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THE STUDY AREA BOUNDARU FOR THE ANKENY/BURNSIDE DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK 

is NW Davis Street on the north, NW and SW 4th Avenue on the west, jogging 
down to SW 1st at Morrison at the southern end of the area, SW Morrison on the 
south, and the east side of Naito Parkway on the east.  This area is dominated by the 
Skidmore-Old Town National Historic Landmark District, as well as several other 
historic buildings outside the Historic District boundaries.
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Skidmore/Old Town 
Historic District

The Skidmore/Old Town Historic 
District was listed in the National 
Register of Historic Places (NR) in 
1975 and was listed as a National 
Historic Landmark (NHL) in 1977.  
The approximate boundaries of the 
District are Davis Street and Oak 
Street on the north and south respec-
tively, and S.W. Third Avenue and 
the east side of Naito Parkway (for-
merly Front Street) on the west and 
east respectively.  The District falls 
entirely within the current project 
boundaries for the Ankeny-Burnside 
Development Framework Project.  

National Register-listed properties, 
of which the Skidmore/Old Town 
Historic District is one, can be found 
significant at the local, state, or nation-
al level.  This District is also listed as 
a National Historic Landmark, which 
are properties with significance at 
the national level.  As described by 
the National Park Service National 
Historic Landmark Program, 

“National Historic Landmarks are 
exceptional places. They form a com-
mon bond between all Americans. 
While there are many historic places 
across the nation, only a small num-
ber have meaning to all Americans-
-these we call our National Historic 
Landmarks.”

The significance of the Skidmore/Old 
Town Historic District is described in 
the National Historic Landmark nomi-
nation as follows:

“This large commercial district marks 
the site where the city [of Portland] 
started and flourished.  Dating from 
the mid-to late-19th century, these 
buildings were built in a variety of 
High Victorian architectural styles; a 
large number feature cast-iron fronts, 
making up one of the most impressive 
historic commercial districts on the 
West Coast.”

And in the National Register nomina-
tion:

“Skidmore/Old Town Historic 
District was once the center of com-
merce and entertainment in Portland 
and contains the city’s largest remain-
ing collection of mid to late 19th cen-
tury business buildings. The district is 
an area of approximately 20 blocks….  
The district is known throughout 
the United States for its Italianate 
architecture.  The wooden cornices, 
masonry bearing walls, and the use of 
architectural cast iron in the street-
level facades once typified the streets 
of Portland and are well represented 
in the present Skidmore/Old Town 
Historic District.”

Due to the age of both nominations, 
the historic context of the District is 
not as detailed or well-developed as in 
later nominations of this scope, nor 
is there a list and brief description of 
all contributing properties.  In short, 
the significance of the Skidmore/Old 
Town Historic District lies in its value 
as an exceptional collection of cast-
iron commercial buildings - the sec-
ond-largest collection in the United 
States, surpassed only by the Soho 

appendix a  |   H I S T O R I C  A N A L Y S I S  O F  A N K E N Y / B U R N S I D E  D I S T R I C T

A-2  |   ANKENY/BURNSIDE DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK

1852 General Land Office Map

1860 General Land Office Map

1871 City Map



District in New York City.  In addi-
tion, this District was at the heart 
of early development in Portland, 
marking “…the site of the first claim 
filed…for the city of Portland by 
William Overton and Asa Lovejoy in 
1843.” While a number of significant 
historic buildings have been lost, the 
buildings that remain continue to 
effectively reflect the city’s historic 
commercial and industrial develop-
ment from the 1850s through the 
1940s. 

To put this significance in context, 
“…the National Register maintains 
files on over 76,000 historic districts, 
sites, buildings, structures, and objects.  
Approximately 90 percent of National 
Register properties represent state and 
local history.” In Oregon there are 
currently over 100 NR districts, many 
of which are listed under local signifi-
cance.  

In contrast, there are only 158 
National Historic Landmark Districts 
in the country. Fourteen of these 
NHL properties are in Oregon, three 
of which are districts (Bonneville 
Dam Historic District, Jacksonville 
Historic District and Skidmore/Old 
Town Historic District).  Properties 
significant at the national level are 
rare, and the Skidmore/Old Town 
District shares this distinction with 
the Charleston (SC), Deadwood (SD), 
Nantucket (MA), Savannah (GH), 
and the Vieux Carre (LA) Historic 
Districts, among others.

In order to adequately describe the 
significance and physical character-

istics of the Skidmore/Old Town 
Historic District, an update of the 
nomination(s) should include a narra-
tive historical context of the District, 
and possibly a more detailed physical 
description for all of the contribut-
ing resources (buildings, sites, struc-
tures and objects) within the District 
boundaries. 

Character-Defining 
Elements

Due to the early dates of these nomi-
nations, little is written regarding 
the character-defining elements or 
specific points of significance in the 
District.  The only buildings individu-
ally called out in the National Register 
nomination are those labeled as having 
“Primary” significance; other buildings 
or features are not described.  The 
elements that might today be called 
out as significant or character-defining 
include, but are not limited to:
•  The preponderance of commercial 

architectural styles dating from the 
mid- to late-19th century and early 
20th century, and the characteristics 
of those styles, including
-  Building heights of one to four 

stories;
-  Masonry construction (brick and 

parged brick) with its inherent 
color and texture; 

-  Cast-iron and wood storefront 
elements and wood windows on 
the upper levels;

-  Strong facades not only at the 
street level but also on upper 
stories; 

-  Strong, rhythmic fenestration 
patterns with balanced ratio of 
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wall-to-window surface on upper 
levels; and

-  Clear visual delineation between 
floors.

•  The urban setting including such 
defining characteristics as 
-  The relationships of the streets 

and sidewalks to the buildings 
(i.e. street and sidewalk width and 
building setback);

-  Building height of one to four 
stories;

-  Density of development, i.e. 
historically few (if any) vacant 
lots;

-  Colliding grid street pattern;
-  Cobblestone street paving;
-  Mixed uses including commercial, 

industrial and lodging;
-  Mixed transportation including 

train/streetcar, automobile and 
pedestrian; and 

-  Absence of street trees;
•  Use of features such as sculpture 

and/or street adornments and 
furniture

•  Maintenance of open space sur-
rounding the Skidmore Fountain.

A more specific list and clearer defini-
tions of those features determined to 
be “character defining” in the District 
would be useful for use in the design 
guidelines, and should be developed 
in consultation with the Portland 
Landmarks Commission and other 
interested parties.

Planning Guidelines 
and Recommendations

In order to effectively preserve the 
character of the District as a whole, 
consideration should be given to pre-

serving these features, among others, 
when change or new construction is 
proposed within the boundaries of the 
District.  

Of the above-mentioned character-
defining elements, perhaps the most 
flexible in terms of rehabilitation of 
existing buildings is the characteris-
tic of use.  For example, historically 
this area was primarily industrial and 
commercial, with apparently little 
permanent residential accommoda-
tion.  The addition or allowance of 
residential units in the upper floors of 
these buildings could begin to provide 
a more steady human presence and 
activity in the District, thus contribut-
ing to its revitalization.  Other uses 
that are compatible with the buildings, 
even if they were not common histori-
cally, should be considered as long as 
the physical integrity of the buildings 
and the District can be maintained.

Regarding infill construction, those 
elements that should not be compro-
mised include (but are not limited 
to) building height, relationships of 
street and sidewalk to buildings, use 
of masonry materials, visual delinea-
tion between floors, and ratio of solid 
wall to glass on visible elevations.  As 
stated in the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards, “…new work shall be dif-
ferentiated from the old and shall be 
compatible with the massing, size, 
scale, and architectural features to pro-
tect the historic integrity of the prop-
erty and its environment.”

The City of Portland in 1968 “…
adopted a City Ordinance, Chapter 
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Wood-frame building at 3rd and Morrison, construc-
tion date unknown.  Photo date 1961. Early commercial 
buildings downtown were wood frame, later replaced 
with more “fire proof” brick.

First Street from Skidmore Fountain, 1895.  Looking 
south.

Skidmore Fountain area.  Photo courtesy of ODOT.



33.120, Historical Districts, Buildings 
and Sites, which established the formal 
procedures and regulations for histori-
cal structures and areas. The ordinance 
provides the necessary regulatory con-
trols and administration procedures to 
accomplish preservation of historical 
districts.”  Design guidelines outline 
acceptable methods for construction 
and alteration of buildings, and are 
typically used by property owners, 
developers, architects and local gov-
ernments/landmarks commissions 
when considering changes to historic 
buildings or sites.  One of the goals 
of the Ankeny Burnside Development 
Framework is to provide the City of 
Portland with a review of the exist-
ing guidelines, and suggestions for 
improvement or clarification.  

A preliminary review of the exist-
ing Skidmore/Old Town Design 
Guidelines was completed in mid-
November 2005.  The following are 
general suggestions for consideration 
in revising and updating the guide-
lines.   An electronic copy with spe-
cific revision suggestions is attached.
•  Terminology 

-  Clarification on the use of the 
words “shall” vs. “should” – 
these have different ramifications 
for and interpretations by the 
public.  Be consistent throughout 
the document;

-  Consider including a 
“terminology” section for those 
users unaccustomed to architec-
tural or preservation terms;

•  Consider including Secretary of 
the Interior’s Standards for the 
Treatment of Historic Properties 

(SSI) in the guidelines.  For refer-
ence, this would include all four 
treatments, for preserving, rehabili-
tating, restoring and reconstructing 
historic properties; 

•  Attempt to bring Skidmore/Old 
Town guidelines more in line with 
SSI Standards for Rehabilitation by 
updating wording and order under 
“General Considerations”;

•  Consider adding SSI Rehabilitation 
Standard number 7 referencing 
cleaning and treatment of historic 
buildings, and 8 referencing archae-
ological resources;

•  The addition of architectural illus-
trations (photos, drawings, or both) 
showing appropriate and inappro-
priate alterations, additions, infill 
construction, etc. could make the 
document more user-friendly;

•  Guidelines should recognize not 
only that alterations may affect 
the subject building, but also the 
District as a whole.  These District-
wide impacts – visual or otherwise 
– should also be taken into account 
throughout the document;

•  Reorganization of the document, 
including spell- and grammar-
checking, would clarify the intent 
of the document and could make it 
more user-friendly.  Perhaps review 
of other examples of downtown 
historic district design guidelines 
would provide ideas or examples 
that could be utilized;

•  Consider including a “Routine 
Maintenance” section that would list 
actions not requiring review by the 
Portland Landmarks Commission.
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Front Street, 1941.

Front Street in 1941.  Note density, strong rhythm of 
fenestration (vertical) and clear delineation between 
floors (horizontal), and heavy cornices.

Front Street, 1941.



appendix a  |   H I S T O R I C  A N A L Y S I S  O F  A N K E N Y / B U R N S I D E  D I S T R I C T

A-6  |   ANKENY/BURNSIDE DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK

Old business building located near Harbor Drive, 
Portland, 1962.

Downtown street scene from Front and Alder Streets 
in Portland, Oregon, ca 1941.

Looking north from Morrison on Front Street in 
Portland, Oregon, ca 1941.

These maps and photographs were found primarily on the City of Salem Library website. Captions or identifying information for the photos were also taken from this website.  
All location or identifying information may not be accurate, but every effort was made to utilize photos of the project area.
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NELSON\ NYGAARD HAS SUMMARIZED THE PLANNING WORK  conducted to better 
understand the transportation issues that will occur with the development plans for the 
Ankeny/ Burnside area.  

Section 1  outlines existing transportation and circulation conditions in the Ankeny/
Burnside Development Framework study area as of late 2005.  Roadway and transit condi-
tions included in Chapter 2 (Existing Conditions Analysis) of the report are excluded from 
this appendix.

Section 2 summarizes the results of the parking utilization survey and analysis conducted 
to help better understand the actual use dynamics associated with parking in the Ankeny/ 
Burnside area.  The source files for this chapter are the Ankeny/Burnside Parking Analysis 
developed by Nelson\Nygaard and Rick Williams Consulting (RWC).  Parking analysis 
included in Chapter 2 (Existing Conditions Analysis) of the report are excluded from this 
appendix. 

Section 3 details recreational and competitive events that use Naito Parkway on week-
end days and evaluate potential for conflicts with Saturday Market’s proposed layout in 
Waterfront Park, which will straddle the Parkway.  Research on this topic was conducted 
to assess the feasibility of location of the Portland Saturday Market on both sides of Naito 
Parkway. 
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Section 1: Transportation 
and Parking Existing 
Conditions

This section outlines existing trans-
portation and circulation conditions in 
the Ankeny/Burnside Development 
Framework study area.  Nelson\Nygaard 
documented existing transportation con-
ditions in the study area through direct 
observations, a review of relevant plans 
and data collected from the Portland 
Development Commission (PDC) and the 
City of Portland.  Analysis was conducted 
primarily in the Fall of 2005.

Transportation system components and 
circulation issues discussed in this section 
include: 

Street network and existing traffic vol-
umes;
Parking in the study area;
Current transit service and ridership;
Bicycle facilities and use; and
Pedestrian circulation.

Introduction

The following overarching issues and 
opportunities are unique to the study area 
and provided important background for 
alternatives developed during the Ankeny/
Burnside Development Framework pro-
cess. 

Colliding and Interrupted Grids

Downtown Portland’s two distinct street 
grids intersect near the study area.  The 
resulting street network makes impacts 
traffic and pedestrian activity in that:

The grids meet at the most minor 
street, Ankeny, rather than the major 
street, Burnside.
Interrupted by the US Bancorp build-

•

•
•
•
•

•

•

ing to the west, Ankeny, Ash and Pine 
have very low traffic volumes.
While most of the other avenues align 
fairly well across the Ankeny “seam,” 
2nd Avenue and especially 1st Avenue 
miss each other completely.  The City 
apparently acquired additional right of 
way on the southwest corner of their 
intersections at Ankeny in order to 
connect them, but this created leftover 
space on the east side.  Early city lead-
ers filled one large gap with Skidmore 
Fountain. 

Naito Parkway

Naito is the only street in all of downtown 
Portland that carries a suburban express-
way design character, with extra wide 
travel lanes, high design speed and limited 
pedestrian crossings.  In fact, it is the only 
street in downtown without pedestrian 
crossings at all intersections and one of 
the few streets without on-street park-
ing.  As a result, Naito (as of Spring 2006) 
forms an unnecessary barrier between the 
downtown and one of its most important 
resources, Waterfront Park.

Naito carries just enough traffic to be a 
useful “main street” but not so much traf-
fic to be a pedestrian barrier, provided 
vehicular travel speeds are reduced and 
pedestrian crossings added.  In fact, Naito 
could be the primary street for the study 
area, the starting point for explorations 
throughout the downtown.

In the vicinity of the study area, the land-
scaping and sidewalks along Naito have 
an unusually poor level of maintenance, 
with much of the landscaping dead and 
some of the sidewalk damaged.  There is 
no north-south sidewalk on the east side 

•

of the Parkway nor east-west paths into 
the park at all crossings - leaving some 
pedestrians “stranded” at the edge of 
the park once they have crossed Naito.
Roadway improvements currently being 
implemented are expected to improve 
these conditions.

Burnside Bridge Elevation

While at-grade on the west side of the 
study area, Burnside becomes a high-
way overpass at 1st Avenue and Naito.  
Pedestrian connections are possible at 1st 
Avenue, including Bus/MAX connections 
at the Skidmore Fountain station, but 
require traversing stairwells.  Pedestrian 
paths under Burnside on both 1st Avenue 
(location of MAX station) and Naito pres-
ent challenges in terms of their appeal to 
pedestrians, especially to visitors and par-
ticularly when not teaming with Saturday 
Market activities.  Better use of space 
under the bridge was viewed as a key chal-
lenge by the study team.

Street Networks & Traffic Volumes

Street Classifications

The Portland Transportation System 
Plan (TSP) classifies a number of study 
area streets with traffic and/or design 
classifications.  The traffic classifications 
describe how a street should function in 
terms of the level of traffic it can sup-
port and the nature of the trips expected 
on the roadway.  The street design clas-
sifications identify the preferred modal 
emphasis associated with the street and 
associated design treatments.  Design 
classifications are a new set of classifi-
cations of the City, created to achieve 
consistency with Metro’s Regional Street 
Design Classifications and the Regional 
Transportation Plan. 
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Tables B1 and Map B1 detail the study 
area streets classified in the TSP.  Map 
2.7 in the Existing Conditions Analysis 
(Chapter 2) also illustrates the resulting 
street network within the study area.  Brief 
descriptions of each classification follow.

The study area includes three streets that 
are designated as Community or Regional 
Main Streets.   These street types are 
designed to accommodate motor vehicle 
traffic, with special features to facilitate 
public transportation, bicycles, and pedes-
trians.  Development consists of a mix of 
uses oriented to the street and typically 
includes on-street parking.  

Regional Main Streets and Community 

Main Streets and intended to incorporate 
the following design features: low vehicle 
speeds; the use of medians and curb 
extensions to enhance pedestrian cross-
ings where wide streets make crossing 
difficult; combined driveways; on-street 
parking where possible; wide sidewalks 
with pedestrian amenities such as benches, 
awnings, and special lighting; landscape 
strips, street trees, or other design features 
that create a pedestrian buffer between 
curb and sidewalk; improved pedestrian 
crossings at all intersections and mid-
block crossings where intersection spacing 
exceeds 400 feet; striped bikeways or wide 
outside lane; and vehicle lane widths that 
consider the above improvements. 

A number of these features are lacking on 
Burnside and Naito as they pass through 
the study area.  The Preferred Alternative 
presented in this plan supports the 
improvement of both streets to incorpo-
rate more main street design features.   
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Street Traffic Classification 
Street Design 
Classification 

Burnside Major City Traffic Regional Main Street 
Naito Parkway Traffic Access Street Community Main Street 
First Ave Community Main Street 
Third Ave Traffic Access Street 
Fourth Ave Traffic Access Street 
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TABLE B1: Study Area Street Classification

MAP B1:  Study Area Street Classification
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Street Network

In general, local streets in the District can be 
characterized as low-volume (especially the 
east-west connections), one-direction and with 
limited access to/from Naito and Burnside.  
Northbound Naito currently has a limited 
number of left turns into the study area and 

Burnside generally prohibits lefts from either 
direction of travel through the study area.  
The light rail alignment along 1st Avenue 
effectively eliminates vehicular traffic except 
along a few limited blocks.  Map B2 illustrates 
the street network.

Traffic Volumes

Traffic volumes on study area streets cor-
respond with their traffic classifications.  
Regional and local traffic on Burnside 
results in roughly 20,000 vehicles per day 
traveling in each direction through the 
study area.  The local access streets carry 
well over 5,000 vehicles per day to/from 
the area.  Table B2 summarizes some 
recent traffic volumes measures at various 
times by PDOT.

Pending Roadway Improvements

Pending and future street redevelopment 
projects will change both accessibility 
into the study area and allow for design 
improvement on some key perimeter 
streets.  The most important improve-
ment project is the Naito Parkway 
Reconstruction Project.

Naito Parkway Reconstruction Project

The Naito repaving and reconstruction 
project is underway the time of publica-
tion and is projected to be complete by 
Spring 2007.  The project will add three 
new left turn opportunities from north-
bound Naito onto Pine, Couch and Davis.  
Pine, which is currently eastbound, will 
support two-way traffic only between 1st 
Avenue and Naito.  New traffic signals 
will be added at Couch and Davis to 
control vehicular and pedestrian traffic at 
these reconstructed intersections.  

Parking

The study area has a number of properties 
serving as surface parking lots and most 
block faces provide on-street parking.  A 
SmartPark garage at the northwest corner 
of the study area provides additional park-
ing capacity and is located immediately 
adjacent to the MAX light rail line.  Map 
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2.7 in the Existing Conditions Analysis 
(Chapter 2) illustrates the meter durations 
for the on-street spaces and the capacity 
of surface and structured parking facilities.  
Section 2 of this appendix provides much 
more detailed information about parking 
utilization in the study area.

There appears to be more surface parking 
in this part of Portland than anywhere else 
in the downtown, particularly now that 
the River District has had so much infill 
development.  Most of these lots are small 
and inefficient.  When parking approaches 
capacity, particularly on weekends, finding 
a spot will be challenging given the inef-
ficient scattering of supply, resulting in 
much unnecessary search traffic.  Pending 
development plans will begin to erode this 
supply of surface parking and improve the 
market for future structured parking facili-
ties.

The Naito reconstruction project will pro-
vide additional parking on the Westside 
of the street throughout the study area 
except between Ankeny and Ash to avoid 
conflicting with potential changes from 
the Fire Station relocation efforts.  The 
Burnside/Couch plans call for additional 
on-street parking on Burnside. 

Public Transportation

Transit Classifications

The Portland TSP includes transit clas-
sifications to maintain a system of streets 
that support public transportation.  Within 
the study area, 1st Avenue is classified as 
a Regional Transitway & Major Transit 
Priority Street and Burnside is considered 
a Major Transit Priority Street.  The fol-
lowing sections briefly describe these clas-
sifications. 
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DDirection of Travel 
Location 

East West North South 
3rd @ Everett  4,300
3rd @ Burnside  9,200
3rd @ Ash  8,400
2nd @ Burnside 7,500 
2nd @ Davis 3,800 
Naito Pkwy @ Couch 8,627 8,676
Naito Pkwy @ Oak 8,375 10,072
Burnside @ 4th 17,200 18,700  
Burnside @ 2nd  19,400 16,500  
Burnside Bridge 22,400 20,100  
Oak @ 5th 5,200  

TABLE B2: Measured Traffic Volumes (2004-05)

Major Transit Priority Streets 

Major Transit Priority Streets are intended 
to facilitate high-quality transit service 
that connects the Central City and other 
regional and town centers and main 
streets.  Transit-oriented land uses should 
be encouraged to locate along Major 
Transit Priority Streets, especially in cen-
ters.  Major Transit Priority Streets should 
provide safe and convenient access for 
pedestrians and bicyclists to, across, and 
along Major Transit Priority Streets. 

Regional Transitways

Regional Transitways are intended to 
provide for interregional and interdistrict 
transit trips with frequent, high-speed, 
high-capacity, express, or limited service, 
and to connect the Central City with all 
regional centers.  Developments with 
a regional attraction are encouraged to 
locate adjacent to Regional Transitways 
to reduce traffic impacts on adjoining 
areas and streets.  High-density develop-
ment should be within a half-mile of 
transit stations on Regional Transitways, 
with the highest densities closest to the 
stations.  Transit stations along Regional 
Transitways should be designed to accom-
modate a high level of multimodal access 
within a half-mile radius of the station.  
Streets with a dual Regional Transitway 

and Major Transit Priority Street clas-
sifications should retain the operational 
characteristics of a Major Transit Priority 
Street and respond to adjacent land uses.

Transit Service

This section supplements the discussion of 
Multimodal Transportation in Chapter 2 
(Existing Conditions Analysis).

TriMet operates a significant level of light 
rail and bus service on the two identified 
transit designated streets.  The three MAX 
light rail lines board over 6,000 passenger 
per weekday at the three stations in or 
adjoining the study area.  The combined 
Gresham and Airport MAX lines result 
seven-minute headways through the study 
area.  The Yellow line to the Expo Center 
is overlaid on top of the Red and Blue 
lines through the study area, but is not 
timed to provide a consistent reduction 
in headways.  Three bus lines operate 
on Burnside, stopping on the bridge just 
above the Skidmore Fountain station.  
Tables B3 and B4 detail bus and MAX 
service in the study area as well boarding 
information at key stops/stations.  Map 
2.7 in the Existing Conditions Analysis 
(Chapter 2) show the locations of all stops 
and stations in the study area.  
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Table 3 Studyy Area Transit Service 

Frequency of Service 
Service Origin - Destination Weekday Span 

Weekday Saturday Sunday 

Max Light Rail Service - Stops at Oak, Burnside (Skidmore Fountain) and Davis (Old Town/Chinatown) 
Blue Line Max Central City to Gresham 4:00 am - 2:00 am 15 15 15 
Red Line Max Central City to Expo Center 5:00 am - 1:00 am 15 15 15 
Yellow Line Max Central City to Airport 5:00 am - 1:00 am 15 15 15 
Burnside Bus Service - Eastbound Stops at 4th, 2nd and 1st (Burnside Bridge); Westbound Stop at 4th 
Route 12 Bus Central City to Gresham via Sandy 5:15 am - 2:00 am 15 15 15 
Route 19 Bus Central City to Gateway District 5:30 am - 2:00 am 15 30 30 
Route 20 Bus Beaverton to Gresham via Burnside 4:30 am - 2:00 am 15 15 30 
Note

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 4 Study Area Bus/Rail Ridership 

 Weekday   Saturday   Sunday  
 Ons  Offs  Ons  Offs  Ons  Offs   Ons  Offs  Ons  Offs  Ons  Offs Stop 

 Northbound Southbound Northbound  Southbound Northbound Southbound 
Oak/SW 1st Ave MAX 
Station 1,225 758 801 1,307 675 

 
522 609 750 436 295 339 431 

Skidmore Fountain MAX 
Station 918 950 1,017 887 1,971 

 
2,393 2,514 2,208 1,226 1,528 1,660 1,345 

Old Town/Chinatown MAX 
Station 1,442 894 930 1,547 940 

 
616 544 1,128 730 464 468 769 

  Eastbound Westbound  Eastbound   Westbound  Eastbound Westbound 
W. Burnside & 4th    475     164    287     128 218      83 
W. Burnside & 2nd       197     104     135      79 102      57 
Burnside & Burnside Bridge      174      48      81    440     160      44       72    354 117      32 41    259 

Note: Red and Blue schedules are offset for 7.5 min midday weekday headways through the study 
area.  Yellow trains fill in but are not equally spaced between Red and Blue trains.

The station at Skidmore Fountain sees a sig-
nificant increase in use on weekends when 
Saturday Market is in operation.  In addi-
tion, buses crossing the Steele Bridge travel 
eastbound on Everett.  Only 160 passengers 
board and 120 alight at 2nd Avenue and 
Davis for Routes 1, 4, 8, 10, 16, 33, 40 and 77 
combined.  And passengers must use the 4th 
Avenue and Glisan stop for westbound travel 
on these lines, which is even further from the 
study area.
 
 
Bicycle Travel

Bicycle Classification Descriptions

The Portland TSP classifies streets and paths 
to maintain a system of bikeways to serve 
all bicycle users and all types of bicycle trips.  
Burnside from 3rd Avenue eastward, along 
with 2nd Avenue and 3rd Avenue through 
the study area are classified as City Bikeways.  
The esplanade through Waterfront Park is 
highlighted as an off-street bike path.  And by 
definition, all other streets in the study area 
are classified as local service bikeways.  In 

addition, the PDOT Bike Map, for the riding 
public, identifies 2nd and 3rd Avenues as well 
as Pine and Couch as bicycle-friendly “Shared 
Roadways” with lower traffic and/or lower 
speeds. Safe east-west through routes are 
recommended on Flanders and Stark to the 
north and south of the study area. 

City Bikeways 

City Bikeways are intended to serve the 
Central City, regional and town centers, sta-
tion communities, and other employment, 
commercial, institutional, and recreational des-
tinations. Auto-oriented land uses should be 
discouraged from locating on City Bikeways 
that are not also classified as Major City 
Traffic Streets.  Traffic volume, speed of 
motor vehicles, and street width need to be 
considered when determining the appropriate 
design treatment for City Bikeways.  Possible 
design treatments for City Bikeways include 
bicycle lanes, wider travel lanes, wide shoul-
ders on partially improved roadways, bicycle 
boulevards, and signage for local street con-
nections.  On-street motor vehicle parking 

appendix b  |   T R A N S P O R T A T I O N  &  C I R C U L A T I O N  I S S U E S

TABLE B3: Study Area Transit Service

TABLE B4: Study Area Bus/Rail Ridership

may be removed on City Bikeways to pro-
vide bicycle lanes, except where parking is 
determined to be essential to serve adjacent 
land uses, and feasible options are not avail-
able to provide the parking on-site. 

Off-Street Paths 

Off-Street Paths are intended to serve as 
transportation corridors and recreational 
routes for bicycling, walking, and other 
non-motorized modes.  Off-Street Paths 
serve as convenient shortcuts to link urban 
destinations and origins along continuous 
greenbelts such as rivers, park and forest 
areas, and other scenic corridors, and as ele-
ments of a regional, citywide, or community 
recreational trail plan. 

Local Service Bikeways 

Local Service Bikeways are intended to 
serve local circulation needs for bicyclists 
and provide access to adjacent properties.  
All streets not classified as City Bikeways 
or Off-Street Paths, with the exception of 
Regional Trafficways not also classified as 
Major City Traffic Streets, are classified 
as Local Service Bikeways.  The follow-
ing design treatments for Local Service 
Bikeways should be considered: shared 
roadways, traffic calming, bicycle lanes, and 
extra-wide curb lanes.  On-street parking 
on Local Service Bikeways should not be 
removed to provide bicycle lanes. 

 

Pending Bicycle Improvements

Naito Parkway Reconstruction Project

The Naito repaving and reconstruction 
project should be underway by the spring of 
2006 and completed the following spring.  
With respect to bikeways, this project will 
add north- and south-bound bike lanes 
along Naito throughout the study area.
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Pedestrian Districts.  Improvements may 
include widened sidewalks, curb exten-
sions, street lighting, street trees, and 
signing.  Where two arterials cross, design 
treatments such as curb extensions, medi-
an pedestrian refuges, marked crosswalks, 
and traffic signals should be considered 
to minimize the crossing distance, direct 
pedestrians across the safest route, and 
provide safe gaps in the traffic stream. 

Pedestrian-Transit Streets 

Pedestrian-Transit Streets are intended 
to create a strong and visible relationship 
between pedestrians and transit within the 
Central City.  Pedestrian-Transit Streets 
respond to significant public invest-
ments in public transportation, including 
light rail, the transit mall, and streetcar, 
and enhance the pedestrian environ-
ment adjacent to high-density land uses.  
Improvements should include wide side-
walks to accommodate high levels of 
pedestrian traffic, urban design features 
that promote pedestrian activity, and 
visual signals to motor vehicles to recog-
nize the priority of pedestrian and transit 
vehicles. 

City Walkways 

City Walkways are intended to provide 
safe, convenient, and attractive pedestrian 
access to activities along major streets 
and to recreation and institutions; provide 
connections between neighborhoods; and 
provide access to transit.  City Walkways 
should serve areas with dense zoning, 
commercial areas, and major destinations.  
The Pedestrian Design Guide directs 
design of City Walkways. 

Off-Street Paths 

Off-Street Paths are intended to serve 

recreational and other walking trips.  Off-
Street Paths provide short cuts to link 
urban destinations and origins along con-
tinuous greenbelts such as rivers, park and 
forest areas, and other scenic corridors. 

Local Service Walkways 

Local Service Walkways are intended to 
serve local circulation needs for pedes-
trians and provide safe and convenient 
access to local destinations.  Local Service 
Walkways are usually located in residential, 
commercial, or industrial areas on Local 
Service Traffic Streets.  All streets not 
classified as City Walkways or Off-Street 
Paths, with the exception of Regional 
Trafficways not also classified as Major 
City Traffic Streets, are classified as Local 
Service Walkways. 

Pedestrian Connectivity

Traffic volumes, street design and visual 
barriers present some barriers to pedes-
trian connectivity within and to/from the 
study area.  Examples include:

Ankeny and Ash crossings of 2nd 
Avenue and 3rd Avenue where pedes-
trians have to cross three to four lanes 
of travel at non-signal controlled inter-
sections;
Long traffic signal cycles at con-
trolled crossings across Naito south of 
Burnside;
Lack of signal to cross Naito at Couch;
Signalized crossing of Naito at Oak, 
but no east/west or north/south walks 
on east side; and
Limited visibility into Waterfront park 
and only to seawall, not river where 
available.

As detailed in the following section, some 
of these barriers are addressed in pending 
projects or plans.

•

•

•
•

•

Burnside/Couch Transportation And 

Urban Design Plan

The Burnside/Couch Transportation and 
Urban Design Plan calls for the addition 
of a bike lane on Burnside (eastbound) 
through the study area.  The westbound 
bound bike lane will travel from the 
Bridge and then head north on 2nd 
Avenue (along with the travel lanes head-
ing into the westbound Couch.)  West 
from 2nd Avenue, bicycles will share the 
travel lanes with vehicles.

Pedestrian Circulation

Pedestrian Classifications

The Portland TSP provides a set of pedes-
trian classifications to maintain a system 
of pedestrianways to serve all types of 
pedestrian trips, particularly those with 
a transportation function.  The entire 
Central City is highlighted as a pedestrian 
district with Ankeny and 2nd Avenue 
classified as City Walkways.  1st Avenue 
Ave is defined as a Central City Transit/
Pedestrian Street.  The Waterfront Park 
esplanade is classified as an off-street 
pedestrian path.

Pedestrian Districts

Pedestrian Districts are intended to give 
priority to pedestrian access in areas where 
high levels of pedestrian activity exist or 
are planned, including the Central City.  
Zoning should allow a transit-supportive 
density of residential and commercial uses 
that support lively and intensive pedes-
trian activity.  Streets within a Pedestrian 
District should make walking the mode 
of choice for all trips.  All streets within a 
Pedestrian District are equal in importance 
in serving pedestrian trips and should have 
sidewalks on both sides.  The Pedestrian 
Design Guide directs street designs within 
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Pending Pedestrian Improvements

Naito Parkway Reconstruction Project

The Naito repaving and reconstruction 
project is underway at the time of report 
publication and scheduled to be complet-
ed in Spring 2007.  With respect to pedes-
trian connectivity, this project will provide 
signalized crosswalks at Davis and Couch 
into Waterfront Park.  The crossing at 
Ankeny will be treated as the Northern 
Gateway into the park and will be con-
structed with a highly visible and scored-
concrete walkway across the Parkway.  
The Waterfront Park Master Plan called 
for a sidewalk along the east side of Naito 
Parkway but funding is not available and 
will not be provided in conjunction with 
the Parkway reconstruction project.

Central City Pedestrian Wayfinding 

Signage Program

PDC and PDOT are pursuing a Central 
City-wide project to develop and install 
fixed, pedestrian-oriented informational 
and directional signage in the Central City.   
Approximately 105 sign location have 
been selected along specified pedestrian 
paths.  The following paths are identified 
in the study area:

The Waterfront Park esplanade;
Pine from 4th Avenue to 2nd Avenue;
2nd Avenue from Pine to Ankeny;
Ankeny from 2nd Avenue to the espla-
nade;
1st Avenue from Ankeny to Couch; 
and
Couch from 3rd to the esplanade.

Plans call for nine signposts along these 
paths.  Skidmore Fountain and Portland 
Saturday Market have been identifies as 
two of roughly 40 identified tiered desti-
nations along with the Waterfront Park 
and many Central City locations.

•
•
•
•

•

•

Section 2: Parking Analysis

This section contains the information 
from the Ankeny/Burnside Parking 
Analysis conducted by Nelson\Nygaard 
and Rick Williams Consulting (RWC).  
The purpose of this parking utilization 
study is to derive a detailed understand-
ing of actual use dynamics associated with 
parking in the study area.  The results will 
inform decision making regarding rede-
velopment and parking in relationship to 
the broader policies and guiding princi-
pals presented in the Ankeny/Burnside 
Development Framework Plan.  This sec-
tion outlines:

Results of a parking survey con-
ducted over two typical winter days.  
This included a single Thursday and 
Saturday in January 2006.  
Analysis of parking utilization including 
quantification of total study area park-
ing inventory and hourly occupancy 
counts (8:00 a.m. – 6:00 p.m.) for on 

1.

2.

and off-street inventory.
A brief summarization of parking sur-
pluses and constraints in the parking 
supply – identifying ‘hot spots’ and 
areas that are particularly underutilized.

Study Area

The study area is comprised of the area 
bounded by NW Davis Street (on the 
north), Washington Street (on the south), 
4th Avenue (on the west) and Naito 
Parkway (on the east).  

General Characteristics of the 

Inventory - Study Area

Supply

A total of 1,861 parking stalls were iden-
tified within the study area boundaries. 
On-street stalls totaled 263 and 1,598 off-
street stalls were counted.  An additional 
715 stalls in surface lots were inventoried 
within close proximity to the study area 
and will be included in the overall occu-
pancy results.  

3.

B-8  |   ANKENY/BURNSIDE DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK

Old Town Study Area Parking Stall Breakout 

On-Street Meters by Type Number of Stalls 
% of Total On-Street 
Stalls 

15 minutes 2 0.8%
90 minutes 193 73.4%
2 hours 9 3.4%
3 hours 59 22.4%

Total On-Street Parking 
Stalls 

2631

100%

Off-Street Parking Stalls  
(in study area) 

1,5982

Subtotal 1,861  

Off-Street Parking Stalls  
(adjacent to study area) 

715 

Total Off-Street Parking 
Stalls (all) 

2,313 

Total Surveyed Supply  2,576 

 

TABLE B5: 2006 Parking Inventory of Old Town

1  Thursday’s on-street inventory included 263 stalls; Saturday’s inventory included 
268 on-street stalls.  Due to construction (Thursday) 5 stalls along block face 7D 
were not publicly available.  Crews were not working during the Saturday survey, 
therefore an additional 5 stalls were included in the inventory.
2  During Saturday’s inventory two garages were not publicly available.  The garage 
on Block 2 (160 stalls) was closed to the public; the lower, subterranean portion 
of the parking structure on Block 19 (78 stalls) was also closed to the public.  This 
removed an total of 238 off-street stalls from Saturday’s overall supply
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Parking under public control, 26% of 
available supply is primarily provided in 
the form of on-street metered parking 
(263 stalls) and an off-street Smart Park 
structure with 412 stalls; the remain-
ing supply, 74% of all available stalls, is 
privately controlled almost exclusively in 
surface lots.   

As Table B5 indicates, the study area 
maintains a high percentage of 1.5 hour 
parking stalls, nearly three-quarters of 
the on-street supply (73%) is made up of 
these types of stalls.  Approximately 22% 
of the on-street supply is comprised of 3 
hour meters and the remaining stalls are 
both 2 hour and 15 minute stalls (4%).  
Stated differently, 77% of the on-street 
supply is dedicated to short-term use 
(stays between 15 minutes and 2 hours) 
and subsequent 23% is focused on mid-
term parking (3 hours), located in close 
proximity to residential-based buildings.

Peak Hour and General Occupancies  

Peak hour occupancy for the study area is 
the period during the business day where 
the District experiences the highest utiliza-
tion of parking stalls.  In other words, it 
is the point in the day at which the great-
est numbers of vehicles are parked in the 
study area.  In the analysis that follows, 
weekday and weekend occupancies for all 
stalls, on-street and off-street locations, 
are summarized.  

Tables B6 - B9 provide a summary of on- 
and off-street parking occupancy for the 
survey area on a representative weekday 
(Thursday) and a Saturday.  Peak hours of 
occupancy are highlighted.
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Table 6 On-Street Parking Summary - Weekday 

On-Street Parking 
 
 

 
8:00 

–  
9:00 
a.m. 

 
9:00 

 – 
10:00 
a.m. 

 
 

 
10:00 

–  
11:00 
a.m. 

 
11:00 

  - 
12:00 
p.m. 

 

 
12:00 

–  
1:00 
p.m. 

 
 

 
1:00 

–  
2:00 
p.m. 

 
PEAK 

 
2:00 

 – 
3:00 
p.m. 

 
3:00 

 – 
4:00 
p.m. 

 
4:00 

–  
5:00 
p.m. 

 
 

 
5:00 

–  
6:00 
p.m. 

 
 

263 
total 
stalls 

Stalls 
Occupied 
by Hour 

150 191 201 215 197 2221 196 176 132 86 

%  Stalls 
Occupied  

57.0% 72.6% 76.4% 81.7% 74.9% 884.0% 74.5% 66.9% 50.2% 32.7% 

Empty 
Stalls 

Available  

113 72 62 48 66 442 67 87 131 177 

Surplus/Deficit 
@ 85% Rule 

74 33 23 9 27 33 28 48 92 138 

TABLE B6: On-Street Parking Summary - Weekday

 Table 7 Public Off-Street Parking Summary - Thursday 

Off-Street Parking 
 
 

 
8:00 

–  
9:00 
a.m. 

 
9:00 

 – 
10:00 
a.m. 

 
 

 
10:00 

–  
11:00 
a.m. 

 
11:00 

  - 
12:00 
p.m. 

 

 
12:00 

–  
1:00 
p.m. 

 
 

 
1:00 

–  
2:00 
p.m. 

 
PEAK

 
2:00 

 – 
3:00 
p.m. 

 
3:00 

 – 
4:00 
p.m. 

 
4:00 

–  
5:00 
p.m. 

 
 

 
5:00 

–  
6:00 
p.m. 

 
 

2,315 
total 
stalls 

Stalls 
Occupied 
by Hour 

1,273 1,605 1,849 1,895 1,864 11,917 1,837 1,669 1,444 1,020 

%  Stalls 
Occupied  

55.0% 69.3% 79.9% 81.9% 80.5% 882.8% 79.4% 72.1% 62.4% 44.1% 

Empty 
Stalls 

Available  

1,042 710 466 420 451 3398 478 646 871 1,295 

Surplus/Deficit 
@ 85% Rule 

695 363 119 73 104 551 131 299 524 948 

 

TABLE B7: Public  Off-Street Parking Summary - Weekday

Table 8 On-Street Parking Summary - Saturday 

On-Street Parking 
 
 

 
8:00 

–  
9:00 
a.m. 

 
9:00 

 – 
10:00 
a.m. 

 
 

 
10:00 

–  
11:00 
a.m. 

 
11:00 

  - 
12:00 
p.m. 

 

 
12:00 

–  
1:00 
p.m. 

 
 

 
1:00  

–  
2:00 
p.m. 

 
 

 
2:00 

 – 
3:00 
p.m. 

 
3:00 

 – 
4:00 
p.m. 

 
4:00 

–  
5:00 
p.m. 

 
 

 
5:00 

–  
6:00 
p.m. 

 
PEAK

268 
total 
stalls 

Stalls 
Occupied 
by Hour 

65 74 96 106 101 107 102 93 109 1117 

%  Stalls 
Occupied  

24.3% 27.6% 35.8% 39.6% 377% 39.9% 38.1% 34.7% 40.7% 443.7% 

Empty 
Stalls 

Available  

203 194 172 162 167 161 166 175 159 1151 

Surplus/Deficit 
@ 85% Rule 

163 154 132 122 127 121 126 135 119 1111 

TABLE B8: On-Street Parking Summary - Saturday

Table 9 Public Off-Street Parking Summary - Saturday 

Off-Street Parking 
 
 

 
8:00 

–  
9:00 
a.m. 

 
9:00 

 – 
10:00 
a.m. 

 
 

 
10:00 

–  
11:00 
a.m. 

 
11:00 

  - 
12:00 
p.m. 

 

 
12:00 

–  
1:00 
p.m. 

 
 

 
1:00 

–  
2:00 
p.m. 

 
PEAK

 
2:00 

 – 
3:00 
p.m. 

 
3:00 

 – 
4:00 
p.m. 

 
4:00 

–  
5:00 
p.m. 

 
 

 
5:00 

–  
6:00 
p.m. 

 
 

2,077 
total 
stalls 

Stalls 
Occupied 
by Hour 

120 159 209 252 287 3301 286 249 234 255 

%  Stalls 
Occupied  

5.8% 7.7% 10.1% 12.1% 13.8% 114.5% 13.8% 12.0% 11.3% 12.3%  

Empty 
Stalls 

Available  

1,957 1,918 1,868 1,825 1,790 11,776 1,791 1,828 1,843 1,822 

Surplus/Deficit 
@ 85% Rule 

1,645 1,606 1,556 1,513 1,478 11,464 1,464 1,516 1,531 1,510 

 

TABLE B9: Public Off-Street Parking Summary - Saturday
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Parking Observations

The survey process, observing parking 
behavior and access patterns, revealed the 
following themes and findings:

The highest level occupancies for off-street stalls 
were concentrated on the south and west ends 
of the study zone, along Stark Street and 3rd 
Avenue.  The study area is comprised of 
relatively low-rise, lower-density uses 
when compared to Portland’s down-
town core.  There are a few Class A 
office towers in the study zone, but the 
building stock primarily includes older 
Class B and C office buildings with lit-
tle or no off-street parking options for 
tenants. As previously mentioned, the 
surface lots typically serve the employ-
ee base for the surrounding area during 
the workday. Therefore, employees 
(some customers/visitors) rely heavily 
on these lots. The surface lots at the 
southern and western boundaries of 
the study area are closest to a higher 
concentration of uses in the downtown 
(i.e., office core, higher density retail 
and services, etc.) and are, therefore, 
more heavily utilized than other areas 
within the study area.

The lowest level occupancies for both on and 
off-street stalls was in the northwest section 
of the study area – from Burnside to Davis 
and from NW 2nd to Naito Parkway.  It 
stands to reason this area would have 
lower occupancies than other areas 
due to the number of vacant build-
ings. This area also has relative few 
retail establishments to attract transient 
customers. In addition, there are also a 
few community service establishments 
in the area that attract pedestrian and 
transit-based patrons, rather than those 

•

•

requiring vehicle access.

On-street occupancies are consistently higher, 
on average, near residential buildings.  Block 
faces, particularly longer-term 3 hour 
stalls, within close proximity to the 
residential building at SW 2nd and 
Pine experienced combined occupan-
cies in excess of 90% on weekdays and 
70% on weekends (during the survey 
period). 

Other Considerations

As demonstrated in the study area parking 
inventory the District maintains a signifi-
cant number of surface parking lots (23 in 
all).  Something important to note is that 
as development occurs in this area, these 
surface lots will disappear. Currently these 
lots represent 1,516 stalls that operate at 
approximately 83% occupancy in the peak 
hour.  In other words, these lots represent 
important access capacity for the area.  
Though these lots are not visually appeal-
ing, they are an important component for 
the District.  As these lots are developed, 
net parking capacity in the District will be 
reduced, unless the stalls are replaced in 
a manner consistent with the Downtown 
Parking Code.

Per the Central City Transportation 
Management Plan (CCTMP), if a new 
building is slated to replace a surface lot, 
any stalls removed from the lot cannot 
“by right” be incorporated into the new 
building’s parking garage.  All parking 
associated with a new building is directly 
related to the maximum parking develop-
ment ratios identified in the CCTMP for 
that building type (i.e., office, residential, 
retail, etc.). 

•

Parking stalls removed from a down-
town surface lot by new development 
are allocated to a “Preservation Parking 
Pool” that is used by the City as a way to 
account for parking spaces that had tra-
ditionally served older and historic build-
ings.  Most older and historic buildings in 
the downtown do not have parking within 
their buildings.  These stalls are then avail-
able to developers to incorporate into 
new parking garages only if those devel-
opers enter into “Preservation Parking 
Subscription Agreements” with owners of 
older and historic buildings without park-
ing. The number of preservation stalls that 
can be incorporated into a new structure 
is limited by the number of preservation 
buildings that sign agreements with the 
developer. The ratio of allowable stalls for 
each preservation building based on its 
use (CCTMP, Sect. 33.510.263 B4a(1)-(2)). 
Use of preservation stalls in any develop-
ment also comes with operational restric-
tions that require that the garage owner 
limit monthly pass sales for the preserva-
tion stalls to only the preservation build-
ings that sign the subscription agreements 
(CCTMP, Sect. 33.510.263 B4g).  

In short, new development that displaces 
existing surface lot stalls does not have 
an entitlement to the stalls displaced.  
However, if a new development desired 
to incorporate additional parking in a 
development in excess of the maximum 
parking ratios allowed for new commer-
cial, retail or residential square footage, 
preservation parking is an option available.  
The developer would need to negotiate 
preservation subscription agreements and 
agree to operational limitations required of 
the preservation stalls.   
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Summary

Overall the data analysis of Old Town 
Portland inventory indicates the system 
is operating at a high level of efficiency, 
particularly in terms of accommodating 
traffic volumes during the work week.  
In an economically challenged district of 
downtown where there are 2,578 stalls 
available to employees, customers and 
visitors, where the systems operates within 
54 stalls (3 on-street, 51 off-street) of 
optimal occupancy, using a goal of 85% 
peak occupancy, is remarkable.  There 
will be an additional hurdle as the District 
redevelops over time when surface lots are 
built-out and vacant buildings are leased 
up, the parking system will become more 
impacted.  There are some strong posi-
tives for this area though: (1) the existing 
transit infrastructure, as the market drives 
up the cost of parking, employees already 
have an established transport system to 
access their place of business; (2) the pres-
ence of a large short-term parking facility 
(i.e., Smart Park) is a valuable asset to the 
District.  This may not be as apparent 
now, but as the area redevelops and sur-
face lots become scarcer having additional 
short-term parking (other than on-street 
opportunities) will provide needed cus-
tomer parking for the District businesses.   
It is important to note, that the data 
derived here represents surpluses and 
deficits without taking into consideration 
anticipated and future new development.  
To that end, the occupancies demonstrat-
ed in this survey indicate that the system is 
currently adequate and manageable.

Section 3: Naito Parkway 
Event Operations
This section provides summary informa-
tion from a memo titled: “Naito Events 
conflicting with Portland Saturday Market 
Morning Hours,” which outlined Nelson\
Nygaard’s findings about event activities 
on Naito Parkway and potential conflicts 
with the Portland Saturday Market (PSM). 
During this process Nelson\Nygaard 
staff held several conversations with 
the Portland Office of Transportation 
(PDOT), Portland Development 
Commission (PDC), and PSM.  

Portland Saturday Market operates on 
Saturday from 10:00 am to 5:00 pm 
and Sunday from 11:30 am to 4:30 pm.  
Saturday Market opens the first week-
end in March and remains open through 
December 24th.  About 275 vendors par-
ticipate in Saturday Market each weekend, 
and arrive to set up between the hours 
of 6:00 and 10:00 am on Saturday, and 
between 7:00 and 11:30 am on Sunday.  
After the market closes, Vendors take 
down the market between 5:00 and 8:00 
pm on Saturday, and 4:30 to 8:00 pm on 
Sunday.  Currently Vendors use Naito 
Parkway from NW Couch to the north 
edge of Station 1 for loading (almost 3 
blocks) as well as SW Ankeny from SW 
1st to Naito.  For breaking down the mar-
ket, vendors use the western most lane 
of Naito Parkway.  The Saturday Market 
has expressed concerns about loading 
access at the new site, and has requested 
the eastern-most lane of Naito.  A request 
has been made to PDOT to consider re-
routing events that conflict with Saturday 
Market to the western side of Naito to 
address the concerns of PSM.  The pro-

posed options for Saturday Market has 
vendors in both Waterfront Park and 
either West Burnside underneath the 
Burnside Bridge or Ankeny Park, which 
would require loading zones on both sides 
of Naito Parkway, according to PSM. 
(This is now the preferred option selected 
by the PSM Board and PDC). Portland 
Saturday Market has on-site storage on 
the west side of SW 1st underneath the 
Burnside Bridge, in the basement of their 
offices at 108 W. Burnside, and in the 
SFB at 28 SW 1st.  

The majority of events that run along 
Naito are on Sunday and only a few 
directly conflict with Saturday Market 
hours of operation.  According to 
Saturday Market the events are routed in 
the eastern-most lanes of Naito Parkway, 
which prevents interference with Saturday 
Market as well as traffic in downtown 
Portland.  The weekend running and 
cycling events that occur along Naito, 
pose on average a two-hour conflict in the 
morning (7:00 to 9:00 am) with Saturday 
Market vendor set-up activities.  The 
Doggie Dash on Saturday May 13th, is 
the only race on a Saturday that presents 
a conflict (1 hour) with market hours of 
operation).  The majority of races and 
conflicts are on Sundays.  The Portland 
Marathon could present a major conflict, 
but is now likely to be rerouted due to 
TriMet work on the Steel Bridge starting 
in 2007, before the new market layout 
would be in place.  The single remaining 
event that would have a major conflict 
with market hours of operation is the 
Bridge Pedal.  It appears unlikely that this 
event could be rerouted due to the large 
volumes of cyclists and the potential for 
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in 2007 due to TriMet’s light rail construc-
tion on the Steel Bridge.   

Sunday- November 19th, Civil War 
Run (New Race-2006 first year); 9-11:00 
am, 2,000 participants; No conflict with 
market hours.  Vendor vehicles could be 
escorted across Naito.

Sunday- December 10th, Red Nose Run, 
9-11:00 am; 2,000 participants; No conflict 
with market hours.  Vendor vehicles could 
be escorted across Naito.

Summary of Impacts

Natio Parkway is a critical pathway for a 
number of recreational and competitive 
events.  Surprisingly, there is little actual 
conflict between these events and the 
market hours of operation, where they 
could impede visitors ability to circulate 
between the western and eastern portions 
of the market.  These events may, in fact, 
increase the vitality of the waterfront and 
bring additional customers to the market.
Several discussions were held with PDOT 
traffic and signal engineers.  It was deter-
mined that the proposed Naito crossing 
just south of Ankeny could be managed 
safely and that there are available a num-
ber of pedestrian safety measure that 
could be put in place, including: reducing 
traffic to a single lane in each direction, 
manning the intersection with crossing 
guards (or police), inserting a flexible 
pedestrian warning sign on the center line 
to slow traffic.  Most of all, the volume 
of pedestrian traffic and level of activity 
around the intersection will act to reduce 
the speeds of approaching motorists.

conflicts with transit on other routes.

There are a number of other events that 
end prior to the start of the market, but 
would create conflicts with vendors need-
ing to access Waterfront Park for set up.  
In the past, PDOT staff and the Portland 
Police Department have worked with 
the Saturday Market vendors to assist 
them with working around these events 
to load/unload merchandise and set up 
for the market.  They would continue to 
do the same with the new arrangement.  
In some cases vendor vehicles could be 
escorted across Naito by a police officer 
or crossing guard; during events, which 
create more constant traffic, early vendor 
arrival may be required or vehicle rout-
ing through Waterfront Park could be 
explored.  Saturday Market has expressed 
concern about the “seamlessness” of the 
process for customers accessing the new 
location during events, and support from 
PDOT and PPD would be important in 
addressing these concerns.  

Detailed below are the dates of events 
that run along Naito, the time span of the 
events, as well as estimates on how many 
participants for each event: 

Saturday- May 13th, Doggie Dash, 9-
11:00 am; estimated 1,000 participants;  
One hour conflict with market hours, 
market goers could likely cross with cross-
ing guard assistance. 

Sunday- March 12th,, Shamrock Run; 
7-11:00 am; estimated 10,000 participants; 
No conflict with market hours.  Vendor 
may be required to arrive early to set up in 
Waterfront Park.

Sunday- March 26th, Bridge to Bridge; 
9-11:00 am; estimated 2,000 participants; 
No conflict with market hours.  Vendor 
vehicles could be escorted across Naito.

Sunday- June 18th, Pride Parade; 10:00 
am-2:00 p.m; no estimate on participants; 
conflict as it finishes right on Naito.  
Finish is on Naito, and the Gay Pride 
Festival is in the Park so the event is not 
moveable.  The parade does not block 
the Ankeny crossing of Naito during the 
full four-hour period.  Actual crossing 
conflicts are closer to 1 hour.  Market 
customers will be able to mingle and cross 
parade.  Several parties have indicated that 
the Pride Festival may create additional 
business for vendors (particularly food 
vendors) located in Waterfront Park.

Sunday- August 13th, Bridge Pedal; 7:00 
am- 2:00 pm; 18,000 participants; Three 
hour conflict.  Start/Finish is on Naito 
so cannot really move.   This event does 
cause a significant conflict and cannot be 
easily relocated due to volumes of bicycles 
and lack of alternative routings that do 
not interfere with transit.  Since this is 
not a race event, crossing guards could 
be used to allow market goers to cross 
at Ankeny; however, wait times could be 
long. 

Sunday- September 13th, Race for the 
Cure, 9:00-11:00 am; 30,000-40,000 partic-
ipants; Limited to no conflict with market 
hours.  Vendor may be required to arrive 
early to set up in Waterfront Park.

Sunday- October 1st, Portland 
Marathon, 7:00 am-2:00 pm; 10,000 par-
ticipants; Three Hour Conflict (current 
course only).  The course is set for 2006 
but the marathon course is likely to move 
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THIS MEMORANDUM PROVIDES AN OVERVIEW of economic and market conditions 
affecting the revitalization and real estate development potential of the Ankeny/
Burnside project area located in the Portland “Old Town” neighborhood.  It has 
been prepared for the Portland Development Commission (PDC) by Economic & 
Planning Systems (EPS), as a sub-consultant to Moore, Iacofano, Goltsman (MIG), 
as part of the Ankeny/Burnside Development Framework project.  The informa-
tion contained herein has also been summarized in several community stakeholder 
PowerPoint presentations conducted as part of this project. 
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Economic and Land 
Use Context
 
Regional Economic Context

The location of the Ankeny/Burnside 
project area in the heart of the broad-
er Portland Metro region will play a 
key role in determining the feasibil-
ity of revitalization efforts.  Over the 
long term the Portland Metro region 
will be an asset to the project given 
its status as a national and interna-
tional business/tourist destination and 
overall healthy long-term economic 
outlook.  In the more immediate term, 
the Metro area has recently begun to 
emerge from the national economic 
recession, which had a relatively pro-
longed impact on the regional econo-
my.  

Although the Portland Metro econo-
my may always be particularly suscep-
tible to national business cycles, partly 
because of its link to international 
trade and high-technology sectors, its 
long-term performance will be driven 

by its competitive attributes and mar-
ket fundamentals.  These economic 
and competitive attributes include 
(1) a strategic location at the conflu-
ence of the Columbia and Willamette 
Rivers and as a Northwest gateway to 
the Pacific Rim, (2) strong quality of 
life that attracts high-quality workers 
and “creative class” entrepreneurs, and 
(3) a strong institutional framework, 
which includes premiere research, 
medical, and educational facilities as 
well as a strong and respected local 
and state government. 

The key industry clusters and growth 
generators in the regional econo-
my include information technol-
ogy, healthcare-related services and 
research, apparel and sporting goods, 
tourism, and forestry products.   The 
Portland Metro has also long served as 
a major port and redistribution center, 
with goods coming through the area 
to service inland resource-intensive 
industries (e.g., mining and forestry) 
as well as national and international 

trade.  Although this link to national 
and international trade can be a source 
of business cycle instability, as noted 
above, it also provides a competitive 
advantage in high-growth sectors.  For 
example, these attributes have made 
the Portland Metro home to a number 
of high profile employers including 
Intel and Nike.  

Population and employment growth 
is projected to remain strong within 
the Portland Metro over the next 
25 years.  As shown in Table 1, the 
Portland Metro as a whole is expected 
to gain about 345,400 new residents 
and 311,100 new jobs over the next 
10 years, a 22 percent and 26 percent 
increase in population and employ-
ment respectively.  As the business 
and financial hub of the region, the 
City of Portland can be expected to 
continue to capture a significant share 
of this growth (it currently accounts 
for about 28 percent of the Metro’s 
population and 24 percent of its 
employment).  Meanwhile, the City 

Category 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2005 - 2015 2015 - 2030 2005 - 2015 2015 - 2030

Population

Portland Metro1 1,874,450 2,049,200 2,233,900 2,394,600 2,571,100 2,768,200 2,955,300 22% 19% 1.65% 1.41%
City of Portland2 529,121 574,243 621,722 663,445 708,989 759,470 807,552 20% 18% 1.52% 1.32%
City as % of Metro 28% 28% 28% 28% 28% 27% 27%

Employment

Portland Metro1 1,208,900 1,320,600 1,483,800 1,631,700 1,795,400 1,979,200 2,158,100 26% 24% 2.02% 1.88%
City of Portland2 295,601 320,604 355,866 388,123 423,511 462,840 501,208 24% 23% 1.83% 1.72%
City as % of Metro 24% 24% 24% 24% 24% 23% 23%

(1) Includes counties of Multnomah, Clackamas, Washington, Yamhill, and Clark.
(2) Using 2000 census as the base year all subsequent projections for Portland City are assumed to grow at the same rate as Portland Metro Region.

Source: Economic Report to the Metro Council 2000-2030 Regional Forecast, Census 2000, Economic and Planning Systems Inc.

Year % Change

Average Annual Growth 

Rate
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currently provides a land use planning 
environment that encourages growth 
in existing urbanized areas and at in-
fill locations.  Thus, in the long term, 
continued growth at the regional level 
combined with pro-active planning at 
the local level provides market capture 
opportunities to the Ankeny/Burnside 
project area.

Project Area Background

The Ankeny/Burnside project area 
is strategically located along the 
Willamette River and adjacent to the 
Central Business District (CBD) and 
the upscale Pearl District.  The area 
currently serves as the City’s entertain-
ment district with numerous evening, 
weekend and tourist venues, including 
the popular Saturday Market.  Despite 
the advantageous location and historic 
character of the Ankeny/Burnside 

project area, it suffers from relatively 
high-vacancy rates and below-average 
lease rates, a significant number of 
underutilized or deteriorating prop-
erties (including numerous surface 
parking lots), and issues related to 
vagrancy.  

An overview of the existing land uses 
and development potential within the 
Ankeny/Burnside project area is pro-
vided in Table 2.  As shown, currently 
historic structures represent about 51 
percent of the project area land uses 
(excluding streets and other public 
right of way) and 60 percent of the 
building square footage.  There is also 
about 130,000 square feet of vacant 
land, or 16 percent of the non-public 
right-of-way land, most of which is 
currently being used for surface park-
ing.  Meanwhile, non-historic struc-

tures represent about 32 percent of 
the land area and 40 percent of the 
building square footage.

As part of this analysis, EPS esti-
mated the additional development 
and redevelopment capacity within 
the Ankeny/Burnside area based on 
existing regulatory requirements (e.g., 
a 75-foot height restriction) and con-
servative assumptions regarding site 
utilization.  As shown in Table 2, most 
of the development or redevelop-
ment potential, or about 70 percent 
of building space, exists on the vacant 
parcels.  Specifically, these parcels 
could accommodate about 726,000 
square feet of new building space if 
developed to their maximum allowable 
capacity.  It is important to note that 
this calculation is based on physical 
capacity only and does not take into 

# of

Land Use Category Properties

Sq. Ft. % Sq. Ft. % Sq. Ft. % Sq. Ft. %

Vacant Land
2

Parking Lots 104,124 13% 10 104,124 40% 583,000 54%
Other 25,475 3% 6 25,475 10% 143,000 13%
Sub-total 129,599 16 129,599 726,000

Historic Structures
3 401,436   51% 1,284,199   60% 44 100,000  39% 177,000 17%

Non-Historic Structures
4 249,737   32% 850,360      40% 44 30,000    12% 168,000     16%

Grand Total 780,772   100% 2,134,559   100% 88              259,599  100% 1,071,000  100%

(1) Amount of new or remodeled space based on existing regulatory requirements, including the 75 foot height restriction.  Does 
not account for market or financial feasibility issues or parking requirements.

(2) Estimate of new development assumes full build-out of all properties at 75 feet height, 10 feet per floor, and
 an average lot coverage of 80%.

(3) Estimate of redevelopment capacity assumes that approximately 25% of the historic building space above
the ground floor is currently under-utilized and could be redeveloped.

(4) Estimate of reuse potential assumes that approximately 12% of the existing non-historic buildings could be
 demolished and/or redeveloped at 75 feet height and an average lot coverage of 80%.

Source: Portlandmaps.com; Economic and Planning Systems Inc.

Existing Conditions

   Land     Buildings

New Development

/ Reuse Capacity
1

Land   Buildings
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account market demand or financial 
feasibility.   For example, the existing 
surface parking lots provide a secure, 
low-cost and low-risk income stream 
to existing owners, which represents a 
significant financial hurdle to alterna-
tive investments.  

The existing building structures in 
the Ankeny/Burnside area may also 
provide opportunities for develop-
ment and redevelopment. Specific 
examples include the University of 
Oregon’s White Stag Block and Smith 
Block, both currently under construc-
tion. According to brokers active in 
the market, a large number of the 
historic buildings are either vacant or 
under-utilized above the ground floor.  
Vacancy rate estimates range from 15 
to 20 percent above the ground floor 
plus a significant amount of additional 
space in sub-optimal uses (e.g., per-
sonal storage).  Assuming 25 percent 
of second floor space in historic build-
ings could be redeveloped and leased 
or sold, an additional 177,000 square 
feet of competitive space would be 
added to the Ankeny/Burnside mar-
ket, as shown in Table 2. 

Finally, the demolition or enhance-
ment of non-historic buildings for 
more intensive development could 
add an additional 168,000 square feet 
of building space, assuming about 
12 percent of these properties would 
benefit (e.g., the existing structures are 
in poor condition or of sub-optimal 
size and configuration).  

Again, market and financial factors 

represent the most significant impedi-
ment to the redevelopment of historic 
structures or the intensification of 
non-historic properties. In both cases, 
existing uses that provide a safe and 
low-cost income stream and/or risk- 
averse owners with minimal financial 
basis in their property (e.g., no debt) 
have served as an economic disincen-
tive to capital investment.  In addition, 
the high cost associated with redevel-
opment (e.g., building demolition and 
or historic renovation) can be especial-
ly daunting in a transitioning area and 
uncertain market environment.  Other 
obstacles include existing long-term 
lease agreements, complex ownership 
arrangements (e.g., multiple partners 
or family members with differing 
objectives), and stakeholder opposi-
tion to certain types of redevelopment 
(e.g., displacement of existing social 
service facilities).

Market Assessment
This section addresses the market con-
ditions relevant to new development 
and/or the revitalization existing space 
for residential, office and retail tenants 
in the Ankeny/Burnside project area. 

Residential Market Conditions

The Ankeny/Burnside area cur-
rently has a limited supply of hous-
ing and the small amount that does 
exist primarily serves the subsidized 
and/or affordable housing market.  
Although precise estimates are dif-
ficult to obtain, land use data suggests 
that there are about 400 to 450 hous-
ing units, about 30 to 50 percent of 

which are single-resident occupancy 
(SROs) units.  Market rate rents in 
the area vary from $600 to $800 for 
a 1-bedroom and $750 to $1,350 for 
a 2-bedroom apartment, considerably 
lower than prices in neighboring mar-
kets such as the Pearl District.  The 
amount of for-sale product is negligi-
ble.  As noted in the previous section, 
additional residential supply could 
be generated through new develop-
ment on surface parking lots and/or 
the conversion of office and/or other 
under-utilized space above the ground 
floor of many existing buildings.

Long-term growth in the Ankeny/
Burnside residential market will be 
driven by favorable demographic 
trends in the region, a growing prefer-
ence for downtown living combined 
with limited supply alternatives else-
where in the Portland Metro, and 
spill-over from the higher priced 
Pearl District.  In general, high-den-
sity residential development attracts 
young professionals and singles, young 
families looking to purchase their first 
home, empty nesters and new starts 
(e.g., divorcees), seniors, and low-
income households.  Although these 
market segments are based on a vari-
ety of factors, age, household size and 
income are good indicators of their 
presence in the City.  
Portland has seen a 21 percent 
increase in young adults (25- to 34-
year olds) moving inside a three-mile 
radius of the CBD between 1990 and 
2000.  The majority of these young 
adults are also well-educated with 
about 55 percent of 25- to 34 year 
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olds with college degrees living within 
three miles of the CBD.

The positive reception to high-rise 
developments in the Pearl and South 
Waterfront Districts suggests that 
demand for condominiums and 
apartments in the Downtown as a 
whole is currently strong.  By way 
of example, the new Brewery Block 
apartments in the Pearl District rent 
for $1,100 to $1,800 for a 1-bedroom 
and $1,500 to $2,650 for a 2-bedroom 
unit.  Meanwhile, condominium sale 
prices in the Pearl District and South 
Waterfront start at about $450 per 
square foot.  Overall, there are an esti-
mated 13 mid- to high-rise condomin-
iums and mix-used developments with 
over 2,000 units currently under con-
struction between the Pearl District 
and South Waterfront.  

Despite the success of condominium 
projects in other downtown loca-
tions, new residential development has 
been absent in the Ankeny/Burnside 
area.  This suggests that the expand-
ing demand for downtown living in 
the Portland Metro has thus far been 
met by new projects in the Pearl 
District, the South Waterfront, and 
other in-fill locations.  As a result, the 
Ankeny/Burnside area remains an 
untested sub-market, lacking a suc-
cessful, flagship project that would 
signal to developers that homebuyers 
are willing to pay competitive prices 
to live in the area.  Currently, devel-
opers appear wary of the area and 
report concern over potential conflicts 
between entertainment and residential 

uses.  However, a successful project, 
combined with declining land avail-
ability elsewhere in the Downtown, 
could serve as a catalyst for additional 
residential investment in the Ankeny/
Burnside area in the long term. 

Office Market Conditions

The Ankeny/Burnside area possesses 
a relatively active office market with 
an eclectic mix of tenants attracted 
to the neighborhood’s unique envi-
ronment, convenient location, and 
relatively low lease rates.  Specifically, 
the sub-market caters to smaller, “pio-
neer” tenants in the creative fields 
(e.g., software and internet, architects 
and designers, marketing, and start-
ups) that do not require a prestigious 
CBD address, are willing to occupy 
less conventional space, and can tol-
erate perceived neighborhood safety 
issues.  In return they get direct prox-
imity to the CBD and the waterfront, 
excellent mass transit accessibility, 
cheaper and more abundant parking, a 
“hip” and historic setting, and below-
average costs.  This position has 
allowed the Ankeny/Burnside area to 
serve as an incubator office market for 
the rest of the City.  

The nature of the Ankeny/Burnside 
office market is in part a by-product 
of the building inventory itself.  As 
noted, a large proportion of the build-
ings are historic and thus do not offer 
the amenities of a Class A building, 
(e.g., modern utilities, plumbing, eleva-
tors, and floor-plans).  For example, 
the standard 50-by-50 building dimen-
sion, or 2,500 square feet per floor, 

that predominates in the Ankeny/
Burnside area does not allow for the 
larger floor plans sought by most larg-
er, corporate firms.

However, many of the buildings do 
offer other qualities attractive to less 
conventional tenants, including open 
floor plans, exposed wooden beams 
and brick, high ceilings, and marble.  
Overall, there is about 872,000 square 
feet of office space in the Ankeny/
Burnside project area, only one of 
which is a Class A (the 320,000-square 
foot Bank America building on 2nd 
Avenue).  The vacancy rate is esti-
mated at about 10 to 15 percent which 
is comparable to the downtown as a 
whole, but this does not account for 
the significant amount of under-uti-
lized space.  Meanwhile lease rates 
average about $15 per square foot 
compared to about $25 in the CBD.

In general the Ankeny/Burnside 
market conditions mirror the trends 
in the downtown office market as 
a whole.  Specifically, the Portland 
Metro is just starting to emerge from 
a nationwide office market downturn 
which hit the high technology sec-
tors especially hard.  As a result of 
this downturn, and with downtown 
office vacancy rates hovering over 10 
percent, new development has been 
almost non-existent over the last five 
years.   However, there are a number 
of development proposals currently 
on the table that suggest the market 
may be improving.  Notable propos-
als include (1) 17-story Class A office 
building project by Equity Office 
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on 1st Avenue and Main Street, (2) 
a 12-story Class A office building 
by One Waterfront Place, LLC at 
1201 NW Naito Parkway, (3) Elliot 
Tower, a mixed-use high-rise project 
by the Elliot Tower LLC  on 10th 
and Jefferson, and (4) the Zimmer 
Gunsul Frasca Headquarters Tower, a 
250-foot mixed-use office tower (with 
hotel and condominium) on SW 12th 
Avenue and Washington Street. 

Despite the lack of new office devel-
opment, the downtown area as a 
whole has experienced a number of 
successful historic renovation projects 
over the last five to ten years, espe-
cially for office and hotel products.  
Indeed, Portland boasts a relatively 
high level of developer expertise in 
historic renovation with numerous 
high-performing properties and an 
experienced development commu-
nity.   Although the Ankeny/Burnside 
area contains the largest concentra-
tion of historic buildings in Portland, 
it has not experienced as much his-
toric renovation as other areas.  The 
most noteworthy projects in the 
area include the Blagen Building (78 
NW Couch), renovated in 1983, the 
George Lawrence building (on 1st and 
Oak), renovated in 1985, and New 
Market Theater, renovated in 1983. 

In the long run, the Ankeny/Burnside 
office market will benefit from its 
historic character, strategic position 
in the Downtown (e.g., proximity to 
CBD, mass transit, and waterfront) 
and the Portland Metro’s appeal to 
“creative class” entrepreneurs and 

high-technology sectors.  In the more 
immediate term, however, new invest-
ment in the area will depend on a 
more robust recovery of the regional 
and national office market.   

Retail Market Conditions

As noted, Ankeny/Burnside area cur-
rently serves as a nightlife and tour-
ist destination within the Portland 
Metro.  This role currently defines 
both the type of retail tenants that 
exists in the area and their perfor-
mance.  Specifically, the retail includes 
a mix of bars and nightclubs, res-
taurants and daytime eateries/coffee 
shops, and an eclectic mix of arts and 
crafts, galleries, antiques stores, and 
boutiques oriented towards tourist and 
Saturday Market patrons. The area is 
dominated by local and regional inde-
pendent retailers with few national 
tenants represented. The bulk of the 
retail demand is generated by evening 
and weekend patrons as well some 
office workers during the weekday.  
However, the area does not, at pres-
ent, serve as a destination for the reg-
ular daily purchases of local residents.

Like the office market, the nature of 
the Ankeny/Burnside retail market 
is in part driven by building inven-
tory.  The historic nature of many of 
the buildings and the size and con-
figuration of the ground floor retail 
space are generally not of the format 
sought by higher-volume, national 
retailers.  Consequently, annual lease 
rates average about $12.00 per square 
foot, compared to $20.00 or higher in 
the CBD.  The quality of the build-

ing stock and below average lease 
rates combine to offer a unique and 
low-cost environment for small, local 
entrepreneurs to market their prod-
ucts. 

Overall, there is about 350,000 square 
feet of retail space in the Ankeny/
Burnside area, most of which is on 
the ground floor of office, residential, 
or warehouse/storage-related build-
ings.  The vacancy rate is about 10 
percent, compared to about 6 percent 
in the downtown as a whole. There 
has been minimal new retail develop-
ment, either as stand-alone or part of 
a mixed-use project, and new tenan-
cies have occurred primarily through 
re-modeling and/or re-occupancy of 
existing space.  

In the long-term future growth in 
the Ankeny/Burnside retail sector 
is likely to be linked to the success 
of other revitalization efforts in the 
project area, most notably office and 
residential development.  Specifically, 
additional employees and residents 
would provide a new source of retail 
demand beyond the current nightlife, 
tourist, and daytime lunch crowd.  
In addition, office and residential 
development would provide a more 
around-the-clock pedestrian presence 
to help overcome the safety and secu-
rity concerns that may be depressing 
lease rates and deterring certain kinds 
of retailers from the area.

In the long term, the Ankeny/
Burnside retail sector will likely suc-
ceed by building on its existing 
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strengths rather than attempting to 
re-position itself.  These strengths 
include excellent accessibility by public 
transit, abundant parking relative to 
other downtown destinations, prox-
imity to major event generators (e.g., 
Saturday Market, the Convention 
Center and sports complex across the 
river, and the CBD), and an identity as 
a “one-of-a-kind” environment.  

Financial Feasibility 
Assessment

The financial feasibility of new devel-
opment in the Ankeny/Burnside area 
will depend on a variety of factors, 
including market rents and sale prices, 
development costs, interest rates, reg-
ulatory requirements, and the invest-
ment priorities of individual property 
owners.  For the purpose of this anal-
ysis EPS utilized cash-flow pro forma 
analysis to simulate the development 
economics of a mixed-use project 
(ground floor retail) developed on a 
vacant parcel.  Specifically, the cash-
flow analysis summarized in Table 3 
and further described below compares 
hypothetical condominium and office 
projects with the estimated value of 
a surface parking lot.  The financial 
assumptions and calculations utilized 
in the analysis are further documented 
in Appendix A and derive from inter-
views with developers and brokers 
active in the area as well as EPS in-
house expertise.

As shown in Table 3, given prevail-
ing market and financial parameters 

and current regulatory requirements, 
surface parking is estimated to yield 
the highest return to current property 
owners.  Thus, it is not surprising that 
new development has not occurred in 
the Ankeny/Burnside area despite its 
prevalence elsewhere in the downtown 
(e.g., Pearl District).  Indeed, given 
the existing market and regulatory 
environment, office development is 
infeasible on vacant land even with no 
alternative  uses (existing lease rates 
to not warrant the level of investment 
required).  Meanwhile, residential 
development is estimated to be mar-
ginally feasible on a vacant parcel with 
no existing income stream. 

Three key factors that could poten-
tially change the dynamic described 
above include (1) improved market 
conditions (e.g., higher prices and 
lease rates), (2) an increase in the 
allowable height above the existing 
75-foot limit and corresponding floor 
area ratios and/or (3) public assistance 
in the form of low interest loans, 
land price write down, new market 
tax credits, or other subsides.  For 
example, the EPS analysis suggests 
that a 4 percent increase in achiev-
able condominium sale prices (e.g., 
an increase in the average sale price 
of a 1,100-square foot condominium 
from $412,000 to $430,000, in real 
terms), or an increase in the maximum 

Project Description
1

Parcel Size 19,500 19,500 19,500
Condo Units 81 -                  -               
Retail Sq.  Ft. 11,603 13,260 -               
Office Sq. Ft. -                  110,224 -               
On-Site Parking 81 -                  120

Revenue Assumptions

Condo (value / sq. ft.) $375 -                  -               
Office (value / sq. ft.) -                  $275 -               
Retail (value / sq. ft.) $170 $170 -               
Parking (Revenue / space / year) -                  -                  $1,225

Cost Assumptions

Development costs / sq. ft.2 $348 $271
O&M costs / Space $751

Residual Land Value
3

Total $159,000 -$874,000 $948,000
Per Square Foot $8 -$45 $49

Threshold Feasibility Requirement
4

% Increase in Market Value 4% 8% na
Minimum Allowable Stories 9 25 na

(1) All development is subject to a 75 foot height limit and FAR of 4 to 1. Retail is assumed on 
the ground floor only.

(2) Represents total estimated development cost per building sq. ft., including soft and hard costs
as well as builder profit.

(3) Residual value represents the net present value of the land after accounting for all future 
revenues and costs associated with the use specified.

(4) Represents the change in key financial parameters needed to make the specified
land use preferable to surface parking from a private investment perspective.
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height allowance from 75 to 95 feet, 
would make the relative return for resi-
dential development more favorable, as 
shown in Table 3.  For office develop-
ment, average lease rates would have to 
increase by 6 percent in real terms or the 
height allowance would have to increase 
to 225 feet to make this type of develop-
ment preferable to surface parking.

It is more difficult to make general con-
clusions about the financial feasibility of 
historic renovation because of the highly 
unique circumstances associated with 
individual projects.  According to devel-
opers active in the field the cost associ-
ated with successful historic renovation 
range from about $100 to $200 per 
square foot.  This suggests that annual 
lease revenues would have to increase 
by $8.50 to $17.00 before such a reno-
vation would be profitable.  Such an 
increase in lease rates may be realistically 
achievable compared to the return from 
a vacant building.  However, if a prop-
erty is already generating revenue in its 
existing use, even if this revenue is well 
below its market potential, this revenue 
presents an additional financial hurdle 
from an investment perspective.  Of 
course, public assistance in the form of 
low interest loans for seismic retrofitting, 
tax abatement, new market tax credits, 
and other incentives could improve this 
dynamic.  Finally, the potential for other 
components of the Ankeny/ Burnside 
Development Framework to improve 
overall market conditions will also make 
development more financial feasibility.  
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TABLE 4: Mixed-Use Development Cash Flow (Residential Over Retail)

This table represents a hypothetical development cash-fl ow per forma for a prototype project.
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TABLE 5: Mixed-Use Development Cash Flow

This table represents a hypothetical development cash-fl ow per forma for a prototype project.

TABLE 6: Parking Lot Residual Land Value Analysis

(Office over Retail)

Represents a hypothetical development cash-fl ow per forma for a 
prototype project.
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A NUMBER OF PLANS, STUDIES, AND REGULATIONS ADOPTED by the City of Portland and 
the Portland Development Commission (PDC) impact all or portions of the Ankeny/
Burnside Development Framework study area. Many ongoing development efforts in the 
study area also exist, and may prove to be catalysts for change. These planning documents 
and ongoing efforts were strongly considered during the creation of the Ankeny/Burnside 
Development Framework, and served to inform many of the overall and priority imple-
mentation strategy recommendations. Key points of the plans, studies and regulations af-
fecting the Ankeny/Burnside Development Framework study area are summarized herein. 
For details, please refer to the relevant plan documents and regulatory codes. The central 
goals and program elements of concurrent efforts in the District are also summarized 
herein. 
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General Plans 

City of Portland Downtown Plan (1972)

The 1972 Downtown Plan was de-
veloped to increase the vitality of 
downtown Portland and strengthen 
its role as a business, entertainment, 
and retail center. The Downtown Plan 
established a number of districts, with 
guidelines for each district. The An-
keny/Burnside study area is generally 
contiguous with Planning District 5 
of the Downtown Plan, called the Old 
Town/Skidmore Fountain District, 
and also includes a portion of Planning 
District 4, the Downtown Waterfront.

Key aspects of the District 5 vision 
in the Downtown Plan that relate to 
the Ankeny/Burnside Development 
Framework are listed below.

The character of District 5 will 
include rehabilitated historic build-
ings, new development that is com-
plimentary in scale and texture, and 
a diversity of uses, including special-
ty retail, entertainment, commercial 
services, housing and offices. 
Densities within District 5 are envi-
sioned to step down toward the wa-
terfront, and be compatible in scale 
with existing historic buildings.
This area will be pedestrian-fo-
cused, with limited auto through-
traffic and an enhanced pedestrian 
environment with streetscape im-
provements. Pedestrian links to the 
waterfront will be emphasized. 
A major east-west pedestrian link 
will pass through District 5 along 

•

•

•

•

Ankeny Street, linking the water-
front with the park blocks.

Planning District 4 in the Downtown 
Plan addresses the entire Downtown 
Waterfront. Key aspects that affect 
the Ankeny/Burnside planning area 
include: 

The Downtown Waterfront will fo-
cus on open space and commercial 
recreation activities, with a major 
open space at the river’s edge. With-
in the Downtown Waterfront area, 
appropriate uses are open space, 
tourist-oriented shops, restaurants, 
community facilities, and civic and 
cultural functions (e.g. marine mu-
seum, aquarium, amphitheater).
Open space and pedestrian-scale 
development will characterize this 
District.
Within the Downtown Waterfront 
District, there should be places to 
observe the river, public gathering 
spaces and facilities, and attractive 
public realm improvements. Wa-
terfront-oriented shops and res-
taurants should be provided within 
walking distance, and river-oriented 
tourist activities should be pro-
moted. 
The Waterfront District should be 
linked to other downtown districts 
by carrying waterfront lighting and 
improvements into other districts. 
Vehicular traffic should be exclud-
ed, with a major pedestrian/bicycle 
route along the waterfront and pe-
destrian connections to Old Town 
and Skidmore Fountain.

•

•

•

•

City of Portland Central City Plan (1988)

The Central City Plan was adopted in 
1988 to update the 1972 Downtown 
Plan and provide new direction for 
the entire urban core, including east of 
the Willamette River. The Central City 
Plan identifies the Ankeny Plaza area 
as an attraction and gateway, high-
lighting the importance of this area to 
Portland’s economic development. 

The Ankeny/Burnside study area 
is within two different Central City 
Plan study areas: the Downtown and 
North of Burnside Study Areas. This 
Plan was updated in 1995 with River 
District policies, which resulted in the 
replacement of the North of Burn-
side area policies. The River District 
policies address the Ankeny Plaza area 
and the Skidmore/Old Town Historic 
District. 

The Central City Plan identifies the 
Ankeny Plaza area as an attraction and 
gateway, highlighting the importance 
of this area to Portland’s economic 
development and civic identity. It calls 
for increased connections to the river, 
strengthened historic districts, and 
improved transportation through a se-
ries of specific actions. Social services 
are to be maintained while new busi-
ness development is supported. The 
Central City Plan calls for the highest 
densities adjacent to the transit mall 
and transit lines, and reiterates support 
for lower heights in historic areas and 
heights that step down to the Willa-
mette River. Increased housing for a 
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range of households is called for, as is 
an increase in home ownership, rental 
housing, and jobs. The Central City 
Plan is implemented by the Central 
City Plan District regulations in the 
Zoning Code.

Central City Transportation 

Management Plan (1995)

The Central City Transportation 
Management Plan (CCTMP) was de-
veloped as a result of the Central City 
Plan, which called for an improvement 
of accessibility to and from the Central 
City while maintaining livability. The 
CCTMP is intended to maintain air 
quality, promote economic develop-
ment, support an efficient transporta-
tion system, and encourage the use of 
alternative modes of transportation. 

This Plan addresses the need for 
pedestrian access, a walkable envi-
ronment in the Central City, bicycle 
parking, and access improvements to 
the study area. The CCTMP calls for 
a reduction in parking without nega-
tively affecting development oppor-
tunities by setting forth specific park-
ing requirements in the Central City. 
These requirements are different from 
elsewhere in Portland, and address six 
types of parking with different regula-
tions for each. 

The Ankeny/Burnside Develop-
ment Framework area is subject to 
the CCTMP, which means that future 
development will be subject to Central 
City Parking Review. 

Metro Region 2040 Growth 

Concept (1995)

The Metro 2040 Growth Concept is 
the regional growth and development 
framework for the Portland metropoli-
tan region, and will serve to guide the 
next 50 years of growth and change. 
The 2040 Growth Concept focuses 
on land use and transportation strate-
gies for accommodating growth while 
maintaining the region’s quality of life. 
The Growth Concept reinforces the 
primacy of the Central City and calls 
for the region’s highest density and 
most diverse mix of uses to be located 
there.

Land Use, Transportation
and Development Plans 

Burnside Transportation and 

Urban Design Plan

The Burnside Transportation and Ur-
ban Design Plan proposes far-reaching 
changes to one of Portland’s landmark 
streets. It recommends large-scale revi-
sions to Burnside from 12th Avenue 
on the east side of Portland to the 
west end of Portland’s urban core, 
including a couplet of one-way streets 
running east on Burnside and west on 
Couch. 

The exact nature and design of this 
couplet is still under consideration as 
of the writing of the Ankeny/Burnside 
Development Framework. However, 
there is enough certainty regarding the 
eventual configuration to recognize 

that this Plan will have a large impact 
on the study area, will provide many 
opportunities for streetscape improve-
ments, and has the potential to knit 
together the District by improving 
access across Burnside.

Naito Parkway Reconstruction Plan 

Naito Parkway is one of Portland’s 
oldest roads, serving the city for more 
than 156 years. A current reconstruc-
tion project is rebuilding the entire 
street, upgrading pedestrian crossings 
and curb ramps, adding bike lanes and 
improving sidewalks. The project also 
includes the addition of on-street park-
ing on the west side of Naito Parkway 
from SW Main to SW Ash, and re-
striping of the SW Market intersection 
to improve freight access.

The future design of Naito Parkway is 
of particular importance to the An-
keny/Burnside Development Frame-
work because of the need to accom-
modate a relocated Portland Saturday 
Market, which will extend across Naito 
from Ankeny Plaza into Waterfront 
Park. Improvements are needed to en-
sure safe and inviting pedestrian access 
across Naito at this point. Construc-
tion will be complete in 2007. 

Waterfront Park Master Plan

Since its inception, the use of Water-
front Park has changed significantly. 
The Waterfront Park Master Plan, 
adopted in May 2003, updates the 
original 1975 Plan with recommenda-
tions for policy, programs and physical 
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improvements. Its fundamental pur-
pose is to address the level and type of 
use that Waterfront Park is experienc-
ing while remaining true to the original 
1975 Master Plan. The updated Water-
front Park Master Plan centers on the 
following guiding principles: 

Integrate and connect the park with 
its surrounding city center location.
Accentuate the riverfront location 
of the park.
Create an environment for diverse 
activity and expanded recreational 
opportunities.

Because Waterfront Park is a regional 
attraction in the Portland metropolitan 
area, the result of over three decades 
of high-level planning and design, all 
recommendations set forth in the An-
keny/Burnside Development Frame-
work must respect the visions and 
goals of the Waterfront Park Master 
Plan.

Downtown Waterfront Develop-

ment Opportunities Study

The Downtown Waterfront Develop-
ment Opportunities Study was com-
missioned by the PDC and is intended 
to complement and reinforce the 
Naito Parkway Reconstruction Project 
and the Waterfront Park Master Plan. 
This study was developed by PDC 
in order to address the decline facing 
Portland’s Downtown Waterfront. 
This study was conceived with the fol-
lowing goals:

Identify obstacles to redevelop-
ment along Portland’s waterfront 
districts.

•

•

•

•

Identify the public and private ac-
tions required to stimulate historic 
revitalization and new development 
in the study area.
Develop implementation strategies 
to stop the decline of the District 
and revitalize the waterfront. 

Five key elements were identified by 
the study as crucial to the success of 
revitalization efforts: connectivity, 
housing, historic districts, Ankeny Pla-
za, and livability. The study provides 
detailed recommendations for each of 
these elements that outline potential 
opportunity sites for development and 
projected funding needs for districts 
along the waterfront.

Old Town/Chinatown Develop-

ment Plan

Old Town/Chinatown Development 
Plan is intended “to develop Old 
Town Chinatown into a vibrant, 24-
hour, mixed use, urban neighborhood, 
rooted in a rich historical past.” The 
portion of the Ankeny/Burnside study 
area north of the Ankeny Plaza area 
is within the Old Town/Chinatown 
planning area. This Plan offers the fol-
lowing recommendations:

Reduce barriers to Old Town/Chi-
natown.
Preserve and enhance the historic 
and cultural character of the area.
Support the development of retail, 
arts and entertainment business in 
the District.
Enhance the area around the Classi-
cal Chinese Garden.
Support preservation and develop-

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

ment of a mix of housing for differ-
ent incomes.
Proceed with development of the 
Trailways Blocks.

The Plan also makes recommendations 
to improve access to and from the 
District, as well as within the District, 
support improved public safety and 
livability, and add residential develop-
ment to the area to activate public 
spaces and create a more lively and 
enjoyable urban realm.

Regulations for    
Historic Properties

The entire study area is encompassed 
by the Skidmore/Old Town Historic 
District, and both zoning regulations 
and design guidelines impact exterior 
alterations and new construction.

Zoning Regulations for Historic 

Properties

A three-tier zoning hierarchy exists in 
the District that will impact develop-
ment efforts. The base zone for the 
District is Central Commercial. This 
zone covers all of the Skidmore/Old 
Town Historic District, in addition to 
much of the surrounding area. This 
zone calls for high density develop-
ment, pedestrian orientation, and safe 
and attractive streetscapes. It allows 
for a wide variety of commercial 
office, retail, and residential uses. 

The second zoning tier is the Central 
City Plan District (33.510), which 
implements the Central City Plan and 

•
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addresses circumstances particular to 
the Central City. Regulations from the 
Central City Plan District supersede 
base zone provisions where differenc-
es exist. While many standards articu-
lated in the Central City Plan District 
apply to the study area, those most 
pertinent to this Plan include:

33.510.200 Floor Area Ratios
33.510.205 Height
33.510.210 Floor Area and Height 
Bonus Options
33.510.225 Required Building Lines
33.510.220 Ground Floor Windows
33.510.225 Ground Floor Active Uses 
33.510.261 Parking

The third tier in the zoning hierarchy 
is the Historic Resources Overlay 
Zone, which works in conjunction 
with other zoning provisions to pro-
vide the Skidmore/Old Town Historic 
District with strong regulatory protec-
tions. Central to the Overlay Zone 
are clauses regarding historic design 
review, demolition review and preser-
vation incentives. 

Construction of new buildings and 
major exterior alterations to structures 
within District boundaries requires 
Historic Design Review. Major design 
reviews are processed through a proce-
dure that requires a public hearing and 
a decision by the Historic Landmarks 
Commission. Minor design reviews are 
processed by Bureau of Development 
Services staff. The scope of construc-
tion and/or alterations determines 
which level of review is required.

•
•
•

•
•
•
•

Demolition review is also a require-
ment for some structures in the Dis-
trict. Contributing properties in the 
District will require demolition review 
if such an action is proposed (noncon-
tributing properties have no review). 

Demolition review, which is a Type IV 
procedure, will require a public hearing 
before City Council. This process gives 
the public an opportunity to comment 
upon the proposed demolition and 
allows for the pursuit of alternatives to 
demolition or actions that will mitigate 
for the loss. The Landmarks Commis-
sion advises City Council, which can 
either approve of the demolition, ap-
prove of demolition with conditions, 
or deny the request. 

Council will approve a request to 
demolish the resource if the applicant 
can show that either the proposed 
demolition has been evaluated against 
and found to be supportive of the 
goals of the Comprehensive Plan and 
other relevant area Plans, or that denial 
of a demolition permit would effec-
tively deprive the owner of all reason-
able economic use of the site.

Design Guidelines

Design guidelines that are specific 
to the Skidmore/Old Town Historic 
District exist. These guidelines address 
topics such as materials selection for 
exterior construction, the reuse of cast 
iron, building proportions and floor 
area ratios, and other issues pertinent 
to maintaining the visual integrity of 
the District.

The current Skidmore/Old Town His-
toric District design guidelines will be 
revised in the near future. Please refer 
to Appendix F for details on the cur-
rent guidelines and recommendations 
for their revision. 

National Historic Landmark 

Designation

Beginning in the early 1960s, historic 
preservation efforts in Portland led to 
the establishment of protective “De-
sign Zones” in the Skidmore Fountain 
area. With the passage of the 1966 
Historic Preservation Act by Congress, 
more tools were made available to pro-
tect and preserve historic resources. 
By 1975, the Skidmore/Old Town 
Historic District had gained National 
Register status. In 1977, it was desig-
nated as a National Historic Landmark 
District. Currently, the city is preparing 
and update and renewal application for 
the area.

Concurrent Efforts
There are many ongoing efforts in 
the Ankeny/Burnside study area that 
are encouraging, as they are potential 
catalysts for change. During the An-
keny/Burnside Development Frame-
work planning process, these efforts 
were considered and integrated where 
possible. 

Fire Station #1/Block 8 Charrette

After a multi-year process to identify 
priorities for the Ankeny/Burnside 
area, the City of Portland concluded 
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that it would like to explore a move 
of Fire Station #1 (located on First 
Avenue and Ankeny Street) and its 
related functions three blocks to the 
north. This move was intended to 
enable the development of new hous-
ing, retail, and a major public market 
on and around the current fire station 
site. An initial design workshop known 
as the “Block 8 Charrette” was held in 
July 2004 to develop a design scheme 
and economic strategy for locating the 
new fire station on Block 8.

The charrette provided the initial 
design and planning framework for 
a design competition that occurred 
during the following year. Three teams 
submitted proposals, one team was se-
lected, and the project was set to move 
forward. In 2006, the City Council 
reconsidered their priorities in the 
Ankeny/Burnside area and cancelled 
the move of Fire Station #1 to Block 
8. However, the process of identify-
ing potential opportunities and design 
needs for the move of Fire Station #1 
provided a wealth of information and 
creative ideas for improving and revi-
talizing the Ankeny/Burnside area.

Portland Public Market Feasibility 

Study

The Portland Public Market envi-
sions a public market of approximately 
20,000 square feet, intended to be a re-
gional attractor. It would feature fresh 
produce, local agricultural products, 
and prepared foods sold by a variety 
of vendors, including an additional 
outdoor seasonal farmer’s market. The 

market could also incorporate other 
complementary uses, such as office 
space, specialty retail, or institutional 
uses such as a cooking school or culi-
nary museum.

After an intensive study involving 
stakeholder and public input and 
market analysis, two sites were selected 
that fit the market development team’s 
criteria; the site of the Old Post Of-
fice, located at 511 NW Broadway, and 
Fire Station #1, located at 55 SW Ash 
Street, adjacent to Skidmore Fountain. 
Fire Station #1 was the preferred pub-
lic market site. The cancellation of Fire 
Station #1’s move put the future of 
the public market in flux. The public 
market’s investors are looking now at a 
variety of alternate sites.

Portland Saturday Market Perma-

nent Home Study

The Portland Saturday Market has 
been operating at its current location 
in Ankeny Plaza at First Avenue and 
West Burnside Street for the last 20 
years. Centered on the historic Skid-
more Fountain, adjacent to Waterfront 
Park, and sheltered underneath the 
Burnside Bridge, Saturday Market has 
grown into an internationally-recog-
nized Portland landmark. 

Currently the Portland Saturday Mar-
ket exists on a patchwork of short-
term leases that offer little long-term 
certainty for its vendors. This insta-
bility has deterred capital investment 
and improvements to the site. Lack of 
activity on the site during weekdays 

reinforces adverse social conditions in 
the neighborhood and imposes the ad-
ditional burden of regular cleaning of 
the site before Market use. Addition-
ally, the Downtown Waterfront Devel-
opment Opportunities Study recom-
mended that the surface lot adjacent 
to the Skidmore Fountain Building 
(occupied by the Market on weekends) 
be redeveloped into mixed-use retail, 
restaurant, and housing. 

The Portland Saturday Market Per-
manent Home Study examined op-
tions for a permanent location (i.e. 
a twenty-year lease, at a minimum) 
and improved infrastructure for the 
Portland Saturday Market, intending 
to provide for a viable and vibrant 
Saturday Market into the future. The 
study identified a variety of possible 
relocation opportunities, including the 
current relocation and reconfiguration 
plan that is the preferred alternative 
for the future of the Saturday Market. 
This scenario envisions a Market occu-
pying Ankeny Plaza, stretching across 
Naito Parkway into Waterfront Park. 
This configuration could also serve 
as an anchor and focal point for the 
Ankeny/Burnside area.

Little Italy Portland

The Little Italy Portland concept plan 
was submitted to the PDC for review 
in 2006. The proposal calls for the re-
creation of an Italian District, with a 
mixed-use area to include retail, res-
taurants, residential space and a com-
munity educational and cultural cen-
ter in the historic core of Portland’s 
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downtown. The concept includes 
food, shopping, Italian education and 
a cultural center, along with program 
space for traditional festivals. Little Ita-
ly Portland is intended to reinforce and 
complement the other cultural attrac-
tions in the area, including Chinatown, 
the Japanese Nikkei Center, and the 
Oregon Jewish Museum.

University of Oregon

The University of Oregon recently 
signed an 18-year lease to occupy space 
in three historic buildings on Block 
9, just north of the Burnside Bridge. 
The University will be expanding its 
graduate architecture, journalism, and 
law programs into the buildings, which 
are undergoing substantial renovation.
Scheduled to be complete by January 
2008, the University’s Portland Cam-
pus will occupy the White Stag Build-
ing, the ground floor of the Skidmore 
Building, and additional space on the 
ground floor of the Bickel Block. The 
complex will include classrooms, event 
space, galleries, journalism and archi-
tecture libraries, computer facilities, a 
bookstore and cafe, and administrative 
offices.

With the restoration of three historic 
buildings, this project will provide an 
anchoring presence in the heart of the 
District and a source of activity and 
energy in the area. 

Mercy Corps

Mercy Corps is an international hu-
manitarian aid and economic develop-
ment agency. Based in Portland, Mercy 

Corps is wishing to consolidate its 
operations in the Central City. Cur-
rently, Mercy Corps wants to purchase 
or construct a 70,000-75,000 square 
foot facility. This facility will serve as 
administrative offices for Mercy Corps’ 
144 employees and house the Mercy 
Corps Northwest Office’s microenter-
prise functions. Five thousand square 
feet of the facility will serve as a World 
Hunger Action Center. This museum, 
intended to provide interactive dis-
plays and exhibits, will be dedicated to 
educating and engaging the public in 
the causes of and solutions for world 
hunger and poverty. 

Mercy Corps is undertaking a sizable 
capital campaign to help fund the rede-
velopment of Block 10 for the consoli-
dation of its world headquarters. Mercy 
Corps is working with the PDC to 
determine how best to develop Block 
10 and is exploring how to approach 
the need for new construction, includ-
ing a potential underground parking 
structure. 

Mercy Corps, in conjunction with 
the University of Oregon, may create 
a strong node of activity within the 
District, activating Ankeny Plaza and 
providing a catalyst for revitalization.

Reuse of Historic Cast Iron

A large amount of the original cast iron 
used in the construction of Portland’s 
historic commercial center was sal-
vaged and saved during the demolition 
of historic buildings in the mid-twenti-
eth century. 

This collection of cast-iron facades is 
now owned by the PDC and main-
tained and stored by the Bosco-Mil-
ligan Foundation. Several full facades 
have been preserved, as have a number 
of smaller, decorative pieces. Pres-
ervationists and cast iron advocates 
have put forth proposals to reuse this 
cast iron as part of an overall effort to 
restore and revitalize the District. This 
could be accomplished by reusing the 
cast iron in new infill construction, or 
in streetscape elements such as colon-
nades. Knitting together the District 
with this collection could be a key 
ingredient for revitalization in the area. 
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WHAT MAKES A SUCCESSFUL HISTORIC DISTRICT? How is such a district defined, 
and what are the economic, legal, social, and aesthetic factors that shape its current 
form and future potential? How is “revitalization” in historic districts best managed 
– allowed sufficient freedom to encourage investment and vitality, but sufficiently reg-
ulated to prevent the destruction of the very heritage and built fabric that encouraged 
redevelopment?

Answers to these questions, critical to establishing a framework for the redevelopment 
of  the Skidmore/Old Town Historic District, were generated through an analysis 
of  five historic districts in the United States and Canada. Gastown and Yaletown in 
Vancouver, British Columbia, Seattle’s Pioneer Square, San Francisco’s Jackson Square 
and the Vieux Carre (French Quarter) in New Orleans were studied and compared to 
discern what contributes to the success - and failure - of  historic districts today.

Six traits appeared to most contribute to successful revitalization:

The presence of an original, contiguous built fabric; 
A strong regulatory body to prevent the destruction of historic structures, and to 
encourage new construction that is sympathetic to existing styles, dimensions and 
construction materials; 
A vibrant mix of uses to encourage a varied audience and diversity of use patterns; 
Multi-modal access; 
Market-driven restoration and rehabilitation investment; and
Leadership and participation by political players and community members alike.

•
•

•
•
•
•
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Gastown (Vancouver, BC)

Gastown occupies 30 square blocks 
of the northeastern section of 
Vancouver’s downtown peninsula, 
just south of Burrard Inlet. As the 
only confluence point for trans-Pacific 
ship traffic and the Canadian Pacific 
Railway, Gastown was nineteenth-cen-
tury Canada’s westernmost interna-
tional hub – and the birthplace of the 
City of Vancouver.

Gastown features an extensive collec-
tion of Late Victorian and Edwardian 
commercial architecture, the major-
ity of which ranges from two to four 
stories in height. The district suffered 
from a decline typical to that of many 
inner-city early industrial areas in the 
1930s, remaining a “skid row” until 
the early 1960s. However, this decline, 
and the resulting obscurity of the dis-
trict, has been credited as a factor in 
saving many historic structures from 
destructive redevelopment in this era. 
Today, alternating building heights in 
the area gives the district a “sawtooth 
profile,” which has been identified as 
one of its primary defining features.

In the mid-1960s, a team of local and 
international companies put forth 
“Project 200,” which called for the 
demolition of Gastown and the con-
struction of 36 high-rises in its place, 
as well as demolition of a portion of 
Chinatown. In response, Vancouver’s 
Community Arts Council initiated 
walking tours of Gastown, which 
attracted hundreds of participants 
and began the process of encouraging 
public and private entities to restore 

and revitalize the district through 
more heritage-conscious means. 

By 1971, Gastown was designated a 
Heritage District by the Province of 
British Columbia. Extensive street 
beautification efforts were put forth 
by public entities and local business 
owners, including the rehabilitation 
of Maple Tree Square. By 1974, zon-
ing guidelines were established for the 
district, and an Historic Area Advisory 
Board had been appointed to moni-
tor architectural changes. Retail uses 
became established at ground-level, 
and offices and residential uses began 
to move into upper stories.

In the first decade of the establish-
ment of this district, office, retail, 
and small-scale residential develop-
ments were largely driven by market 
conditions. Public investments were 
available, but mainly limited to his-
toric rehabilitation funding and street 
improvements. 

Due to economic changes in the 
1980s, however, viable development 
appeared to require additional den-
sity, prompting the creation of poli-
cies more amenable to development, 
including density bonuses and the 
relaxation of development restrictions. 
Several one to two-story additions 
were added to historic structures, and 
a variety of new construction was 
allowed. While some of this develop-
ment was considered to be in keep-
ing with the historic character of the 
area, Vancouver residents began to 
feel that the historic character of the 
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Streetscape and historic facades in Gastown.

The unique architecture of Gastown.

New construction adjacent to old in Gastown.



district was being eroded. This led to 
the adoption of the Gastown Heritage 
Management Plan in 2002. 

The Gastown Heritage Management 
Plan establishes a new set of guidelines 
for developers and regulators to man-
age the district’s built heritage. This plan 
provides design guidelines and policies 
to preserve and enhance the historic 
district, and sets forth incentives to pre-
serve historic structures. Additionally, 
the plan puts in place a rigorous over-
sight program for the City of Vancouver 
to ensure the impact on the existing 
stock of low-income SRO housing is 
closely monitored.

Publicly-funded developer incentives 
remain to encourage rehabilitation, 
including façade improvement funding, 
property tax relief, and bonus density 
awards. In addition, in limited circum-
stances, developers are able to “pur-
chase” additional density and height by 
providing public amenities such as supe-
rior landscaping, rehabilitation and pres-
ervation of historic structures, pedestrian 
improvements, or other benefits to the 
public realm.

Today, 90% of Gastown’s historic 
structures have been rehabilitated and 
a vibrant street life exists. While there 
is limited public transit to Gastown, a 
considerable amount of parking exists 
and the district is very walkable. The 
revitalization of the district has led to an 
increase in tourism, which is a signifi-
cant factor contributing to street life in 
the area, requiring additional supporting 
retail and restaurants. Office space also 

contributes to a diversity of use patterns 
in the district, and the number of resi-
dential units is increasing incrementally. 

While there is limited public transit to 
Gastown, a considerable amount of 
parking exists and the district is very 
walkable. Publicly-funded developer 
incentives remain to encourage reha-
bilitation, and new construction is 
monitored by the Historic Area Planning 
Committee using standards and guide-
lines laid forth in the Gastown Heritage 
Management Plan. 
 
Gastown can be characterized as a “suc-
cessful” revitalization project due to 
the vibrancy of its streets, the result of 
mixed-use development that responded 
incrementally to long-term, real-market 
needs. Gastown is also an historic suc-
cess, with development incentives regu-
lated by a strong review board, which 
protects the existing, contiguous built 
fabric. These efforts, as well as their suc-
cess, are grounded in a citizen and civic 
commitment to both economic vitality 
and appropriate preservation. 

Specific factors contributing to pres-
ervation-appropriate revitalization in 
Gastown include:

A contiguous built fabric stretching 
across 30 square blocks, featuring 
Late Victorian and Edwardian struc-
tures with a distinctive two to four 
story “sawtooth” pattern;

Developer incentives encouraging 
private preservation efforts, such as 
bonus density awards, façade reten-
tion grants, and property tax relief;

•

•

In limited circumstances, additional 
density and height is allowed in 
exchange for providing public ameni-
ties; 

Design changes monitored by a dis-
trict-specific design review board 
entitled the Heritage Area Planning 
Committee;

A mix of commercial and residential 
venues, creating a diversity of use 
patterns;

Adequate provision of parking for 
visitors and residents; and

A walkable pedestrian-oriented envi-
ronment.

•

•

•

•

•
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Sidewalk seating, contributing to an active street 
life, in Gastown.



Yaletown (Vancouver, BC)

Yaletown occupies approximately 16 
square blocks of the southeastern sec-
tion of Vancouver’s downtown pen-
insula, northwest of Concord Pacific 
Place and False Creek. With a ware-
house and rail-related heritage and 
building stock, Yaletown’s recent rede-
velopment is akin to that of Portland’s 
Pearl District or San Francisco’s 
SOMA.

Although it bustled with indus-
trial activity for almost ninety years, 
Yaletown experienced a measurable 
decline in use by the 1970s, as road-
based shipping required warehousing 
and distribution centers to relocate out 
of the downtown urban core. With 
an eye on redevelopment, the City of 
Vancouver purchased the land south-
east of historic Yaletown. This area 
hosted the 1986 Worlds’ Fair. After 
the Fair, the empty waterfront land 
was marketed to the private industry 
for redevelopment. This area became 
Concord Pacific Place.

With considerable public involvement 
in the creation of development poli-
cies for Concord Pacific Place, a resi-
dential and recreational node emerged 
that had substantial public open space, 
public access to the waterfront, and 
the restoration of a former Canadian 
Pacific Roundhouse (the only remain-
ing historic structure in the Concord 
Pacific Place parcel) as a community 
arts and recreation center. These 
public amenities were constructed 
and paid for by the private market; 
in exchange, sizeable residential tow-

ers were allowed to be constructed to 
make development profitable. 

While the vacant parcels of Concord 
Pacific Place were densely constructed 
by the mid-1990s, Yaletown – featur-
ing masonry and timber warehouse 
structures nestled within narrow 
streets – was not experiencing growth. 
In 1997, the City created a district 
plan to help Yaletown achieve its 
potential. The stated intent of this 
plan was to “encourage the conversion 
and renovation of existing warehouse 
buildings and the construction of 
compatible new buildings to produce 
a more contemporary mix” of uses. 
Design standards and guidelines were 
also established by this plan.

Since rezoning, and with the assis-
tance of developer-oriented guidelines 
and financial assistance, Yaletown 
has emerged as an entertainment, 
office and residential district. Within 
approximately sixteen square blocks, 
it features 10,000 residents and 900 
businesses; retail and office space have 
near-zero vacancy rates, and the dis-
trict contributes $6.7 million per year 
to the City in property taxes, with the 
second-highest assessed value of the 
Business Improvement Association 
districts in the City. Given its high res-
idential and commercial use patterns, 
parking is very limited and several 
streets are closed to vehicular traffic. 
However, pedestrian access is viable.

Some critics feel the historic char-
acter of the district has been over-
powered by new construction and 
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The tall towers of Concord Pacific Place, the mod-
ern catalyst for successful redevelopment of historic 
Yaletown.

Yaletown after redevelopment, with rehabilitated 
warehouses and a pedestrian scale.

The old versus the new in Yaletown.



infill. In many cases, the infill visually 
references the history of this former 
industrial zone, but does not actually 
preserve the existing structures. One 
market study notes that while 62% 
of the district’s structures were built 
prior to 1946, only 15% of Yaletown’s 
structures were “effectively” built 
prior to 1946 given recent restoration 
and rehabilitation efforts. Such con-
struction patterns should somewhat 
be expected, however, given the City’s 
stated redevelopment mission and its 
conscious decision to not establish 
a district-specific review board (see 
“Gastown”). 

The strong occupancy rates, vibrant 
street life, and transformation of 
Yaletown point to the potential 
of new development to encourage 
revitalization. However, significant 
alterations to historic properties have 
occurred in this district, and property 
values have risen to the point that 
housing is out of reach for many. 
Yaletown is an instructive example of 
how to create economic life in former 
“dead zones.” However, it shows how 
revitalization may lead to a degrada-
tion of the character of historic dis-
tricts and a loss off affordability if the 
process is not carefully managed.

Specific factors contributing to revital-
ization in Yaletown include:

Successful private investment in 
the Concord Pacific Place parcels, 
featuring high-density residential, 
public waterfront access and public 
recreation facilities;

•

Publicly-funded developer incen-
tives in Yaletown – designed to 
build upon the private successes 
at adjacent Concord Pacific Place 
– including bonus density awards, 
façade retention grants, and prop-
erty tax relief;

Design review of architec-
tural changes by the Heritage 
Commission;

An original built fabric with many 
“missing teeth,” allowing for more 
extensive infill than in neighbor-
hoods in which preservation of 
significant heritage features or a 
highly contiguous original built 
fabric is key; and 

A pedestrian-friendly environment.

•

•

•

•
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Massing in Yaletown today.

Modern conversion of warehouses in Yaletown.

Yaletown rehabilitation, akin to that of Portland’s 
Pearl District or San Francisco’s SOMA.



Pioneer Square (Seattle, WA)

Pioneer Square is Seattle’s oldest 
neighborhood, spanning a 24-block 
area adjacent to the city’s downtown 
and the Puget Sound waterfront. 
Pioneer Square was Seattle’s first 
National Register Historic District, 
designated in 1970. It currently serves 
as an entertainment, arts, and tourism 
quarter.

Thriving in the late nineteenth centu-
ry, Pioneer Square gained a reputation 
as a skid row by the 1950s and 1960s 
due to its deteriorating structures, 
vacancy rates, and extensive collection 
of bars, taverns, and adult entertain-
ment venues. Demolition of the dis-
trict began in 1961 with the tear-down 
of the Seattle Hotel; this trend was 
halted through early community activ-
ism and private investment, as well as 
legal protections created by the bur-
geoning United States national historic 
preservation movement.

A combination of “clean and safe,” 
affordable housing, and preservation 
incentive programs; streetscape/park 
improvements; market-driven invest-
ment in the restoration and rehabilita-
tion of the district’s historic structures; 
strong regulatory oversight; and com-
munity activism has halted much of 
the physical decline of Pioneer Square. 

Ninety-eight percent of Pioneer 
Square’s historic structures have been 
restored or rehabilitated since redevel-
opment initiatives began in the 1980s. 
A growing economy and subsequent 
changes in property ownership have 
stimulated additional private invest-

ment in the district’s buildings, again 
regulated through the City’s preserva-
tion ordinances.

As a whole, the district serves a varied 
market: 70% of structures are devoted 
to entertainment or recreation pur-
poses, 15% to office space, 10% to 
retail, and 5% to residential. Although 
Pioneer Square is an “incubator” for 
tech and business ventures, it has a 
24-hour street life. The district boasts 
the lowest vacancy rates in the city.

Specific factors contributing to pres-
ervation-appropriate revitalization in 
Pioneer Square include:

A contiguous original built fab-
ric with contributing, Victorian 
Romanesque structures and 
streetscape features; 

A strong, citizen-based review 
board entitled the Pioneer Square 
Preservation Board, which exam-
ines proposed exterior alterations 
for their compliance with design 
and use guidelines;

A varied mix of uses, including 
entertainment/recreation, office, 
retail and residential;

Multi-modal transportation access;

Market-driven investment in the 
rehabilitation/restoration of his-
toric structures;

Privately-led, grassroots commu-
nity activism on behalf of preser-
vation; and

Publicly-supported incentives for 
clean and safe initiatives, preserva-
tion and affordable housing.

•

•

•

•

•

•

•
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Streetscape features in Pioneer Square.

“Clean and Safe” initiatives have been ongoing in 
Pioneer Square since the 1980s.

Pioneer Square’s architecture is notably historic.
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Jackson Square 

(San Francisco, CA)

Jackson Square occupies approximate-
ly 17 square blocks near the northeast 
waterfront in San Francisco, directly 
north of city’s financial district, adja-
cent to Chinatown. Stocked with 
masonry commercial structures dat-
ing to the 1850s and 1860s; Italianate, 
cast-iron fronted commercial build-
ings from the late nineteenth century; 
and a collection of modern structures, 
Jackson Square is one of the only dis-
tricts in the city to largely survive the 
1906 earthquake and fire.

Jackson Square was placed on the 
National Register in 1971, the first 
National Register Historic District in 
San Francisco. Today, it houses a mix 
of uses, including offices and ware-
houses, galleries and antique stores, 
restaurants and cafes, and residential 
units such as live/work lofts. Over 
90% of its historic structures have 
been rehabilitated since redevelopment 
began in earnest in the 1980s. New 
additions to the public realm include 
the construction of Levi Plaza, Walton 
Park and Osgood Place, enhancing 
public access to the waterfront.

Redevelopment in the 1980s and 
1990s filled many of the district’s 
“missing teeth,” and helped finance 
the restoration of Jackson Square’s 
historic buildings through an increase 
in the tax base. Active community 
groups have monitored and partici-
pated in the ongoing preservation of 
Jackson Square, including the Friends 
of Nob Hill and the San Francisco 
Historical Society. Design guidelines 

that strictly regulate building pro-
files and construction materials have 
encouraged the construction of mod-
ern structures that complement the 
district’s historic fabric.

Specific factors contributing to pres-
ervation-appropriate revitalization in 
Jackson Square include:

Complementary modern infill of 
“missing teeth,” regulated through 
design guidelines that are particu-
lar to the district and a review of 
proposed exterior changes by the 
Department of City Planning, with 
advisement from the Landmarks 
Preservation Advisory Board;

A mix of business, commercial, 
residential and open space, with 
easy public access to the water-
front;

A pedestrian-oriented environ-
ment, with low-volume vehicular 
streets and multiple modes of tran-
sit nearby;

Market-driven investment, with a 
large corporate anchor (Levi, Inc.), 
numerous start-up and high-tech-
owned units, and the recent con-
struction of 300 residential units; 
and

Strong community and public lead-
ership in support of the district’s 
preservation – Jackson Square was 
the first National Register District 
established in San Francisco, in 
1971.

•

•

•

•

•

Italianate buildings in Jackson Square, San Francisco.

Historic warehouses and adjacent modern construc-
tion in Jackson Square, San Francisco.



Vieux Carre (New Orleans, LA)

The French Quarter, an 85-block dis-
trict of French and Spanish architec-
ture adjacent to the Mississippi River, 
lies at the heart of New Orleans. Its 
international reputation for authentici-
ty and beauty, as well as its contiguous 
built fabric, can be traced to the early 
efforts of city preservationists.

New Orleans preservationists were 
active as early as the 1890s, demon-
strating opposition to the demoli-
tion of the Royal Hotel, successfully 
opposing the proposed demolition of 
the Cabildo, and passing the nation’s 
first preservation ordinance in 1924. 
Citizen action spurred the creation of 
the Vieux Carre Commission in 1936, 
the first preservation-minded regula-
tory review board in the United States. 
While this Commission’s impact has 
had varied results in the decades since 
its establishment, it still governs the 
district today.

The French Quarter suffered in the 
post-WWII years when a decade-long 
deluge of tourists increased property 
owners’ interest in redevelopment. 
The official boundaries of the Vieux 
Carre were adjusted to allow for new 
construction, existing structures were 
neglected to the point of total dete-
rioration in an attempt to force rede-
velopment, and the French Quarter 
regained its notorious red-light reputa-
tion.

In 1958, the Commission approved 
of the construction of an elevated 
freeway through the southern edge of 

the Quarter. In response, the public 
called for the Commission to renew 
its dedication to the Vieux Carre’s 
heritage. With public support for pres-
ervation, the Vieux Carre became the 
first National Landmark District in the 
United States in 1965. With passage of 
the National Historic Preservation Act 
in 1966, federal funds for roadwork 
became unavailable due to adverse 
affect clauses. The project was can-
celled in 1969.

Guidelines for exterior design work, 
as well as a rating system for historic 
structures, were formalized in the 
1970s, imbuing the Commission with 
more regulatory strength. While domi-
nated by tourism-related entertainment 
and retail uses, office space does exist, 
and the northern and eastern edges of 
the French Quarter are heavily resi-
dential. The nation’s oldest operating 
public market, the French Market, is 
housed at the southeastern edge of the 
Vieux Carre.

Specific factors contributing to preser-
vation-appropriate revitalization in the 
Vieux Carre include:

A highly contiguous built fabric, 
with initial preservation efforts dat-
ing to the 1890s;

Market-driven investment ground-
ed in a strong, stable tourism 
industry;

A pedestrian-oriented environ-
ment with easy public access to the 
waterfront, low-volume vehicular 
streets and multiple modes of tran-
sit nearby;

•

•

•
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Scale and massing in New Orleans’ French 
Quarter.

Vieux Carre architecture.

Second-story balconies in the French Quarter 
create a unique visual and physical dynamic 
for pedestrians.



Strong, district-specific regulatory 
design guidelines;

Strong community and public lead-
ership in support of the district’s 
preservation, including non-profit 
preservation groups and governmen-
tal bodies such as the Vieux Carre 
Commission 

•

•

Conclusion

Analysis of historic districts in the 
United States and Canada generated a list 
of traits which can contribute to success-
ful revitalization. These traits should be 
considered when crafting a framework 
for redevelopment of the Skidmore/Old 
Town Historic District. 

This analysis can be summarized, with 
comparison to the existing conditions of 
the Ankeny/Burnside area, as seen in the 
chart below.
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      Vancouver     Vancouver Seattle  New  San  Ankeny/

     Gastown Yaletown P. Square Orleans Francisco Burnside

Strong Regulatory Body  +  +  +  +   +   +

Contiguous Built Fabric  +  O  +  +   –   –

Enhanced District Identity  +  +  +  +   +   O

Vibrant Mix of Uses   +  +  +  –   +   –

Multi-Modal Access   –  O  +  O   +   +

Market Driven Investment  O  +  +  O   +   –

Leadership & Participation  +  +  +  +   +   +

List of Resources
Gastown:
Gastown, Chinatown, Hastings Street Heritage 
Incentives:
This page contains a wealth of  
information regarding the City of  
Vancouver’s efforts in Gastown and 
includes links to the following:
http://vancouver.ca/commsvcs/
planning/heritage/incentives.htm

Gastown Façade Retention Program: 
(Storefront Improvement Program)
http://vancouver.ca/commsvcs/
guidelines/H010.pdf

Gastown Rehabilitation Programs, Policies and 
Procedures:
(Tax incentives and bonus density 
guidelines)
http://vancouver.ca/commsvcs/
guidelines/H009.pdf

Gastown Heritage Management Plan 
consultant’s report (2001):
http://vancouver.ca/commsvcs/
planning/heritage/nov2001.pdf

Gastown Heritage Management Plan (2002):
http://www.vancouver.ca/ctyclerk/
cclerk/020801/csb4.htm

Municipal and Provincial Heritage 
Conservation Program Information:
(Includes information on Gastown, 
Yaletown, and overall municipal and 
provincial programs)
http://vancouver.ca/commsvcs/
planning/heritage/fact8.htm

Gastown Schedules:
(Zoning Codes and Guidelines)
Zoning:  http://vancouver.ca/
commsvcs/BYLAWS/zoning/ha-2.pdf
Design guidelines:  http://vancouver.ca/
commsvcs/guidelines/G006.pdf

Gastown Management Entity:
http://www.gastown.org/

Yaletown:
History of  Yaletown:
http://www.city.vancouver.bc.ca/
commsvcs/planning/heritage/walks/
w_yt_in.htm

Yaletown Profile:
(Includes information on build-out, tax 
revenues, commercial and residential 
characteristics, etc.)
Commercial
http://www.bizmapbc.com/pages/
commercial-profile/yaletown.php

Residential:
http://www.bizmapbc.com/pages/
neighbourhood-profile/yaletown.php
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Yaletown  Schedules:
Zoning: http://vancouver.ca/
commsvcs/BYLAWS/zoning/Ha-3.pdf

Municipal and Provincial Heritage 
Conservation Program Information:
(Includes information on Gastown, 
Yaletown, and overall municipal and 
provincial programs)
http://vancouver.ca/commsvcs/
planning/heritage/fact8.htm

Yaletown  Management Entity:
http://www.yaletowninfo.com/main/

Pioneer Square:
Historical Overview of  Pioneer Square:
http://www.historicseattle.org/
preservationseattle/neighborhoods/
defaultsept.htm

Pioneer Square Preservation District:
(Includes links to district rules, and  
ordinances)
http://www.seattle.gov/neighborhoods/
preservation/pioneersquare.htm

Pioneer Square District Rules:
http://www.seattle.gov/neighborhoods/
preservation/draftrulesrevisions.pdf

Pioneer Square District Ordinance:
http://clerk.ci.seattle.wa.us

Pioneer Square Neighborhood Plan (1998):
http://www.cityofseattle.net/
neighborhoods/npi/plans/psquare/

Pioneer Square Management Entity:
http://www.pioneersquare.org/

Jackson Square:
City of  San Francisco Downtown Area Plan
(Includes Jackson Square Historic 
District, as well as a variety of  
streetscape, urban design, and building 
design guidelines):
http://www.sfgov.org/site/planning_
index.asp?id=25045
Overview of  Historic Preservation 
Guidelines for the City of  San Francisco
http://www.ci.sf.ca.us/site/planning_
index.asp?id=24996

Note:  The city of  San Francisco 
holds several whitepapers in its files 
on guidelines and incentives for the 
Jackson Square Historic District that 

are available in hard copy format only.  
These documents can be made available 
upon request by contacting Mark Luellen 
of  the City of  San Francisco Planning 
Department (415) 558 – 6478.

Vieux Carre:
Vieux Carre Commission:
(includes historical information, design 
guidelines, and the composition authority 
and jurisdiction of  the commission)
http://www.cityofno.com/Portals/
Portal59/portal.aspx

General History of  Preservation and the Vieux 
Carre Commission:
http://www.cityofno.com/
Portals/Portal59/portal.
aspx?portal=59&tabid=12

Zoning/Guidelines:
http://www.cityofno.com/
Portals/Portal59/portal.
aspx?portal=59&tabid=26
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THE EXTENT AND SUCCESS OF CONTEXT-SENSITIVE DEVELOPMENT in historic dis-
tricts relies largely upon the language, review process and enforcement of a city 
or district’s design guidelines.  Guidelines that are weak or lack an enforcement 
mechanism can allow “rehabilitation” to ignore or overpower the distinctive char-
acteristics of an historic neighborhood.  At the same time, design guidelines that 
are too strong or are limited in their allowances can prevent private development 
from even occurring.

The current design guidelines for Portland’s Skidmore/Old Town Historic District 
were drafted in 1987.  These Guidelines are founded upon the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards but are notably vague, with little language specific to the 
District. The intent of the Guidelines’ flexible language was to enable private devel-
opment. However, the District’s recommended floor area ratio (FAR) of 4:1 is 
prohibitively small, and little privately-funded development has occurred since the 
guidelines were adopted.  
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Revisions to the guideline language 
are necessary to ensure future private 
development preserves the District’s 
integrity and retains its hallmark iden-
tity.  Guideline revisions will also 
ensure that the District, as a whole, 
gains sympathetic new construction 
and complementary improvements to 
the public realm.  

This document – one product of 
an extensive analysis of the District 
in support of the Ankeny/Burnside 
Development Framework – outlines 
the District’s most character-defin-
ing features.  It also recommends 
revisions and additions to the exist-
ing guidelines to assist the Bureau 
of Planning in shaping new develop-
ment and rehabilitation efforts in the 
Ankeny/Burnside area.  

Some of the recommendations of the 
Development Framework are out-
side the purview of design guidelines. 
These are described in a separate sec-
tion as recommendations for revisions 
to the zoning code. 

Defining Characteristics

The elements that define the District’s 
identity provide a strong foundation 
on which to base design guidelines. 
This section identifies the primary 
categories of the District’s defining 
characteristics. The final revised guide-
lines, to be written by the Bureau of 
Planning, should fill in the detail of 
this outline, such as richer descriptions 
of the District’s architectural styles, 
use of historic awnings and signs, sur-
face treatments, and storefront charac-
teristics.

As one of only two National Historic 
Landmarks in the City of Portland, the 
Skidmore/Old Town Historic District 
is an important element of the Central 
City.  Given its status as an historic 
district, as well as the city’s birthplace, 
the Skidmore/Old Town District has 
value as a whole that is greater than 
the sum of its parts.  

It is important to recognize that the 
District’s character is defined by its 

The District was characterized by continuous build-
ing frontage which provided enclosure for the street 
(1941).

Historic buildings in the District vary in 
height from one to four stories (1941).

Floors of adjacent buildings relate to each other, and 
create a consistent story height among the buildings 
(1941).

Buildings rise straight from the street with no 
setbacks or stepbacks.

F-2  |   ANKENY/BURNSIDE DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK Historic photos are courtesy of HRA, Inc.  Please see Appendix A for specific citations.

Skidmore Fountain is the focal point of the District 
(1895).
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history and, as such, is set.  New con-
struction should respect, highlight or 
enhance the District character without 
attempting to replicate historic design.

The values that underpin the design 
guidelines for the District should 
place a high priority on preserving and 
restoring historic buildings, materi-
als and features where they still exist, 
while encouraging new construction 
that enhances historic character by, 
for example, extending patterns and 
rhythms, while differentiating the new 
from the old.  

Clearer articulation of the Skidmore/
Old Town Historic District’s defining 
historic features, including the visual 
integrity and character of its contribut-
ing structures, and the scale, massing 
and relationship of all structures to 
the public realm, must occur if the 
District is to maintain its historicity as 
new development occurs.  This sec-
tion describes those elements of the 
District that are most distinctive; pres-
ervation of these characteristics should 

be a fundamental goal of the revised 
design guidelines.

Site Configuration and
Building Location

Historically, the District was character-
ized by continuous building frontage 
from the street.  The buildings were 
constructed to the edge of the prop-
erty line on all sides, including the 
front, or street, side.  Access was avail-
able only from the street side on each 
building.  Vehicular access was not a 
consideration. 

Building Scale and Massing

The historic buildings in the District 
vary from one to four stories, provid-
ing some differentiation in height.  
They have no setbacks and are built 
to the edge of the right of way.  The 
buildings also have no stepbacks; they 
rise straight from the street to the cor-
nice. 

Multiple buildings per block face (usu-
ally three or four) give the District a 
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Clear delineation between floors is provided 
by strong horizontal lines on the building.

Colonnades and window proportions give 
buildings a strong vertical orientation.

The ground floor is typically taller than the second 
and higher floors of the District’s historic buildings.

Historic building facades are usually symetrical, and 
roof cornices typically feature strong ornamentations 
with a prominent parapet.

Street level facades are permeable, due to large trans-
parent windows.
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Buildings connect directly to the street, and entries 
often feature a high degree of ornamentation.

Cast iron is a prominent feature in many of District 
historic structures.

The first floor of historic buildings have larger windows than upper floors.
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fine-grained texture. Building widths 
range from approximately 25’ - 100’ 
or from a quarter of a block to one 
block. Floors of adjacent buildings are 
sympathetic to each other, creating a 
consistency of the story height among 
the buildings.

Building Character/

Edge Articulation

Many buildings in the District were 
constructed in a grand scale to make 
a bold statement.  Others are more 
demure, creating a cohesive yet diverse 
visual background for daily activity.  
Every building contributes in terms of 
its proportion and sense of detail to 
create a consistent frontage.

The building proportions are generally 
wider than tall with strong horizontal 
roof lines, although the New Market 
Theater building is an exception to 
this generalization.

Buildings are characterized by strong 

vertical elements illustrated with col-
onnades and the vertical orientation 
of the windows. These complement 
and contrast with the horizontal lines 
created by the clear visual delinea-
tion between the floors.  The ground 
floor is generally somewhat taller than 
the others, typically 18’- 20’, while 
the remaining floors are of the same 
height, typically 16-18’. 

The building facades are usually sym-
metrical, highlighted by rhythmic fen-
estrations.  Buildings located on cor-
ners exhibit a clear difference between 
the primary and secondary facades, 
with the main entrance and richer 
detail on the primary facade.  There is 
strong ornamentation on first floor, 
with less ornamentation on the sec-
ond and subsequent floors.  There are 
strong, rhythmic fenestration patterns 
with balanced ratios of wall to window 
surface on the upper levels.  Strong 
ornamentation is evident on the roof 
cornice.  A parapet (usually containing 



D E S I G N  G U I D E L I N E  R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S   |   appendix f

the date and building name) is often 
located at the center of the roofline. 
Many original cornices have been lost 
or replaced.

The first floor is the place of public-
private interface.  The historic build-
ing design made a strong effort to 
connect to the street with multiple 
entries on each block face, and often 
for each building.  Entries are oriented 
directly to the sidewalk.  The ground 
level facade has a high level of detail 
and ornamentation.  This facade is 
dominated by windows and glass, 
resulting in a surface at street level 
that is visually transparent and perme-
able.

Building Materials, 
Architectural Style and 
Construction Methods

The historic buildings are constructed 
primarily in two ways: cast iron and 
wood, with wood construction above, 
or brick masonry construction.  All 
buildings, both masonry and wood, 
contain a large proportion of glass 
in the form of windows. Most of 
the buildings’ color is inherent in 
the materials and there is little or no 
applied ornamentation, except the cast 
iron. 

The structures were constructed 
in a variety of architectural styles.  
However, the District is predomi-
nately Italianate with some variations, 
such as Italianate-Sullivanesque and 
Victorian-Italianate, Richardsonian 

Romanesque, and early 20th century 
Commercial and Utilitarian styles.  
The construction methods and use of 
materials reflected the structural inno-
vations of the times.  For example, 
cast iron was used as a structural ele-
ment to span large doorways.

There is a great level of detail within 
10 – 12” of the facade’s first floor 
frontage, providing a key visual quality 
to engage the pedestrian.  The great-
est sense of detail is evident at ground 
floor; upper stories have less detail.  
The recessed fenestration provides 
rich detail on the facade and creates 
an interplay of light and shadow.

Building and Land Uses

Historically, this District had a variety 
of industrial and commercial uses, 
serving as the hub of commerce for 
the city.  There was a mix of some 
permanent housing with rooming 
houses and hotels.

Urban Setting/Fabric

The District is located where the 
Portland and Couch’s Addition street 
plats meet, creating an offset in the 
street grid of about 20 degrees. This 
offset created a number of odd par-
cel shapes and surplus space in some 
rights of way.  Historically, there 
were few if any vacant lots, providing 
continuously developed block faces 
throughout the District. The right 
of way provided the primary open 
space, in concert with Ankeny Plaza 

– the focal point of the District and 
site of the 1888 Skidmore Fountain.  
Buildings provided a sense of enclo-
sure to the street, with a ratio of 
building height to street width ranging 
from 1:1 to 2:1. 

The area around Skidmore Fountain 
was the “heart” of the District.  The 
roadway was shared by pedestrians 
and vehicles (originally non-motor-
ized).  The original dirt and gravel 
streets, were paved with basalt cobble-
stones beginning in the 1870s.  The 
full width of Front, 1st and 2nd 
streets, and portions of Oak, Pine, 
Couch and Davis were paved with 
cobblestones; other streets were “mac-
adamized” with rolled gravel and oil.  
The streets were eventually paved over 
with asphalt. 

Sidewalks, originally constructed of 
wood, were replaced with concrete at 
the turn of the century and were con-
tinuous on every block.   There was 
little landscaping in the District other 
than potted trees and balcony planters.  
Street trees were not introduced into 
the District until the 1960s.  Street 
lights, originally gas and later electric, 
were installed on telephone poles and 
on standards mid-block. 

Recommended Zoning 
Code Revisions

Successful implementation of the 
Ankeny/Burnside Development 
Framework will need consideration 
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of revisions to the City’s zoning code. 
Changes to requirements for height 
will create economic incentives for 
redevelopment while stepback and 
floor height changes will help ensure 
compatibility with the District’s char-
acter.  Below are recommendations 
for zoning code revisions within the 
District.

A.  Building Height 

Building height in the District shall 
not exceed 75’ except for edge 
opportunity sites as identified in the 
Ankeny/Burnside Development 
Framework. 

B.  Stepbacks

For buildings over 75’ in height, step-
backs must occur between 40’-75’ 
from ground level. Minimum stepback 
from a building facade should be 15’. 

C.  Floor Height

Height of first floor should be approx-
imately 15-20’; second and higher 
floors should be no less than 12’.

Recommended 
Guideline Revisions

General Language/Terminology

The words and terms used in the 
guidelines need to be carefully consid-
ered and applied consistently through-
out the document.  Specifically, the 
terms “shall” and “should” have dif-
ferent ramifications for, and interpre-
tations by the public.  These terms 
need to be defined in the document 

and applied carefully to ensure the 
desired outcomes.

Ambiguous or general language 
should be clarified and amplified with 
visual images to provide more specific 
direction to the user.  Examples of 
language that should receive this treat-
ment include: “compatible use,” “dis-
tinguishing qualities,” “sensitive treat-
ment of distinctive stylistic features,” 
“significance of changes to buildings 
and environments,” “recognition and 
respect of such changes,” and “incon-
sistent alterations.”

A terminology section should be 
included in the document to assist 
those who are unaccustomed to archi-
tectural, preservation or planning 
terms. 

Document Organization

The existing guidelines, adopted in 
1987, provide direction for alterations 
to historic buildings and new con-
struction.  Since their adoption, the 
city has developed a standard organi-
zation for design guidelines that better 
reflects the components of a district 
that design guidelines should address.  
To provide consistency with other 
district guidelines and a more user-
friendly document, the design guide-
lines for Skidmore/Old Town should 
be re-organized into the following sec-
tions:

Skidmore/Old Town Character 
Guidelines

Pedestrian Emphasis Guidelines 

1.

2.
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Building height on identified opportunity sites in the 
district may exceed 75’, but should step back by at 
least 15’ between 40’ and 75’ from ground level.

Internal light wells should be used when new con-
struction abuts existing structures at the lot line to 
allow light to reach the interior of the buildings.

Additional stories on historic structures that comply 
with the proposed height and FAR revisions can stim-
ulate new housing opportunities while maintaining the 
District’s historic character.
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Project Design Guidelines, for

Alterations and Additions to 
Historic Landmarks, Potential 
Landmarks and Other 
Compatible Buildings, and 

New Construction

Each section should begin with an 
introduction that outlines the goals 
and objectives for that section and 
ties them back to the District’s defin-
ing characteristics.  In addition, each 
guideline should contain:  

A background section that explains 
the desired characteristics and 
intent of the guideline;

A guideline statement that clearly 
describes desired outcomes of the 
guideline; and

Examples in text and images (draw-
ings and photos) of how the guide-
line may be accomplished.

For example, one characteristic of the 
historic buildings in the District is the 
proportion of glass to opaque build-
ing materials on the first-level facades.  
The guideline for use of glass at street 
level in new construction should pro-
vide background information that 
describes the proportion of glass to 
solids in District historic buildings, 
a statement indicating the minimum 
proportion of glass required for the 
street level facades, and examples in 
text and image of how the guideline 
could be implemented.  The images 
should illustrate a variety of street-
level façade treatments in new con-
struction that meet the guideline.  The 
examples may not be from Portland, 

3.

-

-

•

•

•

but should be deemed feasible.

Summary of Revisions by Section

SKIDMORE/OLD TOWN CHARACTER 

GUIDELINES

This section should encompass 
and expand upon the “General 
Considerations” section of the existing 
guidelines.  Where possible, guidelines 
in this section should be tied to spe-
cific District-defining characteristics 
outlined in earlier in this document.  

Introduction to the Section

The introduction should highlight the 
essential character-defining elements 
of the District and how those ele-
ments can be reinforced through new 
construction and rehabilitation. 

Additions and Revisions to the 

Existing Guidelines 

This section should attempt to bring 
the existing Skidmore/Old Town 
guidelines more in line with the 
Secretary for the Interior’s Standards 
for the Treatment of Historic 
Properties (SSI) by updating its word-
ing and order.  In addition, Guidelines 
G, H, and I should be moved to, 
or reiterated within, the section on 
Project Design Guidelines as they 
apply specifically to additions, altera-
tions and new construction.   

PEDESTRIAN EMPHASIS GUIDELINES

Introduction to the Section

The introduction should highlight the 
special characteristics and features 

of the pedestrian environment in 
the District, and how guidelines can 
preserve and strengthen those charac-
teristics. In addition, the introduction 
should make the point that the guide-
lines are intended to strengthen the 
District’s appeal and safety for pedes-
trians while reinforcing the District’s 
identity and maintaining its integrity.  
Specific elements that the guidelines 
seek to enhance include safety (both 
real and perceived), comfort (protec-
tion from the elements, places to sit), 
detail and interest, direction and way-
finding, and a memorable experience 
that speaks to the historic character.

Additions and Revisions to the 

Existing Guidelines 

Guidelines should address the ele-
ments of the public and private realms 
that influence how the District is 
experienced by the pedestrian and 
help achieve the goals described in the 
introduction. 

Guidelines for the Public Realm
The following elements of the pub-
lic realm should be addressed in the 
guidelines. Since historic guidelines 
do not currently apply to the right-of-
way, these could either be advisory, or 
recommended for code revisions.

Roadways

Discuss the appropriateness and 
design of shared roadways for vehicles 
and pedestrians, and identify streets 
that should be considered for this 
treatment.

On-street parking

A.

B.

ANKENY/BURNSIDE DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK  |   F-7



appendix f   |    DESIGN GUIDELINE RECOMMENDATIONS

F-8  |   ANKENY/BURNSIDE DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK

Encourage the retention of on-street 
parking.  Identify alternative solutions 
(such as angled parking) and locations 
where these solutions may be appro-
priate. 

Lighting

Specify the type, location and lumens 
of pedestrian-scale street lighting and 
lighting that can adequately illuminate 
vehicular pathways.

Landscaping

Address the location, placement and 
type of street trees, and other land-
scaping materials in the right-of-way.

Sustainable/Green Design

Specify the types of sustainable design 
treatments that are compatible with 
or convey the spirit of the historic 
character or integrity of the District’s 
public realm

Pedestrian pathways 

Address sidewalk design and materials; 
sidewalk width, and clear zones and 
furnishing zones if recommendations 
differ from existing city standards.

Universal design

Provide direction to incorporate uni-
versal design into all aspects of public 
right-of-way design.  Some historic 
streetscape improvements may require 
modification to improve accessibility.

Wayfinding and Signage

Historic and wayfinding mark-
ers should be incorporated into the 
District.  These should provide direc-

C.

D.

E.

F.

G.

H.

tion for pedestrians and drivers, 
highlight areas of special interest, and 
should highlight the places and people 
that are key to the District’s history.  
Historic markers should supple-
ment the pedestrian wayfinding signs 
planned for the area.

Use of Cast Iron 

Discuss the use of cast iron remnants 
in the public realm, particularly, when 
such use is appropriate.  Also discuss 
the use of cast iron remnants in an 
architectural manner to suggest the 
silhouette of buildings that once stood 
in the District.

Guidelines for Private Development Affecting 
the Public Realm

Since the public realm is strongly 
influenced by the ground floor use, 
character and detail of privately-
owned buildings, the guidelines for 
private development should address 
the following:

Relationship of Buildings to the 
Street 

A1. Connection with the Street

Buildings should establish a 
strong connection with the 
street to maintain the historic 
character of the District and 
promote a comfortable, safe 
pedestrian experience.  This may 
be accomplished by providing: 

Building entries facing 
directly onto the street

Multiple entries per block

I.

A.

•

•

Articulated building facades

Detail and ornamentation on 
the street-level facade

Transparent windows of 
clear glass (non-reflective, 
non-colored) up to 8’ in 
height to provide permeabil-
ity of the buildings

A2.  Sense of Enclosure

The buildings should provide a 
sense of enclosure for the street.  
This may be accomplished 
through building height to street 
width ratios varying from 1:2 
to 2:1 with no setbacks or step-
backs on the buildings in the 
first 40’ from ground level.

A3.  Building Use

The most public and quasi-pub-
lic uses of the buildings should 
be encouraged at street level to 
ensure they maximize the poten-
tial to be transparent and open 
out onto the street.   Where 
possible, encourage pedestrian-
friendly uses, such as cafes, 
restaurants, or retail, on the 
ground floor and allow them to 
use the sidewalk space (within 
applicable city requirements) to 
strengthen the connection with 
the street.

B.  Building Lighting

Building lighting should provide addi-
tional light to the pedestrian environ-
ment, highlight key architectural ele-
ments, and illuminate business signs. 

•

•

•
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Encourage wall-mounted, pedestrian-
scale lighting that confirms with city 
standards for height, protrusion over 
the right-of-way and other require-
ments.

C.  Signs

Encourage human-scaled signs that 
are integrated into the building design, 
awnings or lighting to provide detail 
and interest at the pedestrian level.  
Provide size, materials, color and loca-
tion guidelines for signs for both his-
toric buildings and new construction 
in the project design guidelines. 

D. Awnings

Encourage building-appropriate 
awnings for climate (rain and sun) 
protection.  Provide guidelines for 
awning design, color and materials for 
both historic buildings and new con-
struction in the project design guide-
lines.

PROJECT DESIGN GUIDELINES

Alterations and Additions to Historic 
Landmarks, Potential Landmarks and 
Other Compatible Buildings

Introduction to the Section

The introduction to this section 
should reinforce the importance of 
historic structures to the District’s 
fabric, refer to the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards for alterations 
to historic buildings, and confer the 
importance of the guidelines to retain-
ing the District’s integrity.  The intro-
duction also should make the point 
that alterations affect not only the 
subject building, but the District as a 
whole, and that District-wide impacts 
need to be considered when planning 
alterations to existing historic struc-
tures. 

Additions and Revisions to the 

Existing Guidelines 

Consider including the following in 
this section of the guidelines:

The Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards for the Treatment of 
Historic Properties (SSI), so as 
to include reference to all four 
treatment methods for historic 
properties:  preservation, reha-
bilitation, restoration and recon-
struction.  

SSI Rehabilitation Standard 
Number 7 referencing cleaning 
and treatment of historic build-
ings, and Standard Number 
8 referencing archaeological 
resources. 

A “Routine Maintenance” sec-
tion that would list actions not 
requiring review by the Portland 
Landmarks Commission. 

•

•

•

Smith Block, 1872
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New Construction

Introduction to the Section

The introduction should speak to the 
need for new construction to maintain 
the integrity of the District and should 
refer to the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards for new construction, which 
states in part, “… new work shall be 
differentiated from the old and shall 
be compatible with the massing, size, 
scale and architectural features to pro-
tect the historic integrity of the prop-
erty and its environment.” 

Additions and Revisions to the 

Existing Guidelines 

Guidelines for new construction were 
developed to preserve the District’s 
identity by incorporating or interpret-
ing elements that define the District.  
In particular, the guidelines address 
building height, the relationship of the 
street and sidewalk to the buildings, 
the use of materials, visual delineation 
between floors and the ratio of solid 
wall to glass on visible elevations, 
especially the ground floor. This sec-
tion outlines the elements that should 
be addressed in the guidelines for new 
construction within the District, and 
provides recommendations for the 
content of the guidelines.

A. Siting

A1.  Primary Facade on Corner Lots
New construction on corner 
lots should be designed with a 
primary and secondary facade 
to mirror the facade design of 
historic buildings.  The primary 

facade should be chosen based 
on the street hierarchy of the 
framework plan. For example, 
buildings on corners with front-
age on First Avenue or Ankeny 
Street should orient the primary 
facade to those streets.

A2.  Building Entries
Ensure all primary building 
entries face directly onto the 
street.  On corner lots, the main 
entry should be located on the 
primary facade, as determined 
in A1 above.  Where buildings 
occupy more than 30% of the 
block or more than 110 con-
tinuous feet of façade, buildings 
entries should occur no less 
than every 50 feet.  

A3.  Parking Entries and Exits
In addition to existing regula-
tions governing the location of 
access to underground park-
ing, parking entries should be 
located on the secondary streets 
identified in the framework 
plan.  Parking entries on pri-
mary pedestrian streets (First 
Avenue, Ankeny Street) should 
be avoided.

A4.  Light Wells
Where new construction will 
abut adjacent buildings at the 
lot line, buildings should be 
designed with an internal light 
well to allow the facade to meet 
the street on all sides of the 
building.
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All primary building entries should face directly onto 
the street.

Parking entries such as this, fronting upon a major 
event street (Ankeny), should be discouraged.

A sense of verticality should be maintained in design.
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B. Height and Bulk

B1. Building Height 
Complement the context of 
existing buildings. Building 
height is also addressed in the 
section on recommended revi-
sions to the zoning code.

B2. Setbacks 
Construct buildings to taxlot 
boundaries with no setbacks 
from sidewalk edges.

C.  Scale and Proportion

C1. Incorporate strong vertical 
elements in building design.

C2. Provide visual articulation
between floors.

C3. Height of first floor should be  
      taller than height of upper 
      floors.

C4. Roof line should be horizontal
with detailed cornices.

D.  Materials, Color and Texture

D1. Use materials inherent to the
District where possible: cast 
iron, wood, brick, etc.

D2. Building color should be
achieved primarily through the 
inherent colors of the building 
materials.

D3. Buildings should apply orna   
      mentation in a manner consis-
      tent with historic facade charac-
      teristics.

E.  Rear and Side Walls 

E1. Consider the appearance and

relationship of adjacent build-
ings when developing designs 
for rear and side walls.

F.  Signs, Lighting and Other
Appurtenances
These elements should be incor-
porated this section into the 
Pedestrian Emphasis Guidelines.  
Change Section F to Windows 
(below).  

G.  Windows

G1. Use clear transparent glass.

G2. Articulate with sills and arched
or horizontal lintels.

G3. Set windows back at least 
two inches to create a play of

light and shadow through articu-
lation on the building facade.

H.  Use of Cast Iron 

H1. Use existing cast iron remnants
where appropriate and possible.

H2.   Reuse existing cast iron

remnants in a manner analogous 

to original, intact cast iron.

I.  Sustainable/Green Elements

I1.  Encourage LEED 

certification for all new construc-

tion in the District.

I2.  Encourage use of active and

passive solar design strategies.

I3.  Encourage green roofs and 

on-site storm water retention.
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The reuse of cast iron should be encouraged, where 
appropriate.

Materials, colors and textures used in new design 
should be inherent to the District.
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P U B L I C  R E A L M 
I M P L E M E N T A T I O N

THIS APPENDIX PROVIDES CONCEPTUAL DESIGNS AND COST ESTIMATES for priority 
public realm improvements in the Skidmore/Old Town Historic District. The first 
step in the design process, completed by MIG, was to identify priority public realm 
improvement areas. Four distinct but interrelated areas were delineated:

First Avenue;

Under the Burnside Bridge;

Ankeny Street between First and Third Avenues; and

Ankeny Plaza and Waterfront Park.

During the third design charrette of  the Development Framework planning pro-
cess, design parameters and recommendations for each of  the four areas were 
developed.  These ideas are outlined and illustrated in the following pages.  

After the charrette, a cost estimate for Waterfront Park improvements was com-
pleted by Architectural Cost Consultants.  This estimate is provided the end of  this 
appendix.  An additional cost estimate, which identifies the costs of  accommodat-
ing Saturday Market’s new configuration in Waterfront Park and Ankeny Plaza, was 
completed by Parametrix during an associated planning process.  This estimate is 
also provided at the end of  this appendix.

•

•

•

•

COMPANY:   MOORE IACOFANO   
 GOLTSMAN, INC.

ADDRESS:   815 SW 2ND STREET,  
 SUITE 200
 PORTLAND, OR  97204

DATE:    OCTOBER 17, 2006

P U B L I C  R E A L M  I M P L E M E N T A T I O N   |   appendix  g

ANKENY/BURNSIDE DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK  |   G-1

Architectural Cost Consultants, LLC
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FIGURE G1: Conceptual public realm improvements
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NAITO PARKWAY 
CURRENTLY UNDER 
RECONSTRUCTION

OPTIONAL

WATERFRONT PARK MASTER PLAN
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Design Parameters

Design treatments should commu-
nicate to the visitor that First is the 
District’s “main street;”
Design treatments should empha-
size historic character and scale;
The reuse of original cast iron rem-
nants should be considered in new 
building designs;
Trees should be trimmed to avoid 
blocking historic facades;
Skidmore Fountain should be 
showcased; 
Design treatments for the north 
and west edge of Block 34 should 
strive to visually activate Ankeny 
Plaza;
Retain a car free core;
Create places to sit; and
Create places to gather.

Key Improvements

Install wayfinding signage, currently 
being fabricated, at NW First and 
Couch and at New Market Theater 
on SW First;
Install gateway features at the inter-
section of NW First and Davis and 
SW First and Oak;
Plant trees along NW First or 
install in moveable pots;
Use stormwater management fea-
tures such as bioswales and perme-
able pavers; and
Design paving patterns that differ-
entiate the pedestrian and transit/
automobile realms.  Avoid curbs.

•

•

•

•

•

•

•
•
•

•

•

•

•

•

FIGURE G2: First Avenue priority area

FIGURE G3: Segmented plan of priority area

FIGURE G4: Blagen Block

FIGURE G5: View of Globe Hotel from First

Couch 
Street
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FIGURE G3

FIGURE G2

FIGURE G4

FIGURE G5

Proposed Structure 

(with step back)

Existing Structure 

(Globe Hotel)

Existing Structure

(Blagen Block)

Existing Structure

(Skidmore Block)

Improvements 
Continue

to SW Pine
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Skidmore Fountain area.  Photo courtesy of ODOT.
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FIGURE G6: West wall of Block 34

FIGURE G7: Distinctive pedestrian/light rail paving

FIGURE G8: Historic facades, covered by trees

FIGURE G9: Section (First Avenue, north of Couch) 

showing proposed building height.

FIGURE G8

FIGURE G7

FIGURE G6

FIGURE G9

EXISTING

15’

135’
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Design Parameters

Design treatments must increase 
safety and security;
A variety of parking options should 
be considered to support new and 
current developments; 
Create the ability to control access 
between the MAX light rail station 
and parking for security; 
Priority should be given to service 
access for adjacent property owners;
Redesign/reprogram the storage 
area on the west side of the MAX;
Activate the MAX stop; and
Improve lighting.

Key Improvements

Install signage to orient MAX users 
to the District and provide direc-
tion for transit riders traveling to 
Saturday Market, Mercy Corps, and 
University of Oregon; 
Install artwork and/or interpretive 
panels along the MAX platform; 
Improve lighting on the MAX plat-
form and in the parking area; 
Create activating use on or near the 
MAX platform, such as an infor-
mational kiosk, coffee shop, or 
newsstand.  This will increase “eyes 
on the street” in a critical location, 
and would reduce potential safety 
risks; and
Work with Block 9 and Block 10 
tenants and owners to develop a 
safety management strategy for 
under the Burnside Bridge.

•

•

•

•

•

•
•

•

•

•

•

•

FIGURE G10: Burnside Bridge priority area

FIGURE G11: Current storage for Saturday Market; potential for active use

FIGURE G12: Saturday Market informational booth, open only on weekends

FIGURE G13: Surface parking between Burnside Bridge and Skidmore Fountain Building (Block 10)

Under the Burnside Bridge

FIGURE G13

FIGURE G11

FIGURE G10

FIGURE G12

N
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FIGURE G14: Burnside Bridge “canopy” and surface parking at Block 10

FIGURE G15: Plan detail of area/MAX stops under the Burnside Bridge

FIGURE G16: MAX stop under the Burnside Bridge

FIGURE G17: Section (First Avenue, north of Ash at New Market Theater)

FIGURE G15

FIGURE G16

FIGURE G14

FIGURE G17
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Design Parameters

The pedestrian experience should lead 
from Ankeny and Third to the water’s 
edge in Waterfront Park; 
Water elements, such as the Fountain Walk 
concept, should be considered to symbol-
ize and enhance connection to the river; 
Strengthen the existing sense of scale and 
enclosure, created most notably by the 
relationship of buildings to the street on 
Ankeny between Second and Third;
Allow for light;
Design treatments should give priority to 
pedestrians; 
Design treatments should enable traffic 
restrictions for events;
Create a festival feel; and
Provide covered space for adjoining busi-
nesses to seat customers.

Key Improvements

Reclaim excess right of way at the inter-
section of Ankeny Street with Second 
and Third Avenues so as to create public 
space and implement the Fountain Walk 
concept; 
Design a temporary closure mecha-
nism for Ankeny Street between Second 
Avenue and Naito Parkway to enable 
traffic restriction during events, or when 
needed;
Install wayfinding signage, currently being 
fabricated, at SW Naito Parkway and at 
the New Market Theater on SW First, 
near Ankeny;
Create a gateway feature at the intersec-
tion of Third Avenue and Ankeny; 
Use stormwater management features 
such as bioswales and permeable pavers; 
Install overhanging pendant lighting the 
length of Ankeny between Third and 
Naito Parkway.

•

•

•

•
•

•

•
•

•

•

•

•

•

•

Ankeny Street

FIGURE G21

FIGURE G20FIGURE G19

FIGURE G18

N
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FIGURE G18: Ankeny Street priority area

FIGURE G19: Current temporary closure mechanism for Ankeny Street

FIGURE G20: Crossing at Second Avenue, looking east

FIGURE G21: Historic scale between Third and Second, looking east

FIGURE G22: Plan detail of Ankeny Street and Fountain Walk

FIGURE G23: Looking west from Ankeny Plaza

FIGURE G24: Section (Ankeny Street, looking east to Second)

FIGURE G23

FIGURE G22

FIGURE G24
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Design Parameters

Design treatments should retain or 
create programmable public space;
Programmable public space should 
have semi-permanent shelter coverings;
Tree canopies should be reshaped 
and most, if not all, of existing trees 
retained; and
Stormwater management features 
such as bioswales and permeable 
pavers should be used where pos-
sible.

Ankeny Plaza

Retain one-way vehicle traffic access 
on Ankeny Street, but create a mech-
anism for temporary closure between 
SW Second and Naito Parkway;
Ankeny Street and Ankeny Plaza 
should be re-surfaced without curbs 
from building face to building face; 
Designated pedestrian areas and auto 
areas should be delineated through 
changes to paving materials, colors 
and/or patterning;
Provide utility connections in Ankeny 
Plaza for market vendors; and
Activate the walls of Block 34, which 
border upon Ankeny Plaza.

Waterfront Park

Integrate all changes with the 
Waterfront Park Master Plan; 
Create a hardscaped plaza with 
accommodations for public events;
Provide utility connections in this 
plaza/program space;
Include a stage, food court and major 
water feature in the plaza;
Refurbish the Ankeny Pump Station 

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

and integrate it into the park; 
Support the Waterfront Park Master 
Plan concept to rebuild the dock area 
and approach ramps;
Build restroom facilities to serve 
event and park users;
Modify the Naito Parkway crossing 
between the plaza and the park;
Create two wide crossings between 
Ankeny Plaza and Waterfront Park 
across Naito Parkway;
Modify signal timing at the Naito 
Parkway crossing to give pedestrians 
priority.  According to PDOT esti-
mates, the majority of a one-minute 
signal cycle can be devoted to pedes-
trian crossing; 
Reduce traffic lanes on Naito 
Parkway to one in each direction dur-
ing market and event times; and 
Create a demonstration project of 
stormwater management features, 
such as bioswales and permeable 
pavers.

•

•

•

•

•

•

•
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Ankeny Plaza and Waterfront Park

FIGURE G25:  Ankeny Plaza/Waterfront Park

FIGURE G26: Future programmable event 

space in Waterfront Park, under bridge

FIGURE G27: Temporary shelter for events 

FIGURE G28: Crossing at Naito Parkway

FIGURE G28

FIGURE G26

FIGURE G25

FIGURE G27

N
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FIGURE G29

FIGURE G30

FIGURE G29: Plan detail of Ankeny Plaza and Waterfront Park

FIGURE G30: Section (Ankeny Plaza, looking east to Naito Parkway)
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Executive Summary

DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COST Area Cost / Sf Total

TOTAL DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COST

ZONE 1 - WATERFRONT PARK/ANKNEY 81,500 sf $72.93 $5,944,137

TOTAL DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COST

ZONE 2A - WEST OF WATERFRONT PAR 61,600 sf $64.50 $3,973,195

TOTAL DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COST 143,100 sf $69.30 $9,917,332

ZONES 1 & 2A

TOTAL DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COST

ZONE 2B 17,000 sf $42.55 $723,374

The above estimates are for direct construction cost only.  They do not include furnishings & equipment, consultant fees, inspection
and testing fees, plan check fees, financing costs, nor any other normally associated development costs.

The above costs assume a construction start of: 01-Mar-08 Assumes a 10% per year inflation factor.

We are  experiencing a very volatile market with dramatic increases in materials costs such as steel, cement and piping materials.
Building costs are up over 10% from a year ago.  We have attempted to take this into account in the estimate.
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WATERFRONT PARK IMPROVEMENTS DO NOT INCLUDE IMPROVEMENTS FOR SATURDAY MARKET

AUTHOR:   JAMES A. JERDE, AIA  
 & STANLEY J.   
 PSZCZOLKOWSKI, AIA

COMPANY:   ARCHITECTURAL COST  
 CONSULTANTS, LLC

ADDRESS:   8060 SW PFAFFLE   
 STREET, SUITE 110
 TIGARD, OR  97223

DATE:    NOVEMBER 20, 2006

Architectural Cost Consultants, LLC

FIGURE G31: Map of improvement zones

$9,917,332

ANKENY PLAZA

PARK
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Ankeny terminus
light pole & sculpture 1 sum 25,000.00 25,000

Sub-total 25,000

Water feature
allowance 1 sum *************** 1,500,000

Sub-total 1,500,000

Landscape
landscape buffer north 1,450 sf 3.50 5,075
lawn 8,674 sf 1.00 8,674
trees 4" cal. 10 ea 600.00 6,000
irrigation 10,124 sf 0.85 8,605

Sub-total 28,354

Sub-Total 81,500 sf 44.74 3,646,430 $3,646,430

Design & Program Contingency 20.00% 729,286
Index to Construction Start 01-Mar-08 12.50% 546,965 10.00% /year
General Conditions 15.00% 738,402
General Contractor's Fee 5.00% 283,054 2,297,707

TOTAL DIRECT

CONSTRUCTION COST

ZONE 1 - WATERFRONT PARK/ANKNEY 81,500 sf +/- $72.93 /sf $5,944,137 affected site area

SITE WORK - DETAIL Quantity Unit Cost/Unit Cost Total Comments

ZONE 1 - WATERFRONT PARK/ANKNEY SQUARE

Demolition
revise utility vault access structures 1 sum $50,000.00 $50,000
remove asphalt & concrete paving 29,000 sf 1.25 36,250
miscellaneous 1 sum 30,000.00 30,000

Sub-total $116,250

Earthwork
level & fine grade 76,000 sf 0.30 22,800

Sub-total 22,800

Site Utilities
water

line 3/4" 500 lf 40.00 20,000 parametrix
plumbing for fixtures 3 ea 250.00 750 parametrix
hose connections - quick coupling 8 ea 1,000.00 8,000

storm drains
allowance 1 sum 30,000.00 30,000 allowance

electrical
service 1 sum 10,000.00 10,000 parametrix
conduit - underground 2,200 lf 50.00 110,000 parametrix
exterior duplex outlets 100 ea 350.00 35,000 parametrix
stage hookups/lighting/sound 1 sum 10,000.00 10,000 parametrix
lighting
   12' pole mount indirect light 20 ea 5,000.00 100,000 verify
   lighting under Burnside Bridge 15 ea 2,000.00 30,000 parametrix
   cast-iron light poles w/basket hooks 4 ea 6,500.00 26,000 @ Ankney Square

tele/data
hardwire - underground 100 lf 30.00 3,000 parametrix
Sub-total 382,750

Hardscape
new 12" flush curb 367 lf 24.00 8,808
concrete paving - vehicle rated 12,988 sf 8.00 103,904 6" concrete over 12" base
concrete paving - fire truck rated 55,247 sf 12.00 662,964 9" concrete over 18" base
cast iron tree grates 6 ea 1,500.00 9,000

Sub-total 784,676

Structures
toilets/recycling building 1,200 sf 425.00 510,000 verify
permanent covered walkway 2,430 sf 70.00 170,100
stage - concrete, 18" high 400 sf 50.00 20,000 no cover or walls
seat wall along walk, 18" high 60 lf 80.00 4,800
booth tie-downs 150 ea 100.00 15,000

Sub-total 719,900

Signage
free standing signage 9 ea 4,000.00 36,000 parametrix
banners on poles 15 ea 600.00 9,000 parametrix

Sub-total 45,000

Site furnishings
benches 8 ea 2,000.00 16,000 parametrix
trash receptacles 3 ea 300.00 900 parametrix
bike racks 6 ea 800.00 4,800 parametrix

Sub-total 21,700

ANKENY PLAZA

ANKENY PLAZA
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Fountain
allowance 1 sum 250,000.00 250,000 allowance

Sub-total 250,000

Landscaping
trees 2 ea 300.00 600 verify
irrigation 1 sum 2,000.00 2,000

Sub-total 2,600

Sub-Total 61,600 sf 39.57 2,437,356 $2,437,356

Design & Program Contingency 20.00% 487,471
Index to Construction Start 01-Mar-08 12.50% 365,603 10.00% /year
General Conditions 15.00% 493,565
General Contractor's Fee 5.00% 189,200 1,535,839

TOTAL DIRECT

CONSTRUCTION COST

ZONE 2A - WEST OF WATERFRONT PAR 61,600 sf +/- $64.50 /sf $3,973,195 affected site area

SITE WORK - DETAIL Quantity Unit Cost/Unit Cost Total Comments

ZONE 2A - WEST OF WATERFRONT PARK

Demolition
curbs 1,120 lf $5.00 $5,600
sidewalks & streets 61,600 sf 1.50 92,400
miscellaneous 1 sum 25,000.00 25,000

Sub-total 123,000

Earthwork
rise grades 550 cy 30.00 16,500
level & fine grade 61,600 sf 0.30 18,480

Sub-total 34,980

Site Utilities
adjustments to existing utilities

4 allowance 1 sum 200,000.00 200,000 allowance
electrical

lighting under bridge 1 sum 50,000.00 50,000
overhead hanging pendant lights 8 ea 4,500.00 36,000
   cast-iron light poles w/basket hooks 12 ea 6,500.00 78,000
Sub-total 364,000

Hardscape
new 6" curbs @ 2nd Avenue 162 lf 20.00 3,240
new 12" flush curb @ Ankeny 1,348 lf 24.00 32,352
"sidewalk" brick (typ.) on conc.

north of Burnside 13,370 sf 18.00 240,660
Burnside south 27,098 sf 18.00 487,764

"herringbone" brick @ Ankeny on conc. 6,070 sf 20.00 121,400
cast-iron tree grates 2 ea 1,500.00 3,000

Sub-total 888,416

Structures
under bridge structures

storage / restrooms / staging 645 sf 300.00 193,500
coffee / news 450 sf 250.00 112,500
remodel exist. info booth to guard station 270 sf 100.00 27,000
storage structure 1,792 sf 125.00 224,000
screen wall 900 sf 50.00 45,000 assume 10' high
pedestrian gates 2 ea 2,000.00 4,000

18' high wall along 1st south of Ankney
foundation 197 lf 50.00 9,850
masonry wall 3,546 sf 35.00 124,110 define
Sub-total 739,960

Signage
signage 1 sum 0.00 0 undetermined

Sub-total 0

Site furniture
benches 14 ea 2,000.00 28,000
bike racks 8 ea 800.00 6,400

Sub-total 34,400

G-14  |   ANKENY/BURNSIDE DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK

RK
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guard station
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SITE WORK - DETAIL Quantity Unit Cost/Unit Cost Total Comments

ZONE 2B

Demolition
curbs 650 lf $5.00 $3,250
sidewalks & streets 17,000 sf 1.50 25,500
miscellaneous 1 sum 25,000.00 25,000

Sub-total 53,750

Earthwork
rise grades 76 cy 30.00 2,280
level & fine grade 17,000 sf 0.30 5,100

Sub-total 7,380

Site Utilities
storm drains

allowance 1 sum 15,000.00 15,000 allowance
electrical

overhead hanging pendant lights 5 ea 4,500.00 22,500
Sub-total 37,500

Hardscape
new 6" flush curb @ 3rd Avenue 320 lf 16.00 5,120
new 12" flush curb @ Ankeny 414 lf 24.00 9,936
"sidewalk" brick (typ.) on conc. 14,126 sf 18.00 254,268
"herringbone" brick @ Ankeny on conc. 2,070 sf 20.00 41,400
cast-iron tree grates @ parking 6 ea 1,500.00 9,000

Sub-total 319,724

Signage
signage 1 sum 4,000.00 4,000 @ parking

Sub-total 4,000

Site furnishings
benches 6 ea 2,000.00 12,000
bike racks 2 ea 800.00 1,600

Sub-total 13,600

Landscape
trees @ parking 6 ea 500.00 3,000
irrigation 1 sum 2,400.00 2,400
tree guards 6 ea 400.00 2,400

Sub-total 7,800

Sub-Total 17,000 sf 26.10 443,754 $443,754

Design & Program Contingency 20.00% 88,751
Index to Construction Start 01-Mar-08 12.50% 66,563 10.00% /year
General Conditions 15.00% 89,860
General Contractor's Fee 5.00% 34,446 279,620

TOTAL DIRECT

CONSTRUCTION COST

ZONE 2B 17,000 sf +/- $42.55 /sf $723,374 affected site area
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THE FOLLOWING COST ESTIMATE WAS PERFORMED FOR DESIGNS CREATED by Parametrix 
and EDAW in cooperation with Saturday Market.

COMPANY:   PARAMETRIX

ADDRESS:   700 NE MULTNOMAH  
 SUITE 1000
 PORTLAND, OR  97232

DATE:    OCTOBER 18, 2006
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JOHNSON GARDNER WAS RETAINED TO PROVIDE PRELIMINARY ECONOMIC ANALYSIS 
of a series of development opportunity sites in Portland’s Ankeny/Burnside area.  

A total of four sites are evaluated, utilizing preliminary programming information 
from Hotson Bakker Boniface Haden Architects.  A series of pro forma financial 
analyses were run for these development programs, which evaluate the characteris-
tics of the developments from an investment perspective.  This memorandum and 
the attached pro formas summarize our findings with respect to the financial char-
acteristics of the development programs evaluated.  

Planning level cost estimates generated by Johnson Gardner, based on our recent 
experience in similar projects.  Construction costs have been rising rapidly in the 
last year, and the estimates should be considered to be very rough.  Assumed in-
come and financial variables were also provided by Johnson Gardner.  Our expecta-
tion is that careful program evaluation and tuning could enhance the yield identified 
in this analysis, although rising costs may negatively impact viability.  Cost estimates 
used are based on typical product types, while lease rates and sales prices are based 
on professional opinion.  

This memorandum summarizes the general conclusions of our analysis, with the 
detailed pro formas made available as an appendix.  

AUTHOR:  JERRY JOHNSON

COMPANY:    JOHNSON GARDNER, LLC

ADDRESS:     319 SW WASHINGTON,
   SUITE 1020

 PORTLAND, OR 97204

DATE:   NOVEMBER 18TH, 2006
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Basic Assumptions

Each development and individual 
components were evaluated using a 
ten-year cash flow, with a reversion 
value at the end of the period.1   The 
scenarios assumed fee simple owner-
ship of the property by the developer 
and conventional financing.  

Planning level estimates of construc-
tion costs were provided by Johnson 
Gardner.  These are based on esti-
mates provided for recent projects we 
have worked on, with some upward 
adjustment to reflect rising costs.  The 
cost of construction has been unusu-
ally volatile in the last few years, with 
costs rising dramatically.  Actual cost 
may vary substantively, depending 
upon variations in design and finish 
quality.  In addition, available capac-
ity in the construction trades can also 
have a substantial impact on costs.  
The assumption used for acquisition in 
this analysis was $100 per square foot 
for land area, with no value assumed 
for existing structures on the property.  

Financial assumptions were made with 

respect to lending terms based on 
recent experience.  The following is 
a brief summary of financial assump-
tions common throughout the analysis:

The capitalization rate and interest 
rates assumed are considered to be 
reflective of current and short term 
future conditions, but area historically 
low.  A significant shift in these rates 
higher would be expected to negatively 
impact the viability of the develop-
ment programs evaluated.

Income and sales assumptions were 
based upon the professional opinion 
of Johnson Gardner, and necessarily 
assume a fairly generic product.  These 
included the following:

It is difficult to establish residential 
pricing in the area, as there is little 
local product.  Condominium pric-
ing in the nearby Pearl District ranges 
from $450 to $650 per square foot, but 
this are would need to be discounted 
considerably in relation to the Pearl, 
at least in early phases.  Office space 
in the area is primarily Class C/Rehab 
space, with very affordable full-ser-

vice rates and limited amenities.  The 
quality of retail space in the area varies 
widely, with little new construction to 
assess localized lease rates.  

The analysis assumed threshold re-
quirements in terms of a minimum 
return necessary for development to 
occur.  A 9.0% return on cost was 
assumed for office and retail space, 
with a lower 8.0% rate assumed for 
rental apartments.  The market for 
rental apartment products is unusu-
ally strong right now, and is expected 
to remain that way for the next few 
years.  Return on cost is defined as the 
net operating income (NOI) during 
the first stabilized year divided by the 
total project cost.  This level of return 
is higher than recent trends, but closer 
to historic norms.  The current invest-
ment market for income properties 
has driven acceptable yields lower, 
increasing the value of properties.  The 
threshold for condominiums was as-
sumed at a 15.0% net return on sales, 
which reflects the net yield from sales 
divided by the cost.  

  1An estimated sales price at the end of  the period.

FIGURE 1: Lending Assumptions

Variable Assumption

Capitalization Rate: 7.00%
Minimum Debt Coverage Ratio 1.25
Loan to Value Ratio Max 75%
Construction Loan Interest Rate 7.00%
Points on Construction Loan 1.00%
Permanent Loan Interest Rate 7.50%
Points on Permanent Loan 1.00%
Threshold Return on Sales/Condos 15.00%
Threshold Return on Cost/Income   9.00% 
   Office and Retail 9.00%
   Rental Apartments 8.00%

FIGURE 2: Income and Sales Assumptions

Product Type Income Assumption 
Condominiums  
   Sales Price/S.F. $375-$410 per square foot 
Office Space   
   Net Lease Rate/S.F. (Rehab) $15.00 per square foot 
   Net Lease Rate/S.F. (Class A) $18.00 per square foot 
Retail Space  
   Net Lease Rate/S.F. $16.00 per square foot 

Maximum
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FIGURE 3: Summary of Development Sites

Res. Retail Office Parking Cost of Indicated Value/ Calculated Viability Gap
Site Units S.F. S.F. Spaces Development Value 1/ Cost Total 2/ % of Cost

BLOCK 8: NEW CONSTRUCTION 320 31,712 0 0 $76,412,337 $84,578,689 111% $3,972,317 5.2%
BLOCK 8: REHAB BUILDING 0 9,288 25,078 0 $7,122,658 $6,943,749 97% $1,721,964 24.2%
BLOCK 34 24 8,370 9,300 0 $8,749,022 $8,787,786 100% $1,586,210 18.1%
BLOCK 31: OFFICE TOWER 0 18,000 162,000 360 $55,618,257 $51,404,220 92% $15,637,197 28.1%
BLOCK 31: CONDO TOWER 150 18,000 0 225 $59,726,560 $64,676,949 108% $5,421,578 9.1%
BLOCK 31: RENTAL TOWER 180 20,000 153,000 225 $44,982,511 $42,340,823 94% $10,879,005 24.2%

674 105,370 349,378 810 $252,611,344 $258,732,215 102% $39,218,271 15.5%

1/ Reflects capitalized value at first stablized year as well as bulk sale value of condominiums based on assumptions outlined.  Not intended as a legal representation of value.
2/ Based on the assumptions outlined in the detailed pro formas included as an Appendix to this report.  
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COST AND STABILIZED VALUE

$0 $10 $20 $30 $40 $50 $60 $70 $80 $90

BLOCK 31: RENTAL

TOWER

BLOCK 31: CONDO

TOWER

BLOCK 31: OFFICE

TOWER

BLOCK 34

BLOCK 8: REHAB

BUILDING

BLOCK 8: NEW

CONSTRUCTION

MILLIONS

/Value 1

Cost

ESTIMATED VIABILITY GAP

$10.88

$5.42

$15.64

$1.59

$1.72

$3.97

$0 $2 $4 $6 $8 $10 $12 $14 $16 $18

BLOCK 31: RENTAL

TOWER

BLOCK 31: CONDO

TOWER

BLOCK 31: OFFICE

TOWER

BLOCK 34

BLOCK 8: REHAB

BUILDING

BLOCK 8: NEW

CONSTRUCTION

MILLIONS

Summary of Findings

The scenarios evaluated varied in their 
viability, with the provision of structured 
parking generally eroding yields in the 
area.  For residential uses, for-sale units 
currently produce the best yields and 
rental products were not assumed in this 
analysis. This trend is expected to shift in 
the next few years, as the condominium 
market softens and pricing escalates 
significantly in the rental market.   The 
following table summarizes the overall 
development costs and the calculated 
financing gap associated with each of the 
development programs evaluated:

This analysis does not assume parking 
in either Block 8 or Block 34.  While 
positively impacting viability from a 
financial perspective, this is likely to have 
a significant negative impact on market-
ability.  To the extent possible, parking 
rights should be arranged for elsewhere 
in the area, potentially in Block 31.  We 
would recommend that new construction 
provide the maximum allowable parking 
for office space and a minimum of 0.75:1 
for condominium units in this location.  

The following sections will review in 
more detail the program and indicated 

financial performance of the assumed 
development programs on the sites.  

BLOCK 8

Block 8 is a full block bound by NW 
Davis to the north, NW Couch to the 
south, 1st Avenue to the west and Naito 
Parkway to the west.  The northern half 
of the site is currently used as a surface 
parking lot, with an older historic ma-
sonry building (Globe Hotel) on the 
southwest quarter of the parcel.  The ex-
isting building on the southeast corner is 
assumed to have minimal value.  The site 
will offer waterfront and mountain views 
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to the east, with marketable urban views 
from higher levels in other directions.  

Two development programs are assumed 
on the site: new construction on the 
northern and eastern portions of the site, 
and renovation of the Globe Hotel build-
ing. The new construction would be split 
into two separate buildings.  Building 1 
would be a an eleven story condominium 
building over ground floor commercial 
space, while Building 2 would be a five 
story condominium building over ground 
floor commercial space.  No parking was 
assumed in the initial scenarios, which 
will represent a significant marketing 
challenge.  

The development program calls for 
“workforce” units.  In response to this, 
we have set pricing relatively low by 
limiting the square footage of units.  As 
modeled, the average unit size would be 
650 square feet, with an average sales 
price of approximately $258,000.   The 
new construction portion of this project 
is rather large at 320 units, which we see 
as potentially too many units for a simul-
taneous release.  The risk of the project 

is also increased due to an assumed lack 
of parking in the project, which will sub-
stantially limit the target market.  Phas-
ing of the project would not be realistic 
under the assumed program.  

The new construction program yielded a 
total of 320 residential units and 31,700 
square feet of retail space.  The estimated 
cost of the development was just over 
$76.4 million, with an indicated stabilized 
value of approximately $84.6 million.  
The calculated return on sales was 9.7% 
for the condominium units, while the cal-
culated return on cost for the retail space 
was 8.7%.  Based on the threshold return 
parameters used, this indicates that there 
would be a viability gap of just under 
$4.0 million under these assumptions.  
As noted previously, the lack of parking 
is a major problem for the condominium 
units, as well as potentially the retail 
space.  While a public garage is available 
directly north of the site, condominium 
buyers will typically prefer direct access 
secured parking.  Assuming our mini-
mum recommended ratio of 0.75 spaces 
per unit, the project would require 240 
spaces.  While these spaces would be 

expected to yield approximately $40,000 
per space in additional revenue if sold, 
that amount would likely be less than 
cost if the spaces were provided subter-
ranean.    

The rehab of the Globe Hotel was mod-
eled separately, assuming office uses over 
commercial space at completion.  The 
assumed program would yield just over 
25,000 square feet of speculative office 
space, and 9,200 square feet of ground 
floor commercial space.  As with the 
new construction, no parking would 
be included in the program.  The hard 
costs associated with the rehabilitation 
of the building were assumed at $125 
per square foot, assuming relatively high 
costs per square foot due to the limited 
size of the structure.  It should be noted 
that reliable cost estimates will require 
engineering studies of the building, as the 
program will require seismic upgrades.  
Costs for seismic upgrades are highly de-
pendent upon specific characteristics of 
the building, and a more reliable determi-
nation of costs was beyond the scope of 
this analysis.  
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FIGURE 5: Block 8 Globe Hotel Rehabiitation EstimateFIGURE 4: Block 8 New Construction Estimate
MEASURES OF RETURN:

Indicated Value @ Stablization $84,578,689
Value/Cost 111%
Return on Cost (ROC) 8.7%
Return on Sales (ROS) 9.7%
Internal Rate of Return (Income Component) 25.0%
Modified Internal Rate of Return @ 8% Reinventment 20.0%

ESTIMATION OF VIABILITY GAP
Targeted Return on Sales 15.0%
Calculated ROS 9.7%
Calculated Gap-Condos (includes parking) $3,769,804
Targeted Return on Cost (ROC) 9.0%
Calculated ROC 8.7%
Calculated Gap-Income Components $202,513
Total Calculated Gap $3,972,317
Overall Gap as % of Development Cost 5.2%

MEASURES OF RETURN:
Indicated Value @ Stablization $6,943,749
Value/Cost 97%
Return on Cost (ROC) 6.8%
Return on Sales (ROS) N/A
Internal Rate of Return (Income Component) 10.8%
Modified Internal Rate of Return @ 8% Reinventment 10.2%

ESTIMATION OF VIABILITY GAP
Targeted Return on Sales 15.00%
Calculated ROS N/A
Calculated Gap-Condos (includes parking) $0
Targeted Return on Cost (ROC) 9.0%
Calculated ROC 6.8%
Calculated Gap-Income Components $1,721,964
Total Calculated Gap $1,721,964
Overall Gap as % of Development Cost 24.2%
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FIGURE 6: Massing of potential development looking north - Block 8

The indicated return on the assumed 
program indicates a viability gap of just 
over $1.7 million, or 24.2% of construc-
tion costs.  Based on the limited infor-
mation available with respect to costs, 
this number may vary substantially when 
better information is available.  

BLOCK 34: FIRE STATION BLOCK

Block 34 is bounded by a park to the 
north, Naito Parkway to the east, SW 1st 
to the west and SW Ash to the south.  
The development program for Block 34 
is a shallow mixed-use structure along 
the north and west edge of the site.  Two 
programs were considered: a three story 
structure with residential units over 
ground floor retail space; and a four story 
structure with office space on the sec-

ond floor.  For this analysis, we evaluate 
the four story structure, which delivers 
somewhat higher density.  From a return 
perspective, the three story structure may 
yield better returns.  The inclusion of the 
office space in the program will reduce 
leasable are in the ground floor, and will 
potentially require additional core space.  
As with Block 8, no parking is assumed 
in the development program.  In this 
instance, it is unlikely that on-site park-
ing provision would be practicable. The 
building would have single loaded corri-
dors, with units facing outwards.  

The program yields a total of 24 condo-
minium flats, 8,100 square feet of of-
fice space and 8,400 square feet of retail 
space.  The cost of development of the 
program was estimated at $8.7 million, 

while the indicated value at completion 
as just under $8.8 million.  The calculated 
return on sales for the condominiums 
was 4.0%, well below the 15.0% thresh-
old.  The indicated return on cost for 
the income property space was 6.6%, 
also below the threshold assumptions of 
9.0%.  The resulting indicated viability 
gap was $1.6 million, or 18.1% of de-
velopment cost.  As with Block 8, the 
development program offers no parking, 
which we see as offering a substantial 
marketing challenge.  

It should be noted that project costs in-
cluded an assumed $930,000 land value.  
A write-down of this value would bring 
this project close to viability under our 
assumptions. 
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FIGURE 9: Sketch of Potential Development - Block 34

FIGURE 10: Plan View of Potential Development - Block 34

FIGURE 8: Massing of Potential Development - Block 34
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FIGURE 7: Block 34 Estimate

MEASURES OF RETURN:
Indicated Value @ Stablization $8,787,786
Value/Cost 100%
Return on Cost (ROC) 6.6%
Return on Sales (ROS) 4.0%
Internal Rate of Return (Income Component) 9.5%
Modified Internal Rate of Return @ 8% Reinventment 9.2%

ESTIMATION OF VIABILITY GAP
Targeted Return on Sales 15.00%
Calculated ROS 4.0%
Calculated Gap-Condos (includes parking) $528,847
Targeted Return on Cost (ROC) 9.0%
Calculated ROC 6.6%
Calculated Gap-Income Components $1,057,363
Total Calculated Gap $1,586,210
Overall Gap as % of Development Cost 18.1%
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FIGURE 11: Block 31 Office Tower Estimate

BLOCK 31: GOODMAN

Block 31 is bounded by SW Ash to 
the north, SW 3rd to the west, SW 
2nd to the east and SW Pine to the 
south.  The development program on 
Block 31 utilizes the northern half of 
the block, which is currently in use 
as a surface parking lot.  While not 
allowed under current zoning, the 
program modeled on the property 
would require a height limit of 130’.  
The owner of the property intends to 
retain ownership, and the property has 
a significant current income stream.

Three development scenarios were 
modeled for this site.  The first of 
these assumed a ten story speculative 
office tower, yielding 162,000 square 
feet of leasable office space, 18,000 
square feet of retail space and 360 sub-
terranean parking spaces.  The estimat-
ed cost of this development program 
was $55.6 million, with an indicated 
value at completion of $51.4 million.  
The calculated return on cost under 
the assumptions used was 6.5%, below 
the assumed threshold of 9.0%.  As 

a result, the project has an indicated 
viability gap of $15.6 million, or 26.1% 
of development cost.  

The second assumed program was a 
ten story market rate condominium 
tower, yielding 150 units with an aver-
age sales price of $428,000, 18,000 
square feet of retail space and 225 
subterranean parking spaces.  The 
estimated cost of this development 
program was $59.7 million, with an 
indicated value at completion of $64.7 
million.  The calculated return on sales 
under the assumptions used was 5.4% 
for the condominium units, well below 
the assumed threshold of 15.0%.  As 
a result, the project has an indicated 
viability gap of $5.4, or 9.1% of devel-
opment cost.  

A third program was also modeled, 
which included market rate rental 
apartments over ground floor retail 
and subterranean parking.  This pro-
gram yielded 180 rental apartment 
units, 225 parking space and 18,000 
square feet of ground floor commer-
cial space.  The estimated cost of the 

development was $45.0 million, with 
an estimated value at completion of 
$42.3 million.  

As modeled, the program has a signifi-
cant viability gap of $10.9 million, or 
24.2% of costs.  This reflects the rela-
tively high cost of high rise construc-
tion relative to achievable lease rates in 
the area at this time.  

BLOCK 28

Block 28 is not considered a catalytic 
opportunity site, but there has been in-
terest in determining the FAR required 
to make a new project economically 
feasible for a developer.  As a half 
block site, the development opportuni-
ties would be similar to those on Block 
31.  As outlined in the scenarios devel-
oped for that block, viability is limited 
even with a height limit of 120’.  The 
current 75’ limit would probably yield 
viable development forms with a lower 
density.  The degree to which redevel-
opment makes sense will be a function 
of the assumed property value as a 
surface parking lot.  
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MEASURES OF RETURN:
Indicated Value @ Stablization $51,404,220
Value/Cost 92%
Return on Cost (ROC) 6.5%
Return on Sales (ROS) N/A
Internal Rate of Return (Income Component) 9.0%
Modified Internal Rate of Return @ 8% Reinventment 8.8%

ESTIMATION OF VIABILITY GAP
Targeted Return on Sales 15.00%
Calculated ROS N/A
Calculated Gap-Condos (includes parking) $0
Targeted Return on Cost (ROC) 9.0%
Calculated ROC 6.5%
Calculated Gap-Income Components $15,637,197
Total Calculated Gap $15,637,197
Overall Gap as % of Development Cost 28.1%

MEASURES OF RETURN:
Indicated Value @ Stablization $64,676,949
Value/Cost 108%
Return on Cost (ROC) 9.0%
Return on Sales (ROS) 5.4%
Internal Rate of Return (Income Component) 28.6%
Modified Internal Rate of Return @ 8% Reinventment 22.2%

ESTIMATION OF VIABILITY GAP
Targeted Return on Sales 15.00%
Calculated ROS 5.4%
Calculated Gap-Condos (includes parking) $5,425,145
Targeted Return on Cost (ROC) 9.0%
Calculated ROC 9.0%
Calculated Gap-Income Components ($3,567)
Total Calculated Gap $5,421,578
Overall Gap as % of Development Cost 9.1%

FIGURE 12: Block 31 Condo Tower Estimate

Income

N/A

N/A
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Based on recent experience, we believe 
that underlying land values at $100 per 
square foot can be supported by a mid-
rise condominium project over a parking 
podium, assuming achievable sales prices 
of at least $420 per square foot.  While 
not currently considered achievable in 
this area, this may be achievable in the 
foreseeable future if significant new in-
vestment is seen in the area.  

Sub-Appendix A:

Glossary of Terms

Capitalization Rate or Cap Rate – The 
rate of return used to derive the capital 
value of an income stream.  The value of 
a real estate asset is commonly set on the 
basis of dividing net operating income 
(NOI) by a capitalization rate.

Debt Coverage Ratio – Defined as net 
operating income divided by annual debt 
service.  This measure is often used as 
underwriting criteria for income property 
mortgage loans, and limits the amount 
of debt that can be borrowed.  Standard 
minimum debt coverage ratios would be 

FIGURE 13: Block 31 Rental Apartment Tower Estimate
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MEASURES OF RETURN:
Indicated Value @ Stablization $42,340,823
Value/Cost 94%
Return on Cost (ROC) 6.1%
Return on Sales (ROS) N/A
Internal Rate of Return (Income Component) 9.8%
Modified Internal Rate of Return @ 8% Reinventment 9.5%

ESTIMATION OF VIABILITY GAP
Targeted Return on Sales 15.00%
Calculated ROS N/A
Calculated Gap-Condos (includes parking) $0
Targeted Return on Cost (ROC) 8.0%
Calculated ROC 6.1%
Calculated Gap-Income Components $10,879,005
Total Calculated Gap $10,879,005
Overall Gap as % of Development Cost 24.2%

in the 1.20 to 1.30 range.  A debt cover-
age ratio of 1.20 indicates that in your 
first year of stabilized occupancy, your 
net operating income (NOI, gross in-
come less expenses) is equal to 120% of 
your debt service requirements (principal 
and interest).  

Equity – The interest or value that the 
owner has in real estate over and above 
the liens held against it.

Internal Rate of Return (IRR) – The true 
annual rate of earnings on an investment.  
Equates the value of cash returns with 
cash invested, considering the application 
of compound interest factors.  

Modified Internal Rate of Return (MIRR) 
– Similar to an IRR, the MIRR considers 
both the cost of the investment and the 
interest received on reinvestment of cash.  
This measure of return recognizes that 
cash flows are reinvested at an alternative 
rate, which is typically lower.  

Net Operating Income (NOI) – Income 
from property after operating expenses 
have been deducted, but before deduct-

ing income taxes and financing expenses.  

Residual Value – The realized value of a 
fixed asset after costs associated with the 
sale.  In this analysis, the residual value 
represents the capitalized value of the 
development at the end of the period less 
sales costs.

Return on Cost (ROC) – Net operating 
income in the initial year, divided by total 
project cost.  This measure is also com-
monly referred to as the going-in cap rate.  

Return on Equity or Equity Yield Rate 
– The rate of return on the equity por-
tion of an investment, taking into account 
periodic cash flow.  In this analysis, the 
return on equity represents the initial rate 
of return, and is defined as the net cash 
flow after interest costs divided by the 
developer equity.  

Return on Sales – Defined as net profit 
as a percent of net sales.  This measure is 
most commonly used with for-sale devel-
opment such as condominiums.  

Triple-Net Lease – A lease in which the 
tenant is to pay all operating expenses of 
the property, the landlord receives a net 
rent.  Operating expenses include taxes, 
utilities, insurance, repairs, janitorial ser-
vices and license fees.  
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