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GOALS

The Portland Development Commission (PDC)
initiated the Downtown Waterfront Development
Strategies Project to:

* |dentify the public and private actions needed to
stimulate new development activity in the area
between the core and the riverfront.

* Develop implementation strategies to realize
the findings of the study.

This project was envisioned by PDC to be a parallel
effort in conjunction with the 2002 Gov. Tom McCall
Waterfront Park Master Plan and the 2003-5 Naito
Parkway Reconstruction Project. The weaving of
these projects together to create a coordinated effort
was the goal, so all three projects would realize their
full potential, and the City’s relation to its waterfront
would be maximized. The ultimate goal of this
project is to strengthen the City's core and enliven
an area that is key to the City’s success.

The importance of this effort is underscored by the
recently completed Downtown Retail Strategy, which
calls for downtown residential development and
improved connections between the retail core and
the riverfront to realize a truly successful and vibrant
downtown that attracts business.

Also, the Governor Tom McCall Waterfront Park
Master Plan calls for enhanced connections to
downtown as essential to the long term viability of
the park.

PDC defined three elements that needed to be
addressed through the project:

* Development - especially residential
* Transportation

* Urban Design

PDC selected Emmons Architects; Shiels Obletz
Johnsen, Inc.; Lango.Hansen Landscape Architects;
and E. D. Hovee and Co. as the project consultant
team. The team retained Urban Design Associates
of Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania and Walter Koulash of
Orlando, Florida (a nationally recognized transporta-
tion specialist) to provide an analysis of the area’s
transportation issues. Mark Friel of Norris Beggs
and Simpson was consulted for his expertise in the
Waterfront district’s real estate market.

PROCESS

The consultant team began its work by identifying
the area’s opportunities and constraints. This was
accomplished through research, stakeholder inter-
views, a series of meetings with the SAC and TAC
and through two public workshops held in the fall
and early winter of 2002.

In December 2002, the consultant team came
together in a three day workshop to develop recom-
mendations for each of the study components:
Development, Transportation, and Urban Design.

Following the workshop, the consultant team refined
the recommendations and completed an economic
feasibility analysis of the development recommenda-
tions. Implementation strategies were identified
with stakeholders and City Bureaus and tested and
reworked to maximize realization potential.

PROCESS
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PORTLAND IS A RIVER CITY, but its downtown core
does not connect in a meaningful way to the
Willamette River and Governor Tom McCall Water-
front Park. The city’s edge along its river is primarily
parking lots and blank building walls. The city has
turned its back on its prime attribute.

DOWNTOWN HOUSING is a key ingredient to a
successful urban place. Portland has little. The
waterfront is the prime location for an urban residen-
tial neighborhood due to its proximity to Governor
Tom McCall Waterfront Park and the Willamette
River, its close proximity to the retail core, and
because it has spectacular views of the city skyline
and the Cascade Mountains.

THE SKIDMORE/OLD TOWN HISTORIC DISTRICT is one
of the most significant cast-iron districts in the
United States. It is the one of the few areas in
downtown that tie the city to its roots. Currently, the
district is struggling with inactive streets,
underutilized buildings and crime. Many people
avoid the place that some call the ‘soul of Portland’.

It is the aim of this study to provide strategies to sew
the downtown core to the river, energize the water-
front, create a successful downtown residential
neighborhood and reawaken the city’s beautiful
historic districts.

PROiECT OVERVIEW

PROJECT OVERVIEW PDC DOWNTOWN WATERFRONT DEVELOPMENT OPPORTUNITIES PROJECT APRIL 11,2003 EMMONS ARCHITECTS SHIELS OBLETZ JOHNSEN LANGO.HANSEN E.D. HOVEE



10
14 11

12
7 p 13

1
Q/(H'/,qy 4 5

40

41

26

29

30

28

27

33

34

11

10

12

13

14

15

SB

16



10 PROJECT OVERVIEW PDC DOWNTOWN WATERFRONT DEVELOPMENT OPPORTUNITIES PROJECT APRIL 11,2003 EMMONS ARCHITECTS SHIELS OBLETZ JOHNSEN LANGO.HANSEN E.D. HOVEE



PROBLEM STATEMENT

PORTLAND'S WATERFRONT WILL CONTINUE TO DECLINE
unless a vision plan is adopted and City actions and
investments are made in the area. There are clear
reasons why an area that is potentially one of
Portland’s best places has been neglected for over 50
years and continues to decline. In the last five years
alone, many retail establishments and office tenants
have left the area, replaced by partially empty build-
ings and crime. Ironically, this area was at the heart of
early 2oth century Portland, with sidewalks filled with
people and streets teeming with streetcars and
vehicles. It can be vibrant again, and the tide of
decline that threatens not only this district, but adja-
cent downtown areas as well, can be reversed.

GOALS OF STUDY

THE GOALS OF THIS STUDY are to identify obstacles to
development, to identify the public and private actions
required to stimulate historic revitalization and new
development, and to develop implementation strate-
gies to stop the decline and revitalize the waterfront.

REDEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL

The waterfront area has significant development
potential. Its location on the river, historic context
and proximity to downtown make this area highly
attractive, if obstacles to development are addressed
and mitigated. The district has many underutilized,
developable sites that are ideal for mixed-use housing
projects.

For the area to be attractive for development, the
sidewalks in the district need to have people on them
on all days and evenings, and they need to feel safe.
Greatly improving public safety issues in the water-
front district will set the stage for a renaissance. An
urban residential neighborhood, coupled with places

Portland’s Central City and Tom McCall
Riverfront Park are disconnected.

Proposed Residential Neighborhood

of work, is an achievable goal for this area. Not only
is the waterfront one of Portland’s best locations for
housing, but housing will energize the streets when
places of work are closed, and turn a declining area
into a key asset for the city.

KEY WEAKNESSES AND STRENGTHS
KEY WEAKNESSES
* Disconnection between Downtown and Water-
front.
Public Safety.
* Blank or inactive building walls at street level.
* A preponderance of surface parking lots that
result in ‘missing teeth’ in city fabric.
* Lack of activity at street level.

KEY STRENGTHS

* Historic Districts - the Skidmore/Old Town
Historic District is one of Portland’s two nation-
ally registered landmarks.

* Ankeny Plaza

» Governor Tom McCall Waterfront Park adjacency.

* Spectacular views of the Willamette River, Cas-
cade Mountains and city skyline.

To realize a successful waterfront residential neigh-
borhood, it is necessary to mitigate the weaknesses
and reinforce and build on the existing strengths of
the district.

THE FIVE KEY ELEMENTS

1. CONNECTIVITY

PORTLAND’'S DOWNTOWN CORE AND WATERFRONT
are disconnected. Strengthening connections
between them will greatly benefit both the city core
and its waterfront park. For visitors, the core will
become a more attractive place to visit, shop, attend
cultural events, and patronize restaurants and
nightclubs if the waterfront is enlivened. For those

PROJECT SUMMARY
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who work in the city (or who are contemplating moving
their business into the core), the core to waterfront
connection will make downtown a more varied and
interesting environment, a more attractive place to
work.

GOVERNOR TOM MCCALL WATERFRONT PARK is not all it
can be. Solely redesigning the park will not in itself
make the park a success. For the Park to really suc-
ceed, the city’s waterfront edge must be addressed.
The many surface parking lots, garage doors, and
blank building walls on Naito Parkway’s westside
should be redeveloped with housing and active street
level uses that complement the Park to entice people
to walk from downtown to the waterfront. The more
attractive the Park is to people in central city, the
stronger the connection will be between the downtown
core and the waterfront.

NAITO PARKWAY is a fast-paced, noisy thoroughfare
that is a barrier in itself as well as an impediment to
three elements that will improve connectivity: water-
front housing, active street level uses on the Parkway,
and the quality of Tom McCall Waterfront Park. It
should be calmed as much as possible and its pedes-
trian crossings improved.

WEAK STREET EDGES on the blocks between Second
Avenue and Naito Parkway (brought on by surface
parking lots, ground floor offices, and poorly perform-
ing retail) act to make the streets uninviting to pedes-
trians and result in the disconnection between down-
town and the waterfront.

KEY RECOMMENDATIONS

* Reconstruct Naito Parkway with parking at least on
the west side and good pedestrian crossings.

Naito Parkway is a time critical issue. PDOT is
scheduled to begin a reconstruction project using
the current Naito characteristics (except to add
bike lanes) in Spring 2003.

PROiECT SUMMARY
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Key Weakness: Public Safety centering on the
Burnside Bridge

Weakness: Fire Station 1

Key Weakness: Naito Parkway

* Infill waterfront area parking lots and replace
garage doors and blank building walls with
mixed use housing projects that have active
street level uses.

* Initiate feasibility study of this report’s two way
streets proposal.

* Initiate Central City study of traffic implications
for changes to Naito Parkway and Morrison
Bridge heads.

2. HOUSING

WHY HOUSING? Housing coupled with workplaces
brings people to an urban area and activates the
streets 7 days a week, 24 hours a day. Street vitality
is the result, and retail in the area will greatly ben-
efit. People who live in a neighborhood take owner-
ship of the place where they live, and form neighbor-
hood groups that look after the livability of a place.
Housing in the waterfront area will also help activate
downtown Portland and make it a more attractive
place to work.

STARTING A RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOOD: Public
investment and actions will be required to make
conditions favorable for housing and to start the
first residential catalyst projects. The strategy to
build a residential neighborhood is to complete two
large unit count projects on the north and south
sides of the proposed neighborhood, creating
‘bookends’ between other infill sites on the water-
front. Concurrent with this effort, market-rate
residential lofts in historic buildings should also be
realized. The consultant team and Bureau of Plan-
ning assumes a minimum of 1000 units will be
needed to establish a successful urban residential
neighborhood.

See DEVELOPMENT page 33.
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KEY RECOMMENDATIONS
* Add mixed use housing to the waterfront area.

» BLOCK 34: City investment in a catalyst housing
project on Block 34 (Fire 1 site) - the ‘north
bookend’.

e BLOCK 40: PDC should work with the owner to
help realize a development on Block 40 (Naito
and Stark) - the ‘south bookend’. The impedi-
ments to a development on this block, Naito
Parkway and Height/FAR restrictions, should be
addressed by PDC, BOP and PDOT.

* |Initiate feasibility study of redevelopment of
Morrison Bridge head sites, either with existing
ramps or removed ramps.

* Initiate review of height and FAR adjustments at
Morrison Bridge head, Block 34 and Block 40.

3. HISTORIC DISTRICTS

Historic preservation must be a core part of the
strategy to revitalize the waterfront district. The
City’s two most important historic districts, the
Skidmore/Old Town Historic District and the Yambhill
Historic District, are located in the study area. The
Skidmore/Old Town Historic District is one of
Portland’s two nationally registered historic land-
marks (Pioneer Courthouse is the other one), and is
considered along with New York’s SoHo district to
be one of the country’s premiere cast iron districts.
Some have called the Skidmore/Old Town district
‘the soul of Portland’. The historic context provides
a major asset to attract new activity and investment
in the area and should be embraced and promoted.
The historic districts have great ‘bones’ - excellent
cast iron historic buildings and unique street quality -
but they have many ‘missing teeth’ as a result of

Key Strength: Historic Districts

Key Strength: Ankeny Plaza

Key Strength: Riverfront Park and Views

1940's to 1960’s historic building demolition for
surface parking lots. It is highly recommended that
existing buildings be rehabilitated for primarily
residential uses (with some office use on selected
blocks) and with active street level uses. It is also
recommended that contemporary, high quality, infill
projects are sensitive to the historic buildings’ scale
and that they help to rebuild a continuous, vibrant
streetscape edge.

See URBAN DESIGN page 81.

KEY RECOMMENDATIONS (see page 81 and 82 for
specific recommendations)

* Rehabilitate historic buildings with residential
lofts (with offices in selected buildings) and
active street level uses.

* Create funding tools to promote the renovation
of historic structures in the area.

* Promote historic redevelopment of key buildings
such as the Skidmore Fountain Building and
the Made in Oregon, Bickel and Skidmore
Blocks.

» Develop new regulatory policies for historic dis-
tricts/structures and review and amend existing
regulatory policies.

4. ANKENY PLAZA

In the heart of Portland’s Skidmore/Old Town
Historic District lies Ankeny Plaza, an urban gem in
Portland that is now forgotten. It has good ‘bones’
and great materials and scale - key ingredients to an
outstanding urban place. Unfortunately, the plaza is
now encircled by parking lots and blank walls, and is
perceived to be unsafe - crime problems under the
Burnside Bridge negatively impact the plaza. Satur-
day Market brings people to the plaza occasionally,

PROJECT SUMMARY
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but usually it is empty. A rejuvenated Ankeny Plaza
will provide Portland with an exemplary public space
and enliven the entire historic district.

THE FIRE STATION 1 (Block 34) location at the inter-
section of Naito Parkway and Ankeny Plaza portends
a pivotal role for this site in the revival of Ankeny
Plaza as well as the entire waterfront district revital-
ization. Fire Station 1 is a building that neglects
Ankeny Plaza and the streets surrounding it, and its
presence has not been a deterrent to crime. The
moving of Fire Station 1 is a critical requirement for
the realization of a residential neighborhood on the
waterfront, and in enlivening Ankeny Plaza.

MAGNETS are urban nodes that attract people and
draw them onto streets on all days and evenings.

Ankeny Plaza has the potential to become a major
magnet in the waterfront district.

KEY RECOMMENDATIONS

* Move Fire Station 1 and build a project that
fronts the plaza with street level cafes with
housing above.

Moving Fire 1 is a time critical issue. Fire 1is
scheduled to begin a remodel and addition
project on the current Fire 1 site in Spring 2003.

* Restore Skidmore Fountain Building with active
uses on the street.

* Strengthen the crossing across Naito Parkway
into Tom McCall Waterfront Park.

¢ Strengthen existing magnets (Tom McCall
Waterfront Park and Ankeny Plaza) and add
more magnets (Public Market, Health Clubs,
waterfront restaurants, etc.) to the area to entice
people from downtown and elsewhere. Coordi-
nate Park work with renovation of Ankeny Pump
station.

PROJECT SUMMARY

Proposed Naito Parkway

Proposed Naito Parkway Sidewalk

Proposed Fire Station 1 site (Block 34)

5. LIVABILITY

PUBLIC SAFETY: Crime is a problem that centers on
the MAX stop beneath the Burnside Bridge. The
impacted crime area spreads out over a one block
radius from the stop and encompasses Ankeny
Plaza and Tom McCall Waterfront Park near the
bridge. Public Safety is the primary reason why
retail and office tenants have recently moved out of
the area.

PUBLIC SAFETY: Social service organizations, without
day programs or waiting rooms for their clients,
have also negatively impacted the perception of the
area.

KEY RECOMMENDATIONS

* Put active uses (‘eyes’) on the street - with a
special focus on the MAX stop under the
Burnside Bridge. Program elements should be
determined by a City/Tri- Met/Stakeholder/Social
Service Task Force to reduce crime in this area
and make the area inviting.

» Collaborate with social service organizations to
study programs and queuing on the sidewalks
and develop positive solutions for the neighbor-
hood.

* Create forum for existing and new businesses,
property owners and residents to meet on an
on-going basis to address change in the area.
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PRELIMINARY COST/BEN EFIT ANALYSIS OF
RECOMMENDED PUBLIC INVESTMENT

PUBLIC INVESTMENTS

INITIAL PUBLIC INVESTMENT
Block 34 $5M to $7.2M

Naito Parkway $1.6M

Low - $6.6M; High - $8.8 M
($5 Million in PDC Projected Budget)

OTHER CITY INVESTMENTS

Morrision Bridgehead site preparation tbd

Skidmore Fountain Building $2M

Draft Market & Mixed Income Housing Financial
Gap

$16.2M to $21.3M

(13 Blocks, includes structured parking on Block 28)

BENEFITS OF PROJECT

TOTAL AREA INFILL/REDEVELOPED 13 Blocks
(does not include Blocks 30, 33)

ESTIMATED TAX GAINS FROM REDEVELOPMENT
Low - $4.5M/yr.; High - $5.6M/yr.

ESTIMATED MARKET VALUE INCREASES

FROM REDEVELOPMENT
Low - $215M; High - $271M

INCREASE IN SITE'S ASSESSED VALUE  77% - 2000%

DOWNTOWN HOUSING GAINS

Phases 1 & 2 965 units
(minimum 1000 needed for neighborhood)

Phase 3 1705 unhits
(incorporating Morrison Bridge sites)

Phase 4 over 2000 unhits

(mixed use development west of Second Avenue)

BENEFITS TO THE CITY OF PORTLAND

* Potential for excellent return on City investment.
* Revitalization of Waterfront.

* Housing Near the Downtown Retail Core.

* Preservation & Enhancement of Historic District.

* 24 Hour Residential Presence - ‘Eyes on Naito
Park- way, Historic District streets and Waterfront
Park.

PROJECT SUMMARY
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PHASE 1 PROJECTS:

Project Intent Private PDC BOP PDOT PP+R County Tri Met
Naito Parkway
Reconstruction Make Naito a great urban Parkway by adding parking on the ° .
west and preserving the opportunity for parking on the east.
Feasibility Study Study impact of reducing Naito Parkway northbound from ° ° .
two to one lane (feasibility and public input).
Design Improve west sidewalk, crossings and east walkway in park. ° .
Block 34
Relocate Fire Station 1 Acquire Fire Station 1 Site. .
Requests for Proposal Initiate a mixed use housing design process on Block 34 that . °
will activate Ankeny Plaza, First Avenue and Naito Parkway.
Construction Develop a residential/retail ‘bookend’ project. . °
Gov. Tom McCall Waterfront Park
Ankeny Pump Station Coordinate Park design with the Pump Station renovation. ° ° . °
Block 40
Building Heights Consider adjustment to building heights under Central City Assessment. ° .
Construction Develop residential condominiums, active street level. . °
Public Safety Address public safety by adding an active use, such as a . ° . .
health club, beneath the Burnside Bridge.
Block 10 (restoration) Re-energize Skidmore Fountain Building with live/work. .
Historic Renovation Create tools to promote renovation of historic buildings . .
in the area.
Lofts in Historic Bldgs. Encourage investment in historic structures for residential use. ° °
Block 30 Develop mixed income residential/retail project. . °
Portland Public Market Secure location for a ‘magnet’ that will generate activity. . .
Block g (restoration office) Re-energize buildings with office, retail and restaurants. . °
Other studies
Morrison Bridge Ramps Investigate Morrison Bridge ramp removal ° ° y y
Technical, Traffic and Cost (feasibility and public input).
Heights Investigate Height Adjustments (feasibility and public input). ° .
* Primary Role PDC  Portland Development Commission PDOT Portland Department of Transportation
o  Supporting Role BOP  Bureau of Planning PP&R Portland Parks and Recreation

County Multnomah County

IMPLEMENTATION

16 PROJECT OVERVIEW PDC DOWNTOWN WATERFRONT DEVELOPMENT OPPORTUNITIES PROJECT APRIL 11,2003 EMMONS ARCHITECTS SHIELS OBLETZ JOHNSEN LANGO.HANSEN E.D. HOVEE



PHASE 2 PROJECTS:

Project Intent Private PDC BOP PDOT PP+R County Tri Met
Gov. Tom McCall Waterfront Park Implement Master Plan. .
Block 10 Develop a mixed income housing project with active street level. °
Blocks 26 and 27 Develop infill high end condominium projects with . ° °
with active street level uses.
Block 28 (parking) Develop a parking structure to provide parking for small scale ° °
residential infill development on Blocks 26 and 27, Ankeny Plaza/
Naito Parkway retail and restaurants.
Block 33 Develop an office and/or retail project with active street level. . ° °
Block 38 Develop a high rise housing project with active street level. . o o
PHASE 3 PROJECTS!
Project Intent Private PDC  BOP PDOT County Tri Met
Block 2, 39 Develop high rise condominium projects with active street level. e ° ° B
Block 8 (remodel) Renovate existing office and retail buildings. . °
Block 11 Develop a mixed income housing project with active street level. °
Block 16 Develop an office or other use project with active street level. ° . ° °
PHASE 4 PROJECTS!
Project Intent Private PDC  BOP PDOT County Tri Met
Block 8 Develop an office and/or retail project with active street level. . °
Block 13 Develop housing or office project with active street level. . °
Block 29 Develop a housing project with active street level. . °

Blocks outside of study area

Develop housing projects with an active street level.

IMPLEMENTATION
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PHASE 1 will build catalyst housing projects with
significant unit counts on less challenging sites and
add residential lofts to historic buildings. It will also
remove a major impediment to development (current
Naito Parkway) and create the beginnings of a renais-
sance along the riverfront and at Ankeny Plaza.

PHASE 1 PROJECTS:
Naito Parkway Reconstruction -

Block 34 168

Gov. Tom McCall Park at Ankeny -

Block 40* 142

Public Safety addressed -

Block 10 (historic restoration) tbd

Residential Lofts in Historic Buildings tbd

Block 30 175

Portland Public Market -

Block g (historic restoration - office) - 8

TOTAL HOUSING 485 4U-NITS

PHASE 2 will further strengthen Ankeny Plaza and the
west edge of Naito.

PHASE 2 PROJECTS:

Gov. Tom McCall Waterfront Park -

Block 10 75

Block 26 42

Block 27 84

Block 28 (parking) -

Block 33 (office and/or retail) -

Block 38 279

PHASE 1 485

TOTAL HOUSING 965

*RECOMMENDED ZONING ADJUSTMENTS:

Block 40 height: 75 feet to 200 feet 965
UNITS

PHASING
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PHASE 3 will initiate large block development at the
Morrison Bridge and create the density necessary to
realize a vibrant urban residential neighborhood and
sustain service retail.

PHASE 3 PROJECTS:
Morrison Bridge Head Ramp Removal

Block 2* 346

Block 39% 346

Block 8 (remodel) -

Block 11 48

Block 16

PHASE 1+2 965

TOTAL HOUSING 1705

*RECOMMEDED ZONING ADJUSTMENTS:

Blocks 2, 39 height: 75’ to 250’ 1 7UEl)I'2
PHASE 4 will consist of further housing and office
development on half blocks that are currently
surface parking lots, which in many cases extend
beyond the project area.

PHASE 4 PROJECTS:

Block 8 -

Block 13 tbd

Block 29 tbd

Blocks outside of study area tbd
. HOUSING/RETAIL
! OFFICE/RETAIL
. HOTEL

2000+
I HEALTH CLUB UNITS
. PARKING GARAGE PHASING
PROJECT OVERVIEW '|9



PHASE 1

THE CATALYST PROJECTS - THE ‘BOOKENDS’
BLOCK 34 (FIRE STATION 1 SITE) - NORTH BOOKEND
Block 34 was selected because a mixed use housing
project in this location will have the most profound,
positive effect on the key weaknesses in the district,
and a project here can directly take advantage of all
of the district’s key strengths. A development on
this site will have both a positive impact on public
safety in the Ankeny Plaza/Burnside Bridge area and
it will bring the first downtown waterfront housing
between the Hawthorne and Steel Bridges to the
city. In addition, a project here will be a catalyst for
the south ‘bookend’ project - Block 40. Block 34 is
the largest available waterfront parcel in the district,
and has a minimum of site preparation and acquisi-
tion challenges in relation to other nearby blocks
that are currently surface parking lots.

See DEVELOPMENT page 34

RECOMMENDATIONS
* Issue a Request for Proposal for a private mixed-
use, 168 - 205 unit residential project that is well-
designed, high quality and that activates Naito
Parkway, First Avenue, Ash Street and Ankeny
Plaza.

BLOCK 40 - SOUTH BOOKEND (bounded by Naito
Parkway, First Avenue, Oak, Stark): Block 40 is a
privately owned 3/4 block site on the southern side
of the proposed residential neighborhood area. It
has been determined by the consultant team that it
has positive economics for a 95 - 156 unit, market
rate, high-rise ‘point tower’ condominium project
that would feature highly desirable units with an
outstanding location and superb views. The street
level should be designed with active street uses.
See DEVELOPMENT page 35

PHASE AND PROAECT DESCRIPTION
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RECOMMENDATIONS
* Catalyze Block 40 by building a project on Block

34.
* Begin process for considering height increases
on blocks adjacent to the Morrison Bridge.

OTHER PHASE 1 PROJECTS

BLOCK 10 (the Skidmore Fountain Building) should
be revitalized with active ground floor uses that
contribute to the vitality of Ankeny Plaza and put
‘eyes’ on the Plaza and under the Burnside Bridge.
Housing, live/work, or office use should be consid-
ered above street level in the existing building.

See DEVELOPMENT page 35

RESIDENTIAL LOFTS IN HISTORIC BUILDINGS by
private developers should be encouraged - they will
help build a district residential market along with the
Block 34 and 40 projects. Strategies to close eco-
nomic gaps should be developed and gap funding
sources should be determined.

See DEVELOPMENT page 35

BLOCK 30 (Third and Oak) should be developed with
high-rise, mixed income housing and active ground
floor uses.

See DEVELOPMENT page 35

PUBLIC MARKET: A James Beard Public Market on
Naito Parkway would be a strong retail attractor and
magnet for this area. The consultant team studied
Block 8 and Block 34 (Fire Station 1 site). Itis
recommended that Block 10 also be considered for
the Market location. Portland Public Market cur-
rently prefers Block 34. The Market could be
grouped with Saturday Market and a weekend
Farmer’s Market to create a ‘Market District’. The
noise of early morning deliveries needs to be consid-
ered when siting the Market near residential devel-
opment. Location of the Public Market in this area



could stimulate significant complementary activity
along Naito Parkway. It will also be a major attractor
for potential waterfront district residents.

See DEVELOPMENT page 36

BLOCK 9 (Made in Oregon, Bickel, Skidmore Blocks)
should be rehabilitated with active ground floor uses
that contribute to the vitality of First Avenue, Naito
Parkway and under the Burnside Bridge. Office use
should be considered on floors above.

See DEVELOPMENT page 36

MORRISON BRIDGE RAMP STUDY: A comprehensive
study with public process should be made to exam-
ine the possibility of removing the circular Morrison
Bridge Ramps, freeing the land for an efficient, high-
rise, high unit count housing development.

PHASE 2

BLOCK 10 (3/4 block, adjacent to the Skidmore
Fountain Building) should be developed with mixed
income housing and street level uses that activate
Naito Parkway, Ankeny Plaza, and under the
Burnside Bridge.

See DEVELOPMENT page 36

BLOCK 26 AND 27 (waterfront parking lots between
Ash and Oak): Develop infill high end condomini-
ums with active street level uses.

See DEVELOPMENT page 36

BLOCK 28 (parking lot on First between Ash and
Pine): Develop with a parking structure to provide
parking for small scale residential infill development
on Blocks 26 and 27 and parking for Ankeny Plaza/
Naito Parkway retail and restaurant users.

See DEVELOPMENT page 36

BLOCK 33 (North New Market): Develop a retail or
retail /office project with active street level uses that
helps activate Ankeny Plaza.

See DEVELOPMENT page 37

BLock 38 (full block bounded by First, Second, Stark,
Oak): Develop a high rise market-rate residential
project with active street level uses.

See DEVELOPMENT page 37

PHASE 3

BLOCK 2 AND 39 (Morrison Bridge Ramps): Develop
high rise, high unit count ‘point tower’ condo-
minium projects with active street level uses.

See DEVELOPMENT page 37

BLock 8 (Naito, First, NW Couch and Davis): Rein-
vigorate existing buildings and cut openings in
Oregon Outdoor Community building to activate
Naito Parkway and NW Couch.

BLOCK 11 (Ankeny Plaza NW corner): Develop a
mixed income housing project with active street level
uses.

See DEVELOPMENT page 37

BLOCK 16 (main entry site on axis with Morrison
Bridge between First and Second): Develop a com-
mercial office project and/or other use.

See DEVELOPMENT page 37

PHASE 4
HALF BLOCKS OUTSIDE OF STUDY AREA: Develop resi-
dential/retail projects on half-block sites adjacent to
study area west of Second Avenue.

See DEVELOPMENT page 37

BLOCKS 8, 13, 20:
See PROJECT OVERVIEW pages 17,19

PHASE AND PROJECT DESCRIPTION
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SUMMARY OF STAKEHOLDER COMMENTS

There is a public perception that the area is
unsafe because of the prevalence of drug dealing
and anti-social activity in the area.

Area is defined by Waterfront Park, Skidmore
Fountain and the area’s historic structures.

Has bones, but not a ‘complete’ neighborhood.

Historic structures give the area character, but
make new development much more challenging.

Waterfront Park is a wonderful, but under-
performing, asset for the district. Major issues
are festival use, pedestrian access across Naito
Parkway and public safety.

Naito Parkway is a barrier to the park. Too much
traffic. Too few crossings. No Parking.

Residential development through new construc-
tion or renovation is a very important compo-
nent for adding vitality to the neighborhood.
Sites across from the park are excellent loca-
tions.

New commercial office space is more challeng-
ing than residential because few sites have the
minimum J% block floor plate. Renovation of
historic structures for office is possible.

Current retail environment is poor, but character
of neighborhood creates the potential for suc-
cessful retail. Also entertainment retail - bars
and restaurants - are doing well along Second
Avenue.

Concerns about the traffic impact on other parts
of the city, particularly Central East Side and
Northwest Industrial Area.

SUMMARY OF PUBLIC COMMENTS

Development on Naito facing the park should
emphasize retail and restaurants on the ground
floor.

Residential development is desirable above the
ground floor, especially between the Morrison
and Burnside Bridges.

Historic buildings should be preserved and
more fully utilized.

Naito Parkway has too much traffic. The vol-
umes should be reduced.

Naito Parkway should have more and better
crossings to provide better access to the Park.

Naito Parkway should have parking on the
westside to serve the adjacent retail activities.

The Morrison Bridge ramps are an obvious
development opportunity.
There are too many surface parking lots.

There needs to be parking for people going to
the park.

The homeless population in the area is a big
problem. People feel unsafe. The City should
do something about it.

STAKEHOLDER AND PUBLIC COMMENTS

PROJECT OVERVIEW 23



RESIDENTIAL UNITS will have HisTORIC BUILDINGS create the character of the area.  SATURDAY MARKET brings people to Ankeny Plaza on an
spectacular views to the east over Adding more residential occupancies and infilling episodic basis. These people create a buzz of street
Gov. Tom McCall Waterfront Park, the  adjacent parking lots with sesnsitive, contemporary  activity that adds security to the area.

Willamette River and the Cascade design will create a diverse urban environment that is

Mountains and to the west, superb  pedestrian oriented. Re-energized historic buildings will

views over the vibrant city center. become a catalyst to encourage future infill development.

STRENGTHS
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SALMON SPRINGS FOUNTAIN is a highly successful
magnet that draws people to the waterfront.
Complemented with additional urban activities, the park
will invite people to visit more frequently and stay longer.

GOVERNORTOM MCCALL WATERFRONT PARK is public
space for all Portlanders throughout the year. People
and groups of all ages are drawn to the open space.
As in other major cities, it could be the anchor for a
vital urban residential neighborhood.

NIGHTTIME  LIGHTS AND  THE
ILLUMINATION OF THE BRIDGES will also
help make the waterfront an exciting and
beautiful place.

STRENGTHS
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RAMPS BETWEEN THE MORRISON BRIDGE AND ANKENY PLAZA is one of Portland’s most promising urban

NAITO PARKWAY take up 720 linear feet of prime  spaces, but it is surrounded by parking lots, blank ‘art’ walls

waterfront property. at Fire Station 1 and poorly performing retail. The plaza is
empty most days of the week and evenings. Crime is a
problem in the area.

WEAKNESSES

85 PERCENT of the waterfront building
edge between the Morrison and
Burnside Bridges is surface parking lots
or garage doors.
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MULTI DAY, HIGH INTENSITY EVENTS, such TRAFFIC NOISE ON NAITO PARKWAY

THE AREA BENEATH THE BURNSIDE BRIDGE is a crime area and creates
a barrier between the historic district that extends north and south  as carnivals with rides, can be a deterrent
to waterfront housing in the peak months

of the bridge, negatively impacting the entire district.
of summer.

WEAKNESSES
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Future Downtown Housing

IIII!IIII

(4-7 YEARS) LONG TERM (8-20 YEARS)

TIMELINE
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THE DOWNTOWN WATERFRONT AREA has many at-
tributes to become a great downtown neighborhood:
Gov. Tom McCall Waterfront Park, outstanding historic
buildings, Ankeny Plaza, excellent transit, an envious
commute to downtown work places and superb views.
But, for several reasons, its streets are empty much of
the time, and at other times filled with a dispropor-
tionate number of people with crime issues and anti-
social activities. The goal to enliven the district’s
streets will succeed if diverse groups of people, in all
income brackets, on all days and all hours, are at-
tracted to the area. This is accomplished by having a
diverse mix of living and work places, coupled with
retail, markets and entertainment that will attract
people from outside of the district. When there are
people on the streets, active street level uses will
follow, and crime will be reduced. Also, if people live
in a place, they will care about the neighborhood and
take ownership of it, establishing neighborhood
groups that will take an ongoing active role in the
quality of the urban setting.

HOUSING is an important component because it
brings people to the neighborhood during the early
weekday mornings, evenings and on weekends - the
times when places of work are not open. Housing
coupled with workplaces will activate this district 24
hours a day, 7 days a week.

HOUSING DEVELOPMENT HAS NOT OCCURRED HERE
BECAUSE of Burnside Bridge area crime, anti-social
activities, Naito Parkway noise, small development
parcels, height/FAR restrictions, and expensive
regulatory requirements related to historic building
seismic, exiting and accessibility upgrades.

Proposed Residential Neighborhood

Residential units will have superb views

HOUSING MIx: Housing should be a full demographic
mix in the neighborhood. It is recommended that
higher end condominium housing be sited on the
waterfront around the Morrison Bridge north to Ash,

. . . R dations for Adjusted Building Height
More middle income, market rate housing on Blocks ecommendations for AdjusTed BUriding Hielghts

34 (Fire Station 1 site) and Block 38 (Second and
Stark), and more affordable housing mixed with
some market rate on Block 30 (Third and Oak), and
Blocks 10 and 11 (adjacent to the Burnside Bridge).

HOUSING MIX PHASING was a key consideration in
determining phasing recommendations. This is why
Block 34 is being targeted as a starter ‘urban pio-
neer’ project, attractive to people who seek more
affordable market rate residential units and who are
less concerned with some of the ‘urban flavor’ that is
present in the area. Block 40 is also targeted as a
starter high end condominium project due to its
location, lot size and spectacular views.

IT WILL BE A CHALLENGE to create enough residential
energy to transform this into a vital neighborhood. A
successful neighborhood requires a certain ‘critical
mass’ of people and synergy. Achieving that critical
mass is highly unlikely unless the City makes a
substantial investment in housing and acts to
address the impediments to development such as
Public Safety and Naito Parkway.

RECOMMENDATIONS:

* Establish a City goal of developing 1000 residen-
tial units in the area between the Morrison and
Burnside Bridges and from Naito Parkway to
Third Avenue.

* Provide the public incentives necessary to make
the first projects financially successful. In this
untested market area, some form of public
support will be necessary.

* Start with developments on Blocks 34 and 4o.
This ‘bookend’ strategy sets the tone for housing
diversity in the district and creates momentum
that will attract subsequent development interest
and investment.

* Encourage residential loft conversions in historic
buildings.

STRATEGY/RECOMMENDATIONS
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BLOCK 34 - FIRE STATION 1 SITE - NORTH BOOKEND
(bounded by Naito Parkway, First, Ankeny, Ash)
Build 168-205 units of market rate housing.
Owner: City of Portland

THE MOST IMPORTANT AND PIVOTAL SITE in the study
area is Block 34. This site is both at the center of the
waterfront area and at the heart of the Skidmore/Old
Town Historic District. It is also in a central location
on the struggling First Avenue. A 24 hour - 7 day a
week mixed-use housing project in this location will
not only greatly aid in reducing crime in the Ankeny
Plaza/Burnside Bridge area, but it will also create
significant momentum for a revitalization of
Portland’s waterfront and Portland’s leading historic
district.

IT IS HIGHLY UNLIKELY THAT PORTLAND’S WATER-
FRONT WILL EXPERIENCE A REVITALIZATION if the site
remains in its current configuration as a fire station.
When an area is in decline, it is highly preferable to
focus as much energy as possible on the center.
Fortunately, the center in this case is owned by the
City of Portland, and coincidentally, the Fire Bureau
has over $8M available for a Fire Station 1 project.
The timing is perfect for positive action on this site.
Conversely, this will be the only chance to impact
this site and adjacent historic area for the next
several generations.

MOVING FIRE STATION 1 FROM THIS SITE WILL BE
EXPENSIVE, but it is well worth the cost in terms of
gains to Portland. The move must be evaluated on
the basis of the contribution a building on this key
site will make to the future success of the neighbor-
hood. Without the Fire Station 1 move costs, the
proposed mixed-use housing project is economically
feasible, even factoring in the location in this un-
tested market. Moving Fire Station 1 at a later date
will be double or triple the current costs.

Existing Fire Station 1.

A mixed use housing project with active street
level uses will reawaken Ankeny Plaza and
catalyze other sites around the Plaza.

A mixed use housing project with active street
level uses will be a catalyst on Naito Parkway.

STRATEGY/RECOMMENDATIONS

34 DEVELOPMENT

NUMEROUS ALTERNATE SITES FOR FIRE STATION 1 have
been studied and several more good siting possibilities
have emerged, and will be tested. Well situated,
appropriate sites may not be available in the future.

A WELL-DESIGNED, HIGH QUALITY MIXED-USE HOUSING
PROJECT that respects the character of the historic
districts and energizes Ankeny Plaza, Naito Parkway
and First Avenue should be the goal for a replacement
project. It should set the tone for future waterfront and
Skidmore/Old Town Historic District development.

BLOCK 34 IS THE ONLY FULL BLOCK SITE in the historic
district and on Naito Parkway except the Morrison
Bridge Ramp sites. Studies confirm that this site’s
geometry gives this project one of the best chances for
an economically successful development. Four redevel-
opment options are discussed on page 56.

Through the consultant team’s six months of research
and testing, the case to replace Fire Station 1 with a
mixed-use housing project became more and more
compelling. Stakeholders and Bureau of Planning
representatives agree. It became increasingly clear that
a revitalization of the waterfront has little chance for
success without redeveloping Block 34.

RECOMMENDATIONS:
e PDC, BGS and the Bureau of Fire and Rescue
should aggressively pursue relocating Fire Station 1.

* PDC should provide funding to make up the gap
between the costs for remodeling and adding to the
current Fire Station 1 and a new, relocated station.

* PDC should issue an RFP for private development
of the site with design parameters stressing excel-
lent architectural and urban design and high quality.

* PDC should allocate funds if required to assure that
a project on Block 34 will be feasible and achieves
urban design and Historic District goals.
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BLOCK 40 - SOUTH BOOKEND

(bounded by Naito Parkway, First, Oak, Stark)
Build 95-142 units of condominium housing.
Owner: City Center Parking

This site has tremendous market potential because
of its spectacular views of Tom McCall Waterfront
Park, the Willamette River, the Cascade Mountains
and Portland’s skyline. It is also within a short walk
of downtown businesses, shopping and cultural
venues. According to this study’s financial analysis,
a high-rise, high-end condominium project is finan-
cially feasible in today’s market (see page 59).

Allowing a building on the southeast portion of this
site (outside of the historic district) to achieve a
height of 200’ will give the district approximately 60
extra units over a 75’ high building, thereby greatly
helping to achieve the 1000 unit minimum recom-
mended for the waterfront district. A taller building
will also make the residential units more marketable
due to improved unit views, thus improving the
chances for project success.

Together with Block 34, this site would serve to
‘bookend’ other development in the area and create
market demand for more challenging infill sites.

The owner of the site has mentioned height and FAR
restrictions and the current condition of Naito
Parkway as being impediments to development.

RECOMMENDATIONS:
e PDC should work with the owner to make this
project a reality.

* The Bureau of Planning should initiate a process
to consider a height increase from 75 to 200 feet
for the portion of the site outside of the historic
district.

* Redesign Naito Parkway and redevelop Block 34.

Block 40

Block 10 - Skidmore Fountain Building

Residential Lofts are recommended on upper
floors in historic buildings.

PHASE 1: OTHER PRIMARY RECOMMENDATIONS
BLOCK 10 (the Skidmore Fountain Building)
Owner: City of Portland

This existing brick historic building should be reha-
bilitated for mixed income housing or live/work with
active ground floor uses. The building is in a key
location at the intersection of First Avenue and
Ankeny Plaza and adjacent to the MAX stop under
the Burnside Bridge. If well programmed and
opened up to the adjacent streets and the Plaza, it
will have a very positive impact on area public safety
concerns. A restaurant, brew pub, or market on the
ground floor would be ideal - something that will
attract people and be open during the days and
evenings.

RESIDENTIAL LOFTS IN HISTORIC BUILDINGS

Owner: various private owners

Concurrent with the development of the bookend
blocks, owners of historic buildings in the district
should be encouraged to remodel upper floors with
residential lofts where feasible. The goal would be
to create a housing market for the district and create
market demand for new projects as well. Funding
assistance should be considered to help defray the
costs for required seismic (brought on by change of
occupancy), exiting and accessibility upgrades.

BLOCK 30 (Third and Oak)

Owner: City of Portland

Block 30 should be developed with mid-rise, mixed
income housing. This site is adjacent to the water-
front district on a quarter block next to the historic
Police Station. The site has challenges for parking,
so an affordable and market rate mixed project
makes sense for the site. This project will help
achieve the Waterfront district goals for a mixed
demographic residential neighborhood.

STRATEGY/RECOMMENDATIONS
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BLOCK 9 (Made in Oregon, Bickel, Skidmore Blocks)
Owner - H. Naito Properties

These buildings should be rehabilitated with active
ground floor uses that contribute to the vitality of
First Avenue, Naito Parkway, NW Couch and under
the Burnside Bridge. Its street level uses should
stress active programs under the Burnside Bridge to
address public safety. Office use should be on
upper floors to increase work places in the district.
These building are excellent historic properties with
very good views and visibility from the Burnside
Bridge.

PHASE 2

BLOCK 10 (adjacent to the Skidmore Fountain Bldg.)
Owner - H. Naito Properties

This 3/4 block parking lot should be developed with
75" high (6 stories of housing over retail) mixed
income housing. Burnside Bridge noise will make
market rate housing challenging, and affordable
housing is needed in the area. River views make this
site attractive for market rate housing. The street
level of this project is adjacent to four key parts of
the waterfront district - Naito Parkway, Ankeny Plaza,
First Avenue and under the Burnside Bridge - and
should be programmed to help activate all of them.

BLOCK 26

(3/8 block, 100’ x 150’) parking lot on the corner of
Naito Parkway and Pine [Block parcel 3B])

Owner: Schnitzer Investment Corp.

Develop a 75" high project, with 6 floors of infill high
end, river view condominiums. Due to site size and
adjacent buildings, 42 single loaded units are advis-
able, resulting in an 80% building efficiency. This
efficiency results in a cost % supported by value of
91% and a funding gap of $1,447,400. One level of
underground parking results in 38 spaces for a
parking ratio of 0.88:1. Restaurants should be
located along Naito Parkway.

Block 9

Block 26

Block 27

STRATEGY/RECOMMENDATIONS
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BLOCK 27 - NORTH

(50" x 100" parking lot on the corner of Ash Street
and First Avenue [Block parcel 3A]).

Owner: Finkbeiner Investment Company

Develop a 75" high project with 6 floors of infill high
end condominiums over retail. This small infill site
has the capacity for 24 single loaded, city street view
units over retail. Parking was determined to be not
viable due to lot size and the desire to have sufficient
space for street level uses. Across First Avenue, a
parking garage on Block 28 could have dedicated
spaces for residents. The design of this project
should respect the adjacent historic buildings.

BLOCK 27 - SOUTH

(7/76 block, 75’ x 200’, parking lot on Pine between
Naito Parkway and First [Block parcel 3B])

Owner: Gilbert, Irene Le et al

Develop a 75" high project with 6 floors of infill high
end condominiums. The east facing units will have
river views. Due to site size and adjacent buildings,
54 single loaded units are advisable, resulting in an
86% building efficiency. This efficiency coupled with
a low parking ratio of 0.44:1 results in a cost %
supported by value of 9g8% and a funding gap of
$349,600. There are 24 underground parking
spaces. A restaurant should be located along Naito
Parkway.

BLOCK 28

(1/2 block parking lot on First between Ash and Pine)
Owner: City Center Parking

Develop with a 75’ high parking structure to provide
parking for small scale residential infill development
on Blocks 26 and 27 as well as Ankeny Plaza/Naito
Parkway Retail and Restaurants. 254 parking spaces
are achievable above street level retail. The 1/2 block
parking garage yields a cost % supported by value of
81% and a funding gap of $1,856,700. This parking
garage is essential for Waterfront district success.



BLOCK 33 (North New Market)

Owner: Fountain Village Development Co.

Develop a 75" high retail, food court or retail/office
project with active street level uses. The adjacent
New Market Building is one one Portland’s best cast
iron buildings and a building to the north of it
should respect it. The north elevation of the New
Market building is also beautiful, and ideally a
development will be able to incorporate the eleva-
tion into the design. A building on this site will have
a large impact on Ankeny Plaza and the Ankeny
Triangle, and should reuse the existing cast iron
facades in front of highly active street level uses.

BLock 38 (full block [after demolition] bounded by
First, Second, Stark, Washington).

Owner: Uptown LLC and Schnitzer Inc.

Develop a 230’ high project, with 21 floors of market
rate apartments or condominiums over parking and
retail. Option A includes 279 condominium units
and 383 parking spaces for a ratio of 1.38:1, resulting
in a cost % supported by value of 93% and a fund-
ing gap of $5,493,500. Option B includes 321 rental
apartments and 38g parking spaces for a ratio of
1.20:1, resulting in a cost % supported by value of
89% and a funding gap of $7,932,600. Street level
uses should contribute to street vitality.

PHASE 3

BLOCK 2 AND 39 (Morrison Bridge Ramps)

Owner: Multnomah County

Option A is a 75’ high building that has 6 floors of
134 condominiums (268 for both blocks) and 152
parking spaces per block on two above grade floors
for a ratio of 1.13:1, resulting in a cost % supported
by value of 91% and a funding gap of $4,108,400.
This option complies with current zoning, but is not
recommended because unit counts are low and
views, the prime attribute of the site, are not fully
taken advantage of. Option B is a 240’ high double
‘point tower’ per block that has 22 floors of 346

Block 33 - New Market Building

Block 2 Block 16 Block 39

Westbound on the Morrison Bridge, Blocks 2, 16,
and 39.

condominiums (692 for both blocks) and 432 parking
spaces per block on 4 above grade floors and one
below grade level at a ratio of 1.25:1. The cost %
supported by value is 92% and a funding gap of
$6,575,100. This option requires a height increase
from 75’ to 250’. A significant decrease in unit count
and cost % supported by value will result if the ramps
are not removed.

BLOCK 11 (First Avenue, Ankeny, Burnside)

Owner: H. Naito Properties

Develop a 75’ mixed income housing project. A
building on this site will have a large impact on
Ankeny Plaza and should have active street level uses.

BLOCK 16 (between Morrison Bridge ramps between
First and Second)

Owner: Multnomah County

Develop a 240’ high 16 story commercial office project
or cultural project or a mix of the two on this site. 266
parking spaces would be in two below grade levels.

To mitigate access issues for this site, it is recom-
mended that this project be combined with the Block
38 development and share parking access. This
project is a major gateway project for Morrison Bridge
drivers - its east facade should be dynamic.

PHASE 4

BLOCKS 8, 13, 29
See DEVELOPMENT pages 17, 19

HALF BLOCKS (GENERIC) OUTSIDE OF STUDY AREA:
Owner: City Center Parking (primarily)

Develop residential/retail projects on half-block sites
adjacent to study area to maximum allowable heights if
market permits. A 75" high generic model was tested,
yielding 60 condominium units with 96 parking spaces
on two below grade levels for a ratio of 1.4:1. Another
option has 84 rental units with 46 parking spaces on
one below grade level. Condominiums perform far bet-
ter at a cost % supported by value of 96%.

STRATEGY/RECOMMENDATIONS
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RESIDENTIAL COMMERCIAL PARKING
RESIDENTIAL NSF COMMERCIAL NSF
Use Units Type Apartments Condominium Retail Office Other uses| Spaces
Block2 A Housing- 75' 147 Condominium 142,200 13,250 18,400 152
B Housing - 240’ 346 Condominium 293,900 17,200 432
Block 8 Office - restoration
Block 9 Office - restoration
Block 10 A Office - restoration 75
B Mixed Income Housing
Housing - New - not studied
Block 11 Mixed Income Housing - not studied 48
Block 16 A Office Building/Other use 24,950 266,550 266
Block 26 A Housing 42 Condominium 50,400 11,100 37
Block 27 A Housing 78 Condominium 75,800 14,250 24
Block 28 A Parking 15,600 254
Block 30 Mixed Housing - not studied 175
Block 33 Retail or Office - not studied
Block 34 A Housing over exst'g Fire 51 Apartment 47,350 7,450 352,300 o
B Housing- 75' 168 Apartment 96,550 29,350 100
C Housing - 125’ 205 Apartment 174,200 31,250 197
D Housing- 75'/New Fire - not studied Apartment
Block38 A Housing - 230' 279 Condominium 290,100 14,400 385
B Housing - 230’ 321 Apartment 242,750 14,400 385
Block39 A Housing- 75' 134 Condominium 142,200 31,250 18,400 152
B Housing - 240’ 346 Condominium 293,900 17,200 432
Block 40 A Housing, 75' 95 Condominium 95,500 25,100 78
B Housing, 180 142 Condominium 129,650 25,200 156
Generic A Housing 60 Condominium 75,850 16,050 96
B Housing 84 Apartment 79,100 15,550 46
Preferred Options 1,705 96,550 1,133,750 169,250 266,550 2,086

Note: Options in Black are the preferred option.

DEVELOPMENT SUMMARY
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THE TAX INCREMENT generated by the development
or redevelopment of 13 sites — ranging from infill to
full block within the Downtown Waterfront Area is
substantial.

For five sites, two separate development options
were evaluated. Building rehabilitation and adaptive
reuse is proposed for three sites; new construction —
either on a currently empty lot or assuming the
demolition of existing structures — is proposed for
the remaining ten sites. Tables also include value
and tax revenue estimates for one generic (or non
site-specific) half-block redevelopment within the
area — although totals do not include the generic
site.

Depending on the block and project concept consid-
ered, new construction and redevelopment projects
increase sites’ tax assessed values between 77% and
2000%.

If all sites under consideration were redeveloped,
their total tax assessed value would increase an
estimated $216 — $272 million, depending upon the
redevelopment option selected for each site.

THIS SIGNIFICANT INCREASE IN VALUE is due in part
to the tax abatement for which four sites currently
qualify due to existing public ownership. Adding
these sites to the tax roles (after redevelopment)
accounts for $116 — $149 million of the total proper-
ties’ increase in tax assessed value.

The second factor contributing to this large increase
in assessed value is the low-intensity of the current
uses for the sites evaluated. Low-intensity uses are
particularly prevalent in sites selected for the pro-
posed new construction projects; six are currently in
use as surface parking lots. Excluding publicly owned

TAXES GENERATED BY DEVELOPMENT

properties, five of the redevelopment sites are
currently assessed at less than $1 million. Another
four range between $1 and $3 million.

The chart on the following page (Table 1) provides a
summary of estimated value and incremental value
by block and development option. The subsequent
chart (Table 2) contains estimates of incremental
annual tax revenues by type of taxing jurisdiction. All
estimates are preliminary based on concepts pro-
vided and subject to change.

The estimated assessed values reported in Table 1
show the increased valuation attributable to these
identified project opportunities — leading to signifi-
cant revenue increases for all relevant taxing jurisdic-
tions.
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TABLE 1. ESTIMATED INCREASE IN TAX ASSESSED PROPERTY VALUE

Estimated Market Weighted New Tax Tax Assessed
Value (Post- Property Change Assessed Current Tax Value
Block Option Development) Ratio Value Assessed Value Increase
Block 2 A $45,281,500 0.66 $29,724,100 $o $29,724,100
B $62,348,800 0.69 $42,910,700 $o $42,910,700
Block 8 Redev $3,954,400 0.55 $2,921,900 $1,650,300 $1,271,600
Block 9 Redev $19,325,600 0.55 $11,567,100 $2,011,400 $9,555,700
Block 10 Redev $9,214,400 0.55 $5,500,900 $927,100 $4,573,800
Block 11 $1,800,000 0.55 $993,400 $556,400 $437,000
Block 16 $59,896,700 0.55 $33,057,000 $o $33,057,000
Block 26 $16,476,300 0.68 $11,121,600 $586,200 $10,535,400
Block 27 $16,335,000 0.68 $11,069,300 $557,600 $10,511,700
Block 28 $7,749,800 0.55 $4,277,1700 $708,600 $3,568,500
Block 30 - not studied
Block 33 - not studied
Blocks 34 A - not studied
B $36,188,800 0.66 $23,824,800 $o $23,824,800
C $43,177,500 0.66 $28,572,400 $o $28,572,400
D - not studied
Block 38 A $83,949,700 0.69 $57,922,500 $2,938,600 $54,983,900
B $62,348,800 0.67 $41,678,700 $2,938,600 $38,740,100
Block 39 A $45,281,500 0.66 $29,724,100 $o $29,724,100
B $62,348,800 0.69 $42,910,700 $o $42,910,700
Block 40 A $32,011,000 0.67 $21,552,300 $1,227,000 $20,325,300
B $44,403,700 0.68 $30,196,500 $1,227,000 $28,969,500
Generic Block A $24,571,600 0.68 $16,676,900 $794,100 $15,882,800
B $19,956,300 0.66 $13,163,300 $794,100 $12,369,200
Totals: Low $355,863,800 $227,012,300 $11,163,200 $215,849,100
Totals: High $430,980,700 $283,021,100 $11,163,200 $271,857,900
Note: Current publicly owned sites are shown with no tax assessed valuation. Tax abatement is assumed for affordable housing component of Block 10 redevelopment and new construction and Block 11

new construction. Totals do not include Generic Block figures. Property change ratios are weighted according to square footage of redevelopment by use, and applied to real market value to
calculate tax assessed value.

Source: Multnomah County Tax Assessor, Portland Development Commission, Downtown Portland Waterfront Development Feasibrlity Stuay, E.D. Hovee and Company. Estimates are preliminary.

TAXES GENERATED BY DEVELOPMENT
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TABLE 2 reports the estimated increase in revenue to
various types of taxing jurisdictions. Depending
upon the development option selected for each site,
redevelopment of the 13 sites produces an annual
estimated tax increase of $1.4 to $1.8 million to the
City of Portland, $1.1 — $1.4 million to Multnomah
County, and $1.7 — $2.2 million to the three educa-
tional taxing entities (Portland Public Schools,
Education Service Districts and Portland Community
College).

If all sites are redeveloped, estimated total tax
revenue increases from $226,200 in 2002 to be-
tween $4.5 and $5.7 million annually. Terminating the
current tax exempt status of four sites significantly
contributes to this increase, generating an estimated
$2.4 — $3.1 million in increased tax revenue.

Exempting properties now in public ownership, the
largest estimated gains in tax revenue are associated
with the larger residential developments. Block 38,
Options A & B, with 21 floors of condos and/or
apartments, alone offers revenue return of $0.8 -
$1.1 million per year.

TAXES GENERATED BY DEVELOPMENT
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TABLE 2. ESTIMATED INCREASE IN TAX REVENUE TO PRIMARY TAXING ENTITIES

City of Multnomah  Other Taxing Total Taxes Due (Post- Total 2002 Total Annual

Block Option  Education Portland County Entities Total Redevelopment) Taxes Due Tax Gains
Block 2 A $237,300 $199,600 $154,900 $27,200 $619,000 $619,000 $o $619,000
B $342,600 $288,200 $223,600 $39,300 $893,700 $893,700 $o $893,700

Block 8 Redev $10,200 $8,500 $6,600 $1,200 $26,500 $60,900 $32,600 $28,300
Block 9 Redev $76,300 $64,200 $49,800 $8,800 $199,100 $240,900 $34,300 $206,600
Block 10 Redev $36,500 $30,700 $23,800 $4,200 $95,200 $114,600 $18,200 $96,400
Block 11 $3,500 $2,900 $2,300 $400 $9,100 $20,700 $11,500 $9,200
Block 16 $263,900 $222,000 $172,300 $30,300 $688,500 $688,500 $o $688,500
Block 26 $84,100 $70,800 $54,900 $9,700 $219,500 $231,600 $12,400 $219,200
Block 27 $83,900 $70,600 $54,800 $9,600 $218,900 $230,500 $11,800 $218,700
Block 28 $28,500 $24,000 $18,600 $3,300 $74,400 $89,100 $17,100 $72,000
Block 34 B $190,200 $160,000 $124,200 $21,800 $496,200 $496,200 $o $496,200
C  $228,100 $191,900 $148,900 $26,200 $595,100 $595,100 $o $595,100

Block 38 A $439,000 $369,300 $286,500 $50,400 $1,145,200 $1,206,300 $62,300 $1,144,000
B $309,300 $260,200 $201,900 $35,500 $806,900 $868,000 $62,300 $805,700

Block 39 A $237,300 $199,600 $154,900 $27,200 $619,000 $619,000 $o $619,000
B $342,600 $288,200 $223,600 $39,300 $893,700 $893,700 $o $893,700

Block 40 A $162,300 $136,500 $105,900 $18,600 $423,300 $448,900 $26,000 $422,900
B $231,300 $194,600 $151,000 $26,500 $603,400 $628,900 $26,000 $602,900

Generic Block A $126,800 $106,700 $82,800 $14,500 $330,800 $347,300 $17,500 $329,800
B $98,700 $83,100 $64,500 $11,300 $257,600 $274,100 $17,500 $256,600

Totals: Low $1,723,300 $1,449,600 $1,124,900 $197,800 $4,495,600 $4,727,900 $226,200 $4,501,700
Totals: High $2,170,500 $1,825,900 $1,416,700 $249,200 $5,662,300 $5,894,500 $226,200 $5,668,300

Note:  ‘Education’ includes Education Service Districts, Portland Public Schools and Portland Community College. ‘Other Taxing Entities’ includes Metro, Tri-Met, Port of Portland and Urban Renewal
Special Rate tax. Tax abatement is assumed for affordable housing component of Block 10 redevelopment and new construction and Block 11 new construction. Totals do not include Generic Block

figures.

Source: Multnomah County Tax Assessot, Portland Development Commission, Downtown Portland Waterfront Development Feasibility Stuay, E.D. Hovee and Company. Estimates are preliminary. These
projections assume market and financial feasibility and are in 2002 dollars.

TAXES GENERATED BY DEVELOPMENT
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Most of the street level uses between Second Avenue
and Naito Parkway are currently surface parking and
office.

STREET LEVEL USES - EXISTING
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Lobby

Restaurant
Active Use, such as Health Club
Hotel
It is recommended that parking be below grade to Retail/ Office
free ground floor uses for more pedestrian friendly MAX Stop- existing
activities such as neighborhood retail, riverfront MAX Stop- to be considered
restaurants, markets, and a healthclub. Active MAX Stop- to be considered

second, third and fourth floors also have a very for removal

positive effect on streets.

PROPOSED STREET LEVEL USES
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Portland’s current zoning requires that the
height of buildings be no more than 75 feet at
the river edge and within historic districts.

It is recomended that the allowable height of
buildings be increased around the Morrison
Bridge outside the historic district. Block 34
should also be considered for a height in-
crease as it is not directly next to a historic
building and increased unit counts will benefit
the entire historic district. The increase in
height will make housing projects financially
viable and create the numbers of units neces-
sary for a successful urban residential neigh-
borhood. The Bureau of Planning recom-
mends that such changes be considered
within the broader context of the Central City
Assessment.

BUILDING HEIGHTS
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Massing with current allowable heights.

Massing with Recommended Height Adjust-
ments around the Morrison Bridge and Block

34.

BUILDING HEIGHTS
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Surface Parking Lots abound in the district. They
have a negative impact on street life and degrade the
city’s waterfront edge.

PARKING - EXISTING
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Proposed Parking is either underground or above
the retail floor. Against the Morrison Bridge, above
grade parking is a good solution as long as garage
screening is well designed. Housing on lower floors
next to the bridge is not recommended. On other
streets, parking is below grade only - successful
streets need not only ground floor activity, but also
activity on second, third and fourth floors.

PARKING - PROPOSED

DEVELOPMENT 51



PRO FORMA RESULTS

While each site and pro forma is associated with its own
distinctive features, a humber of overall observations can
be drawn from this preliminary financial analysis. We start
with a summary comparison on feasibility by block and
concept, followed by preliminary findings, and suggested
next steps.

SUMMARY COMPARISON

The following chart provides information on the number
and type of units associated with each block and project
concept, together with number of above-grade floors.
Projects where 100% or more of cost is supported by
valuation are most readily feasible. Concepts where less
than 100% of cost is supported by completed valuation do
not appear to be as readily financially feasible based on the
project concepts, cost and market rate parameters as
currently applied by the financial pro formas.

Also shown by this summary chart is information regarding
the programmed parking ratio (of spaces per residential
unit) and building efficiency for residential units. Residen-
tial efficiency is measured as the proportion of gross
square footage that can actually be sold or rented. The
remainder of the space is allocated to common areas
including elevators, corridors, support areas and entry
lobbies.

As indicated by the chart, projects range widely in scope

and financial results. All projects involve ground level retail.

With the exception of Block 28, all have above grade resi-
dential as the dominant on-site building use:

* Number of residential units ranges from 42 to 346.
Apartments generally yield more units for a given
amount of gross building area due to smaller average
unit sizes.

* Building height (above grade) varies from 7 to 24
stories.

BLOCK ECONOMICS

* Proportion of project cost supported by valuation upon

completion ranges from 81% to 101%. As noted, only
projects with valuations of 100% or more of cost appear
to be clearly feasible without value engineering, increased
rental/sales value and/or financial incentives.

At first glance, there appears to be no readily discernable
pattern as to the relative financial performance of condo
versus apartment units. A variety of site and concept
specific features clearly influence the varying financial
results for the different projects compared.

Two factors that do appear to have a significant effect on
financial feasibility are residential building efficiencies and
parking ratios. Buildings that have a high ratio of net to
gross square footage tend to perform better because
more of the building area generates income. Concepts
with relatively low efficiencies based on associated design
concepts include the relatively small Block 26 site and the
generic block. Partial block projects adjacent to existing
buildings create challenges for housing layouts: units
facing streets have good views, units facing inwards have
poor views (if below adjacent building roof lines). For this
reason, many partial blocks were designed with less
efficient single-loaded floors.

Lower parking ratios improve pro forma results because
parking (especially parking below grade) represents a
significant project cost component. With these prelimi-
nary pro formas, projected apartment rents and condo
sales values Aave not been adjusted to reflect varying
levels of parking available between the different project
sites and concepts evaluated. The market reality is that
developments parked at higher ratios may well attract
higher rents/values or experience more rapid absorption.
However, there also is a powerful economic incentive to
take full advantage of the waterfront’s intensely urban
setting and MAX transit accessibility - reducing parking to
the bare minimum required for successful residential
marketing. Shared parking could also remove some of the
cost shouldered by specific residential properties.
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SUMMARY NUMBER/ NUMBER OF COST $ SUPPORTED PARKING RESIDENTIAL
LOCATION TYPE OF UNIT FLOORS BY VALUATION RATIO EFFICIENCY
Block 26 42 condominiums 7 91% 0.88 80%
Block 27 - 54 condominiums 7 98% 0.44 86%
Block 28 - 254 space parking garage 6 81% N/A N/A
Block 34 (Fire Station 1) B 168 apartments 6 100% 0.60 86%
C 205 apartments 1 95% 0.92 85%
Block 38 (full block) A 279 condominiums 23 93% 1.38 88%
B 321 apartments 23 89% 1.20 87%
Block 39 (full block) A 134 conominiums 7 91% 1.13 87%
B 346 condominiums 24 92% 1.25 82%
Block 40 (30,000 sf site) A 95 condominiums 6 101% 0.82 82%
B 156 condominiums/townhomes 17 101% 1.00 89%
Generic Block (20,000 sf site) GA 60 condominiums 7 88% 1.40 77%
GB 84 apartments 7 96% 0.55 79%

BLOCK ECONOMICS

DEVELOPMENT
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PRELIMINARY FINDINGS
From the analysis conducted to date, several findings are noted
as a basis for further discussion. Findings covered relate to

financial feasibility and improving the odds for successful devel-

opment.

FINANCIAL FEASIBILITY:

* Financial feasibility represents a challenge to most of the
proposed projects, despite projected rent and sales values
that are optimistic for what remains an untested portion of
the Central City residential market.

* Only two of the new construction concepts considered
appear to be clearly financially feasible given current market
conditions (notably, projected rent rates and sales values)
most likely pertinent to the downtown waterfront area. The
Block 34 Fire Station 1 redevelopment of 168 apartments

(Concept B) appears feasible predicated on ability to achieve

successful lease-up with relatively low parking ratios and
acquisition based on land value only (with no added value
assigned to existing on-site improvements and the cost for

moving Fire Station 1). Block 40 condos are distinguished by

relatively low land acquisition costs and high building effi-
ciencies.

* Over-all, the owner occupied residential projects proposed

do not appear to come substantially closer to market feasibil-
ity than rental projects. An exception is provided by the side-
by-side condo/apartment high rise comparison of Block 38 —

with condos showing less of a financial gap than the apart-
ment option.

* High rise developments do not necessarily generate the
added revenue necessary to justify added expense. The
residential tower options considered for Blocks 38 and 39
involve 23 and 24 floor projects resulting in funding gaps

ranging from $5.5 to $7.9 million — with 89% - 93% of project
cost covered by completed project valuation. These high rise
concepts are also associated with among the most generous

residential parking ratios considered for the downtown
waterfront opportunity area. Consequently, these develop-

BLOCK ECONOMICS

ment concepts also result in relatively high financial gaps on
a per-unit basis ($19,000 - $25,000) High rise feasibility may
well depend on ability to successfully squeeze down parking
ratios and simultaneously achieve condo sales values at or
above the top of the current Central City market.

The smaller infill site projects yield somewhat mixed results.
Block 26 — a 42 unit, seven story condo project on a 15,000
square foot site — reports the highest per-unit funding gap
(excluding the generic project prototypes) at close to
$34,500. Block 27 achieves better results with more units (54
condos) and higher building efficiency despite an even
smaller site of 12,500 square feet — resulting in a financial
gap of only $6,500 per unit.

For the proposed projects to achieve financial feasibility,
residential rental rates would need to increase by a range of
up to 11% (increasing up to as much as $2.05 per square foot
monthly). Depending on the project concept and location,
condo sales values would need to similarly increase (ranging
up to $335 per square foot). The generic one-half block
project prototypes require even greater sales pricing in-
creases in the range of 17%.

In many projects, programmed residential parking ratios are
aggressive (in some cases well below one space per unit).
While low ratios keep costs down, limited parking may also
hinder realization of high sales and rental values assumed
with these preliminary pro formas. Further market and
feasibility testing undoubtedly will be required to assess
supportable parking ratios on a project-by-project basis.
Provision of shared parking as with a common parking
facility could also serve to improve financial feasibility by
reducing costs directly attributable to specific residential
projects.

Rental rates and sales values required for financial feasibility
clearly reflect top of market conditions but may be within
reach of rates that the downtown should support — provided
that new tenants/occupants can be attracted as has been
outlined in our previous real estate market assessment
report.
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IMPROVING THE ODDS:

* Options available for improving financial feasibility
generally include: a) increasing rents and sales values
(as illustrated with each pro forma); b) adjusting the
amount of parking provided but with as yet untested
marketability implications; c) other design and associ-
ated value engineering to reduce costs per square foot;
and/or d) public sector financial incentives.

Since these preliminary pro formas indicate that features
unique to each site and design concept play prominently
in resulting conclusions regarding financial feasibility, it
becomes apparent that significant design refinement
and value engineering will be appropriate as specific
project concepts emerge in consultation with individual
property owner and development interests.

As an alternative or partial offset to increased rents and
sales values, public sector financial incentives will be
important to consider — perhaps most critical for
projects viewed as pioneering in nature. A key question
will be how far a developer and lender is willing to push
rent rate and/or sales value projections in an area of the
Central City with an as yet unproven market. Financial
incentives also may be appropriate for sites with unduly
high costs — such as acquisition costs above a per
square foot threshold associated with bare land cost
(e.g. the $8s5 per square foot range), or smaller infill
sites with extraordinary per square foot site preparation
and/or construction costs.

Examples of public sector incentives to consider include
land assembly, site cost write-down, parking-building
facade infrastructure improvements, and development
fee offsets or waivers. Potential funding sources could
range from urban renewal with tax increment financing

to limited property tax abatement for residential. For this
initial round of pro formas, any required off-site infra-
structure improvements (e.g. utilities, sidewalks) has
been assumed to be paid for by the public.

Finally, as might be expected, parking plays a significant
role in affecting development feasibility. For all but one
of the site concepts considered, below grade structured
parking is assumed for some or all of the on-site parking
provided. Parking ratios are at or in some cases below
what is typically required for comparable Central City
development, but reflect MAX proximity and the pros-
pect of a more urban and pedestrian oriented downtown
waterfront neighborhood. Sources of public funding
could range from urban renewal with tax increment
financing to limited property tax abatement for residen-
tial use. For this initial round of pro formas, public
funding of any required off-site infrastructure improve-
ments (e.g. utilities, sidewalks) has been assumed.

BLOCK ECONOMICS
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OPTION A combines the existing Fire Station OPTION C removes Fire Station 1 from the site

1, administrative expansion space and hous- and creates a new rental apartment project
ing. This was unfeasible economically due to above active retail uses. This would require
large structural costs and no parking for an adjustment to current zoning.
housing. Units (205 apartments) 203,975 sf
Units (51 apartments) 54,360 sf Retail 36,130 sf
Retail 9,500 sf TOTAL (above grade) 240,105 sf
New Administration 36,980 sf
SUBTOTAL NEW BUILDING 100,840 sf Parking (2 below grade) 188 spaces
Existing building 41,000 sf Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 6.6:1
TOTAL 141,840 sf Height 120 ft
Parking for housing o
Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 3.9:1

Height 68 ft

OPTION D reconstructs Fire Station 1 on block
34 with administration and housing above.
The first three floors would be dedicated to
the Fire Station and administrative uses. This
option has not been studied economically.

OPTION B removes Fire Station 1 from the site
and creates a new rental apartment project

above active retail uses.

Units (168 apartments) 140,250 sf Units (81 apartments) 84,000 sf

Retail 36,130 sf Retail 16,000 sf
ToTAL (above grade) 176,380 <f Fire Station 1 and Admin. 68,000 sf
& ' TOTAL (above grade) 168,000 sf

Parking (1 below grade) 100 spaces
Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 4.9:1
Height 75 ft

Parking (2 below grade) 188 spaces
Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 4.601

BLOCK 34 CASE STUDY Height 75 ft
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BLOCK 34 - FIRE STATION 1 SITE - NORTH BOOKEND
(bounded by Naito Parkway, First, Ankeny, Ash)

Build 168-205 units of market rate housing.

Owner: City of Portland

This project proposes two options: (B) 768 rental apartments
on 6 floors, at 75 feet, and with one below grade parking level;
and (C) zo5 apartments on 11 floors at 120 feet, with two
below grade parking levels. Option A involves the continued
use of the existing fire station and Option D involves a mixed
use housing/fire station project. Options A and D have not
been evaluated in this report. Both evaluated options involve
roughly 36,000 sf of ground floor retail.

A condominium project instead of rental apartments would be
another option to explore for this site in the future.

Both options rely upon parking ratios less than one: o.60 for
Option B and 0.92 for Option C. Residential efficiency is
roughly equivalent at 86% and 85% respectively.

Total development cost is $36.0 million for Option B, with an
all-in per square foot cost of $150. The all-in per square foot

cost is lower for Option C at $145. Total development cost is

$45.4 million for this option. Assumed rental rates are:

* Residential — $1.70/sf monthly, or $1,445 for an average
size unit of 850 sf.

* Retail — $21.50/sf annually, nnn.
Completed project value is equal to cost for Option B, partially
due to its low parking ratio and relatively high building effi-
ciency. Current project parameters produce a funding gap of
$2.2 million for Option C ($10,600 per unit). To achieve
feasibility absent incentives, Option C requires a 5% increase
rent increase to $1.79/sf.

Option C’s financial shortfalls are influenced by the increased
cost of a second below grade parking level. However, this pro
forma assumes acquisition costs for /and only and not for the
existing fire station, which would need to be demolished and
re-sited. City site control provides this project with increased
potential for financial incentives.

DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM OPTION B OPTIONC COMMENTS
Retail (sf) 36,130 36,130

Residential (sf) 168,300 203,975

Subtotal (sf) 204,430 240,105

Structured Parking (sf) 36,130 72,260 Below grade one level B, two levels C
Total Building Area (sf) 240,560 312,365

Residential (Owner units) - -

Residential (Rental units) 168 205 Apartment units

Demolition (sf) 39,182 39,182 Tax assessor data, excludes basement
Total Site Area (sf) 36,130 36,130 Tax assessor data

Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 5.7 6.6 Above grade

Building Floors 6 11 Above grade

Building Height (feet) 70 120

On-Site Parking (spaces) 100 188 Below grade one level B, two levels C
FINANCIAL PRO FORMA OPTION B OPTIONC COMMENTS

DEVELOPMENT BUDGET

Property Acquisition $3,095,471 $3,095,0471 Assumes land value for site area only
Site Demolition 195,900 195, 900

Site Preparation 244,500 244,500

Infrastructure - - Assumed provided by City if needed
New Building Construction 22,725,100 27,006,100

Parking 2,167,800 5,058,200

Indirect (soft) cost 7,600,00 9,751,400 On direct construction

Total Development Cost $36,028,771 $ 45,351,571 For GSF building area

OPERATING BUDGET

Annual gross rents $3,685,300 $4,417,000

less Vacancy (258,000) (309,200)

Gross Operating Income 3,427,300 4,107,800

less Expenses (532,200) (653,600) Retail/office/flex at nnn rates

Net Operating Income $ 2,895,100 $3,454,200 Annually per NSF

SALES REVENUE (OWNER)

Unit Sales _ _

less Sales Expense — -

Net Sales Revenue — —

COMPLETED VALUATION

Capitalized Rate 8.00% 8.00%

Estimated Value:

Rental Income Portion $36,188,800 $43,177,500

Rental + Sales Portion $36,188,800 $43,177,500

COST % SUPPORTED BY VALUE 100% 95%

FUNDING GAP $(2,174,100)

BLOCK 34 CASE STUDY
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OPTION A creates a 7 story, 3/4 block condo- OPTION B creates a 17 story, 3/4 block condo-

minium housing project with an active ground minium and townhouse project with an active
floor use. The 75’ zoning height limit is ground floor use. Views from the units would
maintained be significantly improved from Option A. The

Units (95 condominiums) 117,000 sf zoning height limit on this block would need

Retail 30,000 sf to be adjusted.

TOTAL 141,840 sf Units (142 condomiums) 157,850 sf
Retail 30,000 sf

Parking 78 spaces TOTAL (above grade) 187,850 sf

Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 4.9:1

Height 70 ft Parking (below grade) 156 spaces
Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 6.3:1
Height 180 ft

BLOCK 40 CASE STUDY
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BLOCK 40 - SOUTH BOOKEND

(bounded by Naito Parkway, First, Oak, Stark)
Build 95-142 units of condominium housing.
Owner: City Center Development

Two alternative condominium developments are proposed for
Block 40: Option A involves 95 units on 6 floors (75 feet)
above 1 level retail; Option B involves 28 townhouses and 128
condominiums on 17 floors (180 feet) above 1 level retail.
Both concepts include ground floor retail, wrapping around an
existing building at SW Oak and First. The site incorporates
three tax lots under single ownership.

Option A includes one level of below grade parking, producing
a residential parking ratio of 0.82. Option B adds a second
level below grade, increasing the ratio to 1.0.

Both development options achieve financial feasibility, with
final project values at 101% of total development cost. Option
A total cost is $28.3 million, with an all-in construction cost of
$160 per square foot. Option B total cost is $44.4 million,
with an all-in construction cost of $156 per square foot.

Financial feasibility is achieved despite a relatively low build-
ing efficiency for Option A of 82%. Option B is programmed
for an 89% building efficiency (achieved by ‘point tower’
design). Assumed rent and sales values are:

* Retail — $21.50 per sf annually nnn.
* Residential sales — $300 per sf.
Option A: $300,000 for a typical 1,000 sf condo.

Option B: $247,500 for an 825 sf townhouse, $276,000 for
a typical 920 sf condo.
Project feasibility is supported by relatively low assumed land
acquisition costs ($79 per sf), high building efficiency for
Option B and a comparatively low parking ratio for Option A.

DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM OPTION A OPTION B COMMENTS
Retail (sf) 30,000 30,000

Residential (sf) 117,000 157,850

Subtotal (sf) 147,000 187,850

Structured Parking (sf) 30,000 60,000 One level below grade A; two below B
Total Building Area (sf) 177,000 247,850

Residential (Owner units) 95 156  Option B includes 28 townhouses
Residential (Rental units) - -

Demolition (sf) - - Current use is surface parking

Total Site Area (sf) 30,000 30,000 Tax assessor data

Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 4.9 6.3 Excludes below grade parking
Building Floors 6 17 Above grade

Building Height (feet) 70 180

On-Site Parking (spaces) 78 156  One level below grade A; two below B
FINANCIAL PRO FORMA OPTION B OPTIONC COMMENTS

DEVELOPMENT BUDGET

Property Acquisition $2,380,000 $2,380,000

Site Demolition - -

Site Preparation 220,000 220,000

Infrastructure - - Assumed provided by City if needed
New Building Construction 17,895,000 24,593,625

Parking 1,800,000 4,200,000

Indirect (soft) cost 5,974,500 7,253,400 On direct construction

Total Development Cost $ 28,269,500 $38,647,025 For GSF building area

OPERATING BUDGET

Annual gross rents $548,500 $542,000

less Vacancy (38,400) (37,900)

Gross Operating Income 510,100 504,100

less Expenses (78,300) (105,000)  Retail/ofice/flex at nnn rates

Net Operating Income $ 431,800 $399,100 Annually per NSF

SALES REVENUE (OWNER)

Unit Sales $28,650,000 $42,243,000

less Sales Expense (1,719,000) (2,534,600)

Net Sales Revenue $26,931,000  $39,708,400

COMPLETED VALUATION

Capitalized Rate 8.50% 8.50%

Estimated Value:

Rental Income Portion $5,080,000 $4,695,300

Rental + Sales Portion $32,011,000 $44,403,700

CcoST % SUPPORTED BY VALUE 101% 101% Includes 15% return on condo portion

FUNDING GAP

BLOCK 40 CASE STUDY
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Transportation is a key element of the study area, from
streets, bridges and ramps, to Naito Parkway, MAX,
and buses. Any development strategy for the area
must address transportation.

Streets provide parking and access to property, con-
nect a neighborhood to a larger community and help
create neighborhood character. The study area has a
complete grid of streets but their proper function has
been impacted by a series of changes in the Central
City’s transportation network. As a consequence, the
area’s streets tend to impede access rather than
facilitate it.

WATERFRONT TRANSPORTATION CHARACTERISTICS
e The area has excellent mass transit access, but
sometimes at the expense of good vehicular flow.

* Naito Parkway is a barrier and impediment to
residential development.

* Bridge ramps designed long ago as freeway off-
ramps take up large portions of prime real estate
and negatively impact street edges and core
connections to the waterfront. This study has
focused on the two Morrison Bridge circular
ramps, but the south Hawthorne Bridge ramp site
is also a potential development site.

* Access is curtailed by one way streets on some
east/west streets and corresponding limited
westbound access from northbound Naito Park-
way.

* First Avenue one way between Main and Salmon
limits vehicular access from the Hawthorne Bridge
into the Yambhill Historic District.

* MAX stations are located frequently, and some-
times impede vehiclar access (such as at Yamhill,
between First and Second).

* MAX tracks on First Avenue limit parking, good
vehicular access and have a negative impact on
retail.

Naito Parkway currently

Morrison Bridge Circular Ramp

MAX on First Avenue restricts vehicular traffic .

NAITO PARKWAY

In its present configuration, Naito Parkway is a high
volume, fast moving, noisy thoroughfare that lacks
on-street parking. These characteristics are an
impediment to the development of any of the proper-
ties on the west side of Naito Parkway. Yet, it is these
properties that have the greatest market potential
because of the proximity of Governor Tom McCall
Waterfront Park and the unimpeded views of the
Willamette River and Cascade Mountains. The goal
of developing a waterfront residential neighborhood
has little chance for success without dramatically
changing the character of Naito Parkway. In addition,
Tom McCall Waterfront Park is negatively impacted by
the current characteristics of Naito Parkway.

It is recommended that Naito Parkway be trans-
formed into a great urban Parkway. Examples of such
parkways exist around the world and they clearly
demonstrate that residential development and active
street level uses can co-exist with major waterfront
thoroughfares like Naito Parkway - if the street is
calmer than Naito Parkway currently is.

The Portland Office of Transportation is currently in
the preliminary design stage for the reconstruction of
Naito Parkway. Because of budget limitations, PDOT
will reconstruct to the existing street dimensions,
adding only bike lanes to the current configuration.

The consultant team evaluated Naito Parkway and
conducted a preliminary workshop traffic analysis.
Through subsequent work sessions with PDOT, a
design was developed that can provide positive
changes with a relatively minimal amount of change
to the existing Naito Parkway configuration and
without changing the east (parkside) curb lines. The
workshop analysis and PDOT worksessions are the
bases for the following recommendations.

STRATEGY/RECOMMENDATIONS
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The “proposed” and “potential” schemes both have
the benefit of preserving a 22 foot wide sidewalk on
the westside adjacent to existing and future develop-
ment. This sidewalk width makes it possible to
activate the sidewalk area in front of buildings by
extending the retail or restaurant uses from the
building out onto the sidewalk. Both schemes also
add a 12’ wide sidewalk in the Park - in keeping with
the Tom McCall Waterfront Master Plan - and modify
Naito Parkway medians to allow for healthy median
trees and left turn lanes. The extent of the schemes
is from the Morrison Bridge to the Burnside Bridge,
but extending to the Hawthorne and Steel Bridges is
recommended for future consideration.

PROPOSED SCHEME
2 northbound lanes - parking on westside

RECOMMENDATIONS - PROPOSED

COMPONENTS OF EXISTING PDOT NAITO PARKWAY
RECONSTRUCTION PROJECT.

* Slow traffic through signals at each intersection
with increased green time for pedestrian cross-
ing. (only street signals part of existing PDOT
reconstruction project).

* Enhance pedestrian crossings at each intersec-
tion between SW Market Street and NW Davis
through cross-walk treatments. The Ankeny
Plaza crossing should be extra wide.

e Add bike lanes on both sides.

RECOMMENDED ADDITIONS TO EXISTING PDOT
PROJECT TO REBUILD NAITO PARKWAY:

* Dimension the Parkway to add parking on the
westside of the street and the potential for
parking on the eastside. Add curb extensions on
blocks with parking.

e Relocate medians, make them 10’ wide, and

Naito Parkway - Proposed Scheme
(2 northbound lanes - parking on westside)

Naito Parkway - Potential Scheme
(1 northbound lane - parking on both sides)

Naito Parkway west sidewalk proposal
(both schemes)

STRATEGY/RECOMMENDATIONS
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make them approximately 1/2 block long at each
block - using the other 1/2 block for left turn
lanes.

e Add left turn lanes at Oak and Pine Streets in
addition to existing left turn lanes.

* Add a 12’ wide sidewalk to the east (park) side of
the street.

* PDC should allocate the additional funds neces-
sary to the current Naito Parkway reconstruction
project budget to realize the proposed improve-
ments.

POTENTIAL SCHEME
1 northbound lane - parking on both sides

RECOMMENDATIONS - POTENTIAL
(It should be noted that Naito Parkway has one lane
northbound north of the Steel Bridge)

* Initiate a PDOT study and public process to test
the feasibility of eliminating one northbound
lane concurrent with the design and reconstruc-
tion of Naito Parkway.

* If one northbound lane is viable, restripe the
Parkway according to the ‘Potential’ design.

MORRISON BRIDGE RAMPS

The west end of the Morrison Bridge lands on the
westside of Naito Parkway with four ramps. Two
ramps connect into the downtown street system;
two circular ramps provide access to and from Naito
Parkway. The ramping system occupies 720 linear
feet of Naito Parkway frontage. Adjacent blocks
around the ramps are also negatively impacted. The
ramps impede access to the river from the down-
town core and consume two oversized blocks on
Naito Parkway that otherwise would have significant
development potential. From a transportation
standpoint, the Morrison Bridge and the ramping

PDC DOWNTOWN WATERFRONT DEVELOPMENT OPPORTUNITIES PROJECT APRIL 11,2003 EMMONS ARCHITECTS SHIELS OBLETZ JOHNSEN LANGO.HANSEN E.D. HOVEE



system are an important component of the regional
transportation system. The bridge is essential for
providing adequate vehicle access to and from
downtown; and for providing access for businesses
in the Central Eastside Industrial and Northwest
Industrial areas to I-5 southbound. Alternate truck
routing would have to be studied with a public
process.

The two circular ramps were evaluated with the goal
of creating development opportunities along Naito
Parkway. The preferred scheme would be to com-
pletely remove the circular ramps, as it results in far
more efficient development parcels that can carry
large number of residential units. Building between
the ramps is possible, but the resulting project’s
economics and unit count will be far less desirable.
Other options to reconfigure the ramps to lessen
site impact are possible.

Westbound bridge traffic would access Naito Park-
way through a right turn to Second Avenue and
another right onto Oak Street. Naito Parkway traffic
seeking to go eastbound on the bridge would access
it by turning left at one of the streets south of the
bridge and then turning right again on Second
Avenue.

The consultant team’s traffic consultant evaluated
the impact on vehicle movement and capacity if the
circular ramps were removed at a conceptual level by
reviewing projected vehicle loads and turning move-
ment information. The preliminary conclusion is
that removing the ramps may be possible and
warrants a further in-depth study with public process
to look at feasibility from a traffic flow perspective.

RECOMMENDATIONS:
* PDOT should complete a detailed traffic analysis
for ramp removal. If schemes are viable from a

Morrison Bridge North Circular Ramp

SRR R Lo

Potential residential development if Morrison
Bridge Circular Ramps are removed.

traffic perspective, PDOT should initiate a public
process to study removal of the circular ramps
and study mitigatory solutions for traffic connec-
tions between the Morrison Bridge, Naito Park-
way and Interstate 5.

TWO WAY STREETS

Downtown Portland’s system of one-way streets
works well for moving vehicles, but has disadvan-
tages for access and street level character. The one-
way street system extends into the study area, al-
though there are several streets between the
Morrison and Steel Bridges that have a two-way
configuration up to Third Avenue. Traffic volumes
are relatively low in this area, so the traffic system
benefits of a one way system are not achieved. From
a neighborhood character perspective and to improve
retail performance, it would be better to convert as
many of these one way streets as possible to two way.

The consultant team has identified Oak and Pine
between Naito and Second and First between Main
and Salmon as streets that could be converted to two
way without diminishing vehicle capacity or move-
ments. Converting these streets to two way would
increase access to properties on these streets and
promote a more residential neighborhood character.

RECOMMENDATIONS:

* A study by PDOT is recommended with a public
process to study these three conversions. The
conversion of these streets can be accomplished
for fairly low cost through re-striping and new
signage.

* Left turn lanes should be added at Oak and Pine
during the reconstruction of Naito Parkway.

STRATEGY/RECOMMENDATIONS
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The only public waterfront restaurant on
Naito Parkway between the Hawthorne
and Steel Bridges.

NAITO PARKWAY - EXISTING
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* 2 vehicular lanes north-
bound
* 1 bike lanes northbound
NAITO PARKWAY is proposed to be designed with two
vehicular lanes in each direction and parking on the
west edge. This leaves open the potential to change
one northbound lane to parkside parking in the
future.

NAITO PARKWAY - PROPOSED
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e 1 vehicular lane northbound
* 1 bike lane northbound

* 1 parking lane
NAITO PARKWAY Will have the potential to be modified to P &

have parking on the parkside and one northbound lane.

NAITO PARKWAY - POTENTIAL
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NAITO PARKWAY is proposed to be designed to be a
great urban Parkway. A great urban Parkway is
characterized in this case by traffic calming and a
stronger pedestrian orientation.

TRAFFIC CALMING is realized by:
* Parking on at least one side of the Parkway.

* Bike Lanes on both sides of the Parkway

* Signaled intersections at all streets.

NAITO PARKWAY - PROPOSED
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PEDESTRIAN ORIENTATION IS REALIZED BY:
* Having inviting walkways on both sides of the street.

WEST SIDE: a 22’ wide sidewalk will allow for sidewalk
cafes, an 8 - 10’ walk (people watching opportunities
will result), and street trees.
EAST SIDE: a 12" wide parkside walkway. Alternate
materials such as crushed limestone should be con-
sidered.

* Building and restaurant/retail entries on Naito Park-
way.

 Parking on at least one side of the Parkway.

* A quieter, calmer street so conversation is possible.

* Curb extensions to minimize crossing distance. NAITO PARKWAY - PROPOSED
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Morrison Bridge Ramps take up 720 linear feet of The Naito Parkway edge at the south ramp.
prime waterfront property. It is recommended that

PDOT prepare a traffic study with a public process to

test feasibility of removing circular ramps.

MORRISON BRIDGE RAMPS
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Blocks 2 and 39 are unique to downtown Port-
land. They are larger than the standard 200 foot
x 200 foot blocks and thus, each is able to carry
two point towers with a separation of 8o feet. A
typical 200 foot x 200 foot block would only have
room for one tower. This results in a major
increase in density potential.

It is recommended that Blocks 2, 39 and 40 be
considered for height increases in this vicinity.
Point towers would allow for viewing through the
blocks, and the lower bases possible in high rise
projects would increase natural light on the
adjacent streets. Commercial or other develop-
ment on Block 16 would create a major focal
point on the Morrison Bridge Head.

MORRISON BRIDGE RAMPS
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It is recommended to change Oak and Pine Streets
to two way between Naito Parkway and at least
Second Avenue. Ash Street is already two way. Also,
First Avenue between Salmon and Main should be
considered for two way. This will greatly improve
access to the district and make housing and retail
more viable.

TWO WAY STREETS
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It is recommended that Tri-Met consider a
reconfiguration of the MAX tracks on Yambhill between
First and Second to allow for vehicular traffic to go
through on Yamhill. Morrison and Yamihill are the key
retail streets in Portland and should connect better
with the waterfront. The 2002 Downtown Retail Study
recommended this as well. A comparison of public
investment versus benefits should determine feasibil-

ity.

MAX Stop- existing
MAX Stop- to be considered

MAX Stop- to be considered
for removal

MAX station locations should be studied as well.
There are many stations in this district and a consoli-
dation may improve the environment for street edge
retail and building access. It would also improve MAX
travel time. If major projects are realized on Blocks 2,
16, 38, 39, and 40 - a covered stop at the Morrison
Bridge may be worth considering - it would be in a
prime location that does not impact vehicular traffic.

MAX

TRANSPORTATION 77
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URBAN DESIGN GOALS are to connect downtown to
the waterfront, to enliven streets and plazas, to
enliven the waterfront edge, to strengthen Governor
Tom McCall Waterfront Park and to build on the
historic districts’ unique character and ambience. It
is another goal to design the street edges to have
varied character and activity.

THE STRATEGY TO TURN THIS KEY AREA AROUND:

* Bring and attract various groups of people to the
district all days and all hours. This is accom-
plished by having a diverse mix of living and
work places, coupled with retail, markets and
entertainment that will attract people from both
inside and outside of the district.

* Make Naito Parkway a great urban Parkway and
a road that people like to live next to, walk along
and that is convenient to cross.

* Build two key housing projects that start the
Naito Parkway and Ankeny Plaza renaissance
and make strong side street connections be-
tween the central business district and river.

* Put ‘eyes’ under the Burnside Bridge to mitigate
the public safety issues and the barrier between
the Skidmore and Old Town districts.

* Rebuild the street edge emphasizing design
quality in the historic districts.

e Locate the Public Market in the district.

* Add other magnets to attract people to the area
and activate streets.

NAITO PARKWAY
See TRANSPORTATION pages 63 - 64 and 66 - 73.
See URBAN DESIGN pages 86 - 89

FIRE STATION 1
See DEVELOPMENT pages 34, 56 - 57
See URBAN DESIGN pages 9O - 91

Pedestrians bring life to an urban street.

Historic Districts

Naito Parkway

HISTORIC DISTRICTS (Skidmore/Old Town and
Yambhill) are a key asset in the study area. Historic
buildings should be reinvigorated and housing
should be encouraged (with offices on selected
blocks) over active street level uses. New projects
should be of contemporary quality design and reflect
the scale and proportions of the adjacent historic
buildings.

As part of this study, PDC engaged the National
Trust for Historic Preservation to review and com-
ment on Portland’s regulatory policies and incen-
tives for preservation of historic structures and
districts. Included was a review of the draft Amend-
ment under consideration by City Council for regula-
tory and incentive changes that are expected to be
established in the summer of 2003. If enacted, the
historic resources of the area will benefit from these
actions.

FUNDING: There are many options for funding
historic properties. It is recommended that PDC
investigate tools to enhance funding strategies to
protect historic resources and promote adaptive
reuse.

REGULATORY PoLICIES should be reviewed and
updated, if necessary. The district’s design guide-
lines should be revised to make them more effective
and responsive to this strategy of promoting new
residential mixed-use development in the area.

The impact of zoning, building codes and other
regulations on the developability of specific historic
properties in the district should be examined.

Currently, City Council’s review of Portland’s policies
and incentives for historic resources will potentially
designate specific buildings for special review and
potential demolition prohibition.

STRATEGY/RECOMMENDATIONS
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DEMOLITION OF SIGNIFICANT HISTORIC BUILDINGS:
As the district revitalizes, there could be increased
pressures to demolish historic buildings. A compre-
hensive approach needs to be taken. Relief to
property owners should also be examined through
potential transfer of unused development rights,
code changes and enhanced funding mechanisms.
While Portland’s Downtown Plan contains historic
preservation policies, more specific policies and
actions may be needed in the waterfront area,
particularly if increases in building height and FAR
are considered nearby, as these changes may pro-
vide further incentive to remove historic structures.

RECOMMENDATIONS!:

* Encourage residential loft conversions and some
office use restorations (in selected buildings).

* Consider a dedication of a portion of the in-
creased tax revenue generated by new develop-
ment for historic building revitalization.

* Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credits should be
investigated and promoted for use in this
district.

* Consider adopting ‘smart codes’ that address
the  barriers of prohibitively expensive seismic
upgrades, exiting and accessibility upgrades.

SPECIFIC PROJECTS IN DISTRICT - RECOMMENDATIONS
* Restore Skidmore Fountain Building (Block 10)

* Restore Made in Oregon Building, Bickel and
Skidmore Blocks (Block 9).

* Retrofit historic buildings with residential lofts
above street level.

* Consider reuse of the PDC owned historic Cast
Iron Facade Ladd Collection with new projects, in
original locations (if possible). Any reuse should
integrate with the design of the new building.

Ankeny Plaza

Magnets

Street Level Uses
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* Restore New Market Building street level to retail
use when market feasibility permits.

MAGNETS are urban nodes that attract people.

Magnets should be strategically located to draw
people onto all streets on all days and evenings.
The existing Salmon Springs Fountain magnet is very
successful, but there are no supporting activities
near it. Magnets include many various types - from
fountains, to cultural venues, to retail establish-
ments, to markets. A Public Market located on
Naito Parkway is recommended due to a need to
provide a major magnet in the Old Town/Skidmore
Historic District. Noise from early morning deliver-
ies for the market would need to be considered
when siting the market near housing.

RECOMMENDATIONS:
 |f feasible, add a Public Market in the district.

* Add a health club and/or other frequently open
use(s) beneath and/or adjacent to the area
beneath the Burnside Bridge.

e Add waterfront restaurants, cafes and entertain-
ment venues on Naito Parkway.

* Add high quality Public Art.
» Add water features and lighting to the area.

ANKENY PLAZA, in the heart of Portland’s Skidmore/
Old Town Historic District, is an urban gem that
Portland has forgotten. Its reawakening will provide
Portland with an exemplary public space and enliven
the Ankeny Triangle and the entire historic district.
Currently, the plaza is encircled by parking lots and
blank walls and is perceived to be unsafe - with
crime problems under the Burnside Bridge nega-
tively impacting the plaza. Saturday Market brings
people to the plaza when it is open, but usually it is
empty. It is important to make Ankeny Plaza a key
public place in Portland - a magnet that will help
reactivate adjacent areas as well.



RECOMMENDATIONS:
* Move Fire Station 1 and build a project that
fronts the plaza with street level restaurants and
cafes with housing above.

* Restore Skidmore Fountain Building with active
uses on the street.

» Address public safety issues in the area, espe-
cially under the Burnside Bridge.

* Locate an active use such as a health club under
the Burnside Bridge to bring ‘eyes’ to the MAX
station and sidewalks under the bridge.

* Strengthen the crossing across Naito Parkway
into Tom McCall Park at Ankeny Plaza.

Next phases:
* Develop the rest of Block 10 (adjacent to
Skidmore Fountain Building) with housing,
restaurants and retail.

* Develop Block 11 with retail and restaurants on
the ground floor and housing above.

* Develop a building on the North New Market
site (Block 33) with retail and restaurants on the
ground floor and offices or other uses above.

* Consider Public Market use as a ground floor
retail use in the above blocks.

STREET LEVEL USES

Street level uses in the district are mostly surface
parking lots. Retail has a hard time in the area for
several reasons: reduced vehicular access due to
MAX light rail right of way, bridge heads, one way
streets, public safety, and no attracting magnets
except Saturday Market and the festivals in Tom
McCall Waterfront Park. Some retailers have com-
mented that the festivals on summer weekends
(potentially, their busiest days) have a negative
impact on their business. There are few reasons for

Fire Station 1

Burnside Bridge

Surface Parking Lots negatively impact
pedestrian activity on sidewalks.

people to walk along the streets between Second and
Naito Parkway and fewer reasons for people to walk
along Naito Parkway. Commercial uses in the study
area should focus on retail and entertainment - from
neighborhood service stores to restaurants with
views of the waterfront.

RECOMMENDATIONS:

* On Naito Parkway, street level uses should focus
on waterfront restaurants, cafes, and entertain-
ment.

¢ On side streets, street level uses should focus
on neighborhood and specialty retail.

* Existing ground floor offices should eventually be
changed to retail when the market conditions
permit.

* Locate magnets in strategic locations that will
increase foot traffic on sidewalks.

* Locate housing in the neighborhood - it will
improve the climate for retail.

* Address Public Safety under the Burnside Bridge
to make the area a safer place to be during the
day and evenings.

* Add parking next to as many retail frontages as
possible, especially on Naito Parkway.

BURNSIDE BRIDGE is a barrier within the Skidmore/
Old Town District. The bridge underside area has a
MAX stop and a parking lot that is used by Saturday
Market on Spring, Summer and Fall weekends. The
area has been identified as a location for crime that
keeps many people from going to the area, as it is
perceived to be unsafe. The bridge area’s public
safety issues are a significant impediment to housing
development, office uses and retail within a two
block radius of the bridge.

STRATEGY/RECOMMENDATIONS
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RECOMMENDATIONS:

* Locate a program(s) and focus building uses
that operate all days and evenings under and/or
adjacent to the Burnside Bridge to puts ‘eyes’ on
the underside of the bridge during days and
evenings.

» Consider moving Saturday Market to another
location, close to its current location to allow the
parking lot to have uses that contibute to the
area more frequently.

» Consider a newstand or other use and better
lighting at the MAX station to encourage more
pedestrian use.

FIRST AVENUE has been greatly changed by the MAX
tracks. Many blocks have no vehicular traffic, some
have one lane with no parking. As a result, retail
activity has been negatively impacted all along First
Avenue. There is no reasonable solution to add
more lanes for vehicles. However, if First Avenue
had more pedestrian traffic, retail would do better.
Foot traffic will be increased on First Avenue by
adding a waterfront residential neighborhood,
locating magnets such as the Public Market, restau-
rants and cafes in the district, developing a parking
garage on Block 28 and strengthening Tom McCall
Waterfront Park.

YAMHILL AND MORRISON are considered to be
Portland’s primary retail streets. But between
Second Avenue and Naito Parkway, they are almost
without pedestrians. Adding magnets to Tom
McCall Waterfront Park and Naito Parkway will help
increase foot traffic along these streets. Yambhill
could be improved by a new development on the
north side of Block 14, developing Block 2, and
improving store fronts. Morrison could be im-

First Avenue

Cobblestones on First Avenue

proved by infilling the parking lot on Block 4 and
improving storefronts.

CONNECTIONS between downtown and the river are
negatively impacted by surface parking lots, lack of
retail, and lack of magnets. People from the down-
town core should be drawn to the waterfront as part
of their downtown experience. Currently, the core
area streetscape is weak between Second Avenue
and Naito Parkway.

RECOMMENDATIONS:
* Replace surface parking lots with projects that
have active street level uses.

* Locate building entries and residential lobbies on
Naito Parkway.

* Locate magnets, restaurants, cafes, and enter-
tainment venues on Naito Parkway.
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The existing Naito Parkway west urban edge along
the entire downtown is primarily parking lots, garage
doors and blank building walls. A few excellent
historic buildings are located on the street on Blocks
9, 26 and 27, but all have inactive street level uses.

NAITO PARKWAY - EXISTING
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Proposed Naito Parkway can be a very desirable

place for waterfront restaurants, cafes and entertain-

ment venues if proactive steps are taken. First,
Naito Parkway needs to be calmed and parking
needs to be added to at least the west side of the
Parkway. Secondly, parking lots need to be devel-
oped with housing projects that have active street
level uses. Many cities have similar conditions to
Naito Parkway, and confirm that these proposed
uses can be successful.

NAITO PARKWAY - PROPOSED

URBAN DESIGN
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The original facade for the Hallock &
McMillan building could be reconstructed.

4!‘1 Drawing from the border of the Kuchel &
V&30 Dresel lithograph of 1858.

Oak Street Inactive street level uses Block 26 Pine Street

The Fechheimer & White
building is beautifully
restored

NAITO PARKWAY
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Pine Street Block 27 Inactive street level uses Ash Street

NAITO PARKWAY
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Fire Station 1 has garage doors and a large driveway fronting Naito  Tall blank ‘art’ walls face Ankeny Plaza. A parking lot faces First Avenue and
Parkway. On Ankeny Plaza, a small museum is rarely used and does  much of Ash in the heart of Portland’s best historic district.
not bring vitality to the Plaza.

The historic precedent calls for a project on
Block 34 that builds a vibrant street edge
on all sides of the block. Proportions and
strong horizontals seen in the Ankeny
Block and Lewis and Flanders Block can be
referenced in a new project.

The Ankeny Block (circa 1869 - north half of Block 34) and

Lewis and Flanders Block (1869) were demolished by the City View of Block 34 on Front (Naito
in the 1940’s to make way for the present Fire Station 1. Parkway) looking north from Ash
Skidmore Fountain is in lower left. during the flood of 1876. A third story

was added later to the buildings.

FIRE STATION 1
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A new housing/retail project on the Fire 1 Site will:

* Provide 168-205 units of new housing.

* Greatly help in activating Ankeny Plaza.

* Set the tone for reactivating the City's waterfront edge along Naito Parkway.
* Help strengthen Governor Tom McCall Waterfront Park.

* Provide a catalyst for new housing projects along Naito Parkway.

FIRE STATION 1
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THE SKIDMORE/OLD TOWN AND YAMHILL HISTORIC DISTRICTS are
unique parts of Portland that should be taken advantage of. The
Skidmore/Old Town Historic District is one of two nationally
registered landmarks in the city. Large amounts of demolition in
the 1940 - 60's has left the district with many gaps between
significant historic buildings. Currently, these gaps are mostly
surface parking lots. The quality of the urban streets and Ankeny
Plaza have been greatly reduced from what they originally were.

HISTORIC DISTRICT
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RESTORATION of the Skidmore Fountain Building
(Block 10) and the Made in Oregon, Skidmore and
Bickel Blocks (Block 9) are highly recommended, and
these restorations should strive to reinvigorate the
street edge with retail uses.

INFILL PROJECTS should be realized to rebuild the
character of the streets and plazas - ‘the rooms in
the public realm’, as Louis I. Kahn called them. Infill
projects should respect the scale, proportions and
materials of their predessesors, but not mimick
them. Mimicry will devalue the existing historic
buildings.

EXISTING LADD COLLECTION CAST IRON FACADES
owned by PDC should be included in the design of
new buildings where possible, and incorporated in
the designs sensitively.

Some historic buildings have already been rehabili-
tated. Now the spaces must be reinvigorated or re-
energized with more active street level uses and
upper floor residential with some office uses on

selected blocks.
The Skidmore Fountain Building currently.

New Market Block, North Wing being demolished in 1956 for a parking lot.

HISTORIC DISTRICT
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Block 9 on First Avenue Blagen Block - restored, but with inactive street level uses. Skidmore Block - restoration recommended

Block 9 on Naito Parkway Made in Oregon Building - restoration recommended. Bickel Block - restoration recommended.
Blank walls face Naito Parkway. Blank walls face Naito Parkway.

HISTORIC DISTRICT
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./L Parking Lots

@~ Perceived unsafe area under
Inactive edge on Ankeny Plaza ® Burnside Bridge

Garage Doors and Driveways @

@ Fast moving Naito Parkway is

a barrier

Ankeny Plaza has great
‘bones’, but is currently
surrounded by parking lots, a
blank ‘art’ wall, public safety
= issues and a noisy Naito

Ei Parkway that acts as a barrier
between the plaza and Tom
McCall Waterfront Park.

ANKENY PLAZA - EXISTING
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CATALYST PRIVATE/PROJECT
PROJECT Develop a new
distinctive building with 160+
residential units with active uses
at street level.

Ankeny Plaza is the heart of historic
Portland. Its scale and ambience can
provide the framework for an outstanding
residential and commercial neighborhood
if proactive steps are taken.

CATALYST PUBLIC/PRIVATE
PROJECT

Restore Skidmore Fountain
Building with active street
level uses.

CATALYST PUBLIC/PRIVATE
PROJECT
Develop a function(s) under
the bridge that puts ‘eyes’ on
the area.

CATALYST PUBLIC PROJECT
Calm traffic on Naito
Parkway and improve
pedestrian crossings.

Future projects in area
that become more viable
after catalyst projects
are implemented.

ANKENY PLAZA - POTENTIAL
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A typical weekday at Ankeny Plaza - very few people are in the
plaza.

£

ANKENY PLAZA - EXISTING
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Ankeny Plaza should be active all days of the week,
during the daytime and in the evening hours. The
level of activity shown in this photograph is only
present on weekends when Saturday Market is open.

ANKENY PLAZA - POTENTIAL
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Symphony in the Park Health Club beneath the Burnside Bridge. Skidmore Fountain

Healthclubs are open all days and evenings.  The historic fountain is one of Portland’s best
pieces.

MAGNETS are urban places that attract people. They
can be a variety of different types, and the more variety
the better. They can be fountains, art, cultural places,
parks, waterfront restaurants, cafes and entertainment
venues. The Willamette River is a magnet, as is Tom
McCall Waterfront Park, as is Saturday Market, as is
Skidmore Fountain. Magnets must each have strength
and character that will attract public visits and usage.
A select number of magnets, strategically located and
properly reinforced, will build a cohesive urban envi-
ronment and a vibrant residential neighborhood.

MAGNETS
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Restaurants on the River Fountains on the River A public market on Naito would be a strong

there are few riverfront restau- water attracts people retail attractor for this area. The consultant

rants in the downtown core. team tested Block 8 and Block 34 (Fire Station
1 site) for the location. Portland Public Market
prefers Block 34.

It is recommended that Block 10 also be
examined. The Market could be grouped with
Saturday Market and a weekend Farmer’s
Market to create a ‘Market District’. The noise
of early morning deliveries needs to be consid-
ered when siting the Market near residential
neighborhoods.

MAGNETS
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Beneath the Burnside Bridge is an inhospitable place
due to public safety concerns. The MAX stop has
crime problems and the parking lot between First
and Naito Parkway is empty when Saturday Market
is not open. People avoid the place and its adjacent
areas, and it creates a barrier within the Skidmore/
Old Town Historic District.

BURNSIDE BRIDGE
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Placing program elements that are open days and
nights would greatly help in reducing the public
safety issue at the MAX stop and adjacent parking
lot beneath the bridge. Placing a structure such as
a health club beneath the bridge would be effective,
but architecturally challenging. Bridge maintenance,
bridge owner restrictions and access to Blocks 9 and
10 would have to be analyzed. Other options, such

as a newstand at the MAX stop and active street
level uses on Blocks 9 and 10 will also be a help in
putting ‘eyes’ on the area and eliminating the
historic district barrier.

BURNSIDE BRIDGE
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E. D. Hovee
& Company

Economic and Development Services
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MEMORANDUM

To: Amy Miller Dowell, Portland Development Commission
From: Eric Hovee & Tess Jordan

Subject: Downtown Portland Waterfront Development Feasibility
Date: March 19, 2003

INTRODUCTION & APPROACH

In December 2002, E.D. Hovee & Company completed a market assessment for Portland’s downtown waterfront area. This
Downtown Waterfront Feasibility Assessment represents the second step in the economic assessment of waterfront area redevelopment
opportunities.

Specific purposes of this second phase economic report are to:

» Assess the market conditions required for financial feasibility of development concepts identified for seven specific sites plus a
generic concept prepared in consultation with Stakeholders and Technical Advisory Committees.

» For concepts not likely to be supported by market rents and sales values, identify the financial gap for which public sector
incentives or other actions may be required to meet rendering the project attractive to private investor and developer interests.

This feasibility assessment is conducted through preparation of financial pro formas for each of the development sites and concepts
considered. A pro forma involves a comparison of development costs with returns recognized upon completion and marketing of a

FEASIBILITY STUDY

APPENDIX
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residential, retail, parking and/or mixed-use project. For income producing properties, returns are assessed in terms of on-going
revenues versus expenses and the resulting valuation that net operating income supports. For properties sold (e.g. condominiums),
financial returns are based on the selling price less development costs, sales commission and other closing costs.

This feasibility assessment has been prepared by the economic and development consulting firm E. D. Hovee & Company — in
cooperation with a consulting team led by Emmons Architects and Shiels Obletz Johnson. Site concepts, including program
information, have been prepared by Emmons Architects.

Prospectus Sites

Seven location-specific sites plus a generic site have been selected in consultation with PDC and the Technical Advisory Committee
for illustrative design and financial pro forma assessment:

e Block 26 — A 42 unit, 7 floor infill condo project developed on a 15,000 square foot site situated on the south side of SW Pine
Street fronting Naito Parkway.

e Block 27 — A 12,500 square foot site with a 7 floor, 54 unit condo development fronting the north side of SW Pine Street
between SW 1* Avenue and Naito Parkway.

e Block 28 — A six story, half block parking garage with 254 parking spaces and ground floor retail fronting SW 1 Avenue
between SW Ash and Pine Streets.

e Block 34/35 — Two alternative redevelopment concepts of the Fire Station 1 site between SW Ash Street and SW Ankeny
Street, fronting Naito Parkway: B) 168 rental apartment units on 6 floors; and C) 205 rental units on 11 floors. Note: Concept
A involving 51 apartments wrapped around the existing fire station was not included in this pro forma analysis.

e Block 38 — Two alternative full block redevelopment concepts east of the Morrison bridgehead, bounded by SW Washington
Street/SW 2™ Avenue/SW Stark Street/SW 1% Avenue: A) 279 condominium units on 23 above grade levels; and B) an
apartment project offering 321 units, also on 23 floors.

e Block 39 — Two alternative full block redevelopment concepts to replace the current southbound Morrison Bridge exit ramp,
bounded by the Morrison Bridge/SW 1™ Avenue/SW Stark Street/SW Naito Parkway: A) 134 condos on 7 floors, a health club
and restaurant; and B) a 24 floor project with 346 condos and 43,000 square feet of commercial space.

e Block 40 — Two alternatives for a % block development bounded by SW Stark Street/SW 1¥Avenue/SW Oak Street/SW Naito
Parkway: A) 95 condo units on 6 floors; and B) 156 condos/townhomes on 17 floors.

e Generic ¥ Block Condo — Two alternatives for a prototypical 20,000 square foot site: A) 60 condos on 7 floors; and B) 84
apartments in a similarly sized building.

FEASIBILITY STUDY
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Figure I.

Downtown Waterfront
Redevelopment Opportunity Sites
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Metro RLIS, E.D. Hovee & Company

Pro formas have not been run for several site concepts prepared by
Emmons — Block 2 residential (mirrored by Block 39), Block 16
(office tower), and Block 34/35 (Concept A).

All of the development concepts involve mixed use with retail at the
ground floor. The majority of sites also involve the development of
1-2 levels of below grade structured parking.

Of the seven sites reviewed, six are single owner properties and one
involves two property owners. In virtually all cases, the realization
of the opportunities presented will depend on the interest of affected
owner(s), potential outside development/investor interests, and
participation or support from the City of Portland and Portland
Development Commission.

Some opportunities may be realized quickly, especially if the City
works to provide financial incentives to fill identified financial gaps
with early phase pioneering projects. Other projects will take longer
to materialize. Project concepts also can be expected to change over
time — whether in scope or location, according to property
owner/investment interest.

In effect, this pro forma and prospectus report is intended to serve
as a starting point for further discussion — and for refining project
concepts to best meet both changing market conditions and
owner/investor objectives.

Pro Forma Approach

The following types of uses are compared through application of a
standardized format:

Residential: apartment, condo & town home.
Commercial: ground level retail (all concepts), with one concept
involving a second floor with a restaurant and health club.

FEASIBILITY STUDY
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Parking: provided in a 1-2 level below grade structure (for all but one residential concept), plus additional above grade
structured parking in three concepts. One project features a six story parking garage with ground floor retail.

The pro forma worksheets for the seven location-specific properties and one generic site contain five major sections covering:

s Development program — including building area by use

o Development budget — covering site acquisition/preparation, construction and soft costs
o Operating budget — calculated as annual revenues less expenses at stabilized occupancy
o Sales revenue — for owner occupied residential uses

o Completed project valuation — involving capitalization of income producing portions of the property plus sales value less
expense of owner-occupied residential space

A. Development Program: Assumptions cover such items as site area, square footage of existing building rehabilitation, on-site
parking, and development intensity (measured as a floor area ratio, or FAR). Assumptions have been derived from concept designs
and program summaries prepared by Emmons Architects.

B. Development Budget: This includes capital expenditure items such as property acquisition, site preparation, infrastructure, building
rehabilitation and/or new construction, parking and indirect (or soft) costs. For this analysis, a range of low, mid and high estimates
has been considered — with the mid-range generally applied for project concepts except as otherwise noted.

FEASIBILITY STUDY
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Figure 2. Development Cost Assumptions
Range of Estimate
Low Mid High Comments

Market/TAV Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 Current assessors data for trended market values are
applied as approximating transaction values, albeit with
few comparables

Site Costs

Property Acquisition $60.00 $85.00 $130.00 Per sfland area (land only); site specific numbers are

(TAV) based on estimated real market value (RMV) and
include improved building area

Site Demolition $4.00 $5.00 $6.00  Per sf existing buildings

Site Preparation $3.00  $4.00 $5.00 Per sfland area; add $100,000 for traffic management
w/construction

Infrastructure -- - -- Per sf land area; no estimate with this preliminary
analysis

Building Construction Per gsf building area

Retail $60.00 $70.00 $80.00 Vanilla shell

MultiFamily Residential $120.00 $135.00 $150.00

Parking Cost - per SF $45.00 $60.00 $70.00

Parking Cost — per space  $16,875 $22,500 $26,250

Indirect/Soft Cost Rate 25% 30% 35%

Concrete frame, low end for apartment, mid to high for
condos, add 10-15% for small site

Low for above grade, mid-high for below grade, higher
end with deeper/smaller sites assuming no water table
issues

Assuming 375 sf per parking space; site numbers are
adjusted to proposed sf per space

Low end for high rises, mid all others

Project costing is essentially middle of the road. Preliminary estimates draw from similar project assignments conducted by our firm
and have been reviewed with a professional cost estimator (Rider Hunt Levett & Bailey). In reviewing a preliminary draft, input has
been obtained from advisory committee and consultant team members — with subsequent revisions and refinements made to this

development feasibility report.

C. Operating Budget: For income producing (or rental) properties, projections of an annual operating budget have been made
reflecting normal (or stabilized) occupancy, typically achieved by the second or third year after project completion.

Current market rental rates reported in the earlier Real Estate Market Opportunities report have served as the starting point for this pro
forma analysis. Pro forma rental rates are then floated either up or down — identifying market conditions that would be required to

FEASIBILITY STUDY
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E. Completed Valuation: For income producing (or rental) properties, completed valuation is calculated by capitalizing the net income
(or operating revenues less expenses) attributable to the real estate — typically through some combination of debt and equity financing.
For properties that are sold upon completion — as with condo and townhome residential — the completed valuation is net sales revenue.

A number of the site concepts combine income-producing and for sale product. In these instances, completed valuation reflects the
sum of both components. These can be more complex projects, requiring a developer with interest and experience in maintaining
ownership of just a portion of the completed project. Greater lender sophistication also is generally required — accommodating both
mixed use and a mix of rental income/ownership interests. Alternatively, what typically would be viewed as income producing
portions of condominium residential projects, notably retail, might also be sold as separate condominium ownership interest(s).

FEASIBILITY STUDY
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PRO FORMA RESULTS

While each site and pro forma is associated with its own distinctive features, a number of overall observations can be drawn from this
preliminary financial analysis. We start with a summary comparison on feasibility by block and concept, followed by preliminary
findings, and suggested next steps.

Summary Comparison

The following chart provides information on the number and type of units associated with each block and project concept together
with number of above-grade floors. Projects where 100% or more of cost is supported by valuation are most readily feasible. Concepts
where less than 100% of cost is supported by completed valuation do not appear to be as readily financially feasible based on the
project concepts, cost and market rate parameters as currently applied by the financial pro formas.

Number & # of Cost $ Supported Parking  Residential
Location Type of Unit Floors by Valuation Ratio Efficiency
Block 26 42 condos 7 91% 0.88 80%
Block 27 54 condos 7 98% 0.44 86%
Block 28 254 space parking garage 6 81% N/A N/A
Blocks 34-35 B 168 apartments 6 100% 0.60 86%
(Fire Station) C 205 apartments 11 95% 0.92 85%
Block 38 A 279 condos 23 93% 1.38 88%
(Full Block) B 321 apartments 23 89% 1.20 87%
Block 39 A 134 condos 7 91% 1.13 87%
(Full Block) B 346 condos 24 92% 1.25 82%
Block 40 A 95 condos 6 101% 0.82 82%
(30,000 sf site) B 156 condos/townhomes 17 101% 1.00 89%
Generic Block GA 60 condos 7 88% 1.40 77%
(20,000 sf site) GB 84 apartments 7 96% 0.55 79%

Also shown by this summary chart is information regarding the programmed parking ratio (of spaces per residential unit) and building
efficiency for residential units. Residential efficiency is measured as the proportion of gross square footage that can actually be sold or
rented. The remainder of the space is allocated to common areas including elevators, hallway corridors and entry areas.

As indicated by the above chart, projects range widely in scope and financial results. All projects involve ground level retail. With the
exception of Block 28, all have above grade residential — as the dominant on-site building use:

BLOCK ANALYSIS

APPENDIX
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e Number of residential units ranges from 42 to 346. Apartments generally yield more units for a given amount of gross building
area due to smaller average unit sizes.

» Building height (above grade) varies from 6 to 24 stories.

» Proportion of project cost supported by valuation upon completion ranges from 81% to 101%. As noted, only projects with
valuations of 100% or more of cost appear to be clearly feasible without value engineering, increased rental/sales value and/or
financial incentives.

» A first glance, there appears to be no readily discernable pattern as to the relative financial performance of condo versus
apartment units. A variety of site and concept specific features clearly influence the varying financial results for the different
projects compared.

« Two factors that do appear to have a significant effect on financial feasibility are residential building efficiencies and parking
ratios. Buildings that have a high ratio of net to gross square footage tend to perform better because more of the building area
generates income. Concepts with relatively low efficiencies based on associated design concepts include the relatively small
Block 26 site and the generic block.

« Lower parking ratios improve pro forma results because parking (especially parking below grade) represents a significant
project cost component. With these preliminary pro formas, projected apartment rents and condo sales values have not been
adjusted to reflect varying levels of parking available between the different project sites and concepts evaluated. The market
reality is that developments parked at higher ratios may well attract higher rents/values or experience more rapid absorption.
However, there also is a powerful economic incentive to take full advantage of the waterfront’s intensely urban setting and
MAX transit accessibility —reducing parking to the bare minimum required for successful residential marketing. Shared
parking could also remove some of the cost shouldered by specific residential properties.

Preliminary Findings

From the analysis conducted to date, several findings are noted as a basis for further discussion. Findings covered relate to financial
feasibility and improving the odds for successful development.

Financial Feasibility:

« Financial feasibility represents a challenge to most of the proposed projects, despite projected rent and sales values that are
optimistic for what remains an untested portion of the Central City residential market.

e Only two of the new construction concepts considered appear to be clearly financially feasible given current market conditions
(notably, projected rent rates and sales values) most likely pertinent to the downtown Waterfront area. The Block 34-35 fire
station redevelopment of 168 apartments (Concept B) appears feasible predicated on ability to achieve successful lease-up with

BLOCK ANALYSIS
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relatively low parking ratios and acquisition based on land value only (with no added value assigned to existing on-site
improvements). Block 40 condos are distinguished by relatively low land acquisition costs and high building efficiencies.

e Over-all, the owner occupied residential projects proposed do not appear to come substantially closer to market feasibility than
rental projects. An exception is provided by the side-by-side condo/apartment high rise comparison of Block 38 — with condos
showing less of a financial gap than the apartment option.

« High rise developments do not necessarily generate the added revenue necessary to justify added expense. The residential
tower options considered for Blocks 38 and 39 involve 23 and 24 floor projects resulting in funding gaps ranging from $5.5 to
$7.9 million — with 89% - 93% of project cost covered by completed project valuation. These high rise concepts are also
associated with among the most generous residential parking ratios considered for the downtown waterfront opportunity area.
Consequently, these development concepts also result in relatively high financial gaps on a per-unit basis ($19,000 - $25,000).
High rise feasibility may well depend on ability to successfully squeeze down parking ratios and simultaneously achieve condo
sales values at or above the top of the current Central City market.

o The smaller infill site projects yield somewhat mixed results. Block 26 — a 42 unit, seven story condo project on a 15,000
square foot site — reports the highest per-unit funding gap (excluding the generic project prototypes) at close to $34,500. Block
27 achieves better results with more units (54 condos) and higher building efficiency despite an even smaller site of 12,500
square feet — resulting in a financial gap of only $6,500 per unit.

» For the proposed projects to achieve financial feasibility, residential rental rates would need to increase by a range of up to
11% (increasing up to as much as $2.05 per square foot monthly). Depending on the project concept and location, condo sales
values would need to similarly increase (ranging up to $335 per square foot). The generic one-half block project prototypes
require even greater sales pricing increases in the range of 17%.

« In many projects, programmed residential parking ratios are aggressive (in some cases well below one space per unit). While
low ratios keep costs down, limited parking may also hinder realization of high sales and rental values assumed with these
preliminary pro formas. Further market and feasibility testing undoubtedly will be required to assess supportable parking ratios
on a project-by-project basis. Provision of shared parking as with a common parking facility could also serve to improve
financial feasibility by reducing costs directly attributable to specific residential projects.

» Rental rates and sales values required for financial feasibility clearly reflect top of market conditions but may be within reach
of rates that the downtown should support — provided that new tenants/occupants can be attracted as has been outlined in our
previous real estate market assessment report.

Improving the Odds:

» Options available for improving financial feasibility generally include: a) increasing rents and sales values (as illustrated with
each pro forma); b) adjusting the amount of parking provided but with as yet untested marketability implications; ¢) other
design and associated value engineering to reduce costs per square foot; and/or d) public sector financial incentives.

BLOCK ANALYSIS

APPENDIX



« Since these preliminary pro formas indicate that features unique to each site and design concept play prominently in resulting
conclusions regarding financial feasibility, it becomes apparent that significant design refinement and value engineering will
be appropriate as specific project concepts emerge in consultation with individual property owner and development interests.

« As an alternative or partial offset to increased rents and sales values, public sector financial incentives will be important to
consider — perhaps most critical for projects viewed as pioneering in nature. A key question will be how far a developer and
lender is willing to push rent rate and/or sales value projections in an area of the Central City with an as yet unproven market.
Financial incentives also may be appropriate for sites with unduly high costs — such as acquisition costs above a per square
foot threshold associated with bare land cost (e.g. the $85 per square foot range) or smaller infill sites with extraordinary per
square foot site preparation and/or construction costs.

» Examples of public sector incentives to consider include land assembly, site cost write-down, parking-building facade-
infrastructure improvements, and development fee offsets or waivers. Potential funding sources could range from urban
renewal with tax increment financing to limited property tax abatement for residential. For this initial round of pro formas,
public funding of any required off-site infrastructure improvements (e.g. utilities, sidewalks) has been assumed.

« Finally, as might be expected, parking plays a significant role in affecting development feasibility. For all but one of the site
concepts considered, below grade structured parking is assumed for some or all of the on-site parking provided. Parking ratios
are at or in some cases below what is typically required for comparable Central City, but reflect MAX proximity and the
prospect of a more urban and pedestrian oriented downtown waterfront neighborhood.

c: Stuart Emmons, Emmons Architects
David Knowles, Shiels Obletz Johnsen

BLOCK ANALYSIS
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APPENDIX. PRO FORMA WORKSHEETS

The following financial pro formas are included for illustration purposes only. Actual project conditions will vary from the
preliminary conceptual estimates provided with this analysis. With each of the site pro formas, all in cost covers property acquisition,
site demolition and preparation, building construction, at grade parking and indirect (or soft) project expense.

Accompanying each pro forma financial projection is a written narrative summarizing the project concept, cost, rental rates/sales
values required for project feasibility and possible role for public sector incentives.

BLOCK ANALYSIS
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Block 26: Condo/Retail Infill Development (on 3/8 of block bounded by SW Oak/SW Pine/Naito Parkway):

This infill project involves 42 condo units on 7 floors. The 15,000 square foot site is situated on the south side of SW Pine Street
fronting Naito Parkway, and is a single taxlot currently in use as surface parking. The project’s ground level is programmed for

15,000 square feet of retail.

A single level of below grade parking will accommodate 38 spaces, resulting in a relatively aggressive residential parking ratio of 0.88

spaces per residential unit.

Total project budget is estimated at $16 million — for an all-in construction cost of about $173 per square foot (sf).

Pro forma sales and rental rates assumed are:

» Residential units — sales average of $300/sf (or $360,000 for a typical 1,200 square foot unit).

o Retail space — $21.50/sf annually triple-net (nnn).

While these rates are at the Central City market’s current high end and land
acquisition costs are very low (around $72/sf), final project value falls below
cost by close to $1.5 million (or close to $34,500 per unit, highest of the
proposed projects). Contributing to this shortfall is the project’s low
residential building efficiency of 80% combined with high construction cost
per square foot — both associated with a small building footprint.

To reach financial feasibility absent special incentives, sales prices would
need to reach $335 per square foot. This price is an aggressive project
average for an untested residential area, and well above the average currently

Financial Pro Forma

OptionA Comments

realized in the

Development Budget
Property Acquisition

Site Demolition

Site Preparation
Infrastructure

New Building Construction
Parking

Indirect (Soft) Cost

Total Development Cost

Operating Budget (Rental)
Annual Gross Rents

less Vacancy

Gross Operating Income

$1,077,000

$160,000

- Assumed provided by City
$10,473,000
$900,000

$3,459,900 On direct construction
$16,069,900 Per GSF building area

$238,700

$(16,700)

$222,000

Aok | Development Program Option A Comments less Expenses $(29,600) Retail at nnn rates
Pearl District Retail (sf) 15,000 Net Operating Income $192,400 Annually per NSF
(m.ound Residential (sf) 62,820
$275 fo) g;.lbtotal (sf) . 77,820 Sales Revenue (Owner)
; ructured Parking (sf) 15,000 One below grade level Unit Sales $15,120.000
Increasing Total Building Area (sf) 92,820 less Sales Expense __§(907,200)
. Net Sales Revenue $14,212 800
sales prices Residential (Owner units) 42 Condo units
could also Residential (Rental units) -- Apartment units Completed Valuation
necessitate Demolition (sf) -- Current use is surface parking Capitalization Rate 8.50%
. Estimated Value:
increased Total Site Area (sf) 15,000 Tax assessor data Rental Income Portion $2,263,500
parking ratios.  |Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 5.2 Excludes below grade parking Rental + Sales Portion $16,476,300
Building Floors 7 Above grade
Building Height (feet) 75 Cost % Supported by Value 91%|Includes 15% return on condos
On-Site Parking (spaces) 37 One below grade level Funding Gap () $ (1,447,400)
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Block 27: Condo/Retail Infill Development (On 7/16 block bounded by SW Pine/SW |¥/SW Ash/Naito Parkway):

This project involves 54 condo units on 7 floors. The 12,500 square foot, single taxlot site fronts the north side SW Pine Street

between SW 1* Avenue and Naito Parkway.

As with all concepts, the ground level is programmed for retail space (12,500 gross square feet). A single level of below grade parking
produces 24 spaces, reflecting a very aggressive residential parking ratio of 0.44. Condo unit prices are lower due to smaller unit sizes.

Total project budget is estimated at $14.8 million, with an all-in construction cost of $177 per square foot (on the high end, due to the

building’s smaller size).

Sales and rental rates assumed are:

» Residential units — sales average of $300/sf (or $282,000
for a typical unit of 940 square feet).

o Retail space — $21.50/sf annually nnn.

Despite high projected sales and rent values and low parking ratios,
this project falls just below total development cost by
approximately $350,000 (around $4,000 per unit). Its relative
financial feasibility is due to a building efficiency of 86% and a
very low parking ratio, helping to compensate for relatively high
per-space parking construction costs and all-in construction costs.

To meet project costs, sales prices would need to increase by just
3% to $310 per square foot. However, increased pricing could
conflict with the project’s planned low on-site parking ratios.

Development Program Option A Comments

Retail (sf) 12,500

Residential (sf) 58,745

Subtotal (sf) 71,245

Structured Parking (sf) 12,500 One below grade level
Total Building Area (sf) 83,745

Residential (Owner units) 54 Condo units
Residential (Rental units) -
Demolition (sf) - Current use is surface parking

Total Site Area (sf) 12,500 Tax assessor data

Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 5.7 Excludes below grade parking
Building Floors 7 Above grade
Building Height (feet) 75

On-Site Parking (spaces) 24 One below grade level

Financial Pro Forma

Option A Comments

Total Development Cost

Operating Budget (Rental)
Annual Gross Rents

less Vacancy

Gross Operating Income
less Expenses

Net Operating Income

Sales Revenue (Owner)
Unit Sales
less Sales Expense

Net Sales Revenue

Completed Valuation
Capitalization Rate
Estimated Value:
Rental Income Portion
Rental + Sales Portion

_Developmem Eudget

Property Acquisition $1,057,000

Site Demolition --

Site Preparation $150,000

Infrastructure -- Assumed provided by City if needed
New Building Construction $9,686,750

Parking $750,000

Indirect (Soft) Cost $3,176,000 On direct construction

$14,819,750 Per GSF building area

$217,000
$(15,200)

$201,800
$(28,600) Retail at nnn rates
" $173,200 Annually per NSF

$15,210,000
$(912,600)
$14,297 400

8.50%

$2,037,600
$16,335,000

Cost % Supported by Value

Funding Gap ()

98%|Includes 15% return on condo portion
$ (349,600)
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Block 28: Infill Parking Garage with Ground Floor Retail (SW Pine/SW Ash/SW I*/SW 2™)

Five levels of structured parking above ground floor retail on a half-
block site (20,000 sf) comprise this development concept. The site
fronts SW 1% Avenue between SW Ash Street and SW Pine Street.

The project site incorporates three relatively small taxlots (2,000 —
10,000 sf) held by two owners.

Project income is comprised of retail rents and parking leases, assumed
at:

o Retail — $21.50/sf annually nnn.

Development Program

Option A Comments

Retail (sf)

Residential (sf)
Subtotal (sf)
Structured Parking (sf)
Total Building Area (sf)

Residential (Owner units)
Residential (Rental units)
Demolition (sf)

Total Site Area (sf)
Floor Area Ratio (FAR)

20,000

20,000

100,000 5 above grade levels
120,000

- Current use is surface parking

20,000 Tax assessor data
6.0 Includes above grade parking

» Parking — one-half reserved for short-term parking at Smart
Park rates, the other half for monthly office and residential rates

Building Floors
Building Height (feet)
On-Site Parking (spaces)

6 Ground retail + 5 parking levels above
75

254 5 above grade levels

(885 for residential, $115 for office users).

Total development cost is $9.6 million, with an all-in construction cost of $80
per sf. The project benefits from the opportunity for low land acquisition costs
($85 per sf), given its current lack of improvements.

This project performs the poorest financially of all projects considered,
supporting only 81% of its development cost through its final value. Initial
project parameters result in a projected $1.9 million funding gap.

To achieve financial feasibility, parking rates would need to increase by 35%
above those projected, bringing monthly residential parking to $115 and office
parking to $145. These rates — and as high as $170 per month for office users —
are currently being realized in the Central City retail core, but are not currently
supported in the downtown waterfront area. Achieving higher rates will largely
depend upon area revitalization. Short-term parking rates could also be
expected to be above Smart Park rates — if the garage is privately developed
and operated.

Financial assumptions also include a somewhat aggressive above ground
parking construction cost of just under $18,000 per space. This cost could vary
substantially depending on design requirements.

Other financial incentives that may bring this project closer to feasibility are
discussed in the pro forma results section of this report.
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Financial Pro Forma

Option A Comments

Development Budget
Property Acquisition

Site Demolition

Site Preparation
Infrastructure

New Building Construction
Parking

Indirect (Soft) Cost

Total Development Cost

Annual Gross Rents
less Vacancy

Gross Operating Income
less Expenses

Net Operating Income

Sales Revenue (Owner)
Unit Sales
less Sales Expense

Net Sales Revenue

Completed Valuation
Capitalization Rate
Estimated Value:
Rental Income Portion
Rental + Sales Portion

Operating Budget (Rental)

$1,706,000

$180,000
-- Assumed provided by City
$1,400,000
$4,500,000
$1,824,000 On direct construction
$9,610,000 Per GSF building area

$799,400

$(10.668)
$788,732

$(129,700
$659,032 Annually per NSF

8.50%

$7,753,300
$7,753,300

Funding Gap ()

Cost % Supported by Value

81%
$ (1,856,700)
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Block 34-35: Redevelopment of Fire Station | Block with Apartments, Ground Floor Retail (SW Ash/SW |%/SW Ankeny/Naito):

This project proposes two options: (B) /68 rental
apartments on 6 floors, at 70 feet, and with one below
grade parking level; and (C) 205 apartments on 11 floors
at 120 feet, with two below grade parking levels. Option A
involves the continued use of the existing fire station and
has not been evaluated in this report. Both evaluated
options involve roughly 36,000 sf of ground floor retail.

Both options rely upon parking ratios less than one: 0.60
for Option B and 0.92 for Option C. Residential efficiency
is roughly equivalent at 86% and 85% respectively.

Total development cost is $36.0 million for Option B, with
an all-in per square foot cost of $150. The all-in per square
foot cost is lower for Option C at $145. Total development
cost is $45.4 million for this option.

Assumed rental rates are:

e Residential — $1.70/sf monthly, or $1,445 for an
average size unit of 850 sf.

e Retail — $21.50/sf annually, nnn.

Completed project value is equal to cost for Option B,
partially due to its low parking ratio and relatively high
building efficiency. Current project parameters produce a
funding gap of $2.2 million for Option C ($10,600 per
unit). To achieve feasibility absent incentives, Option C
requires a 5% increase rent increase to $1.79/sf.

Option C’s financial shortfalls are influenced by the
increased cost of a second below grade parking level.
However, this pro forma assumes acquisition costs for
land only and not for the existing fire station, which would
need to be demolished and re-sited. City site control
provides this project with increased potential for financial
incentives.
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Operating Budget (Rental)
Annual Gross Rents

less Vacancy

Gross Operating Income
less Expenses

Net Operating Income

Sales Revenue (Owner)
Unit Sales
less Sales Expense

Net Sales Revenue

Completed Valuation
Capitalization Rate
Estimated Value:
Rental Income Portion
Rental + Sales Portion

$3,685,300  $4,417,000
$(258,000) $(309,200)

Development Program Option B Option C Comments

Retail (sf) 36,130 36,130

Residential (sf) 168,300 203,975

Subtotal (sf) 204,430 240,105

Structured Parking (sf) 36,130 72,260 Below grade - one level (B), two (C)
Total Building Area (sf) 240,560 312,365

Residential (Owner units) - -

Residential (Rental units) 168 205 Apartment units

Demolition (sf) 39,182 39,182 Tax assessor data, excludes basement
Total Site Area (sf) 36,130 36,130 Tax assessor data

Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 57 6.6 Above grade

Building Floors 6 11 Above grade

Building Height (feet) 70 120

On-Site Parking (spaces) 100 188 Below grade -- one level (B), two (C)
| Financial Pro Forma Option B Option C Comments

Development Budget

Property Acquisition $3,095471 $3,095,471 Assumes land value for site area only
Site Demolition $195,900 $195,900

Site Preparation $244,500 $244,500

Infrastructure - -- Assumed provided by City if needed
New Building Construction $22,725,100 $27,006,100

Parking $2,167,800  $5,058,200

Indirect (Soft) Cost $7,600,000  $9,751,400 On direct construction

Total Development Cost $36,028,771 $45,351,571 Per GSF building area

$3,427,300  $4,107,800

$(532,200 $(653.600) Retail/office/flex at nnn rates
$2,895,100 $3,454,200 Annually per NSF
8.00% 8.00%

$36,188,800 $43,177,500
$36,188,800 $43,177,500

Cost % Supported by Value

Funding Gap ()

100% 95%
- $(2,174,100)
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NORTHEAST PERSPECTIVE
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Block 38: Condos/Apartment Tower w/Ground Floor Retail (full block bounded by SW Washington/SW 2"/SW Stark/SW 1%):

The block 38 project is adjacent to the Morrison Bridge off-
ramp, and incorporates five taxlots under single ownership.

Two full-block alternatives are considered: Option A
includes 279 condos on 23 floors, at 230 feet; Option B
calls for 321 rental apartments within the same building
envelope. Each option includes a single floor of double
height retail space (for an effective 14,400 square feet of
leasable space) and five parking levels, one below grade.

Residential parking ratios are relatively high: 1.38 for
Option A ownership units, and 1.20 for Option B rental
units. Residential building efficiencies are roughly
equivalent at 88% and 87%, respectively.

Total project budget is $78.8 million for Option A and
$70.3 million for Option B. All-in construction costs are
higher for the ownership project, at $156 per sf; Option B
comes in at $144 per sf.

Assumed sales and rental rates are:

e Residential rental — $1.85 per sf, or just over $1,580
for a typical 855 sf unit (higher due to view
available).

e Residential sales — $300 per sf, or $312,000 for a
typical 1,040 sf unit.

e Retail — $21.50 per sf annually nnn.

With the projected unit sales price, Option A produces a
$5.5 million deficit ($19,700 per unit). Option B fares worse
with a $7.9 million budget gap ($24,700 per unit), despite
project rents above the top of the current Central City
market.

To bring projects to financial feasibility, Option A sales
prices would need to increase by 8% to $325/sf. Option B
rents would need to increase by 11% to $2.05/sf.

less Expenses
Net Operating Income

Sales Revenue (Owner)

Development Program Option A Option B Comments

Retail (sf) 34,330 34,330 Double height, effective use is 1/2
Residential (sf) 328,385 314,550

Subtotal (sf) 362,715 348,880

Structured Parking (sf) 1=a.§r(},870 14[]‘9:2: 5 levels w/1 below grade

Total Building Area (sf) 503,585 489,750

Residential (Owner units) 279 -- Condo units

Residential (Rental units) - 321 Apartment units

Demolition (sf) 44,956 44 956 Tax assessor, excludes basement
Total Site Area (sf) 40,000 40,000 Tax assessor data

Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 1.6 11.2 Excludes below grade parking
Building Floors 23 23 Above grade

Building Height (feet) 230 230

On-Site Parking (spaces) 385 385 5 levels w/1 below grade
—_—

| Financial Pro Forma Option A Option B Comments

Development Budget

Property Acquisition $5,634,000 $5,634,000 Trended market value

Site Demolition $224 800 $224 800

Site Preparation $260,000 $260,000

Infrastructure - -- Assumed provided by City if needed
New Building Construction $50,630,950 $43,837 450

Parking $7,395,675 $7,395,675

Indirect (Soft) Cost $14,627,900 $12,929,500 On direct construction

Total Development Cost $78,773,325 $70,281,425 Per GSF building area

Operating Budget (Rental)

Annual Gross Rents $310,000 $6,409,000

less Vacancy $(21,700) $(448,600)

Gross Operating Income $288,300 $5,960,400

$£105.800! $(9T2,5DOZ Retail/office/flex at nnn rates

$182,500

$4,987,900 Annually per NSF

Unit Sales $87,024,000 -

less Sales Expense $(5,221,400) i5

Net Sales Revenue $81,802,600 -

Completed Valuation

Capitalization Rate 8.50% 8.00%

Estimated Value:

Rental Income Portion $2,147,100 $62,348,800

Rental + Sales Portion $83,949,700 $62,348,800

Cost % Supported by Value 93% 89%|Includes 15% return on condo portion
Funding Gap () $ (5,493,500) § (7,932,600)
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NORTHEAST PERSPECTIVE
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Block 39: Condos w/Ground Floor Retail (off-ramp block bounded by SW Washington/SW 1*/SW Stark/Naito Parkway):

This project removes the south-bound Morrison Bridge off-
ramp yielding a full block (48,000 sf) condo development
with first floor retail. The proposed site is a portion of a
larger taxlot owned by Multnomah County.

Option A involves 134 condo units on seven floors (70 feet)
with two levels of above grade parking. Option B is a more
ambitious 346 condo unit project on 24 floors (240 feet),
with four above grade and one below grade parking levels.
Parking ratios are programmed at 1.13 for Option A and
1.25 for Option B. Removal of Morrison Bridge ramps is
not included with project cost estimates.

Total project cost for Option A is $44.6 million. Final
project value falls below this figure by $4.1 million, or
$30,700 per unit. This is despite a reasonable building
efficiency of 87% and low parking construction costs. All-
in construction cost is $153 per square foot.

Option B fares better on a per unit basis, with a budget
deficit of $19,000. However, the total project funding gap is
$6.6 million. Option B’s building efficiency is lower at
82%; all-in construction cost is $145 per square foot.

Assumed lease and sales rates are:
e Retail — $21.50 per sf annually nnn.

» Residential sales — Option A: $275 per sf, or
$292,000 for a typical 1,060 sf unit. Option B: $300
per sf, or $260,000 for a typical 865 sf unit.

For feasibility, Option A pricing could increase by 13% to
$310 per square foot. Option B is feasible with 10%
increased price, to $328/sf. Because the site is owned by the
County, land pricing flexibility (below area median site
costs) also might be considered.

Development Program Option A Option B Comments

Retail (sf) 74,820 43,220 2X height retail + Option A health club
Residential (sf) 163,030 364,560

Subtotal (sf) 237,850 407,780

Structured Parking (sf) 53,420 156,520 2 above grade (A), 4 above/1 below (B)
Total Building Area (sf) 291,270 564,300

Residential (Owner units) 134 346 Condos

Residential (Rental units) -- -

Demolition (sf) - -- Current use is surface parking lot
Total Site Area (sf) 48,000 48,000

Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 6.1 10.8 Includes above grade parking
Building Floors 7 24 Above grade

Building Height (feet) 70 240

On-Site Parking (spaces) 152 432 2 above grade (A), 4 above/1 below (B)
Financial Pro Forma Option A Option B Comments

Development Budget

Property Acquisition $4,080,000 $4,080,000 Assumes average area land value
Site Demolition -- -

Site Preparation $292,000 $292,000

Infrastructure - - Assumed provided by City if needed
New Building Construction  $28,469,175 $53,678,600

Parking $2 403,900 $8,217,300

Indirect (Soft) Cost $9,349,500 $15,547,000 On direct construction

Total Development Cost $44 594,575 $81,814,900 Per GSF building area

Operating Budget (Rental)

Annual Gross Rents $928,600 $370,100

less Vacancy $(65,000) $(25,900)

Gross Operating Income $863,600 $344,200

less Expenses $(139,600 $(185,600) Retail/office/flex at nnn rates

Net Operating Income $724,000 $158,600 Annually per NSF

Sales Revenue (Owner)

Unit Sales $39,110,500 $89,766,000

less Sales Expense $(2,346,600 $(5,386,000

Net Sales Revenue $36,763,900 $84,380,000

Completed Valuation

Capitalization Rate 8.50% 8.50%

Estimated Value:

Rental Income Portion $8,517,600 $1,865,900

Rental + Sales Portion $45,281,500 $86,245,900

Cost % Supported by Value 91% 92%|Includes 15% return on condo portion
Funding Gap () $ (4,108,400) $ (6,575,100)

39

PDC DOWNTOWN WATERFRONT DEVELOPMENT OPPORTUNITIES PROJECT APRIL 11, 2003 EMMONS ARCHITECTS SHIELS OBLETZ JOHNSEN LANGO.HANSEN E.D. HOVEE




NORTHEAST PERSPECTIVE
FAR: 6.1:1
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NORTHEAST PERSPECTIVE

FAR:
MAXIMUM HEIGHT:
LOT AREA:

GSF (ABOVE GRADE):

GSF (INCLUDING BELOW GRADE):

10.8:1
230
48,000
516,240
564,300

240"

230' CONDO CONDO
220 CONDO CONDO

210" CONDO CONDO

200" CONDO CONDO

190' CONDO CONDO

180" CONDO CONDO

170 CONDO CONDO

160 CONDO CONDO

150 CONDO CONDO

140" CONDO CONDO

130 CONDO CONDO

120° CONDO CONDO

110° CONDO CONDO

100 CONDO CONDO

90 CONDO CONDO

a0 CONDO CONDO

70 CONDO CONDO

L CONDO CONDO

50' CONDO CONDO

40 CONDO CONDO

30 PARKING

20" PARKING COMMUNITY ROOM F——

w PARKING
PARKING LOBBY | RETAILL
10' PARKING
SECTION

39B.1 CONDOMINIUMS AT 235’

APPENDIX

67



S.W. 1ST AVENUE

ey

T TTT T

CTTTT R TTTTTTTTTTTTTTT]
j=it

i
1

|
1
NNRNRRNRERRNRRRNRinEN

L]

N

MORRISON BRIDGE
ABOVE

BELOW GRADE PARKING PLAN

_ 39B.2 CONDOMINIUMS AT 235’

C DOWNTOWN WAT EVELOPMENT OPPORTUN

S.W. NAITO PARKWAY

LS NYVLS "A'S

RIL 11, 2003 EMMONS ARCHITECTS SHIELS OBLETZ JOHNSEN

LANGO.HANSEN E.D. H EE



MORRISON BRIDGE
ABQOVE

iD o a o

GROUND LEVEL PLAN

S.\W. 1ST AVENUE

)

73 SPACES 1ST LEVEL |_
75 SPACES 2ND LEVEL vy
T b4
L— ('
| <
— |_
(V]
— >
Pe—— m
%' INisininan
LOBBY
RETAIL
S.W. NAITO PARKWAY
Q' 60"
| |

39B.3 CONDOMINIUMS AT 235’

PPPPPPPP

S

69



S.W.1ST AVENUE

_
1T x

75 SPACES 3RD LEVEL

75 SPACES 4TH LEVEL U,
; ~
| z
- =
I | n
[ < ] . =
| — n
| 4
5
6
e RN 13 12 1 10 9 8 7
MORRISON BRIDGE S.W. NAITO PARKWAY
o o
THIRD AND FOURTH LEVEL PLANS | EI| @

39B.4 CONDOMINIUMS AT 235’

7 PDC DOWNTOWN WATERFRONT DEVELOPMENT OPPORTUNITIES PROJECT APRIL 11, 2003 EMMONS ARCHITECTS SHIELS OBLETZ JOHNSEN LANGO.HANSEN E.D. HOVEE



UPPER LEVEL PLANS

MORRISON BRIDGE
BELOW

S.W. 1ST AVENUE

3 2 1
v
£
ROOF-TOP GARDEN 4 8 ﬂ
>
o)
=~
(7]
5 6 7 =1
n 10 9
1
12 & 16 ROOF-TOP GARDEN
13 14 15
S.W. NAITO PARKWAY
0 60

L |

39B.5 CONDOMINIUMS AT 235’

APPENDIX

s>

71



72

Block 40: Condos/Townhomes with Condo Tower (% block fronting Naito Parkway between SW Oak & SW Stark):

Two alternative condo developments are proposed for Block
40: Option A involves 95 units on 6 floors (70 feet); Option B
involves 28 town homes and 128 condos on 17 floors (180
feet). Both concepts include ground floor retail, wrapping
around an existing building at SW Oak and 1*. The site
incorporates three taxlots under single ownership.

Option A includes one level of below grade parking,
producing a residential parking ratio of 0.82. Option B adds a
second level below grade, increasing the ratio to 1.0.

Both development options achieve financial feasibility, with
final project values at 101% of total development cost. Option
A total cost is $28.3 million, with an all-in construction cost
of $160 per square foot. Option B total cost is $44.4 million,
with an all-in construction cost of $156 per square foot.

Financial feasibility is achieved despite a relatively low
building efficiency for Option A of 82%. Option B is
programmed for an 89% building efficiency.
Assumed rent and sales values are:
e Retail — $21.50 per sf annually nnn.
o Residential sales — $300 per sf.
Option A: $300,000 for a typical 1,000 sf condo.

Option B: $247,500 for a 825 sf town home, $276 for
a typical 920 sf condo.

Project feasibility is supported by relatively low assumed land
acquisition costs ($79 per sf), high building efficiency for
Option B and a comparatively low parking ratio for Option A.

40
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Total Development Cost

Development Program Option A Option B Comments

Retail (sf) 30,000 30,000

Residential (sf) 117,000 157,850

Subtotal (sf) 147,000 187,850

Structured Parking (sf) S_GLOOO 60,000 One below grade (A); two below (B)
Total Building Area (sf) 177,000 247,850

Residential (Owner units) 95 156 Option B: includes 28 townhomes
Residential (Rental units) - -

Demolition (sf) - -- Current use is surface parking

Total Site Area (sf) 30,000 30,000 Tax assessor data

Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 49 6.3 Excludes below grade parking
Building Floors 6 17 Above grade

Building Height (feet) 70 180

On-Site Parking (spaces) 78 156 One below grade (A); two below (B)
Financial Pro Forma Option A Option B Comments

[Development Eudgef

Property Acquisition $2,380,000 $2,380,000

Site Demolition -- -

Site Preparation $220,000 $220,000

Infrastructure - -- Assumed provided by City if needed
New Building Construction $17,895,000 $24,593,625

Parking $1,800,000  $4,200,000

Indirect (Soft) Cost $5,974,500 $7,253,400 On direct construction

_——————
$28,269,500 $38,647,025 For GSF building area

less Expenses
Net Operating Income

Sales Revenue (Owner)
Unit Sales
less Sales Expense

Net Sales Revenue

Completed Valuation
Capitalization Rate
Estimated Value:
Rental Income Portion
Rental + Sales Portion

Operating Budget (Rental)

Annual Gross Rents $548,500 $542 000
less Vacancy $(38,400) $(37,900)
Gross Operating Income $510,100 $504,100

$(78,300) $(105,000) Retail/office/flex at nnn rates

$431,800 $399,100 Annually per NSF

$28,650,000 $42,243,000
$(1,719,000) $(2.534,600

$26,931,000 $39,708,400

Cost % Supported by Value
Funding Gap ()

8.50% 8.50%

$5,080,000  $4,695,300

$32,011,000 $44,403,700
101% 101%)|Includes 15% return on condo portion
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Generic Condo w/Ground Floor Retail & Below Grade Parking (on % block site — no specific location):

The generic program offers two prototypical, half block
project concepts: Option A includes 60 condo units on
seven floors (75 feet); Option B includes 84 rental
apartment units within the same building envelope.

The Option A ownership project calls for two floors of
below grade parking, producing a healthy residential
parking ratio of 1.4, and a retail parking ratio of 1 space
per 1,600 sf. Option B reduces parking to a single level for
a residential ratio of 0.55, and no on-site retail parking.

Total development cost is $24.7 million for Option A,
with an all-in cost of $156/sf. Option B comes in at $20.9
million, or $149/sf.

Assumed sales and rent levels are:
e Retail — $21.50 per sf annually nnn.

» Residential rental — $1.70 per sf, or $1,600 for a
typical 940 sf unit.

» Residential sales — $300 per sf, or $379,200 for a
typical 1,264 sf unit.

These project prototype values, like the majority of site-
specific proposals, fall below cost. The rental project (B)
comes closer to financial feasibility with a $900,000 gap
($11,000 per unit). Option A falls $2.9 million short
(849,000 per unit).

The Option A gap is relatively high due to low building
efficiency (77%), high parking ratios and costs ($33,000
per space). Condo sales pricing would need to increase by
17% (to $350/sf) to achieve project feasibility. Option B
also is programmed at a relatively low efficiency (79%),
but is helped by lower parking ratios and construction
costs. It requires a 5% increase to rents of $1.78/sf.

Development Program Option GA Option GB Comments

Retail (sf) 20,000 20,000

Residential (sf) 98,700 99,750

Subtotal (sf) 118,700 119,750

Structured Parking (sf) 40,000 20,000 Two below grade (A); one below (B)
Total Building Area (sf) 158,700 139,750

Residential (Owner units) 60 - Condo Units

Residential (Rental units) - 84 Apartments

Demolition (sf) - - Assumed as surface parking
Total Site Area (sf) 20,000 20,000

Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 59 6.0 Excludes below grade parking
Building Floors 7 7 Above grade

Building Height (feet) 75 75

On-Site Parking (spaces) 96 46 Two below grade (A); one below (B)
Financial Pro Forma Option GA Option GB Comments

Development Budget

Property Acquisition $1,700,000 $1,700,000

Site Demolition - -

Site Preparation $180,000 $180,000

Infrastructure - - Assumed provided by City if needed
New Building Construction $14,724,500 $13,370,000

Parking $2,800,000 $1,200,000

Indirect (Soft) Cost $5,311,400 $4,425 000 On direct construction

Total Development Cost $24,715900 $20,875,000 Per GSF building area
Operating Budget (Rental)

Annual Gross Rents $361,700 $2,011,300

less Vacancy $(25,300) $(140,800)

Gross Operating Income $336.400 $1,870,500

less Expenses $(65,700) $(274,000) Retailloffice/fiex at nnn rates
Net Operating Income $270,700 $1,596,500 Annually per NSF

Sales Revenue (Owner)

Unit Sales $22,752,000 -

less Sales Expense $(1,365,100) --

Net Sales Revenue $21,386,900 ==

Completed Valuation

Capitalization Rate 8.50% 8.00%

Estimated Value:

Rental Income Portion $3,184,700 $19,956,300

Rental + Sales Portion $24,571,600 $19,956,300

Cost % Supported by Value 88% 96%|Includes 15% return on condo portion
Funding Gap () $(2,933,900)  $(918,700)

GENERIC 1/2 BLOCK CONDOMINIUM
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REGULATORY AND FINANCIAL TOOLS FOR
PRESERVATION
Report for Portland Development Commission
by Constance Beaumont and Leslie Tucker
National Trust for Historic Preservation
State and Local Policy Office
January 14, 2003

At the request of the National Trust for Historic
Preservation’s Community Partners Program, the
Trust’s State and Local Policy Office prepared this
paper on local preservation incentives and
regulations for the Portland Development Com-
mission (PDC). Community Partners is under
contract with the PDC to:

* examine Portland’s existing financial and
regulatory tools and strategies for protecting
historic resources and promoting adaptive
reuse of the historic resources located within
the Study Area’; and

*  recommend tools that the City of Portland
should consider adding to its preservation
program.

This paper is not a comprehensive, in-depth
survey and analysis, but rather a reconnaissance
conducted within a short time frame. The
research emphasizes incentives for commercial,
rather than residential properties because of the
contract’s focus on the Study Area, which is
primarily commercial in nature. Much of the
information contained herein came from tele-
phone interviews with developers, architects,
structural engineers, preservation advocates, city
officials, state officials and others. Of those
interviewed, 13 are residents of the City of Port-
land; 29 reside in other communities around the
country. (See Appendix A.)

HISTORIC PRESERVATION

PORTLAND’S PRESERVATION POLICIES
DESIGN REVIEW AND DEMOLITION CONTROLS FOR
HISTORIC BUILDINGS
Under Portland’s existing Historic Resources
Code:

*  Proposals to alterthe exterior of designated
Historic Landmarks, Conservation Landmarks
— and buildings that contribute to the signifi-
cance of Historic Districts and Conservation
Districts — are subject to design review by the
Portland Historic Landmarks Commission.2
(“Design Review”)

*  Proposals to dermolish designated local
Historic Landmarks and Conservation
Landmarks are automatically delayed for up
to 120 days. The delay is intended to give the
community an opportunity to explore alterna-
tives to demolition. (“Demolition Delay”)

*  Proposals to demolish properties listed in the
National Register of Historic Places — and
properties that contribute to the significance
of National Register historic districts — may
be delayed for up to 300 days. (“Extended
Demolition Delay”)

*  Proposals to demolish designated Historic
and Conservation Landmarks, buildings in
Historic or Conservation Districts, and
buildings listed in Portland’s Historic Re-
source Inventory may be denied, but only if
the property owner has voluntarily signed a
preservation covenant agreeing to “demoli-
tion review.” At present, only one property in
the City of Portland has such a covenant
protecting it. (“Demolition Review”)

At the heart of a strong historic preservation
ordinance is the power of a local landmark
commission to deny, not merely delay, demolition
permits for historic buildings unless the withhold-
ing of such permits creates an economic hardship
for property owners.? In Portland, however, the

local landmarks commission may exercise this
authority only if the property owner has voluntarily
entered into a preservation agreement with the
city. To date, only one owner has chosen to do so.
Portland’s ability to provide strong protection for
historic structures is further hobbled by a state
law that prohibits local governments from
designating properties as historic unless the
property owner consents to such designation.

Few cities link demolition denial authority to a
property owner’s willingness to enter voluntarily
into a preservation covenant. On the other hand,
many jurisdictions — federal, state and local —
require conservation or preservation covenants as
a condition for acceptance of grant funding for
preservation or restoration projects. Most cities
with preservation ordinances do not link demoli-
tion controls on a building-by-building basis to
incentives. That said, many cities also recognize
the importance of providing incentives to historic
property owners, especially when historic proper-
ties are strictly regulated. But in most cases,
there is no quid pro quo.

Itis also much more common for cities to attach
preservation regulations to /ocally designated
historic properties than to properties listed on the
National Register. Should local regulation be
carried out by reference to National Register
status, an important consideration is to make
sure that procedural safeguards designed to
ensure fairness to property owners and communi-
ties alike are adhered to.+

Incentives are generally linked to efforts to
rehabilitate or otherwise improve historic sites
that would otherwise fall into disrepair. Historic
property owners may be eligible for special tax
benefits, but the rationale behind these incentives
is to encourage rehabilitation and the viable use
of historic properties rather than to provide
compensation for regulation.
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To put Portland’s resource protection program in
perspective, the National Alliance of Preservation
Commissions’ 1998 national survey found that 350
local commissions held the power to deny
demolition permits for historic structures while
271 commissions could merely delay such per-
mits. Examples of cities with the power to deny
demolition permits include Seattle and Tacoma,
Wash.; Sacramento, San Diego, Santa Barbara,
and San Francisco, Calif.; Boise, Idaho.; Annapolis,
Md.; Denver, Colo.; Lake Forest, Ill.; Lowell, Mass.;
Mobile, Ala.; Salt Lake City, Utah; Charleston, S.C.;
New York, N.Y.; and Minneapolis, Minn.s

The proposal to extend Portland’s demolition
delay period from 120 to 300 days, approved in
June 2002, significantly strengthens protection for
the city’s historic landmarks by allowing more
time for the City and property owners to explore
alternatives to demolition when demolition is
proposed. Such protection remains weaker than
that provided by many cities, however.®

Portland’s overall planning policies have earned
national recognition for their creativity and
effectiveness. Indeed, Portland’s downtown
ranks among the nation’s most attractive in large
part because of these policies. When it comes to
historic preservation, however, many cities have
taken a more comprehensive, aggressive ap-
proach. Cities have done so for various reasons:
to create downtown housing through the reclama-
tion of vacant or underused historic buildings; to
enhance the quality of life; to generate economic
benefits through “heritage tourism;” or to become
economically competitive by differentiating
themselves from other cities. As Denver Mayor
Wellington E. Webb has written: “The preservation
of Denver’s history is as much a part of my
economic development strategy as are the arts,
business retention and expansion, sports venues,
and tourism. For without preserving a critical

mass of historic buildings...there would be no
uniqueness to Denver to attract the other activi-
ties.” To an outside observer, Portland’s collec-
tion of historic buildings contributes significantly
to the City’s unique character and differentiates it
from cities dominated by bland architecture.

CONSEQUENCES OF NATIONAL REGISTER LISTING
A word on the consequences of listing buildings
on the National Register of Historic Places:
Contrary to popular understanding, the owners of
properties listed on the Register are not automati-
cally subjected to federal regulations. Listing on
the Register is primarily honorific. It does,
however, provide eligibility for the federal rehabili-
tation tax credit, which permits historic property
owners to claim a tax credit equal to 20% of the
expenses’ they incur in rehabilitating income-
producing National Register properties (or
properties that contribute to National Register
districts).

The regulations associated with National Register
listing are imposed on federal agencies, not
private property owners. Under Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act, federal
agencies that fund, license or otherwise support
projects that could harm National Register
properties (or properties that are eligible for the
Register) must give the federal Advisory Council
on Historic Preservation an opportunity to
comment on the project and then consider those
comments. The comments usually suggest ways
to avoid or mitigate harm to the historic resources
at risk.

If a property owner chooses to take advantage of
the federal rehabilitation tax credit (or of certain
financial assistance programs administered by the
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment), the rehabilitation work on a National
Register building must comply with design

guidelines set forth by the U. S. Secretary of the
Interior. In addition, some local governments
have linked local regulations to National Register
properties, and many states and localities give
priority to National Register properties in their
allocation of grants, loans, or other assistance. (If
the State of Oregon were to pass a state historic
tax credit, eligibility for the credit might be tied to
National Register listing if the experience of other
states is any guide.®) These links with the
Secretary’s standards are /ndirect consequences
of listing, however.

REGULATORY RELIEF FOR HISTORIC BUILDINGS
Some types of regulatory relief conferred on
historic buildings in Portland are meaningful;
others are relatively meaningless.

Under certain circumstances, owners of Portland’s
Historic and Conservation Landmarks are allowed
to use their properties more intensively than is
otherwise allowable. For example, landmarks
located in single-dwelling zones may be used as
multi-dwelling structures. Landmarks in multi-
dwelling zones are exempt from otherwise
applicable limits on density. And landmarks in
residential zones may provide day care. These
alternate land uses do not require special review.

In addition, Portland’s existing Historic Preserva-
tion Incentive allows landmarks in the Central
Residential (RX) zone to include otherwise
disallowed retail, office, entertainment, manufac-
turing and other uses through a “conditional use”
review approved by the City.

Still other “conditional uses” are permitted for
landmarks under certain circumstances. For areas
outside the Study Area, some preservation
developers believe that an improved “conditional
use” review process might allow the Historic
Preservation Incentive’s flexibility to be more
readily applied. They argue that, while the
conditional use provisions appearto provide

HISTORIC PRESERVATION
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additional flexibility, as a practical matter, they
provide very little because it takes so much time
and money to get conditional uses approved.

Some uses, such as residential, are not allowed in
industrial zones. In these cases, historic renova-
tions for residential use can be done only through
a comprehensive plan map amendment and zone
change — a process that includes a hearing before
city council. In the words of one developer who
would have liked to convert a historic industrial
building that is no longer suitable for industrial
uses into a residential structure: “We would have
had to get a comprehensive plan amendment and
a zoning code change. That would have taken us
between six and eight months and cost us
$35,000 to $40,000.”

Conditional uses are not “bankable.” Developers
seeking to purchase and rehabilitate a historic
building cannot persuade banks to lend them
money on the off-chance that they mightwin
approval in the future for a conditional use.® To
go forward, therefore, the developer must obtain
an option and delay the project until the condi-
tional use is approved. Given the need to move
quickly in the real estate world, the City should
review the extent to which conditional uses could
be converted to automatic waivers or exceptions
in specific geographic areas where the alternate
uses would not have adverse impacts on sur-
rounding neighborhoods and property owners.
Alternatively, an expedited process for reviewing
conditional uses might be considered.

To qualify for the above types of regulatory relief
incentives, the property owner must agree not to
demolish the historic resources without the city’s
approval and the review of the Portland Land-
marks Commission.

HISTORIC PRESERVATION

ZONING INCENTIVES: TRANSFERABLE DEVELOP-
MENT RIGHTS AND DENSITY BONUSES

Zoning laws, which typically place height and bulk
limits on buildings, can greatly influence the fate
of historic buildings. Zoning laws that permit
property owners to build new structures that are
significantly larger than historic buildings already
in place may create tensions between new
development and preservation. The bigger the
gap between existing and allowable building
heights, the greater the tension between a
property owner’s perceived and/or actual right to
maximize profits and the likelihood of preserving
the historic buildings.”® Development potential in
several of Portland’s historic districts, including
the Yambhill and Skidmore-Old Town districts
within the Study Area, was consciously limited in
the 1970s and ‘8os.

In Portland, the City has wisely concentrated its
tallest buildings along the transit corridors at Fifth
and Sixth Avenues, where allowable Floor Area
Ratios (FARs) range from 12:1 to 15:1 and build-
ings as tall as 460 feet are permitted. But as one
approaches the Willamette River, allowable FARs
and heights decline.

The Floor Area Ratios in the PDC Study Area vary
between 4:1 and 9:1. The FARs for structures
located between Naito Parkway and First Avenue
north of Madison Street are set at 4:1. Outside
the Yamhill and Skidmore/Old Town Historic
Districts, allowable FARs climb to 9:1 west of First.
For the area near the Steel Bridgehead at the north
end of the Study Area, the FAR is 6:1.

Property owners may increase these “base FARs”
by a maximum of 3:1 FAR by providing various
amenities desired by the City. “Density bonuses,”
which allow for increased FARs, are awarded for
housing units created in commercial or employ-
ment zones, day care, retail uses, rooftop gardens,
art work, public fountains or other water features,

locker rooms, eco-roofs, middle-income housing,
and contributions to the City's Affordable Hous-
ing Replacement Fund.

Height limits in the Study Area vary, but in general
they protect views of Mount Hood and, as one
approaches the Willamette River, they step down
in scale from the taller buildings in the Central
Business District. In the Yamhill and Skidmore/
Old Town Historic Districts, the height limit for
buildings is generally set at 75 feet. At the edges
of these districts, allowable heights rise to 130
feet.

If allowable heights in the historic districts were
significantly increased, the character of the area,
as defined by the historic buildings, might change
significantly. These changes could include both a
change in the district’s character, as tall buildings
are set amid three-to-five story vernacular struc-
tures, as well as a change in the number of
historic buildings, as the potential profitability of
redevelopment is increased. Tensions between
preservation and new construction could increase
if property owners found it more lucrative to
demolish historic structures in favor of larger new
buildings. In addition, vacancies in existing
buildings elsewhere in the city could increase
unless the market were able to absorb the new
space created by increasing height limits.

In theory, property owners may transfer develop-
ment rights from historic building sites (“sending
sites”) to other “receiving sites” in the City. In
reality, however, this transfer-of-development-
rights (TDR) ability is undermined by the fact that
property owners can obtain similar density
bonuses more easily through other means. For
example, they can provide bicycle locker rooms,
build fountains, or create eco-roofs — all without
the landmarks commission’s review and approval
of any future demolition proposals. Thus while
property owners have an incentive to transfer
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unused development rights from historic “send-
ing sites” to “receiving sites” elsewhere in the
Central City, those in need of extra floor area are
not motivated to take advantage of the TDR
program. Only one TDR transaction is reported
to have occurred in Portland.

TAX INCENTIVES

Historic property owners in Portland can — and do
— take advantage of federal and state tax incen-
tives.

Federal Rehabilitation Tax Credit for Historic
Structures. Under federal law, historic property
owners who substantially rehabilitate buildings
that are individually listed on the National
Register of Historic Places (or that contribute to
the significance of National Register districts)
may claim a 20% credit against eligible rehabilita-
tion expenses.” This credit is available for
income-producing projects — e.g., multi-family
housing, commercial offices, retail operations,
and industrial projects — but not for owner-
occupied homes. To qualify for the historic
rehabilitation credit, rehabilitation expenses must
exceed the “adjusted basis”" of the building or
$5,000, whichever is greater. Finally, projects
seeking to claim the 20% credit must complete
the rehabilitation in accordance with standards
set forth by the Secretary of the Interior. The
standards are intended to ensure that the rehabili-
tation work preserves the character-defining
features of historic buildings.”

A 10% rehabilitation tax credit is available under
the federal tax code for non-residential, non-
historic buildings constructed before 1936. No
historic certification is required for these build-
ings. Indeed, the 10% credit is not available for
certified historic structures or for buildings
located in a National Register district unless they
are certified as not contributing to the district.

A total of 84 federal historic tax act projects have
been completed or are under way in Portland.
Another 15 are inactive.

Some building owners appear to be unaware of
the tax credit’s existence, while others are daunted
by the complexities of building codes and IRS
rules. The underwriting costs associated with
syndicating tax credits can also seem high unless
the project involved is a major one. Finally, some
developers/property owners have found it difficult
and costly to comply with the Interior Department
standards applicable to tax-act projects.

Under Oregon’s Special Assessment Program,
owners of properties listed on the National
Register — and of buildings that contribute to the
significance of National Register districts — may
undertake major improvements to their properties
without seeing an increase in property taxes
attributable to the improvements. This “freeze”
on property taxes lasts for 15 years and is available
to residential as well as commercial properties,
but it can be renewed for another 15 years in the
case of income-producing properties. There are
825 active Special Assessment projects in Port-
land.

Recent curbs on property tax increases in Oregon
have reduced the perceived relative value of the
Special Assessment Program to owners of historic
residential properties. The program still provides
a significant preservation incentive for owners of
historic commercial properties, however.

SEISMIC AND OTHER CODES

Seismic code requirements rank high on the list of
barriers to renovation in general and historic
preservation in particular. Local developers use
such terms as “deal breaker” and “a killer” to
describe the seismic and other codes applied to
historic properties. No one argues that historic
buildings should not be as safe — or as accessible

— as possible, but a number of developers and
preservationists believe that the triggers for
compliance with the latest codes are generally too
low. In addition, they express frustration over the
fact that the code regulations sometimes change
and are interpreted differently by different building
inspectors.

The Oregon State Structural Specialty Code and
Portland’s Interim Seismic Design Requirements
for Existing Buildings govern changes to old and
historic buildings in Portland. The former is
essentially the Uniform Building Code (UBC) with
certain modifications by the state. Under these
codes, seismic requirements for unreinforced
masonry (URM) buildings are triggered by such
factors as changes in occupancy (with increased
loads) and rehabilitation work exceeding $15 a
square foot.

Although the state legislature has considered
providing financial assistance to help property
owners pay for needed seismic improvements,
Oregon’s budget problems have stymied the
enactment of such legislation.

SEISMIC LOANS: Through a Seismic Improvement
Loan Program, the Portland Development Com-
mission has provided loans to help property
owners fill the financial gap between monies
available and monies needed to complete a
project. The program has emphasized safety
upgrades for Class B and C commercial buildings
in the Central City. The loans are available to
properties in the Downtown Waterfront, River
District, and South Park Blocks Urban Renewal
Areas.

Buildings eligible for these loans include
unreinforced masonry (URM) properties or
structures listed on the National Register of
Historic Places. The program helps property
owners determine the magnitude and feasibility of
needed seismic improvements in addition to
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providing loans. Loan amounts and interest rates
vary, but the term is set at no longer than ten
years. Seismic improvements costs can range
from $10 to $50 a square foot.

Although this program is expected to be funded
again during the coming year, its new budget level
is not known at this time. This program appears
to be very helpful to the extent that it has been
used, but its usage has not been extensive, in part
because of challenges faced by developers in
procuring tenants for rehabilitation projects.

EASEMENTS

The Historic Preservation League of Oregon is
empowered to accept easements on historic
buildings, but limited staff and financial resources
have hindered HPLO’s ability to conduct a more
active easement program..

Because the PDC and the Bureau of Planning
expressed an interest in understanding the effect
of stronger demolition controls on easement
values, the National Trust consulted with several
nationally recognized experts’ on this question.
The consensus view to emerge from this research
is that strong preservation controls are a factor
that must be considered along with many others
in the appraisal of easement values. Although
each appraisal must reflect the characteristics of a
specific piece of property, strong preservation
controls typically have only a minor, if any, impact
on the value of a potential easement donation.
Facade easements on historic buildings are
generally appraised at between 10% and 20% of
the fair market value of the property. If a property
is already protected by a strong historic preserva-
tion ordinance (i.e., an ordinance giving the city
an absolute right to deny demolition or to exercise
strict controls over building additions and other
exterior changes), the value of a fagade easement
is typically between 10% and 15% of the fair
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market value of the property.

Local interpretation of historic preservation
ordinances, however, can affect the value of
easements. Easement values can exceed the 10%
to 15% range in cities where a preservation
commission allows numerous additions or
demolitions, establishes a very low threshold for
granting economic hardship, or has been chal-
lenged on the legal basis of local designation.

It is essential to recognize that the easement value
is related to the individual piece of property. For
example, if the easement includes the forfeiture of
development rights, the easement’s value may
increase dramatically. Similarly, the value of the
land underneath a historic building can be so
much greater than the value of the building itself
that the gift of an easement may result in a
substantial donation value.

HisTORIC RESOURCE INVENTORY

The last comprehensive survey taken of Portland’s
historic resources took place in 1984. lItis
seriously outdated. Moreover, some people
describe the survey as a “windshield” survey that
did not reflect high standards in the first place.
Because real estate investors want and need
certainty, the City should update its Historic
Resource Survey as soon as possible.

STOREFRONT IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM: The
Portland Development Commission (PDC)
administers a Storefront Improvement Program
with funding from the Bureau of Housing and
Community Development, tax increment financ-
ing, and other sources. The program'’s purpose is
to help property and business owners spruce up
their storefronts, revive neighborhood commercial
areas, and reduce blight.

Under this program, the PDC offers matching
grants of up to $20,000 to property owners and
business lessees'® to improve their building

facades. (Lighting grants of up to $27,500 are
available in the West End/South Park Blocks and
Old Town/Chinatown areas.) Eligible projects
include cornice, gutter, and downspout repairs;
signs and graphics; new windows; exterior
lighting; canopies and awnings; and painting and
masonry cleaning. In addition to the grants, the
PDC provides up to 30 hours of free architectural
services to assist property/business owners with
their storefront improvements. These services are
delivered by a pool of pre-qualified architects that
the PDC keeps on retainer.

The storefront improvement program is very
popular. At this writing, it has provided almost
450 grants to property owners in 19 neighbor-
hoods. Many buildings assisted through the
program were once vacant but have now become
occupied because the improvements helped
property owners attract new tenants. Although
the program is not considered a decisive factor by
developers who are considering undertaking
major rehabilitation projects, the storefront
improvement grants appear to be well-received by
smaller businesses and certainly by those who
have used them. The current budget for this
program is approximately $1.2 million.

REVOLVING LOAN FUND. Inactive.

PRESERVATION INCENTIVES AROUND THE
COUNTRY

To determine how other cities have addressed
challenges facing Portland, the National Trust
contacted local preservation officers, developers,
architects, structural engineers and other experts
in over 25 jurisdictions around the country. In
selecting jurisdictions for this study, the authors
sought out localities whose programs, size, and
culture seemed most relevant to Portland’s
current effort to balance preservation incentives
and regulations. Noted below are findings from
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this reconnaissance:

SEISMIC CODES AND HISTORIC BUILDINGS
California. |n California, historic property owners
enjoy a statutory right to use the State Historical
Building Code (SHBC), which offers alternatives
for meeting seismic, accessibility, and life safety
requirements. Instead of relying on prescriptive
formulas to ensure life safety, the SHBC allows
engineering principles and expert judgments to
be used in evaluating the safety of archaic
building materials and methods. The SHBCis a
performance-based, mandatory code. Local
jurisdictions are required to administer and
enforce it. They may not prohibit the SHBC's
application to a historic structure.

The SHBC's treatment of seismic issues raised by
historic, unreinforced masonry (URM) buildings
is governed by an appendix to the Uniform Code
for Building Conservation (UCBC). The SHBC
has adopted this appendix by reference.

In contrast to other codes, the SHBC does not
use “triggers” to mandate compliance with
specific requirements. According to the California
State Historical Building Safety Board, which
oversees the SHBC’s implementation:

Triggering mechanisms, routinely found in many
codes, pose an unwarranted threat to the contin-
ued existence of [historic] properties and are thus
categorically excluded [in the SHBC].”

The Safety Board also takes the view that “the
‘earthquake-proof building’ is essentially non-
existent.” The Board’s web site states:

[BJuilding codes must be updated in order to
keep abreast of new materials and new technol-
ogy. Consequently, every three years, all the
buildings built under the now obsolete code join
the ranks of all other buildings as “code defi-
cient.” Yet these “substandard” buildings remain
in service for decades. The SHBC recognizes this

common practice as a...non-life-threatening
situation which is clearly also appropriate for the
preservation of historic resources.

Everything we inhabit — structures, ships, automo-
biles or aircraft — involve[s] a cost/benefit ratio in
which risk is a factor. That some people choose
not to fly, while others refuse to ride in an
economy car, does not negate the “public good”
that these means of travel engender.

St. Helena, California: In 1994 St. Helena adopted
a “Seismic Hazards Mitigation Program for
Unreinforced Masonry Structures.” The program
reflects recommendations made by a special
committee created by the city building department
to explore ways to help historic property owners
meet seismic requirements without destroying the
city’s historic fabric. The committee included all
the relevant stakeholders, including property
owners, lenders, and code officials, but it also
drew from the expertise of outside experts. An
early step was to hire two structural engineers as
consultants to help the city develop a program
tailored to the specific needs of property owners.
Elements of St. Helena’s program include:

»  architectural and engineering (A & E) grants
for seismic upgrading. Under this program,
up to $1 per square foot of eligible building
area may be granted to a building owner to
help pay for architectural and/or engineering
fees incurred in seismic upgrades;

* listing of the St. Helena Historic Commercial
District on the National Register of Historic
Places. By creating this district and getting it
listed, the city enabled property owners to
qualify more easily for the federal rehabilita-
tion tax credit. (Individual property owners
had found it difficult to get their buildings
listed individually on the National Register
and thus could not gain access to the federal
tax credits.);

*  design review alternatives. Property owners
may choose among three entities (city
planning, state preservation office, or Napa
County Landmarks or another qualified
historical consultant) to review their seismic
retrofit work. The idea here is to simplify and
streamline the review process. Local design
review requirements were waived for property
owners whose projects are subject to review
by the SHPO in connection with rehabilitation
tax credit projects;

» fee waivers. These include waivers of design
review fees by the city planning commission
and of plan check fees by the city building
department. Building permit fees for seismic
retrofit work were cut in half;

*  Mills Act tax abatement. Under California’s
Mills Act, localities may abate local property
taxes on rehabilitated historic structures for
up to ten years. St. Helena’s “incentives
package” includes “Mills Act” abatement for
unreinforced masonry (URM) buildings that
are listed on the National Register, contribute
to the St. Helena Historic Commercial
District, or are listed on the state or local
inventory of historic resources.

Under St. Helena’s program, the incentives were
“sunsetted” after the first three years to give
property owners an incentive to comply with a
mandate for the retrofit of URMB buildings in ten
years. The city also created a Building Conserva-
tion Advisory and Appeals Board to help property
owners resolve problems that might arise.

Buildings that have been seismically retrofitted
since 1980 and that comply with the standards in
effect at the time are exempt from newer URM
requirements (see p.2-3 of ordinance). No URM
building that has been seismically retrofitted to
the standards required by the ordinance shall,
within a period of 15 years after the completion of
the work, be identified as a “seismic hazard to
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life.”

Other Cities. Many cities exercise flexibility in the
application of building, seismic, and accessibility
codes to historic buildings. Among these cities
are: Seattle and Spokane, Wash.; Portland, Maine;
Sacramento, Calif.; Boise, Idaho; Park City, Utah;
and Denver, Colo. Denver allows historic residen-
tial structures to meet the code in effect at the
time of construction. Historic commercial
structures in Denver must meet current life safety
codes, but code officials exercise flexibility with
respect to them.

Seattle’s building code permits the city’s Depart-
ment of Design, Construction, and Land Use to
modify specific code requirements for historic
landmarks. The DCLU director has discretion to
require alternate requirements that afford reason-
able safety and uses this flexibility on a regular
basis. Virtually none of Seattle’s historic build-
ings can meet the seismic standards of the
Uniform Building Code, according to local
officials. Thus a structural engineer evaluates the
deficiencies of buildings and the DCLU works with
property owners to correct the most serious ones.
The DCLU director sees this approach as crucial
to the feasibility of most preservation projects.

SMART CODEs

Throughout the country, rehabilitation developers
have expressed frustration with building codes
written with only new construction in mind and
then applied to older buildings. A widely held
view is that building materials and methods no
longer used or recognized in modern codes may
provide an acceptable level of safety (particularly
if supplemented by sprinklers and other compen-
satory measures) without following the latest
codes, which often refer to safety techniques and
materials that did not exist in the past.
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To promote rehabilitation projects, several states
have adopted special rehabilitation codes or
“smart codes” in recent years. In general, these
codes enable property owners to make less costly,
smaller-scale improvements to older buildings
without having to rehabilitate the entire structure.
New Jersey, Maryland, Rhode Island and North
Carolina have enacted smart codes legislation.
New Jersey’s adoption of a “Rehabilitation Sub-
Code” has caused renovation spending on older
buildings to rise significantly. Such spending has
increased by 60% in Newark, by 83% in Jersey City,
and by over 40% in Trenton. The North Carolina
program, established in 2001, is a pilot effort
through which municipalities can choose to
participate but are not required to do so0.™

EASEMENTS

Many cities have promoted easement programs to
protect historic buildings and sites against demoli-
tion, neglect, or defacement. In some cases, a
municipal agency is empowered to purchase or
accept easements; in other cases, the city uses a
quasi-governmental agency to handle easement
transactions; in still others, city agencies have
created nonprofits to carry out easement functions
— or nonprofits themselves have established
easement programs.

An easement is a preservation tool that falls in
between land-use regulations and outright prop-
erty ownership. Under the easement concept, a
property owner voluntarily relinquishes certain
property rights by selling or donating an easement
to a nonprofit organization or governmental entity.
This “easement holder” enforces the terms of the
easement, which typically imposes restrictions on
what the property owner may do with that portion
of the property covered by the easement. If the
easement is donated, the value of the easement
(for tax purposes) is the difference between the
property’s value before and after the easement was

sold or donated.

Easement terms may vary, but if the owner wishes
to take advantage of certain federal tax benefits,
he/she must:

*  donate the easement to a “qualified organiza-
tion” for “conservation purposes.” “Quali-
fied organizations” include governmental
agencies and tax-exempt nonprofit organiza-
tions. “Conservation purposes” include the
preservation of a historically important land
area or a certified historic structure.

*  donate the easement “in perpetuity.” The
easement must be permanent. Its restrictions
must bind all future property owners as well
as the current owner.

If the easement donor meets these primary
conditions and certain other requirements, Section
170(h) of the Internal Revenue Code allows him/
her to claim a tax deduction for a charitable
contribution on his/her federal income tax return.
Deductions thus claimed may not exceed 30% of a
donor’s Adjusted Gross Income (AGI) in the year
of the gift, but unused deductions may be carried
forward for up to five years until they are used
up.'”

Only buildings that are listed on the National
Register of Historic Places — and structures that
contribute to National Register districts — may
qualify for federal tax benefits available through
preservation easements.

Easements offer several advantages:

*  The costs to government are significantly
lower than they would be if the government
had to purchase a property outright to protect
it.

*  The property can stay in private hands and
remain on local tax rolls.

*  The property owner continues to enjoy use of
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his property.
»  Strategically placed easements can discour-

age land assembly that would enable the
construction of incompatible developments.

e Within certain limits, the terms of the
easement can be tailored to the needs and
wishes of the property owner.

*  Property tax savings may also be recognized
in some jurisdictions.

Noted below are some cities and nonprofit
organizations empowered to hold preservation
easements. This list emphasizes easements on
commercial properties given the PDC's request
for strategies appropriate to the Study Area, but it
should be understood that easements have been
widely used for residential properties as well.

e Mobile, Alabarma: The Mobile Historic
Development Commission (HDC) holds
some 150 easements on historic properties.
Approximately one-third of the easements are
on commercial properties. The HDC is a city
agency but also has a 5ol(c) (3) tax exemption
under the Internal Revenue Code. The agency
began as an independent nonprofit, but the
city decided that it received sufficient state
and city funds to warrant its incorporation
into the city government.

e Alexandria, Virginia: The City of Alexandria
holds approximately 30 easements on historic
properties. Most of these are facade ease-
ments combined with easements on historic
interiors and/or open spaces surrounding the
historic property. The city does not, as a rule,
accept facade easements only on historic
buildings.

e Boise, Idaho. Local law permits the city to
acquire easements by purchase or donation.
The city holds three facade easements on
historic commercial properties. Local prop-

erty taxes are adjusted to reflect the effect on
property values of the easements.

Spokane, Washington.: Spokane holds 10
easements on historic properties. All the
easements are on commercial buildings,
including the Davenport Hotel, Marlboro
Apartments and Avenida Apartments.
(Spokane also provides zoning flexibility and
allows non-conforming land uses in the case
of historic structures in addition to providing
code relief.)

Sacramento, California: Easements on
historic properties are held by Sacramento
Heritage (SH), a quasi-governmental body
created by the local redevelopment authority a
number of years ago. Board members of SH
are appointed by the city council. (Some
believe this fact means that SH cannot
function effectively as a preservation advocacy
organization.) Because SH does not have
enough staff to monitor and enforce ease-
ments, however, the easement program is not
as strong as it could be. Some consideration
is being given to spinning SH off completely
from the city as a 50l (c) (3) tax-exempt
organization.

Historic Charleston Foundation: HCF holds
protective covenants on 130 structures® and
200 easements on commercial and residen-
tial structures in and around Charleston. Its
program has been nationally recognized.

Historic Savannah Foundation: HSF holds
205 covenants and easements, ten of which
are on commercial properties.

Preservation Alliance for Greater Philadelphia:
The Alliance holds easements on 160 historic
properties, including such major commercial
properties as the historic Drake Tower, the
Alden Park Apartments, and the Bell Tele-
phone Building, now known as the Lofts.)

e Utah Heritage Foundation, which acquires
easements as gifts or as part of its revolving
fund loan program. Property owners who
receive low-interest loans for rehabilitation are
required to grant easements.

One final note on easements: Some easement
programs, particularly those administered by
nonprofits, require property owners to contribute
to an endowment fund to cover the costs of
monitoring and enforcing the easement.

ZONING-BASED PRESERVATION INCENTIVES AND
DEMOLITION DISINCENTIVES

Zoning Tools in Seattle. Seattle discourages the
demolition of historic landmarks by prohibiting
buildings that replace demolished landmarks from
gaining additional floor area through FAR bonuses
or the transfer of development rights. In the city’s
downtown retail core, property owners seeking to
build a structure taller than a historic building
already in place must preserve the structure’s
facade. If the structure is a designated landmark,
the Seattle Landmarks Preservation Board must
approve any modifications to the building.

The Director of Seattle’s Department of Design,
Construction and Land Use may authorize land
uses for designated landmarks that would not
otherwise be permitted. She may also waive
otherwise applicable zoning requirements, such as
standards for open space, setbacks, parking and
landscaping, for historic buildings.

Seattle has had a transfer of development rights
(TDR) program for many years but has rarely used
it. Only three transactions involving downtown
landmarks have been consummated. The city
recently revised its TDR program in the hope of
encouraging wider usage of this tool. Under the
revised program, developers can purchase and
transfer unused development rights from sites in
most downtown zones occupied by designated
landmarks. The TDR from a landmark is one of a
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limited number of options available to a developer
for gaining a portion of the total floor area that
can only be added to the project through the
prescribed use of floor area bonuses or TDR. To
facilitate the use of landmark TDR, the city is
authorized to operate a TDR bank, where develop-
ment rights purchased from landmark sites can be
“banked” and sold to developers as needed. Use
of Landmark TDR is further promoted by a
requirement that a specified percentage of the
floor area added to a project through TDR and
bonus incentives must be gained through Land-
mark TDR if any such development rights are
available in the city’s Landmark TDR bank. The
value of these development rights is negotiated
between the owners of the sending and receiving
sites. The transfer of development right from the
sending lot to the receiving lot lasts for the life of
the property on the receiving lot.

Zoning Tools in Los Angeles. Los Angeles
adopted an adaptive reuse program in 1999 to
facilitate the conversion of older commercial
buildings in the downtown to housing by cutting
regulatory red tape and providing flexibility in the
application of building and fire codes to historic
structures. The program includes an ordinance
and adaptive reuse construction guidelines. The
ordinance was expanded to include additional
neighborhoods in 2002. Among other things, the
program:
*  Mandates that adaptive reuse projects are “by
right” projects;
*  Allows the zoning administrator to waive

public hearings on certain adaptive reuse
projects;

*  Waives residential density requirements;

*  Permits existing conditions for yards, height,
parking and floor area, even though they do
not meet current residential code require-
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ments (no waivers required);

*  Does not require disabled access upgrades in
the private residential areas of the building;
and

*  Allows flexibility in the application of struc-
tural and life safety requirements to historic
buildings.

Buildings eligible for these kinds of regulatory

relief include vacant or underused structures built

before July 1974 and buildings listed on national,
state, or local historic registers.

Zoning Tools in Tacoma, Washington. Tacoma'’s
2000 zoning code permits developers who
renovate historic buildings (or who contribute an
amount equal to one percent of their project costs
to a renovation project) to build taller new
buildings than would otherwise be allowed.

When new development abuts historic structures,
its rooflines, windows, and other features must
harmonize with the latter.

TAX RELIEF

Denver created a Downtown Historic District
comprised of non-contiguous historic structures
located throughout the downtown in 2000.
Buildings in the district are eligible for property tax
rebates for up to 20 years. The rebates equal the
local portion of property taxes to the extent these
taxes exceed their 1999 level. To qualify for the
rebate, the building must be in good repair and
resemble its original appearance. The district is
sometimes referred to as the “Chocolate Chip
District” because the historic buildings “dot” the
area the way chocolate chips dot a cookie. Local
officials believe the District’s success lies in the
fact that new construction in the downtown is
highly regulated and must meet design standards
established for new buildings. There are no
parking requirements for historic buildings. Forty-
three historic buildings are in the Downtown

Historic District. All are subject to demolition
denial review.?

Seattle takes advantage of Washington State’s
Special Tax Valuation Program, which allows lower
property tax valuations for historic buildings.
Under this program, increased property values
attributable to major renovations are excluded
from property tax assessments for up to ten years.
Thus property owners are not penalized for
renovating historic structures. To qualify, rehabili-
tation costs must equal at least 25% of the
assessed value of the building prior to renovation.
(Tacoma and Spokane also use this program.)

Dozens of cities in California use the so-called
Mills Act, which also permits lower property taxes
on historic buildings. Examples include San
Diego, Sacramento, and Los Angeles.

Twenty-one states now offer rehabilitation tax
credits to offset state income taxes. See
www.nthp.org/help/taxincentives.pdf

FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE: GRANTS, LOANS,
REDUCED FEES

Phoenix, Arizona: Properties with historic preser-
vation zoning (i.e., properties for which demolition
requests are subject to a one-year delay) are
eligible for assistance made possible by the city’s
historic preservation bond funds.? Under the
city’s Exterior Rehabilitation Grant Program, which
was created to benefit historic neighborhoods,
proceeds from the sale of facade easements® to
the city from these historic buildings are used by
property owners to finance rehabilitation projects.
The city can purchase a fagade easement with a
term of 15 years, thereby providing up to $10,000
for exterior rehabilitation improvements. The city
funds must be matched, 5so-50. The minimum
easement purchase considered by the city is
$2,000. Since 1990, over 230 houses have used
this program. Under a larger “Demonstration
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Projects Program, the city can purchase ease-
ments on commercial properties. This program
provides up to $350,000 in matching funds. In
addition to the Exterior Rehabilitation Grant
Program, historic preservation bond funds support
neighborhood surveys, land acquisition, and other
preservation activities.

Park City, Utah. Through its Historic District Grant
Program, Park City offers matching grants of up to
$20,000 to help property owners rehabilitate
historic structures. (A landmark grant of $50,000
is awarded to one recipient each year.) Other
preservation incentives include reduced or waived
building permit fees for work on historic properties
that receive grants through this program.

Sacramento California: Sacramento not only uses
the California State Historical Building Code and
the Mills Act property tax abatement program (see
earlier discussion), but it also has a Fainted [sic]
Ladjes Loan Program that provides loans for the
acquisition and rehabilitation of rental and owner
occupied housing that is 50 years or older. The
program was originally funded at $835,000. The
Exterior Rebate and Commercial Loan Program
provides rebates for qualified exterior improve-
ments and loans for acquisition, rehabilitation and
new construction. The city’s preservation office
expects to have $125,000 available this year to
conduct a historic resource survey.

Mobile, Alabama, Portland, Maine; Lake Forest,
Mlinois; and Sacramento, California, are among
many cities that authorize municipal agencies to
craft incentive packages for historic property
owners when the denial of a demolition permit
would cause economic hardship to the owner.

The language in Mobile’s local preservation
ordinance is illustrative of this approach:

[The Architectural Review Board and Historic
Preservation Commission] may explore [with the
owner] alternatives that will assure reasonable use

of the property including, but not limited to, loans
or grants...acquisition by purchase or eminent
domain, building and safety code modifications to
reduce the cost of maintenance, restoration,
rehabilitation or renovation, changes in applicable
zoning regulations, or relaxation of the provisions
of [the preservation ordinance] sufficient to allow
reasonable use of the property.

Tacoma, Washington, provides loans of up to
$50,000 for code-related repairs to owner-
occupied homes in the city. Loans bear interest
rates ranging from zero to 6% for up to 20 years.

PROGRESS REPORTS

Knoxville, Tennessee adopted a city charter
amendment on Nov. 5, 2002 under which the
mayor will require the Metropolitan Planning
Commission to prepare annual reports on the
status of the preservation of Knoxville’s historic
structures and districts. The report is due by May
1 of each year. The mayor, in turn, will report to
the city council on the status of historic preserva-
tion in Knoxville by July 1 of each year. This report
must include a summary of legislation and
actions taken to promote historic preservation
during the preceding year, recommendations and
goals for the coming year, and a five-year plan to
promote historic preservation.

SPECIAL MERIT PROJECTS

Portland, Maine’s preservation ordinance con-
tains a somewhat unusual, but not unique,
provision allowing for projects of special merit.
Where new construction is proposed that cannot
comply with the ordinance, but provides signifi-
cant compensating benefit to the city, the city
council may approve a “project of special merit.”
Such projects must: (1) be consistent with the
city’s comprehensive plan; (2) provide significant
public and civic benefits. Such benefits must
substantially outweigh the loss of the historic

resource and not be considered principally on the
basis of their economic development, property
taxes, or other financial return to the city or other
parties; (3) be of exceptional design; and (4) if
demolition of a landmark is required, reasonable
efforts must have been made to relocate the
landmark. Prior to the issuance of a demolition
permit to allow a project of special merit to go
forward, the developer must demonstrate binding
financial commitments and provide performance
guarantees to ensure that proposed project is
completed.

POLICY AND TECHNICAL
ASSISTANCE OPTIONS

1. Update Portland’s Historic Resource
Inventory.

2.. Determine which historic properties
should be subject to demolition denial review on
their merits, irrespective of whether they have
preservation covenants. After creating a category
of historic properties subject to demolition denial,
consider changes to the use of the preservation
covenants for some or all of the City’s preserva-
tion incentives.

3. Add provisions to Portland’s Historic
Resource Code to address the problem of “demo-
lition-by-neglect” through affirmative maintenance
requirements, as is standard for any state-of-the-
art preservation ordinance.

4. Retain — and expand - if possible, the
storefront improvement program. Target historic
properties with this program by offering enhanced
terms and conditions to buildings and districts
that the City wants to save.

5. Retain and, if possible, expand the
seismic loan program, providing enhanced terms
and conditions to encourage developers to
upgrade historic buildings that the City wants to
save.
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6. Given that Portland has the most to gain
from the enactment of a state historic tax credit,
develop a proactive lobbying strategy that involves
other staekholders.

7. Develop plain-English brochures and
web-site materials to simplify and clarify informa-
tion on the availability of the 20% and 10% federal
rehabilitation tax credits.

8. Provide technical assistance to property
owners and developers to help them understand
the benefits, regulatory requirements, review
processes and tax syndication possibilities
associated with the 20% and 10% federal rehabili-
tation tax credits.

9. Provide debt financing products that
make it easier for developers to work with syndi-
cators of the historic tax credit. Bridge financing
that provides upfront capital to developers and
reduces the tax credit investor’s risk would be
especially helpful.

10. Make site visits to successful historic
districts in other cities that have successfully met
challenges facing Portland’s Study Area.* Alterna-
tively, invite experts from these cities to meet with
Portland city officials to describe the processes
they followed and to explain how they addressed
issues facing Portland.

11. Ask the state legislature to enact a smart
codes program similar to those in New Jersey,
Maryland, and North Carolina. Alternatively,
develop a state historic building code akin to that
in California.

12. Streamline reviews for historic building
rehabilitation projects, especially those pertaining
to conditional use permits. Consider making
conditional uses permitted uses for historic
structures.

13.  Provide more flexibility in land uses,
perhaps through creation of a special historic 20.

HISTORIC PRESERVATION

Increase the potential for property owner facade
easement donations (and corresponding tax
deductions) either through support of the Historic
Preservation League of Oregon or through a city-
based program.

21. Facilitate the strengthening of the local
preservation advocacy capacity.

APPENDIX A

Listed below are public officials and rehabilitation/
preservation/building code/other experts inter-
viewed and contacted for information. In addition,
various publications and web sites were reviewed.

Residents of the City of Portland
Graham Clark, Portland Development Commission

Dana DeKlyen, Storefront Program Coordinator,
Portland Development Commission

Art DeMuro, Broker, Venerable Properties, Inc.
Rob Dortignacq, Architect, Dortignacq Associates

Amy Dowell, Senior Project Coordinator, Portland
Development Commission

Paul Falsetto, Architect, FFA Architects & AIA
Historic Resource Committee

Cathy Galbraith, Director, Architectural Heritage
Patrick Gortmaker, Kalberer Company

Cielo Lutino, City Planner, Portland Bureau of
Planning

Rob Mawson, Principal, Heritage Consulting Group
Peter Meijer, Architect, Sera Architects

Richard Michaelson, President, Inner City Proper-
ties

Ross Plambeck, Department of Development,
Portland Development Commission

Jed Sampson, Bureau of Buildings & Structures

David Skilton, Tax Incentives Coordinator, Oregon

State Preservation Office

Public Officials/Preservation-Development Experts
Outside Portland

Jody Brown, Phoenix Historical Commission

Mike Buhler, Regional Attorney, National Trust for
Historic Preservation, Western Ofc.

Kerry Buckley, Attorney for Denver Historic
Landmarks Commission

Pratt Cassity, National Alliance of Preservation
Commissions

Anne Crutcher, Mobile (Ala.) Historic Develop-
ment Commission

Courtney Damkroger, Preservation Officer, City of
San Jose

Karen Gordon, Preservation Officer, City of Seattle
Jean Federico, Director, Office of Historic Alexan-
dria (Virginia)

Cindy Heitzman, Building Official/Fire Marshal,
City of St. Helena, California

Donna Hole, Preservation, Annapolis, Md.

Ellen Ittleson, Director of Planning Services,
Community Planning, Denver, Colorado

Angeles Leira, Preservation Office, San Diego,
Calif.

Nelson Knight, Salt Lake City Historic Landmark
Commission

John Mann, Historic Spokane (Wash.)

Vincent Marsh, Preservation Officer, Sacramento,
Calif.

Thompson Mayes, Associate General Counsel,
National Trust for Historic Preservation

Jeffrey Neberman, Preservation Official, City of
Boise

Bill Needleman, Preservation Official, City of
Portland, Maine
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Ross Plambeck, City of Portland

Dennis Richardson, Code Official, Planning &
Building Dept., Sacramento, Calif.

David Rogenkamp, Degenkolb Engineers,
Portland, Ore.

William Schock, City of San Leandro, Calif.

Jennifer Schreck, Preservation Officer, Tacoma,
Wash.

Peter Smith, Historic Preservation Division, City
of Alexandria, Va.

Laura Speedman, Philadelphia Historical Com-
mission
Amy Spong, Preservation Planner, St. Paul, Minn.

Derek Stachel, Historic Preservation Commis-
sion, Park City, Utah

Stephen Stowell, Historic Board Administrator,
Lowell, Mass.

Tom Winter, State Architect, California State
Historical Building Safety Board

Loring Wyllie, Structural Engineer, Degenkolb
Engineers, San Francisco

Experts Corresponded with by E-mail

Teresa Brum, Spokane City-County Historic
Preservation Director, Spokane, Washington

Lisbeth Henning, Executive Director, Washington
Trust for Historic Preservation

Johns Hopkins, Director, Maryland Rehabilitation
Code Program

Richard Nettler, Attorney, Washington, D. C.
(easement expert)

Richard J. Roddewig, Attorney, Clarion Associates,
Chicago (easement expert)

Jon Siu, Principal Engineer, City of Seattle, Dept.
of Design, Construction & Land Use

APPENDIX B
INFORMATION USED
TO EVALUATE
ECONOMIC HARDSHIP CLAIMS

Noted below are examples of the kinds of information
that local preservation commissions often request in
order to evaluate economic hardship claims. This is a
composite list. In other words, a single commission
would not necessarily request all of the items noted
below.

1.2.3. At least three estimates of the cost of the
proposed construction, alteration, demolition or
removal and an estimate of any additional cost
that would be incurred to comply with the recom-
mendations of the historic preservation commis-
sion for changes necessary for the issuance of a
certificate of appropriateness.

4. Areport from a licensed engineer or
architect with experience in rehabilitation on the
structural soundness of any structures on the
property and their suitability for rehabilitation.

5. Estimated market value of the property in
its current condition; after completion of the
proposed construction, alteration, demolition or
removal; after any changes recommended by the
historic preservation commission; and, in the case
of a proposed demolition, after renovation of the
existing property for continued use.

6. In the case of a proposed demolition, an
estimate from an architect, developer, real estate
consultant, appraiser, or other real estate profes-

sional experienced in rehabilitation as to the
economic feasibility of rehabilitation or reuse of
the existing structure on the property.

7. Applicant may demonstrate with factual
data/evidence that the hardship is not self-
created. If the property is income producing, the
applicant may provide detailed annual income and
expense reports for the property for the last two
years, rent rates and capitalization rates for the
property and comparable properties, and any
other pertinent information that would substanti-
ate the applicant’s claim concerning economic
hardship.

8. 9. Appraisals obtained within the
previous two years by the owner or applicant in
connection with the purchase, financing or
ownership of the property.

10. Any listing of the property for sale or rent,
price asked and offers received, if any, within the
previous two years.

11.

12. Assessed value of the property according
to the two most recent assessments.

13. Real estate taxes for the previous two
years.

14. Form of ownership or operation of the
property, whether sole proprietorship, for profit or
not for profit corporation, limited partnership,
joint venture, or other.

APPENDIX C

HISTORIC RESOURCE CODE AMENDMENTS
PROJECT

TYPES OF DEMOLITION REVIEWS
Source: Portland Bureau of Planning
DEMOLITION DELAY REVIEW

The purpose of demolition delay review is to
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consider the alternatives to demolition, such as
restoration, relocation, or architectural salvage.

Demolition delay review is a ministerial (not a
land use) review. Permits to demolish or relocate
a historic resource that is subject to demolition
delay will not be issued until 120 days after the
permit is requested.

DEMOLITION DELAY EXTENSION REVIEW

The purpose of demolition delay extension review,
which may extend the demolition delay period is
to allow time for consideration of alternatives to
demolition, including relocation, restoration, and
other uses. The review allows discussion of
whether extending the delay period for a particular
resource is likely to result in preservation or
relocation.

The demolition delay period may be extended by
up to 300 days, calculated from the date the
application is determined to be complete.

Demolition delay extension reviews are processed
through a Type Il procedure.

DEMOLITION REVIEW

The purpose of demolition review is to protect
Historic Landmarks and Conservation Landmarks
that have taken advantage of an incentive for
historic preservation and historic resources that
have a preservation agreement.

Demolition reviews are processed through a Type
Il procedure.

Proposals to demolish a historic resource will be
approved if the review body finds that the follow-
ing approval criteria are met:

1. Relocation opportunity: Opportunities to
relocate the historic resource have been explored,
and there is no practical opportunity to relocate
the resource to another site; and

2. Denying demolition of the resource
prevents:

HISTORIC PRESERVATION

a. Any substantial beneficial use of a site
owned by a government agency or non-profit
organization;

b. Any viable economic use of a site not
owned by a government agency or non-profit
organization.

FOOTNOTES

' The Study Area is the area bounded by SW
Naito Parkway and SW 2" Avenue between SW
Market and NW Glisan Streets.

2 Building interiors are subject to design review
only if they have been designated as historically
significant.

3 For information on the kinds of information
that local preservation commissions around the
country sometimes request to evaluate economic
hardship cases, see Appendix B.

4 The notice requirements for the National
Register are different than those typically found in
a local ordinance.

5 The National Alliance of Preservation Commis-
sions and the National Trust for Historic Preserva-
tion estimate that between 2,300 and 3,000 local
preservation ordinances are in place around the
country. Many of these ordinances, too, provide
for demolition denial authority, but they are not
reflected in the NAPC's figure of 350 simply
because many municipalities did not respond to
the 1998 survey. The NAPC plans to update the
survey in 2003.

¢ In one illustration of the problem, a local
developer recently made a reasonable offer to
purchase an attractive historic but deteriorated
building, but was turned down in favor of an offer
for more money from someone who proposes to
demolish the building.

7 The expenses must be “qualified,” as defined
by the Internal Revenue Code.

&  For a list of states with state historic tax
credits, visit the National Trust’s web site at
www.nthp.org/help/taxincentives.pdf.

9 Banks do not want to loan on properties that
have “revocable” uses, as in the case of condi-
tional uses. Outright, or “irrevocable” uses,
protect integrity of the lender’s collateral.

° It was for this very reason that the City of San
Francisco reduced allowable building heights in
six “conservation districts” seen as important to
save because of the architecturally distinctive
buildings contained in the districts. In the view of
a former director of the Foundation for San
Francisco's Architectural Heritage who played a
leading role in developing San Francisco’s still-in-
force preservation policies, this “downzoning”
was the single most important action taken to
preserve the buildings in the conservation
districts.

" Federal tax incentives for historic preservation
date to 1976, when accelerated depreciation and
rapid amortization were first made available to
rehabilitated historic structures. In 1978, Con-
gress authorized a 10% tax credit for rehabilitated
commercial structures at least 20 years old. The
Economic Recovery Tax Act of 1981 created a 25%
rehabilitation tax credit for historic structures, but
the value of this credit was reduced to 20% by the
Tax Reform Act of 1986. “Passive loss” limitations
included in the 1986 law made the 20% credit less
useful to high-income investors and the number
of tax act projects dropped dramatically.

2 The “adjusted basis” is the purchase price of
the building plus the value of previous capital
improvements minus the value of depreciation
deductions already taken and the value of the
land.

3 For more information on the federal rehabili-
tation tax credits, see A Guide to Tax-Advantaged
Rehabilitation (revised in 2002), available from
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the National Trust for Historic Preservation (visit
www.preservationbooks.org).

'+ The term “active” in this context means
properties that currently have frozen assessments.
There are an additional 285 “inactive” properties in
Portland that have run a full 15-year term under
the program and that have not reapplied for a
second 15-year term. The Special Assessment
Program is more heavily used in Portland than
anywhere else in the state. The figure of 825 is
comprised of property ownerships or property tax
accounts, including 308 condominiums in 12
buildings. Thus 529 buildings are involved in the
program.

5 Richard J. Roddewig, Esq., Principal at Clarion
Associates in Chicago; Stefan Nagel, Esq., with the
Law Office of Stephen |. Small in Boston; Thomp-
son Mayes, Esq., Associate General Counsel of the
National Trust for Historic Preservation; and
Richard Nettler, Esq., with Robins, Kaplan Miller &
Ciresi of Washington, D. C.

' Lessees must provide written authorization of
the property owner for any proposed storefront
improvements.

7 Triggers are considered a threat because they
discourage property owners from making small,
incremental (and sometimes even major) im-
provements to historic properties. This, in turn,
leads to building deterioration, increased safety
problems, and the loss of historic structures.

¥ At this writing, eight cities, including Durham,
Greensboro, and Raleigh, and three counties, have
elected to participate in North Carolina’s “rehab
code” program. For details on the North Carolina
initiative, visit www.ncrehabcode.com/

9 In some cases, easement donors may
donate up to 50% of their AGI, provided the
deduction is limited to the donor’s basis (usually
the purchase price for the property).

20 These covenants are legal restrictions

added to the title of a property by the owner upon
the sale of the property. Historic Charleston
Foundation and Historic Savannah Foundation
add protective covenants to all the properties
bought and sold under their revolving loan fund
programs. The covenants state that the new
owner must obtain permission from HCF and
HSF before altering the facade of the property.

n “Bargain sales” also offer special tax and
other advantages.

22 Curiously, individually listed historic
buildings in Denver outside historic districts are
subject only to demolition delays for up to 12
months.

2 The first bond, for $15 million, passed in
1989; the second, for $14.2 million, passed in
2001.

24 The easements in the Phoenix program
are not permanent and thus would not qualify for
the federal tax deductions discussed elsewhere in
this paper.

% Candidate sites would include Denver’s
Lower Downtown Historic District and St. Paul’s
Lowertown District, both of which have under-
gone significant revitalization and which faced
property rights, zoning, code and other issues
comparable to those facing Portland’s Study Area
today.

26 For details, see America’s Downtowns:
Growth, Politics and Preservation (Washington,
D. C.: Preservation Press), 1990.
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Examples of cast iron facades.

LADD COLLECTION - CAST IRON FACADES
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YAMHILL HISTORIC DISTRICT
DESIGN GUIDELINES

INTRODUCTION
In September 1868, the City of Portland ad: d a City Ordi Chapter
33}.20 mmnmwmmm:amhmbwmrm
pr and “' andama. Thewdmmce
provides the Is and admini

accomplish przmhunuﬂuumal districts. Additionally, i.nAugust !976. the
Urban Conservation Fund was established by the City, a program jointly
ndmim-mrnd by the I’hrlland Development Commission and the Portland

listorical Land i Thepwog'amprmdenﬁmndalm«
rm- preservation and rennr-nnn of historic properties through low interest loans,
grants and other means. The Historic District Ordinance and the Urban

Conservation fund are two primary tools for lating and effecting ch to

historic buildings in Historic Districts.

&mhmm:mr d '..C“_ """’“".’r dures

mddugwcmmmmdmmmhﬂdn‘ building
signs and Addﬂimully.une

improvement projects.
mmhmmmmuf a Landmarks Commission, District
Advisory Councils, and designated City Bureau to assist in the enforcement and
cmini ion of the Ordin

: The Landmarks Commission is a Mavor appointed

wmhwndmmmmmmwm
construction in historical areas.

District Advisory Councils: In historic districts designated by the City Counil,
mehmhcm&—nnmwdwmw

hmmdhgguidﬁnnuﬂuituhtmdwmanﬂwmm
within a particular historic district and for reviewing plans for any exterior
dmwmmtmﬂihmlhemLmdﬁrmhmmm

dati to the Landmarks C on pr i ch

Bureau of Planning: The Landmarks Ordi desi the Bureau of
Planning to provide staff assistance to the Landmarks Commission.

Bureau of Buildings: All building alterations or new construction in an Historic
District requires a permit through the Bureau of Buildings.

PROCESS

Any d exterior al i or demolition within an
Historic D(mnmquuunpuwﬂbyth:?urﬂntdlhnmu]umimm
Commission. Following the filing of the permit or application and review by the
Advisory Council, the Landmarks Commission will review the submission within

review occurs as a public hearing with the decisions subject to appeal to the City

Historic district guidelines are available from Portland’s Bureau of Planning.

SKIDMORE /OLD TOWN HISTORIC DISTRICT

INTRODUCTION

DESIGN GUIDELINES
lnStp!elim the City of Portiand adopted a City Ordi Chapter
mdmtmw&ﬁrhe-aunhedtbefomal
A nund. lati (wL ical structures and areas. The ordinance
provides the and administration procedt 10

mphuhprc-uv-ﬂonuf hsumcaldmmns Additionally, mnuguat 1976.t.hc
Urban Conservation Fundmeualﬂmhndhythemq.apmmmj
dmini ed by the Portland D and t hePortland
Historical Landmarks Commission. The program provides financial assistance
for preservation and restoration of historic properties through low interest loans,
grants and other means. The Historic District Ordinance and the Urban
Conservation fund are two primary tools for lating and effecting changes to
historic buildings in Historic Districts.

mmmmm' dmarks Ordi i i
of hi ical buildi lnddxltrtll.
m‘wmmdmmmﬂ.buﬂdm.dmnhmbmm

nu!nu-.ngnmd cls imp proj Additi

provided for the bli of a Land ks Ci i Dn'r.ntl
Advisory Ci ils, and desigr d City B to assist in the enforcement and
dministration of the Ordi

Landmarks Commission: The Landmarks Commission is a Mayor appointed
body charged with the responsibility of reviewing any change to structure or new
construction in historical areas.

District Advisory Councils: In histori dim‘ ignated by the City Council,
advisory bodies to the Land ks Ci 155 inted by the Portland
Historical hniw-rkqumimlMtheMAyw mcuunhmnquﬂh
for r and for develog and/or preservation
within a particular hi ic district and for reviewing plans for any exterior
alteration or new construction within the district, -.ndfnrmhnnmng

to the L ks Ci ission on proposed changes.

Bureau of Planning: The Landmarks Ordi d the B of
Planning to provide staff assistance to the Landmnrk- Commission.

Bureau of Buildings: All building alterations or new construction in an Historic
District requires a permit through the Bureau of Buildings.

BROCESS

Any proposed exterior all ion, new construction or demolition within an
Historic District requires approval by the Portland Historical Landmarks
Commission. Following the filing of the permit or application and review by the
Advisory Council, the Landmarks Commission will review the submission within
lhrlppnmmmdy:&odly; As noted. minor requests will be processed

ly within about a week of application. Landmarks Commission
review occurs as a public hearing with the decisions subject to appeal to the City

HISTORIC DISTRICT DESIGN GUIDELINES
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The fqllowing studies were u.sed as references and incorpo- Northwest Broadway Urban Design Master Plan, DRAFT August 8, 2002
rated into the recommendations. Old Town/ Chinatown 3rd and 4th Streetscape Plan: DRAFT Executive Summary, August 2002
Downtown Portland Retail Strategy, April 2002

Portland Business Alliance/Portland Development Commission Greater Downtown Portland Housing
Study, 2002

Waterfront Park: An Assessment of Conditions and Uses, April 2001
Portland Oregon Facts, Spring/Summer 2001

Downtown Portland Housing Inventory, August 2000

Downtown Development Strategy Workbook, August 2000

Downtown Portland Development Capacity Study, May 26, 2000

Central City Plan, March 24, 1988

Downtown Waterfront Park: Analysis of Commercial Feasibility, May 1976

Downtown Waterfront Park, Appendix to Final Report, Agust 1975

OTHER STUDIES IN DOWNTOWN AREA
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MEMORANDUM
TO: Amy Miller Bowell. Portland Development Caomimission
FROM: David Knowles, Shicls Obletz Johnsen
Start Emmons, Emmeons Architects
Eric Hovee, E.D. Hovee & Company

DATE:  December 3. 2002

SUBL: Downtown Water Front Development Project — Summary of Stakeholder Comments
Including a summary of written comments from the November 20 Public Meeting

METHODOLOGY

The consultant eam interviewed nine stakeholders about development related issues within the
study arca. We preparcd questions in advance (copy attached) but did not rigidly follow them
utilize them. Instead. we sought to touch on most topies in each interview. The results of cur
conversations have been organized by topic.  This information will be shared with the
Stakeholder Advisory Commitree and with the consultant team in advance ol the Teams design
workshop.

STUDY AREA CITARACTER

Stakeholders [elt the character of the study area was defined by Waterfront Park. the Skidmore
Fountain arca and the area’s historic structures, all of which were viewed as major assets. Still,
nane of the stakeholders viewed the area as a “complete” neighborhood.  Essential clements of
an urban neighborhood are missing, especially permanent residents and supportive retail. “This
arca has bomes and could have character.” What is missing now is a vision and a plan to
implement that vision.

HISTORIC CONTEXT

The historic structures were viewed by stakcholders as both assets and challenges. They are an
asset from a place-building perspective because they offer neighborhood identity and establish a
development pattern that is people-friendly. Al stakeholders supported the retention of the
historic character of the district, thongh not necessarily every building. One stakeholder
characterized historic preservation as a two edged sword. particularly when the expectation is
restoration, not rchabilitation. Rchabilitation or adoptive re-use may be feasible in situations
where a complete restoration is not.  Scveral stakeholders commented upon the code upgrade
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felt the Ciy was poing
reguitements, When asked about incentives for hissoric building
noted thal most ol the baildings have been fixed up at least viee and hase alreaidy wsed the sate
property @ax ireeze. Additional incentives through 1ae tederal income tax eredit program may
not he avaiiable for tew work in rebabilitated buldmzs. This s issae that will he explired
with the histworic consulint. Developers were split on the carremt height Hmitnions. Sor
the correns Timit of 73 Teer was important w maintain the scade set by ke historte st
Onthers telt that maore Teight was necded tomake development viable perbups throuzh a ssste

rehabililation. o stakeholders

ul heivht tramslers sithin the arca.

WATERFRONT PARK

The park is viewed os g waonderful, thaugh under-pertormiang. assct or the district. Stakebuolders
with residential development experience deel thin the park can be a stronge atraction tor
restdential development. s vne put it 71 e tell a tmarketingd story abont the benelits ol
stepping out Lhe front door and having the park and the viser atmy doorstep,”™ Floweser, thare
wre some esistng negative aspects o the park that serve o reduce 1ts vadue 1o the district. Maost
Urequenthy anentioned were puhlic salety concerns and the heavy wse by festivals. e pubtic
satety problem is panly perceptiont and pastly real. There are honteless who sleep under the
Burnside Bridee in the park cach evening, During the day and inte the evening. voung people.
nny assoviated with drug traosactions. Joier aronnd the Japanese Memortl and the Ankeny
Fumip Station {Note: the pattern of this activity mav change when the ared is fenced ol lor
constructon of the Southwest Lsterceptor line beginming next spring. . Wilth respoct 1o testivals,
stiakehelders mest freguently mentioned the carnival 13 pe aimasphere as being o deereent 1o
residential devefopment. Said one intervienwee “who wants a feeris wheel owside their from
window™™  Fhe epinions about festivals are decidediy mined. Sone view them as cenerally an
asset because they brime people inte the urea. The proposed phim for Wiaerlront Park would
address the festival tssue by concentrating the use o a hard spuce wea between the Maorrison and
I iowthorne Bridges, leaving the space between the Muorrison and Bumside Bridges tor muore
prtssIve {etiv iies meore appropriate to residential uses. Fivally, stakeholders uniformly noied thaa
the Naita right-ofway as cunentls configurad impedes connections hetween the sty area and
the park ol consequently reduees the value of the park as au atweactor lor residentiad
development. Changes suggested Tor Nuito nchide reducing or climinagmge the trees 0 the
median imd the west side of the <eet, adding parking an the west side and ncrcasinge the
number of crossings, Some ol these Gssaes are addressed methe Waterfront Park and Naito
Parkway planning cllorts, but Iew ssakeholcders hadd detailed knowlesdae of either o these plans.

NAITO PARKWAY

As aoted aboves stakeholders mentioned Naito Parkwus st often as an impedinient 1w
aceessing Waterinnt Park, Siukehvilders alse mertioned that the lack of parking on the westside
ul Nuito is an ampediment e the developmient o retail wses along the parkway . Inlerviesees
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would like to reduce the volume of traffic and noise associated with the street. Some suggested
re-directing truck traffic and reducing the street to one lane each direction. City stakeholders
agree with the goal of reducing the negative impacts but noted that the current function of the
street requires two lanes and accommodation of some trucks. They do support the addition of
parking and more signalized crossings. The budget for the re-build of the parkway is very
limited and will not permit major changes in the configuration. In addition, preliminary design is
beginning. Changes in the design become more expensive and problematic as time passes.

DEVELOPMENT—RESIDENTIAL

Residential development is seen as a very important component of adding vitality to the study
area. More important, the study area is viewed as a good location for residential development.
Most frequently mentioned as qualities supportive of residential development was Waterfront
Park and the number and scale of the historic buildings in the area. There was a mixed view on
the many events in the area such as Saturday Market and the festivals. Some viewed them as an
attraction—the type of urban activity that many people seek. Others viewed them as a nuisance
and a deterrent to residential development.

Residential developers and other interviewees were less upbeat about the economics of housing
at this time. If there is a market now, it is modestly sized condominiums for double income
households with no children. Market rate rental housing is viewed as more challenging. Rental
rates can’t currently support the cost structure of rental housing in this location. A major
impediment to any type of development in the study area will be site size and assemblage.
Interviewees felt that new development required at least %2 block as a minimum—at least in the
early stages of new development in the area. Within the study area, few blocks are under single
ownership.

DEVELOPMENT—COMMERCIAL OFFICE

Typical new office construction requires a ¥z to full block site and a high-rise configuration. The
only site within the study area that appears viable for full block new development is Block 38
between 2" and 3" and Stark and Washington. There are a few blocks with % to % block sites
that may be able to be utilized for new office. Most other sites within the study area have
multiple ownerships and/or historic structures and are seen as not viable for new office
construction. Stakeholders do see the potential for more office use within renovated historic
structures. For example, the block between Naito, 1™ Avenue, Burnside and Couch, which
includes the Blagen Block and the former offices of H. NAITO CORP. might be capable of
renovation into office use. Other, smaller historic structures are or could be in office use for a
niche market that is attracted to older buildings and can effectively work with smaller floor
plates. Interviewees noted that the current market for commercial office is very poor, with
significant vacancies in all classes of office space. Public safety issues were mentioned as a
deterrent to some office users. At least one owner reported that a major tenant was cager 1o
relocate because of neighborhood drug problems and had stayed only to keep costs low in a weak
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business climtate. With respect to both office and residential uses, some stzkeholders with
development experience expressed concern about the current height and FAR limits.
Condominium developments will need a minimum of 75 feet in height. Commercial office
would typically require even greater heights be viable.

DEVELOPMENT—PARKING

The study arca has a fair amount of short-term and menthly surface parking, but very litlle of it is
dedicated o specific uses. The only structured parking in (he area. the city-owned Old Town
garage 1s underutilized.  Still, lack of parking is perceived to be a problem for visitors to
Saturday Markel and other retailers and restaurants. MAX has service through the area, but has
poor service late at night when the bars and restaurants atong Sccond Avenue are most active.
New residential and office development will require dedicated parking on site or immediatety
adjacent. Residential tatios for downtown housing range from .3 spaces per unit 1o 1.2 spaces
per unit. New parking should be developed below grade. Several interviewees said it would be
“short sighted™ 10 put parking on the ground floors of any new development because of the
impact to the pedestian environment. In addition, parking requirements put additional pressure
on height limits if it must be accommodated above ground. Intervicwees acknowledged that
below grade parking is morc expensive and identified this as an appropriate item for some [orm
of support or incentives from the public side.

DEVELOPMENT—RETAIL

Most intervicwees felt the current retail environment in the study area is poor. The only retail
type businesses that appear to be thriving are restaurants and bars. Second Avenue north of
Burnside has recently experienced added entertainment activity. Saturday Market draws retail
customers to the area, but it is episodic and inadequate 1o help sustain {ull time retail uses. The
negative lactors most frequently mentioned were the pedestrian environment and public safety
issues, There is optimism among most stakeholders that retail can be viable in the area. The
area needs “character” retait said one interviewee. Another stated that the goal should be for
“destination” retail. Yet another said that retail should be “evolutionary™., beginning with retail
to support new residential uses in the area.

PUBLIC SAFETY

Almost every stakeholder mentioned public safety as a major concern aml impediment o new
development.  However. there were a variety of characterizations of the problem that make it
dificult to pinpeint specific solutions. Most property owners and retailers believe that the large
homeless population in the area is the cause of much of the criminal activity and that the
homeless create the perception among visitors that the area is not safe, They point to the large
number of social service agencies in the area that attract lines of people waiting for meals or a
bed. In addition, the operations of the Portland Rescue Mission at 1% and Burnside block the
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sidewalk with delivery trucks and hide activity under the bridge from the view of pedestrians and
business. Others acknowledge that the homeless may cause visitors to be uneasy, but make the
case that the real criminal activity is caused by drug dealers in the vicinity of the Burnside
Bridge. There has also been an influx of young people into the Park around the Ankeny Pump
Station and the Japanese Memorial. According to police, there is a lot of drug traffic that occurs
in this arca. Scveral interviewees felt that the behavior of these young people had gotten
increasingly aggressive,

CONCLUSION

There was an overatl positive tone to all the discussions. People feel the area has enough basic
character that new development will be attractive it some basic deterrents change through public
action or through the evolution of the private market. Change will come, said one intervicwec,
when there is a vision and a critical mass of at least two projects. How change happens is
important.  One property owner felt strongly that the key o success in this area would be
maintaining a high standard of quality for future development. The comments of all the
stakeholders have provided a uscful starting point for the consideration of speeific development
opportunities and the compilation of a list of both private and public acrions to make change
happen.

NOVEMBER 20 PUBLIC MEETING COMMENTS

On November 20, 2002, PDC, PDOT and the Burcau of Parks hosted an open house to present
informatton and receive comments on three projects:  the Downtown Waterfront Development
Project; the Waterfront Park Masterplan: and the Naito Parkway re-build. The public was
invited to submit written comments, This is a summary of the major themes from those
comments;

. Development on Narto facing the park should emphasize retail and restaurants on the
ground floor.

*  Residential development is desirable above ihe ground floor, especially berween the
Morrison and Burnside Dridges.

. Historic buildings should be preserved and more fully utilized.

®  Naito has too much traffic. The volumes should be reduced.

*  Naito should have more and better crossings o provide better aceess (o the Park,
= Naito should have parking on the Westside to serve the adjacent retail activities,

. The Morrison Bridge ramps are an obvious development opportunity,

Memo o Ay Miller Dowell
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Fhere are tao many surface parking Jots.

Bul. there needs o be parking for people cuing fo the park.

‘Ihe homeless population in the area is big problent. People feel unsale. The City should
do something about it
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City of Portland Bureau of Planning
Downtown Waterfront Development Opportunities Project
April 11, 2003

Bureau of Planning Response

This memorandum contains the Portland Bureau of Planning's comments on the draft report of
the Portland Development Cammission's Downtown Waterfront Development Opportunities
Project (Waterfront DOS). The meme includes Planning’s recommendations on the approach
and the steps necessary to the Waterfront DOS proposals.

The project study area includes twe national register historic districts and numerous landmarks.
as well as many opportunities for sensitive in-fill develepment and downtown revitalization. We
find that the project is clearly supportive of a number of established policies and goals for
Central City development. The project’s overall direction toward mixed-use but |largely
residential in-fill could strengthen the area and better capitalize on the tremendous amenity of
Tom McCall Waterfront Park immediately to the east, and of the downtown retail and office core
immediately to the west.

Comments on Key Recommendations

While the Waterfront DOS proposes a full program of recommendations, three actions appear to
form the core of the proposal:

1. Residential development of Block 34 (Central Fire Station block}

Planning supports this action as a catalytic step in the revitalization of the district. This
action is predicated on the relocation of the Central Fire Station. We believe the Block 34
recommendation would be strengthened with the inclusion of two components:

a) The Waterfront DOS should recammend that, as part of Phase 1, Planning, PDC, PDOT
and Parks prepare a detailed urban design strategy for the “Northern Bookend" four
blocks (10, 11, 33, and 34) surrounding Skidmore Fountain / Ankeny Plaza.
Redevelopment of Block 34 and the other buildings surrounding the plaza must anly be
done in the context of improving the design, definition, activation and success of
Skidmore Fountain / Ankeny Plaza.

b) The Porttand Public Market Feasibility Study, completed in summer 2002, identified
Block 34 as one of two front-runners for the |location of the James Beard Public Markat.
The Waterfront DOS recommends consideration of Biock 10, the lot north and east of
the Skidmore Building, for the public market. This interesting proposal could work well
with the redeveiopment of Block 34, the Skidmore 8uilding and Ankeny Plaza. Planning
and PDC should move the idea to the next level through more specific evaluation of the
feasibility of the proposed site for the market.

Portiand Bureauv of Pianning I April 8, 2003

2. High-rise residential development of Block 40

Planning supports the idea that residential development of the “Southern Bookend"
beginning with Block 40 would be catalytic for the revitalization of the entire study area. We
appreciate the importance of defining a development program for Block 40 that shows
sufficient economic returns to be financed privately.

The point tower development described in the report would require a change to maximum
building height limits and possibly floor area ratio limits and other zoning regulations.
Development of a tower on this site, which forms the southern edge of the Skidmore/Old
Town Historic District, would have to be done in a way that protects the character and scale
of the historic district. Also, development of a tower on this site (as weli as on the Morrison
Bridge sites) requires a change or reinterpretation of the established Central City Plan policy
that calls for building heights to step down toward the waterfront.

Urban design issues must be considered in a gecgraphy that addresses the proposed
height change in the context of the Central City waterfront and into the Downtown core. Qur
approach to Morrison Bridgehead heights will consider the waterfront from Terminat Cne
South to the South Waterfront Sub-district.

Later in this memao, we propose an approach for cansidering a height change proposail for
these and possibly other blocks as part of a broader assessment of Central City issues.
Adoption of any changes far the Waterfront DOS area would require a legislative action
approved by the City Council with Planning Commission. Landmarks Commission and
Design Commission review as well as a public review process. This program of work could
begin this fiscal year.

. Naito Parkway On-street Parking

The Waterfront DOS proposes on-sireet parking for the reconstructed west side of SW Naito
Parkway. This actian is to be coupled with an evaluation of on-street parking {through the
removal of a northbound trave! lane) an the east side of the Parkway.

Planning strongly supports the Waterfront DOS recommendation that Naito Parkway be
rebuilt with on-street parking along the southbound lanes. from SW Ankeny to Stark streets.
On-street parking along these blocks will work to buffer the pedestrian, and will provide
increased oppertunities for retail-serving "impulse parking.”

Planning also supports study of the potential for parking on a portion of northbound Naito
Parkway. On-street parking on the east side could have positive benefits, but, as
representatives of the City’s industrial districts have made clear, the decision to introduce
parking must fully consider the impacts on truck access to the Guilds Lake and Central
Eastside industrial districts. The work currently underway in the 1-5/405 Freeway Loop study
could complement this assessment of Naito Packway.

Portfand Bureau of Planning 2 Aprit 8, 2003
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Comments on other Recommended Project Elements and Policies

1
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Porttand Bureau of Planning

Residential Development

The recommendations for residential mixed-use development in the Waterfront DQS sgudy
area are supported by or are consistent with several important downtown policy objectives:

« The Central City Pian, Policy 3 (Housing},

_._The City's commitment to residential preduction in the Central City through the No Net
Loss of Housing resolutions;

|»

__ Implementation of the 2040 Regional Framework Plan;
Downtown Retail Strategy (completed last Spring); and

« _The Central City Transportation Management Plan goals for workplaces near jobs.

2. Historic Preservation

Several Waterfront DOS recommendations are consistent with Central City policies
regarding historic preservation.

» _Sensitive redevelopment of surface parking lots within the Skidmore/Old Town and

Yamhill historic districts can help to “Preserve the visual quality of historic districts . . . in
keeping with the historic character (Central City Plan Policy 11, Historic Preservation)”.

« The recommendation to “brand” the Skidmore/Qld Town Historic District as a residential
""" address could help to " . . . promote the City's historic sites and districts (ibid).” The
Downtown Plan describes the goals for the area’s desirable character as, * . . . creating
new developments which are complimentary to the old in scale and texture” (Downfown
Plan. Planning District # 5).

Planning recommends that the Waterfront DOS more aggressively link new development to
a reinvestment strategy for the study area’s historic structures. The Waterfront DOS
estimates that a significant amount of tax increment financing proceeds could be generated
by the proposed catalytic projects. While it was beyond the scope of the Waterfront DOS to
identify specific reinvestments in historic properties, the report should acknowledge thal. as
in the Pearl District, retaining historic character and bringing new life to the existing historic
structures is essential to the catalytic strategy. The DOS area strategy should identify a
meaningful portion of URA budget for investment in historic structures starting with Phase 1
of the project.

. Reconstruction of SW Yamhill Street for Through-vehicle Trave!

Waterfront DOS also proposes the realignment of eastbound MAX Light Rail tracks on SwW
Yamhill Street between Third and First avenues. While Planning supports improved
connections between the Downtown retail core and the Willamette River, we believe that the
combination of this proposal's cost, service disruption, and impact to a historic building
within the Yamhill Historic District could easily prove unacceptable. The Waterfront DOS
does not make a sufficient case to support its recommendation concerning SW Yamhill.

Aprit 9, '2003
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To consider such an expensive and disruptive change, a clear statement of the problem that
is being addressed by the change and a more complete evaluation of alternative
approaches is required. Without a clear problem it is impossible to evaluate the costs and
benefits of different viable approaches that may address the problem for the same amount
or less money. For instance, it is not so clear that providing vehicular access is a sufficient
solution. One block away is Morrison Street, Downtown's other primary east-west retail
connection. Marrison Street includes full vehicle access connecting Naito Parkway to the
retail care and still is considered to have shortcomings similar to those of SW Yamhill Street.

Less-disruptive and less-costly approaches that should be investigated include trimming and
possible removal of some street trees, tenant incentives, storefront enhancements, and
investments in existing buildings. These could be dramatically iess costly and potentially
more fruitful steps toward improving connections between downtown and the river along the
Marrison-Yamhill retail spine.

Urban Design: Height and FAR

The Waterfront DOS concludes that current building height and FAR regulations are
appropriate within most of the study area. This finding is supportive of Centraf City Plan
Policy 12, Urban Design, which directs that the Central City be enhanced “ . . . as a livable,
walkable area which focuses on the river and captures the glitter and excitement of city
living . . . " and for development patterns that * . . . step density down toward the Willamette
River . .. ".

The Waterfront DOS also recommends that the maximum building height and FAR limits be
increased for three blocks at the Morrison Bridgehead. This recommendation is potentially
in conflict with the Central City Plan policy that calis for heights and building intensities to
“step down toward the river" {(Central City Plan, Policy 12).

Ta resolve this conflict with the Central City Ptan, Planning recommends that an assessment
of these urban design issues be undertaken that considers the proposed changes in the
context of the height, FAR and other urban design issues for the entire downtown waterfront
and across the Central City. The assessment couid resclve the policy conflict in a number
of ways including the following:

= an interpretation of the "Stepdown to the River" policy that demonstrates that the
policy's intent and history of application could zallow for increased height directly on the
waterfront in certain locations: or

» areevaluation and revision of the “Stepdown to the River" palicy, based on a more
comprehensive analysis and public outreach,

it is important to note that the "Stepdown to the River” policy affects not just an abstract
notion of attractive building massing and relationships between the heart of the Central City
and its edges. The policy also helps protect views and. by extension, property values from
Downtown's office tower concentration along the Fifth and Sixth Avenue transit spine.

. Downtown Living

Residential development may help activate portions of the Waterfront DOS study area that
today are perceived as unsafe, especially at night. This would help fulfill the development of

Aprit 8, 2003
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a "vital '24-hour’ city which encourages the presence of people and decreases the likelihood
of crime” {Central City Plan Policy 6, Public Safety).

Successful infroduction of market rate housing into the northern “bookend” around Skidmore
Fountain will likely require collaboration with the area’s human service providers. Central
City Plan Policy 5, Human Services, inchudes a policy statement that reads, “Reduce conflict
between members of special needs populations and other residents, workers and visitors to
the Central City.” While it was not the facus of the Waterfront DOS, efforts to implement the
study's recommendations will inevitably need to address how the design and development
of improvements in the area interacts with well established human service operations.

Waterfront DOS Recommendations: Implementation Steps

1. Historic District Guidelines and Investment Strategy

The Waterfront DOS area contains two historic districts, the Skidmore/Cld Town and Yambhill
historic districts, that are of paramount importance in Portland’s desires to preserve the best
of its architectural and cultural heritage. The Skidmore/QOld Town Historic District is one of
only two National Historic Landmarks in all of Portland.

Planning recommends that the rehabilitation and reuse of historic buildings in the Waterfront
DOS area be considered a core element of the strategy. Phase 1 activities should include
development of a program of investment in historic properties and amendments to historic
district regulations including the following:

* Review and update, if necessary, the districts' design guidelines to make them more
effective and more responsive to the Waterfront DOS strategy of promoting new
residential development in the area,

o Consult with the State Histeric Preservation Office (SHPO) and the Federal Department
of the Interior to prescreen design approaches for introducing major new buildings into
the districts.

« |dentify historic property redevelopment opportunities and structure financial or other
incentives to leverage private investment, and set an investment target that links public
investment in new development with investment in historic properties.

» Examine the impact of zoning, building code and other regulations on the developability
of specific historic properties in the districts.

In the cortext of a historic district, regulations {design guideiines and zoning) often ensure
that new development complements the historic character. Zoning has been used to limit
new development (height and FAR} in histaric districts thereby increasing the attractiveness
of reinvestment in existing structures and to limit new buildings to a scale similar to that of
existing structures.

There are non-regulatory means that could be used to promote historic reuse and
rehabilitation. As part of the Waterfrant DOS, the National Trust for Historic Presarvation
identified ways Portland could enhance its financial and other non-regulatory incentives for
preservation and reuse of historic structures. The City's Historic Resources Code
Amendments process. now at City Council, may recommend some of these approaches.
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Historic preservation should be considered a core part of the Waterfront DOS strategy.
Specifically, the overall project budget should explicitly include funds for investment in
historic properties in proportion to the funds allocated to new development.

. Zoning and Comprehensive Plan Changes

Zoning and Comprehensive Plan changes to allow taller and larger buildings along the
waterfront can only be adequately evaluated and defended by looking at the implications for
more of the Central City and downtown waterfront. Planning recommends that the City
undertake this analysis as part of a Central City Assessment described below.

. Street Direction Changes

The project recommends that three east-west streets be changed to two-way vehicular
travel flow. Changes to the function of Ash, Pine, and Qak streets may improve the
perceived accessibility of the area to vehicle drivers, and may mitigate for the diminished
access caused by the First Avenue MAX light rail alignment. Two-way vehicle travel is said
ta improve retail performance.

The Bureau of Planning helieves these measures require further study and recommends
that a one-block stretch of SW First Avenue, between Salmon and Main streets, also be
considered for two-way travel. This change would increase vehicle accessibility into the
Yambhill Historic District from the Hawthorne Bridge, and mitigate some of the impacts of the
vehicle prohibition on SW Yambilt Street between Third and First avenues.

. Naito Parkway Truck Study

The Waterfront DOS proposes redevelopment of the Morrison Bridgehead. Possible long-
term removal of one or both ramps that connect the Morrison Bridge with SW Naito Parkway
have wide-ranging transportation impacts that must be fully analyzed. Similarly, the design
of northibound functions on Naito Parkway include complex and much broader transportation
issues. While desires for residential development in the study area are clearly assisted by a
‘calmed” Naito Parkway, these advantages must be balanced with regional travel concerns.

The Bureau of Planning helieves the Waterfront DOS approach of designing the northbound
side of the Parkway for two through travel lanes with the possihility that one lane be
replaced with parking in the future is a measured approach.

. The Central City Assessment

As part of the FY 2003404 budget. Planning intends to undertake an assessment of the
Central City, updating our baseline understanding of Central City conditions, issues,
progress, trends, development opportunities and development potential. On a regular basis
we are faced with questions about development of individual properties in the Central City
that could have implications for the entire Central City, The lack of an updated
comprehensive assessment of the Central City has hampered our ability to make decisions
about these questions. We are hampered by unresolved technical planning and design
issues as well as by not having the information to answer public and stakeholder concerns.

The products of the Central City Assessment are intended to accomplish the following:

Partland Bureau of Planning [} April 8, 2003
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+ Compilation and assessment of the cumulative effect of past, current and planned

development including private projects, PDC projects and ather public sector activities.

»_.. Consideration of current and prospective market conditions and how they ¢ould affect
the shape and the pace of central city change.

« __ Evaluaticon of the continued relevance and effectiveness of central city development
teois and regulations.

¢ Provision of information in support of PDC’s consideration of the future of central city
urban renewal districts

Key deliverables include:

» Analysis of change since the creation of the first Central City Urban Renewal area and
adoption of the 1988 Central City Plan

Anatysis of market conditions and trends

Analysis of urban design issues

Analysis of zoning bonus system

Coordination w/ update of CCTMP and the Freeway Loop Study

Coordination w/ and analysis of transit and other infrastructure projects

Analysis of options for phase out or extension of Central City Urban Renewal Areas.

» Analysis of need for and alternative approaches to updating Central City Plan

While the Central City Assessment will be a study of the entire Central City, we will be able to
simultaneously consider the specific issues raised in the Waterfront DOS. Planning proposes to
undertake a legislative process that would allow consideration of some version of the changes
recommended by the Waterfront DOS at the same time we undertake the Central City
Assessment.

Essentially, the timing of the Waterfront DOS legislative project would run coincident with the
Central City Assessment. Legislative projects of this magnitude typically take twelve to eighteen
months. Planning understands the time sensitivity of the development proposals recommended
in the Waterfront DOS and would work with PDC to compress the project as much as possible.
The interim deliverables of the Central City Assessment could be designed to provide the
necessary input to evatuate the Waterfront DOS height and FAR issues and design alternative
height and FAR proposais. The ultimate timing of the legislative project will depend on several
factors: public support, progress on the historic district issues, project resources, coerdination
with related projects such as the design of Naito Parkway and the Central City Transportation
Master Plan update.

Planning recommends that PDC and Planning complete definition of a scope of work and
commence a jointly funded effort to undertake the Central City Assessment, the Waterfront DOS
legislative project, and related work on the Waterfront Historic Districts strategy and reguiations.

Summary of Implementation Actions

The following table summarizes Planning's understanding of the key elements of the Waterfront
DOS, the next step projects that are needed to implement those recommendations, and the
agency roles and responsibilities for those projects.

Portland Bureaw of Planning I April 9, 2003
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Waterfront DOS Impfementation Actions with Bureau of Planning Lead

|
| Area of Focus

-

Initial Phase

. Later Phase

Historic Design Guidelines and Investment Strategy

» Norlhern Boakend —
Blocks 10, 11, 33, and
24

«  Sauthern Bookand —
Blocks 2. 39, and 40

Prepare Skidmore Fountain and Ankeny Plaza urban
design analysis and investmant strategy:

e Develop a program of guidelines and investments in
the space and {he buildings on Blocks 34, 33, 11
and 10 to improve Ankeny Plaza.

« Idenhfy how coordinated design, reinvestment and
revitalization should bridge the First and Ankeny
rights-of-way,

»  Coordinate efforts with near-term design wark being
undertaken for Ankeny Pump Station and the Naito
pedestrian crossing.

Address implications for James Beard pubhic market,

Develop a siralegy for continued aperation of Saturday
Marked, understanding that portions of ihe block where
they naw operale may be redeveloped in the middle
term,

from Terminal 1 South to Sauth Waterfront

Consider height and FAR changes as part of Central City |

Assessment and analysis of walerfroni development

Histaric District compatibility study:
« design solutions and findings of compatibility

* Address SHPO and Federal Landmarks
requirements.

Explore alternatives that would allow development of
Blocks 2 and 39 (Marrisan ramp blocks) around the
existing ramps.

= Waterront DOS Area
Urban Design Study

Blocks 2 and 39
implemenlalion strategy

Undertake an urban design study to update, if
necessary, Skidmore/Cld Town Design Guidelines.

» Address approaches o integrate new development
with historic context.

+  Study massing, street level uses and activilies
{including edge definition}, and movement!
circuiation

Portland Bureau of Planming 8
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Historic Preservation Historic District investment strategy: Invest in specific adaptive

reuse projects

» |dentify targel sites for investment in historic
reuse/rehabiiitation.

*  Seek commitment to a multi-year level of investment
in histonic projects with funds resulting from new
development in district

e Design solulions to assure campatibility of new with
old.

s  Address SHPQ and Federal Landmarks
requirements.

Waterfront Park/ Naito | Contribute to design of Ankeny and other high-quality
Parkway Edge pedesirian crossings of Naito Parkway

Coordinate urban design of Ankeny Plaza with design
development and implementation of Waterfront Park
improvements, especially the near-term efforts at Ankeny
Pump Station.

. Downtown Living Collaborate with human service providers on a strategy | Undenake strategies
5 to address the relationship and impacts between the
design and developmenl of area improvements and the
human service aperations in the district.

Conclusion

The Portiand Bureau of Planning supports of the direction and general recommendations of the
Downtown Waterfront Development Opportunities Praject. The study area contains some of
Portland's finest historic buildings, and real oppertunities exist for new development that
improves the area. To capitalize on proximity to both Tom McCall Waterfront Park and the
downtown core, the report recommends the development of a residentially-focused district, with
1,000 residential units as an impartant threshold. The market for new residential development
is to be proved by two catalyst projects, along with on-street parking on SW Naito Parkway's
west side. Taken together, these actions represent a bold step in rekindling market interest in
the area. Allocating public resources to support these steps will be a key component of the
strategy.

The Bureauw of Planning is eager to assist in moving these and other actions forward. Several
project proposals are contingent on an urban form analysis and recommendations for change
that are embodied within Planning’s Central City Assessment. Other Bureau of Planning
actions, including revisions to historic district design guidelines, may be found to be necessary.

We believe Downtown's eastern edge can and should be the focus of new vitality with a
residential emphasis, as recommended within the Waterfront DOS. We are eager to assist in
making this vision a reality.

Portiand Bureau of Planning 9 Aprit 3, 2003
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TRANSPORTATION
Memo

To: Amy Miller Dowell, PDC

From: Stephen lwata

cc: Bavid Knowles
Doug McCollum
Bill Hoffman
Joanna Guzetta

Date: April 11, 2003

Re: Waterfront Development Strategies and Naito Parkway Project

The fofowing memerandum is intended to prowide background informatian an Naito Parkway and general
comment on the transportation recommendatians in the DRAFT Downtown Waterfront Development
Opportunites Project Report. This infarmation identifies previous efforts to examine transpertation system
issues that impact the current and fulure character of SW Naite Parkway, and have been incorperated into
the Transportation System Plan (TSP). The following memarandum also provides for an overview of
transpontation pohicies for SW Naitg Parkway, This memorandum supplements the information from my
March 20, 2002 mamoerandum

Summary and Recommendations

The history of SW Naito Parkway, formerly known as Front Avenue. is inked to evalutian of the City of
Portland. The public discussion over the character and appearance of the waterfront and Naito Parkway is
as old as the city. The desire to improve the inkage between downtown and the waterfront and across SW
Naito Parkway relates to the transpertation connections to this facility. Or, mere important the lack of
adequate connections to freeway system from areas outside the downtown core To reduce the through
traffic or the non-downtown traffic on SW Naito Parkway will require transportation system impravements.
from eastside, southwest, and northwest parts af Portland. The following summarizes the key freeway
system improvements:

+ From the Central Eastside. the following transportation projects are needed to provide for alternative
southbound |-5 aceess and sesult in less reliance on the Mormson Bridge and Naito Parkway for {his
access:

*  Sputhern Triangle Improvements: Improve local street network and regeonal access routes in the area.

Improve freeway access route from Cenhal Fasiside Indusinal [istrict to 1-5 southbound via Ross
Island Bridge.

= SE 718" Connection: Construct new street connaction from 7 ta 8™ Avenues at Division Slreet

= ‘Water Avenue Extension: Consiruct new two-lane extansion of stieet wilh sidewalks, bicycle langs,
and Ighdscaping 1¢ imorove access to the Willamette River Greenway.

*  Ross sland Bridge lmprovements; US 26 interchange improvement on east approach lo Ross lzsland
Brodge.

Are Tepnatl Ogruerteany Leyimey
wwdris st perilnd oros

+ Alarge percemage of the traffic an SW Naro Parkway has a Southwest Portland ongin. The
South Portland Circulation Study identified the followirg transportation improvements to reduce
regianal traffic from SW Naito Parkway.

*  Drrect ramp connections from Rass Island Bridge 1o narthbound |-405
= Dwrect ramp connections frem southbound 1-405 to the Ross lsland Bridge.
= Mwrect ramp linkages between | 405 and Macadam.

¢ An issue wentified in the Downtown Waterfront Development Opportunilies Project is the traffic
fram the Northwest industrial area There has not been a study to evaluate the traffic patlerns
and transportation system deficiencies to address this issue. This study should recommend and
funding such a sludy.

Recommended actions for the Downtown Waterfront Oevelopment Opportunities Project are.

+ Ag part of any process to consider the potential removal of the Morrison Bndge Ramps, the
report naeds to acknowledge transpartation syslem improvements identified in the 5P as
important complimentary actions that need to occur pror to the ramp removal, These inciude
the: project identified above for bath the Central Eastside and the South Portland area.

+ Nerthwest Front Avenue transportation study will need to be completed to evatuate travel
patterns and identifies transportation deficiencies between the Northwest Industrial area, the
freeway system. and Naito Parkway. This study would identify measures to provide alternative
access to the regional transpartation and meet the street classification objectives in the TSP,
The Portiand Qffice of Transportation is undenaking the Treck Access and Girculation Study
that would examine overall truck actess issues for the Northwest Industrial area.

Historical Growth and Development of Front Avenue

Front Avenue. renamed to Naito Parkway in 1998, was the place of Portland's genesis  Since the City's
beginning, the character of this street has been linked to the development of downtown waterfronts. In the
very early years, it was the microcosm of today's city where one could find residences. wholesale and retail
businesses, governmental and social gathering places. and the port all within an area two blacks wide. By
1851. when the City was incorporated, the townsite extended from the river to 5 Avenue. Portland's first
sawmill opened near Front Avenue and Jefferson Street. and the first reaf hotel, the "Calumbian’, opened at
the correr of Front Avenue and Washington Street. in 1850, a building and private dock was constructed an
the east side of Front Avenue, surviving challenges Far public access to the river which culminated in an
1860 court decisian declaring that public rights to waterfront were invalid.

Ag Portland grew, the chanacter and role of Front Avenue changed. By 1870, the Caly's population increased
1 12,000 The majority of retail actwity had shifted to First Avenue and ornate two and three story brick and
tron structures were bult. This pattern was reinforced by the Parttand's first harsecar line alang First
Avenpe Front Avenue became a linear wholesale district mcreasing crowded with the loading and
unloading of bulk goeds Portland's harbor stretched along Front Avenue from Jefferson to Everett Street.

By 1907, the waterfront aloag Front Avenue had decayed and become unsightly. Frequent flocding occurred
and public concerns were ransed to address problems with the antiquated sewers. in 1921 2 waterfront plan
was developed by City Engineer Olaf Laurgaad, which recommended removal of aging piers and
construction of a seawall and sewer interceptor. By that time the existing port facilities had been outgrown
and were being relocated to Narthwest Partland and the Rivergate area. The 1821 plan proposed removal
of all structures alang the eastside of Front Avenue, widening the street, and construction of a freight train
and interurban bypass of the downtown core. {The United Railways interurban Iine was located down Frant
Avenue from 1306 to 1040.) The Plan also propased a 25-foot wide public levee afong the seawall, a pubhc
market betwesn the Morrison Bridge and Hawthorne Bridge, an interurban terminal between Marrison and
Alder Streets, and wholesale warehous.ng between Oak Street and the Steel Bridge.

Page 2 of'3
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The Laurgaard glan enjoyed wide sublic sLppert 2nd the sewer and scawaii porticns were completed in
1929 Tr= project sparked a :engthy decate ove- how the and between the sszwall and Tront Avenue
sheuld be used-some suLzocrtirg merovemeants to create an efficent transportation systen: and others
suporting the devslaopment of an expanded riverfront park The idea of an interurban bypass was
ovenrually dropped The suggestion for the public market tock haold and this ‘acility was cpsnad n ate 1933,

Bebtwesn 1935 ard 1920, attention: shifted to ways of dealing watk the nsing popularity of the automolk:te.
The idea of developirg the rverf-ont as a transportat cn corr der and a raii bypass of dowrtown congeshon
as lrst suggested in the 1921 Laurgasrd plan. was «ebom :his ime as a roadway Between 1640 and 1043,
Haroor Drive was constructad as a sepa-ated expressway IInk:ng Barber Boulevard and Interstate Avenue
v a tie Steal Brdge The remaring buildings netweer Front Avenue ang e seawall were torn down, Frant
Averue was widsned to beter serve as 2 trontage read distributen waffic e and out ot the city core At the
same time. the bridge appreaches were grade separatad to a ow for smooth traffic circu augn The seawall
esglanade remainged 25 feset wide and the area between Front Avenue an¢ Harbor Drive was landscaped

In 1938, the fonrer publ:c market bardng was purchased by the City and demahshed Shorlly thereafter. a
City Club Commuttee on the waterfront publisned a report reconmending the expansion and improverent of
the park withcu: wrdening Front Averue A nine-memeer study greup was appeinted by Governor [om
McCall tc evaluate the “uture of Hautcr Drive 11 1877 . the GGovernar decidex 1o close Harbor Drve and
cxpana watedront zark to encompass the entire area between the River and Frent Avenue With the
cempletion of the Irterstate Freewsy system around the City core. the bypass function ¢ Harbor D-ive could
be eliminated.

Ry 1975 two plans had been developed o guile the fulure of Froat Avenue The Bownlown Plan and the
Dewntewn Packing and Circulaticn Policy suggested that Front Averue be closed between Taylor Slreet
ang Stark Street Tre \Watsrront Plan however. recommended that Front Averue become a "tree-lined
houlevard and thus becoming part of the park ™ Subsequently. Frort Averue was improved as a boulevard
ard the idea of breakirg Front Avenue between Taylor and Star< Stree's were dropped

Additional mog fications 10 Front Avenue cccurred as a result of two separate projects The Banfield LRT
Project removed the southbound rang cornecting the Steel Bridge to Frort Avenus. The Portland
Development Ccmmissior working with the Portland Office of [ransportzticn removed the Kelly Street
Ramp between Front Averue and Harbor Drive 2s sart of the first phase of the South ‘Waterfrent Project.
Both of these ramcs were part of Ha'bor Grive.

Paolicy Analysis

Today Front Avenue and the Marrscn B- dge provide far imeortant inks 1o the regiona! freeway system The
cresent confguration of the freewwvay system does nat provide for a complete set ol on ard ofl-ramps.
Access to 1-84 and |-5 North is provided at th2 east-end of the Morrisen Brdge. in the Central Easiside This
results in traffic trom the Northwest and Sauthwest Parlland using SW Nate Parkway and thre easibound
rarnp lo access -84 cr -5 North. The Mormisor Bringe prevides for the most sirect route o access & South
irom the Centra Fastside. close 11 Suutheast Portiand reighberheads. ang thae NW Front Avenue industrial
area. The removal of [arhor Dove did rol address these system deficiencies. The h ghway desian ana
cngincaang ocour grior to the deveicpment of the 1672 Downrtown Plan.

Since the adostion of the Downtown P.an. there have been numerous plan polices and studies that aftect
the role ard funcaor of Cront Averas With the shimiratcen of Harber Drive, the overall asp razcns for Froat
Aveni:z have been the main focus of these plans polcies. and studies Tae transpartation system-wide
impreyemerts that necded e *mpiement these ws ¢ns have beer limited and or the 1ssue byissue bass.
The fallowing summa“zes Lhe pohcy and plzn conzext for Front Avenue.

As mertioned in the srovious section the Dowrtown Plan and the Dowrtown Parking and Circulation Policy
iDPCP; enwvisicnes A strorg pedestnan inkage: free or vehicular tratfic, between waterf-ort and tre retail
core. The \Waterfroat Plan thal was adepted and implenrentest establ shed Frent Avenue as a linsas
boulevard 11 e downtown cors area The noext undate of the NFCP o =] Front Avenuc a Traffic
Accoss Brest which wers irteaded to pravide far ac '0 the downtown and therafore nol a outs for
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throvgh traffic. The DPCP was replaced in 1995 by the Central City Transportation Management Plan
{CCTMP). The CCTMP retained the Traffic Access Street classification for Front Avenue. The Morrison
Bridge Ramps are included as part of this designation. The CCTMP was most recently incotporated inla the
City of Portland's Transportation System Plan (TSP} in 2002. Changes to the bridge ramps will require a
comprehensive plan amendment to the TSP.

In 1995, the Partland City Council rejected a resolution to accept Water Avenue On-ramp Project. This
project would have provided for a direct scuthbound |-5 freeway access from the Central Eastside. This
would have replaced the need for eastside traffic using the Marrison Bridge 1o Naito Parkway to access I-5
South. Alternative freeway access and street improvements were identfied These improvements were
incorparated into the TSP. The following are the transportation projects intended to improve access from the
Centrai Eastside to the freeway system:

*  Southern Triangle Improvements. Improve lacal street network and regional access reutes in the
area. Improve freeway access route from Central Eastside Industrial District to |-5 southbaund via
Ross Island Bridge.

«  SE 7th'8™ Connection: Gonstruct new street connection from 7™ to 8% Avenues at Division Street

' Water Avenue Extensian” Canstruct new two-lane extension of street with sidewalks, bicycle lanes.
and landscaping to improve access lo the Willamette River Greenway.

* Ross Island Bridge Improvements: US 26 interchange improvement on gast appreach to Ross
Island Bridge.

In 2001, the Portland City Council adapted the Sauth Partland Circulation Study recommendation. This
study provided for a long-term visian far the portion of SVY Naito Parkway between Barbur Blvd. and
dawntown. Recommendation called for Naito Parkway to resembie 3 neighborhaad collectar that waould fit
within the character of the Corbett’Lair Hill Neighborhood. An important part of the recommended plan was
to take non-local, regional traffic out of the heart of Lair Hill Neighborhood by providing for improved
connechians between the Ross Island Bridge, 1-405, and downtown. The recommendations for Naite
Parkway include a roadway with one-iane in each direction, parallel on-street parking, and where feasible
reconnecting east-west streets with Naito Parkway. 1his study revised the 1978 South Porlland Circulabon
Study that recommended the closing of Front Avenue. but did not receive City Council approval. The
follawing are recommended transportation projects identified by this study that would imprave regicnal
connections and remove fegionat traffic the Lair Hili Neighberhood:

*  Direct ramp connections from Ross Island Bridge ta northbaund 1-405.
= Direct ramp cannections from southbound [-40% te the Ross |sland Bridge.
= Direct ramp linkages between |-405 ano Macadam.

There have been no studies to evaluate the transportation issues related to NW Front Avenue and Naito
Parkway. The Northwest Industrial Neighborhood Association voiced concerns when on-strest parking was
added to NW Naito Parkway from the Steet Bridge to the Broadway Bridge and the impacts to freight traffic
if number of lanes were reduced on Naito Parkway thraugh the downtown care. NINA requested that NW
Front Avenue be part of a larger study to evaluate its Icng-term needs for freight movement.

The Regional Transportation Plan. RTP, Freight Designations acknowledges that an “Intenm truck access
from the Central Eastside Industnal Area to Southbound Intestate 5 shall be provided along the Morrisan
Bridae to Naito Parkway until an improved connection is constructed. Naito Parkway is designated as a
Collector of Regional Significance in tha RTP

The Federal Highway Administration designates facilities of federai and regional sigmficance for freight
mobility-the National Highway System (NHS). The Morrison Bridge is designated as NHS Connectar Route.

Pagedob's



A5 a result of issues rarsed by the Assoaatior for Portland Progress regardirg their concarm or: lost of
capacity in ang oJt of the Cenwal City, PDOT has 2doptes a Cantrai L,t, Pottal Capacity Policy. Projects
that |mpcsr‘t Cenral City porals must ‘document the moacts of the lost capacity, loo< for possible mitigation
efferts. and involve the cublic in the projec: cesign. This policy 2pcles to all zrojects on a portal that

Results ir a permanert css of 3 gensra! purpese traféc lane

ResLlts ir supstantial madal trade-cff

Results ir susstanlial change n manag:ng raffic eperatiors or sigrahzaticn

Results ir a lerpurary loss of capac ty that 1s expected to last rese than ore year. or where
separate temparacy activtes have a signif.cant cumutative effect on a portal.

LI S 4

If you have any questions cn the miormation: and recommendations in this memarandum please cal me at
503 822-7734

References:
The following documents were used as irformation scurs
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nd Ciizu atian Folicy. City of Parllanu Qaober 15980

cratior Maragemen: Plan, Gy of Portland  Nezember 1095

. r'lnspmtahor‘ Syslem Fian, Pulices and Systees Improvemaents: Sry af Podland  October, 2002
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City Porta Capacity Procedure. Vic Rhades, PLOT Lereclor, May 31, 2001
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TRIGQMET Memo

Date: April 11, 2003

To: Amy Miller Dowell
Portland Development Commission

From: Jillian Detweiler

Subject: Comment on March 28, 2003 Draft of PDC Downtown Waterfront Development
Opportunities Project

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this draft report.

The report recommends a bold future for the study area. Beautifully presented ideas and images
illustrate the rich opportunities identified for the district in a way that even the less visionary
among us can get excited about these possibilities.

TriMet is particularly supportive of suggestions for enlivening the Skidmore Fountain plaza and
MAX station. As a short-term measure, we have increased our transit police and security
presence to address undesirable behavior at the station and on the MAX. We also plan to install
security cameras on the platform. TriMet supports the proposal to develop an active use such as
a health club that puts eyes on the station and activates the plaza more hours of the day. This
would clearly provide a more lasting improvement for the area. Housing would significantly
reinforce this change in character.

Page 59 of the draft recommends that, “TriMet consider a reconfiguration of the MAX tracks on
Yambhill between First and Second to allow for vehicular traffic to go through on Yamhill.”
TriMet has already submitted to you a preliminary analysis of this proposal. As was noted in my
March 18, 2003 memo, TriMet has serious concerns that the significant costs and disruption that
would be incurred would outweigh the benefits of a reconfiguration. If this proposal continues to
be of interest to PDC, PDC needs to identify funding sources and lead the discussion of impacts
on the downtown.

Page 59 also suggests studying stop locations. This recommendation was not previously
discussed with TriMet. We have no analysis of this proposal, but it would appear that the
Morrison Bridge location could replicate the undesirable environment at the Burnside Bridge.
As the text suggests, discussion of station consolidation would probably be more fruitful when
more is known about the character of development on blocks 2 and 39.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments.

Tri-County Metropolitan Transportation District of Oregon « 503-238-RIDE « TTY 503-238-5811 « trimet.org

TRI MET MEMO
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MULTNOMAH COUNTY OREGON

DEFARTMENT OF BUSINESS AND COMMUNITY SERVICES
FACILITIES AND PROPEHTY MANAGFIMENT DIVISION

401 N DIXON ST

PORTLAND, OREGON 97227

(£00) 988-3322

BOARD OF COUNTY COYMISSIONERS
DIANE LINN « CHAIR OF THE BOARI}
MAS A ROUO DE STEFFEY  » DISTRICT 1 COMMISSIONER
SCRENACAUZ = DISTRIC| 2 COMMISSIONER
LISANAITQ  » GISTIICT 2 COMMISSIONER
LONNIE ROBERTS + DISTRICT 4 COMMISSIONER

MEMORANDUM

To: Amy Miller Dowell AlA
Portland Development Commission

From: Jim Emerson
Multnomah County Facilities and Property Managemant

Date: April 4, 2003

RE: County Staff Comments on March 28, 2003 Draft
DOWNTOWN WATERFRONT DEVELOPMENT OPPORTUNITIES PROJECT

Thank you for facilitating the participation of the County in the preliminary planning for impravements to
Portland's downtown waterfront. Through time spent by Doug Butler on the Stakeholder Advisory
Committee and myseif on the Technical Advisory Committee, we have gained added appreciation for
both the positive outcomes awaiting development actions in this vital part of the City, and the
complexities of aligning the interests of many private and public partners.

This memorandum conveys comments from County staff in the Transportation (Bridges, Roads.
Bicycle/Pedestrian,} Fleet (Motor Pool, Parking, Fueling,) and Facilities {Real estate/asset
management) Divisions. While we all find the petentialities for City improvement interesting and
pasitive, our role is to paint out our understanding of the County’s generic initial position as well as
areas of unclarity or concern in the Draft document. Hopefully, these comments along with those of
other reviewers will lead to a stronger document and a strategy without significant pitfalls.

An official County position with respect to the generic Downtown Waterfrant Development Opportunities
Project, or on any specific action item within it, is the responsibility of the Board of County
Commissioners. We anticipate that PDC will be presenting the final version of this document to alf
affected elected officials over the next several manths.

Please contact me at 503-988-3322 ext. 26246 if you would like to discuss any of these comments.
Thank you.

cc. Doug Butler
Michele Gardner
Stan Ghezzi
Tom Guiney
Karen Schilling
Duke Shepard
April Siebenaler
R, Peter Wilcox

Page 2
4-4-03

Commenls on “March 28, 2002 Draft” of
PDC DOWNTOWN WATERFRONT DEVEI,OPMENT OPPORTLNITIES PROJECT

1.

to

Generic County Position:
a. Protect Multnomah County’s ability to operale, maintain, and improve the three
County bridgcheads in the Study Area: Burnside, Morrison, and Hawthorne.

b. Ensure adequate study and public input regarding the transportation value of the
Murrison Bridgehead ramps, including the circular ramps.

¢, Ensure avuilability of satisfactory and economical options for Motor Pool
Operations, including pool parking. fueling and County reguired downtown parking.

d. Repluce the revenue stream from Morrison Bridgehead parking tapprox.
$500.000/ycar today. plus approximately $150,000/vr. projected upeoming 3 with an
equivalent financial benefit to County.

¢, Receive market value Tor any County property sold or leased.

I Allow for viable Counry Board of Commissioners influence on the target housing mix in
the Study arca, especially when County propertics are incorporated into an action plan.

LAYOUT - MAP

. Muove "Block Numbers™ map (p. 93 to inside front cover. Entire report relies on
block number references, must have easy access for repeated reference.
Contenis and Introduction can both 1t on next page easily (p. 3)

TYPOS

a. “Prakway” pages [3and 14

b. “potentail™ page 25

MAKE REFERENCES CONSISTENT

o

“Skidmaore Fountain Plaza™ pages 7, 12, 60, 62. 68, 77 ... same photos as
“Ankeny Plaza™ pages 10, 16. 70, 71

b, Height limit increases for Blocks 2 and 39 show 240" on pages 22 and 32. but
25(" on page 31.

¢. Schedule und Phasing for Blocks 2, 39, and 16 (County blacks)
Pages 18/19 - Chart shows “Short-terin Phase I while Text is “*Phases 2 and 3"
Page 20 - Timeline shows Blocks 2, 39, and 16 as “Short 1o Mid-Term™

Pages 24 and 31 show these blocks as “Phase 3°

County needs to know PDC’s intent and realistic projection of schedule !

MULTNOMAH COUNTY MEMO
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PDC Downtown Waterfront Opportunities Praject - Comnents

Page 3
4-4-03

5. Principle comments re County property

Participation:

a.

Chart page 18 : include County as a supporting participant in
- height increase blocks 2 and 39
- development of Blacks 2, 39, and 16
- address public safety under Burnside Rridge

Potential Ramp Removal:

b.

€.

Ramp removal (Morrison) as a near-term “Feasibility Study" as

shown on Page 18 is OK. It is important for multiple parties to coordinate in
determining what mitigating actions are needed to enable 4 viable ramp
removal, and beginning that study is timely.

As a “Removal Process” shown in the Short Term on Page 20, it is not OK
since that ferminology presumptively labels an outcome.

Note that Multnomah County is praceeding with a Bicycle/Pedestrian
Improvement project for which Phuse I funding, including a Federal
component, has been secured. This will affeet and improve the South ramp
onto the Morrison Bridge.

If either of the circular ramps are removed, the remaining ramp structure
will need structural modifications. PDC’s financial analysis should include
an estimate of these costs appurtenant to development of Blocks 2 or 39,

Text on Morrison Ramp removal, Page 47, makes no mention of the
Light Rail crossing issue if traffic is hrought off the Bridge 10 2" Ave. and
has te recross 1% Ave. to reach Naito Parkway - along with conseguent
stacking problems on 2™, This issue will become much more prominent
when the Interstate LRT is operating next yeur and train frequency is
increased.

Similarly, Note on Page 50 lists ramp remeoval as Positive, with no reflection
on consequences (possihly negative) via traffic diversion to allernative routes
- including, ironically. through the heart of the very neighborhoed this
Project seeks to create.

Team should consider whether, if Morrison sites are appropriate for “Point
Towers™ as claimed, one such tower en each rump block could be placed
within the circle, with the ramps still in place.

Building under bridges:

f.
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“Under the Burnside Bridge” development {Health Club or otherwise)

as stated on Pages 19 and 63 needs to explicitly recognize the County’s need
for maintenance access to the Burnside Bridge approach ramp structures,
drains, etc. - which would be greatly complicated by a building there.

PDC Downtown Waterfront Development Opportunities Project - Commenrs
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5.f continued

Do not preclude the eventual Phasc 2 Seismic Upgrade work to these
approach structares (colamns, footings, pilings) which is necessary for the
Burnside Bridge to fulfilt its role as 1 “Regional Liteline Route” in local
multi-agency emergency response planning. Please note that ODO'T does not
allow buildings to be canstructed or sited under State bridges and their
approaches. This team may need to develop an alternative concept for
dealing with today’s negatives in the under-bridge space.

Construction on Motor Pool Lot (Block 16)

g. In additivn to comments under 1.e,d, and e above, note that Motor Pool is an
exsential downtown function supporting multiple County programs, and cunnot
be moved far or (o a high-cost alternative. Also, the fuel supply at Block 16 is
the County’s only Westside emergency fuel cache.

. OTHER SUBSTANTIVE COMMENTS

g. Page 13, Amuscrent Park as “obstacle™ ... Considering the Jong history of the
Rose Festival, the availability of ship docking at Waterfront Park, and the positive
connection 1o Downtown vitalily, it may be beuer to recognize that (his festival
{ and a few others, like Cinco de Mayo) is past of the ambience of this location, 1t
is @ short-term disruption, and if limited to 2 ur 3 principle festivals, probably not
fatal o the proposcd uses. It may even attract some residents.

b, Page 27, about terminating the tax-exempt status of 4 properties: ane of these is
apparently Fire Station No. 1. Tt may not be yeplaced within this Study Area,
bhut this Report should recognize that wherever it goes. it will remove u parcel
from taxable status (albeit probably a low-value parcel) Net change is thercfore
3 propertics in the downtown area.

¢. Pages 35 and 39: a Key presumption is ability to park one level, or in some
cases, two levels, below grade, For this area of the city near the bend in the
river, PDC needs to ensure that prefiminary geotech data witl support this idea,
This is muostly old riverbed and fill area, possibly with a high winter water table.

d. Pages 36 43 the Case Study proformias are oplimistic. in my opinion.
regarding both costs (slightly optimistic) and nitial rents (substantially
optimistic.) But mare troubling to econonmic viability are two specific
assumptions:

i.  Parking ratios as low as 0.6 spuces per residential unit - T can’tsee
this attracting the demuographic of cither condo owners or renters
needed to support the price/rent assumptions, These folks will have
at Jeast one car evea if they sant 1o live on the rives.

ii. Both retail and housing vacancics are assumed to average 7%. That
rate will probably take 3 - 5 years (0 achieve on an overall development of
this w1z, especiully the retail component. The pro-forma needs o
recngnize the extended-startup financial cfeer.
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