
 

 

  

 

 

 

AGENDA 

November 2, 2020 

 

DESIGN AND LANDMARKS COMMITTEE  

Virtual Meeting (via Zoom) 

www.milwaukieoregon.gov 

 

1.0      Call to Order — Procedural Matters  

2.0  Meeting Notes – Motion Needed 

2.1 October 5, 2020 

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 — None 

6.0 Worksession Items - None 

7.0 Other Business/Updates  

8.0 Design and Landmarks Committee Discussion Items — This is an opportunity for comment 

or discussion for items not on the agenda. 

9.0 Forecast for Future Meetings:  

Dec. 7, 2020 Regular meeting (may be cancelled) 

Dec. 17, 2020 Joint meeting for Comprehensive Plan implementation 

Jan. 4, 2021 Regular meeting (may be cancelled) 

Feb. 1, 2021 Regular meeting 

 

 

 

  

Meeting Accessibility Services and Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) Notice 
The city is committed to providing equal access to public meetings. To request listening and mobility assistance services 

contact the Office of the City Recorder at least 48 hours before the meeting by email at ocr@milwaukieoregon.gov or phone at 

503-786-7502. To request Spanish language translation services email espanol@milwaukieoregon.gov at least 48 hours before 

the meeting. Staff will do their best to respond in a timely manner and to accommodate requests. Most Council meetings are 

broadcast live on the City’s YouTube channel and Comcast Channel 30 in city limits. 

 
Servicios de Accesibilidad para Reuniones y Aviso de la Ley de Estadounidenses con Discapacidades (ADA) 
La ciudad se compromete a proporcionar igualdad de acceso para reuniones públicas. Para solicitar servicios de asistencia 

auditiva y de movilidad, favor de comunicarse a la Oficina del Registro de la Ciudad con un mínimo de 48 horas antes de la 

reunión por correo electrónico a ocr@milwaukieoregon.gov o llame al 503-786-7502. Para solicitar servicios de traducción al 

español, envíe un correo electrónico a espanol@milwaukieoregon.gov al menos 48 horas antes de la reunión. El personal hará 

todo lo posible para responder de manera oportuna y atender las solicitudes. La mayoría de las reuniones del Consejo de la 

Ciudad se transmiten en vivo en el canal de YouTube de la Ciudad y el Canal 30 de Comcast dentro de los límites de la ciudad. 



 
Milwaukie Design and Landmarks Committee Statement 

The Design and Landmarks Committee is established to advise the Planning Commission on historic preservation activities, 
compliance with applicable design guidelines, and to review and recommend appropriate design guidelines and design 
review processes and procedures to the Planning Commission and City Council. 
 
1. PROCEDURAL MATTERS. If you wish to speak at this meeting, please fill out a yellow card and give to planning staff.  Please 

turn off all personal communication devices during meeting.  For background information on agenda items, call the 
Planning Department at 503-786-7600 or email planning@milwaukieoregon.gov. Thank You. 

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

www.milwaukieoregon.gov.   
 
3. CITY COUNCIL MINUTES City Council Minutes can be found on the City website at  www.milwaukieoregon.gov.   
 
4. FORECAST FOR FUTURE MEETING. These items are tentatively scheduled, but may be rescheduled prior to the meeting date.  

Please contact staff with any questions you may have. 
 
Public Meeting Procedure 
Those who wish to testify should come to the front podium, state their 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 Landmarks Committee recommendations are not appealable.  
  
11. MEETING CONTINUANCE.  Prior to the close of the first public meeting, any person may request an opportunity to present 

additional information at another time. If there is such a request, the Design and Landmarks Committee will either continue 
the public meeting to a date certain, or leave the record open for at least seven days for additional written evidence, 
argument, or testimony.  

 

Milwaukie Design and Landmarks Committee: 
Cynthia Schuster, Chair 
Brett Laurila, Vice Chair 
Mary Neustadter 
Tracy Orvis 
Evan Smiley 

Planning Department Staff: 
Laura Weigel, Planning Manager 
Vera Kolias, Senior Planner 
Brett Kelver, Associate Planner 
Mary Heberling, Assistant Planner 
Janine Gates, Assistant Planner 
Tempest Blanchard, Administrative Specialist II 

 



CITY OF MILWAUKIE 
DESIGN AND LANDMARKS COMMITTEE 

MINUTES 
(virtual meeting via Zoom) 
Monday, October 5, 2020 

6:30 PM 
 
COMMITTEE MEMBERS PARTICIPATING STAFF PARTICIPATING 
Cynthia Schuster, Chair  Brett Kelver, Associate Planner (staff liaison) 
Brett Laurila, Vice Chair  
Mary Neustadter OTHERS PARTICIPATING 
Tracy Orvis Elizabeth Decker, JET Planning 
Evan Smiley 
  
MEMBERS ABSENT  
None 

1.0  Call to Order – Procedural Matters 

Chair Cynthia Schuster called the meeting to order at 6:33 p.m. 

2.0  Design and Landmarks Committee Minutes  
 2.1 September 14, 2020 

Chair Schuster called for any revisions to the meeting minutes for the September meeting; 
there were none, and the minutes were approved unanimously. 

3.0  Information Items – None 

4.0  Audience Participation – None 

5.0  Public Meetings – None 

6.0 Worksession Items 

6.1 Downtown design review process (continued) 
Staff People: Brett Kelver, Elizabeth Decker 

Associate Planner Brett Kelver outlined the points he hoped to cover in the meeting, including 
applicability of the new proposed regulations, guidance points from last month’s test case 
review, and the October 20 joint meeting with City Council. He turned it over to Elizabeth 
Decker, who presented some slides related to the memo that was included in the meeting 
packet focused on applicability for multifamily and rowhouse development. 

Ms. Decker led with the graphic from Section 19.304 of the zoning code showing the areas 
where ground-floor residential development is allowed on Main Street. She pointed to two 
shaded areas on either side of Main Street to illustrate the other large areas where residential-
only multifamily development could happen—an area much larger than most of the group had 
been imagining. Another slide showed the different sections of the current code that would apply 
to a multifamily project downtown—Section 19.304 (downtown base zone standards), Section 
19.508 (downtown design), and Subsection 19.505.3 (multifamily design). She illustrated how 
the proposed code amendments for downtown design might result in gaps for multifamily 
projects as some standards move from 19.304 to 19.508, depending on how we set up the 
applicability piece. Although it was not clear how much of the shaded area on the Main Street 
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graphic would be likely to develop as residential-only, the point was that it was important to 
clarify which design standards would apply to multifamily projects downtown. 

Chair Schuster asked if there was a graphic showing a comparison of the multifamily design 
elements and the downtown design elements. A specific table of comparison was not available, 
but Mr. Kelver shared his screen to show first the multifamily design elements of 19.505.3 and 
then the downtown design elements of 19.508. There are clearly some areas that overlap (such 
as for open space), but Chair Schuster noted that providing ground-floor open space could be 
challenging for mixed-use development, so a hybrid version might be needed to address the 
specific challenges for mixed-use versus multifamily projects.  

Mr. Kelver showed the applicability lists for different levels of review in the current version of 
Section 19.907 (downtown design review procedures) and noted that even for clear and 
objective Type I review there was still a discretionary-seeming question about what design 
elements from 19.508 might be applicable to one project or another. Chair Schuster registered 
concern about a few actions in the Type I review list that seemed to present enough of a change 
to a building (such as small expansions or additions) as to warrant a higher level of review. 
There was discussion about the current language for multifamily projects and the various 
options for a multifamily applicant to choose one type of review or another based on what level 
of review they preferred. It was agreed that the existing language was confusing, and Chair 
Schuster thought it was problematic that a new multifamily project downtown could go through 
Type I review, as any large new development could have a significant impact on the design 
fabric of downtown. 

Chair Schuster suggested that it is important in some cases to allow public comment on 
projects that might affect them, even if only to make people aware; she thought that perhaps 
some actions on the list should be elevated from Type I to Type II review. Mr. Kelver agreed 
that a Type II review could serve the purpose of public awareness but reminded the group that, 
because the approval criteria were still mostly clear and objective, it could be a frustrating 
process for people whose comments do not result in substantive changes to a proposal in the 
end. A key question with these lists may be whether the percentages and thresholds are 
appropriate for the various levels of review they trigger, especially between Type I and Type II. 
Chair Schuster reiterated that requiring public notice for projects of a certain scale can provide 
a sense that people are heard even if their opinion does not prevail. She acknowledged her 
long-standing desire to have new buildings over a certain size (for example, over 20,000 sq ft) 
be required to go through discretionary review, though she understood that the City was trying 
to provide a less onerous path for some new development. 

Ms. Decker noted that the fact that a new building could go through Type II review if it met the 
downtown design standards could present a frustration for the committee, which would have 
little room for discretion. However, the group had put a lot of time into developing standards that 
would ensure better design results for projects that used the more clear and objective review 
path. Committee Member Tracy Orvis spoke from her experience with design review in 
Clackamas County, recounting that there was little they could do to improve designs that met 
the standards. She appreciated that this committee had been thoughtful in crafting standards 
that would produce better design. Regarding the question of public notice, she had been part of 
some cases where people did seem grateful for being made aware of a project and others 
where folks were frustrated and did not seem to understand that there was little they could do to 
impact a project for which they had received notice.  

Committee Member Evan Smiley asked whether there was a sense that the various 
thresholds for different levels of review sometimes served as disincentives against achieving 
some of the desired goals—for example, if some projects might avoid building a fourth or fifth 
story to avoid certain standards, when we actually would like more density. Chair Schuster 
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shared her experience that most of her clients were willing to go through higher levels of review 
if it meant being able to build more units, since it is harder these days to make projects 
financially feasible. Ms. Orvis acknowledged that she had little experience with multifamily 
projects but shared that many of her commercial clients would more often change the project 
design to meet the standards and avoid the associated costs of higher levels of review. 

Mr. Kelver further discussed the confusion in the current 19.907 lists around applicability of the 
various review types for multifamily projects. There is some conflict in the current code language 
about what approval criteria would apply to multifamily projects for various levels of review. He 
reiterated the state law requiring there to be a clear and objective (Type I) option for residential-
only projects. Since multifamily is an outright permitted use in the Downtown Mixed Use (DMU) 
zone, it does not appear to be an option to identify certain areas downtown where multifamily 
development would require discretionary review. But it might be worth double-checking with the 
City Attorney. 

To wrap up, Mr. Kelver agreed to look again at the applicability lists in 19.907 and identify key 
items or actions currently categorized as Type I that might be candidates for elevating to Type 
II, for further discussion with the group. He and Ms. Decker will sort out the issues around 
multifamily applicability and identify options for closing gaps between 19.505.3 and 19.508 as 
well as for hybrid language that addresses the needs of mixed-use versus multifamily. 

7.0  Other Business/Updates 

Mr. Kelver reminded the group of the upcoming joint meeting with City Council on October 20, 
noting that it will be held during the worksession portion of the Council’s meetings that day, 
starting at 4:00 p.m. It was definitely important that at least the Chair or Vice Chair or one official 
representative of the group be in this meeting, though the encouragement was for all members 
to participate as possible. Since the current members of the committee were all on board for the 
last joint meeting (in January 2020), this would be less of a get-to-know-you event and would 
offer a good opportunity to have an open discussion about the downtown design review code 
amendment project and other issues of interest.  

Acknowledging that the design review amendment was not quite at a point of needing to fully 
prepare the Council to consider an adoption document, he asked whether there were any key 
points or questions or ideas that the group might like to raise at the October 20 meeting. 
Suggestions included the issue of building height step-backs, an allowance for reduced open 
space where adjacent to or across the street from parks, and a height bonus for affordable 
housing. In addition, the group agreed it could make note of changes to the list of exterior 
building materials—changes in what is listed as an accent material, a focus on what materials 
can be used instead of those prohibited, a Type II review process for approving materials not on 
the list, and allowing EIFS (exterior insulation finishing system) materials due to better 
installation requirements. Chair Schuster also proposed giving an update on the group’s 
progress in general since Ms. Decker joined the process. 

Mr. Kelver referred to the draft work program for 2020-21 that he had sent to the group earlier 
in the day, noting that it uses the same general structure as in past years. He outlined his hope 
that, once the group wrapped up its piece of the downtown design review project, getting it 
ready for the adoption process whenever that might be timed to happen, there would be an 
opportunity to turn to the historic preservation item that had been living in the work program’s 
“parking lot” the last few years. Committee Member Mary Neustadter suggested that she 
could see starting that historic preservation work by presenting the group with information about 
the federal, state, and other regulations to provide context. Harkening back to the origins of the 
current process to update the downtown design review process, Chair Schuster also 
suggested developing some visual resources to help outline and illustrate some of the important 
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design aspects for the public and potential developers.  

8.0 Design and Landmarks Committee Discussion Items – None 

9.0 Forecast for Future Meetings 

Oct. 20, 2020 Annual joint meeting with City Council 

Nov. 2, 2020 Regular meeting 

Dec. 7, 2020 Regular meeting 

Chair Schuster adjourned the meeting at 8:15 p.m.  

Respectfully submitted, 

Brett Kelver, Associate Planner 

___________________________ 
Cynthia Schuster, Chair 
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