoor room feel. The pavilion would help create 179 

that feel and could be used for both public space, such as art, and the lower level can be 180 

used for storage for events and maintenance, etc.  181 

Mr. Asher added that for early implementation, the Community Development Department 182 

understood that there needed to be more activity in that part of town. Some ideas to start using 183 

the area included adding a mid-week Farmers’ Market, cleaning and painting buildings, adding 184 

food carts, closing the street for events, etc.  185 

 Work for the light rail station and with property owners was still continuing.  186 

 He reminded the Committee that design in the area would be very important and the DLC 187 

would have an important role. He assured the Committee that staff would return to the group 188 

with more ideas for implementation in the future.  189 

 190 

Ms. Mangle verified that the DLC supported staff’s direction on this project.  191 

 192 

7.0  Other Business/Updates 193 

 7.1  DLC regular meeting schedule 194 

 195 

Li Alligood, Assistant Planner, reminded the Committee that there were longstanding conflicts 196 

between the DLC meetings, Neighborhood District Association leader meetings, and internal 197 

scheduling issues for staff.  198 

 She had reviewed the City calendar for potential meeting days, and suggested that any 199 

schedule change would not take effect until after the September meeting.  200 

 201 

The Committee agreed to change the regularly scheduling meetings to the first Monday of the 202 

month, beginning in November. 203 

 204 

8.0 Design and Landmarks Committee Discussion Items – None   205 

 206 

9.0 Forecast for Future Meetings:  207 

September 28, 2011  1.  Public Meeting: Kellogg Bridge Design Review 208 

 2. Worksession: Façade Improvement Program application review  209 
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October 26, 2011 1.  Worksession: Façade Improvement Program application review  210 

 2. Worksession: Light rail project update 211 

 212 

 213 

Meeting adjourned at approximately 8:38 p.m.  214 

 215 

 216 

 217 

Respectfully submitted, 218 

 219 

 220 

 221 

 222 

Alicia Stoutenburg, Administrative Specialist II 223 

 224 

 225 

 226 

___________________________ 227 

Greg Hemer, Chair   228 
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To: Design and Landmarks Committee 

From: Li Alligood, Assistant Planner 

Date: September 21, 2011 for September 28, 2011, Meeting 

Subject: Downtown Façade Improvement Program application review 
 

ACTION REQUESTED 

Review Façade Improvement Program (FIP) applications and approve or deny based on the 
criteria and priorities established by the DLC, the City, and Metro. 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

A. Façade Improvement Program 

The Façade Improvement Program (FIP) was established in March 2011, and began 
accepting applications in May 2011. All properties located in the downtown zones1 east of 
McLoughlin Blvd are eligible. 

The purpose of the FIP is to improve the pedestrian environment by encouraging business 
and property owners to make external improvements to their buildings. These improvements 
should enhance the character and aesthetics of downtown Milwaukie and create a more 
attractive and vibrant commercial district.  

The matching grant program is funded jointly by Metro and the City. The maximum grant 
amount is $10,000, which must be matched by the applicant and is reimbursed upon 
completion of the approved project.  

B. Application Overview 

The program was funded at $50,000. To date, the DLC has approved grants in the amount 
of $36,427, and there is $13,573 remaining in the grant fund. Two applications have been 
submitted for consideration at the September meeting, requesting a total of $5,725 (see 
Table 1 for details).  

See Attachment 1 for a map of property locations. 

 

                                                

1
 Downtown Commercial Zone DC; Downtown Storefront Zone DS; Downtown Office Zone DO; and 

Downtown Residential Zone DR. 
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Worksession September 28, 2011 

Table 1. Applications to be reviewed at the September 28, 2011, meeting 

Applicant Address 
Amount 

Requested 

A. Johnny Ashy, Nelson’s Nautilus  10466 SE Main St $2,100 

B. Kevin Cavenaugh, Dark Horse Comics 10999 SE Main St $3,625 

Total 2 properties $5,725 

C. Staff Review and Recommendation 

Staff has reviewed the applications to verify program eligibility and compliance with 
downtown design standards. Each staff recommendation includes the following information: 

A. Background: Information about the zoning and use of the site, as well as any other site 
characteristics of note. 

B. Proposal: The work proposed by the applicant. 

C. Narrative: Each applicant has provided a narrative as part of the application; the 
narrative is included verbatim in the staff recommendation. 

D. Eligibility: Staff has determined that each application meets the grant program eligibility 
requirements and downtown design standards. Where appropriate, staff has noted 
specific components of the project that will increase downtown liveliness and the 
pedestrian environment. 

E. Amount requested: Staff has evaluated the project estimates submitted with each 
application and determined if they are reasonable. Staff has recommended the funding 
amount based on the proposal and eligible costs. This is not a recommendation of 
approval, but of the funding level in the case of approval. 

F. Additional information: Where appropriate, staff has included suggestions for improving 
the aesthetic appearance of subject buildings. 

G. Next steps: Some projects may require additional land use approvals before they can 
move forward. This section identifies which approvals, if any, are needed. 

See Attachment 2 for staff recommendations and full application materials.  

APPROVAL CRITERIA 

The DLC, the City, and Metro have identified the following approval criteria for DLC review of 
the façade improvement grant applications: 

 Will the proposal result in a noticeable improvement in the storefront or building? 

 Will the proposal enhance downtown character and aesthetics? 

 Will the proposal enhance the pedestrian experience? 

 Is the cost of project low relative to impact (―bang for the buck‖)? 
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DECISION-MAKING PROCESS 

Keeping in mind that the purpose of the program is to encourage visual improvements to private 
properties in downtown Milwaukie while allowing flexibility, the DLC has the following options 
when reviewing the grant applications: 

 Approve all applications. 

 Review and decide on applications individually. 

 Postpone a decision on individual applications to a later date. 

The DLC may adjust the amount of the grant awarded and offer comments and suggestions to 
the applicant. Per the terms of the grant program, the DLC may not provide conditions of 
approval or adjust design details. 

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. Map of property locations (attached) 

2. Application materials and staff recommendations (attached) 

A. 10466 SE Main St – Nelson’s Nautilus   

B. 10999 SE Main St – Dark Horse Comics  

6.1 Page 3



MAIN

21ST

17TH

MCLOUGHLIN

23
RD

MONROE

LAVA

24TH

WASHINGTON

JEFFERSON

ADAMS

HARRISONRIVERWAY

JACKSON

SCOTT

LLEWELLYN

23RD

HARRISON

Legend
September 2011  Review
Approved Applications
Tax Lots
Buildings

Facade Improvement Program Applications - 2011

0 300 600150
Feet

ATTACHMENT 1
6.1 Page 4



 

DOWNTOWN FAÇADE IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM APPLICATION 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

 

Date: September 28, 2011 

Applicant: Johnny Ashy 

Owner(s): Nelson’s Nautilus Plus 

Address: 10466 SE Main St 

Grant Request: $2,100 

Funding Recommendation: $2,100 

APPLICATION SUMMARY 

A. Background 

The site is located in the Downtown Residential Zone DR. The building was constructed in 
1966.  

B. Proposal 

The applicant proposes to paint the exterior of the building in a new three-color scheme. 

C. Narrative provided by applicant 

The building structure is unique and still has a pleasing appearance. Painting the building 
with new, modern colors will give it a fresh, vibrant look, keeping in step with the goals of 
your committee. 

D. Eligibility as determined by staff 

The proposal meets the grant program eligibility requirements and the downtown design 
standards. 

E. Amount requested 

The applicant has requested a matching grant of $2,100. Staff recommends funding the full 
amount. 

F. Additional information 

The downtown design guidelines contain useful information and tips for making downtown 
buildings more attractive and pedestrian friendly. Pedestrian friendly buildings have 
transparent windows, providing “eyes on the street” that enhance pedestrian safety. They 
may also have canopies or awnings to protect pedestrians from the elements, attractive 
window displays to attract the eye, or sidewalk decor such as planters to add depth to the 
front facade. Small, inexpensive changes can make a big impact. 

Staff suggests the applicant consider the following: 
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 Offset the setback of the building by installing a small wall adjacent to the sidewalk to 
improve the pedestrian experience. 

 Mark a pedestrian walkway from Main Street to the front entrance of the building. 

 Accentuate the parking area with additional landscaping. 

G. Next Steps 

If the grant is awarded, competitive bids will be expected for any project components over 
$5,000. 
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DOWNTOWN FAÇADE IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM APPLICATION 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

 

Date: September 28, 2011 

Applicant: Kevin Cavenaugh for Dark Horse Comics 

Owner(s): Suburban Explorations, Inc. 

Address: 10999 SE Main St 

Grant Request: $3,625 

Funding Recommendation: $3,625 

APPLICATION SUMMARY 

A. Background 

The site is located in the Downtown Storefront Zone DS. The building was constructed in 
1923 and is listed as a “contributing” historic resource in the City’s historic inventory.  

B. Proposal 

The applicant proposes the following: 

 Remove the existing canopy 

 Repair the work area at the building façade 

 Paint the exterior of the building in a new color scheme using a minimum of three 
colors 

C. Narrative provided by applicant 

The current canopy isn’t fitting with Main St, and the current monochromatic color scheme 
is….well…ugly. 

D. Eligibility as determined by staff 

The proposal meets the grant program eligibility requirements and the downtown design 
standards. 

E. Amount requested 

The applicant has requested a matching grant of $3,625. Staff recommends funding the full 
amount. 

F. Additional information 

The downtown design guidelines contain useful information and tips for making downtown 
buildings more attractive and pedestrian friendly. Pedestrian friendly buildings have 
transparent windows, providing “eyes on the street” that enhance pedestrian safety. They 
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may also have canopies or awnings to protect pedestrians from the elements, attractive 
window displays to attract the eye, or sidewalk decor such as planters to add depth to the 
front facade. Small, inexpensive changes can make a big impact. 

Staff suggests the applicant consider the following: 

 Provide greater transparency to the interior of the ground floor by limiting window 
coverage. Full-length curtains can be replaced by partial blinds or café curtains and 
should cover no more than 50% of the window. 

 Blade signs for current or future tenants. 

G. Next Steps 

If the grant is awarded, competitive bids will be expected for any project components over 
$5,000. 
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To:  Design and Landmarks Committee 

From: Katie Mangle, Planning Director 

Date: September 21, 2011, for September 28, 2011, Worksession 

Subject: Downtown Milwaukie Light Rail Station Shelter Design 
 

ACTION REQUESTED 

None. This is a presentation for discussion only. 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

TriMet’s Portland to Milwaukie Light Rail project includes one shelter on each platform, with 
space reserved to add a second shelter in the future. For most of the stations, the project will 
install a shelter modeled closely after those installed on the Interstate and I-205 light rail lines. 
However, at four stations (Lincoln St, South Waterfront, Bybee St, and Downtown Milwaukie), 
the project is proposing to install shelters that are somewhat custom-designed. See Attachment 
1 for a summary of TriMet’s approach to the shelter design, including preliminary drawings of 
the shelter proposed to be installed on the downtown Milwaukie platform. 

The DLC and Planning Commission will review the shelter and other elements on the platform 
(generally the station area that is not in the public right-of-way) as part of a Design Review 
application expected later this fall. TriMet will present the preliminary design direction of the 
shelter structure at this meeting to get early feedback from the committee. The final shelter 
design will be presented in its context during a formal Design Review meeting in late 2011. 

Though TriMet will prepare one shelter structure design for all three design district shelters, the 
intent will be to customize some aspects of the shelter to respect local conditions. Elements that 
could be customized include: 

 Windscreen pattern 

 Color of the metal elements 

 Integration of art 

There are several different aspects of the Milwaukie platform site that the DLC could consider 
when advising TriMet on how to customize the shelter: the downtown streetscape standards; 
the Jackson Street high capacity transit shelters; the proposed Triangle Site station building; 
and the potential for additional high capacity transit shelters to be located at 21st Ave and 
Washington St. 
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Downtown Streetscape Standards 

In 2001, as part of the Downtown and Riverfront Plan, the City adopted street design standards 
for downtown. The Public Area Requirements (PAR) document directs the City to implement a 
high quality, balanced streetscape, and lists the specific types of lighting, benches, and other 
street furniture to be installed throughout downtown. (The sidewalk in front of the North Main 
development was built to fully implement the streetscape standards.) The specified color for all 
street furniture is black, and the City has directed TriMet to match this theme for all light rail-
related street furniture (e.g., catenary poles, bollards, etc.) installed in downtown.  

Jackson Street Bus Stops 

The Jackson Street transit hub project will finally install the 
long-awaited high capacity transit shelters in October, 
2011. The DLC played a significant role in guiding the 
design of those shelters: In 2009, the DLC made a 
recommendation that TriMet pursue the Discovery 
shelter. When that shelter became unavailable, the DLC 
selected the “Cantilevered Glass” shelter with a water-
themed windscreen design.   

Triangle Station Building 

City Council recently approved a Memorandum of Understanding with TriMet to partner on the 
development of the Triangle Site adjacent to the platform. The vision for the building is for it to 
be both a landmark and a source of positive activity. 

Bus Stops at 21st Ave and Washington St. 

Bus stops to be located near the intersection of 21st Ave and Washington St are anticipated to 
be used by hundreds of people a day to transfer between bus service and the light rail trains. 
TriMet has not identified the exact location of the stops, nor the shelter type. However, staff 
recommends that the DLC consider the potential for future high capacity shelters to be located 
in this area when discussing the light rail platform design. 

ATTACHMENTS 

1. TriMet’s description of the approach to designing the Downtown Milwaukie station shelter  
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Milwaukie/ Main Street Station Shelter 

 

Basis of Design: Interstate MAX Shelter 

 High quality materials 

 Good weather protection 

 Good visibility for safety & security 

 Good integration with art Program 

   
Lloyd District: NE 7th & NE Holladay Station 

 
Interstate MAX: Killingsworth Station 

  

ATTACHMENT 1
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Milwaukie/ Main Street Station Shelter 

 

Upgrading Shelter: 
 Highlight reflect portal to Milwaukie’s emerging downtown 

 Higher level of transparency with glass roof 

 Elegant and subdued 

 Focus emphasis to adjacent development 

 Integration with Brian Goldbloom stonework on columns 
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Milwaukie/ Main Street Station Shelter 

 
PMLR Next Generation Glass Roof Shelter 
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