
Clear and Objective Feedback Group 
Meeting #2 – Wednesday, May 20, 2026  
 
Staff: Teresa Montalvo, Erin Engman, Madeleine Nelson  
 
Group Members: Levi Levasa (Venture Properties, Incorporated), Ben Hemson (Home Building 
Association of Greater Portland), Seth Henderson (Level Development NW), Melissa Slotemaker 
(AKS Engineering & Forestry, LLC), Skip Stanaway (Tualatin Architectural Review Board Member)  
 

• Introductions 
• Review Project Purpose & Background  
• Review Proposed Design Departure Language & Procedures 
• Questions for Focus Group 
• Review Policy Questions for Planning Commission & City Council  

 
 
TDC Chapter 33: Applications and Approval Criteria – TDC 33.020 – Architectural Review 

TDC 33.020(6):

 

 
Questions for Focus Group: 

1. Does this language raise any concerns or uncertainties?  
2. Are the proposed departure criteria sufficiently clear for applicants to understand what 

is expected? 
 
Group Response: 
Noted section (6)(d)(ii), with concern surrounding the language stating “negative impacts”.  Noted 
the criteria could be considered subjective, or provide an opportunity for a community 
member/policy maker to make an open interpretation.  
 



All of the approval criteria appear to be discretionary. The ambiguous language makes it harder to 
design projects, and he would prefer more clarity and rigid parameters. Concerned about weighing 
the positives to negative impacts. Understood that this perspective is coming from a developer 
and an architect may prefer the flexibility afforded in the language.  
 
From the perspective of an architect, stated that there is a preference for creative flexibility. 
Including that true design goals and examples need to be listed to ensure quality elements are 
reinforced for the reviewer.  
 
 

TDC Chapter 32: Procedures - TDC 32.010 – Purpose and Applicability  

 
 
Questions for Focus Group:  

1. Does reviewing up to four design departures through a Type II process seem like an 
appropriate threshold? 

2. Are there any concerns with the proposed thresholds for design departures vs 
procedure type?  

 
 
 



Group Response: 
Questioned if design departures require a separate departure for each façade? 

• Staff: At this time, staff have not explored this question. Highlighted this could be a 
good question to bring to the attention of the Planning Commission.  

 
Suggested it would be helpful for projects that have modified appeal requirements to have those 
listed in the table (i.e. – only the applicant has appeal rights). 
 
Questioned why the threshold of 4 departures was suggested? Considered that 4 departures 
would be more than sufficient.  

• Staff: Current multifamily design standards have 12 design standards. Consultant 
suggested providing relief to 1/3 of the existing standards.  

 
Historically, how many variances have been applied for in multifamily projects?  

• Staff: Tualatin has not experienced high levels of multifamily development. Staff 
noted a previous variance for the Plambeck Gardens site for height restrictions and 
parking areas.  

 
Questioned which standards would the departures be applicable (ex – walkways, engineering 
standards, etc?). Are there still other avenues for flexibility? 

• Staff: The design departures are being piloted for the multifamily design standards 
specific to TDC 73A.100. Minor variances and variances are still an option. In the 
future, design departures may be applied more broadly.  

 
Group consensus to revisit the proposed thresholds after reviewing the proposed multifamily 
design standards next Tuesday, 6/2.  
 
 
Policy Questions for Planning Commission/City Council:  

Housing Types and Procedural Review (TDC Chapter 32) 
o Multifamily Architectural Review: Revisit the review type for larger multifamily 

projects (currently 100+ units, and abutting SFR zone) 
o Current code: 

▪ Multifamily ≤100 units: Type II AR 
▪ Multifamily 100+ units: Type III AR 

o Issue: Can’t apply Type II or III if following C&O standards. Can require 
notice, but no hearing; only applicant can appeal. (I’ll refer to this 
“modified” Type II as Type IIx) 
 

o Proposing a “Size-Based Distinction” with a 20 unit threshold  
▪ < 20 Units → Type I 
▪ 20+ Units →   Type IIx 

 

Group Response: 

Questioned why the 20-unit threshold was proposed? 

• Staff: The threshold aligns with the public involvement noticing/procedural requirements 

under state law (House Bill 4037, 2026 legislative session) . 



Housing in the Commercial Recreation (CR) Zone (TDC Chapter 52)  
o The CR zone allows Multifamily Structures and Manufactured Dwelling Parks as 

conditional uses, so a C&O path needs to be established.  
o Staff would like the Planning Commission and Council to weigh in on whether 

housing should be permitted in the CR zone as a policy matter. Should multifamily 
housing and manufactured dwelling parks be permitted by right in the CR zone? Or 
should they be prohibited, given that the stated purpose of this zone is “allowing 
and encouraging commercial and related uses”?    

▪ The CR zone is applied to the Roamer’s Rest area between the Tualatin 
River and Highway 99-W. 

 
 
Group Response: 
As the area is a single site, the group was mostly supportive of prohibiting housing in the CR zone.  
 
Questioned if tuck under parking be permitted as an option for a multifamily project in the 
floodplain? 

• Staff: The project to the west sited the parking in the floodplain, could potentially be an 
option for a project on the subject site, but would need to do additional research.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Clear and Objective Feedback Group 
Meeting #3 – Tuesday, June 2, 2026  
 
Staff: Teresa Montalvo, Madeleine Nelson 
 
Group Members: Levi Levasa (Venture Properties, Incorporated), Ben Hemson (Home Building 
Association of Greater Portland), Seth Henderson (Level Development NW), Kayla Zander 
(Carleton Hart Architecture) 
 

• Review Proposed Multifamily Design Standards & Questions  
• Revisit 5/20 Focus Group Questions 

 
 
TDC 73A.100: Multifamily Design Standards

 
Questions for Focus Group: 

1. What feedback do you have on the proposed 4-foot height standard? 
 
Group Response: 
Discussed that any design requirements are going to increase building costs and increase rent. 
Requiring outdoor areas requires extra land and can take away from increased unit counts. Noted 
additional insurance costs for projects requiring balconies.  
 
Questioned where the 4-foot height requirement originated. Stated the preference would be to 
have a range provided for the 4-foot high fence, wall or evergreen hedge. The 4-foot requirement 
doesn’t align with other fencing heights throughout a project and could increase cost. Noted that 
having different fence heights has a financial impact on affordable housing as they can’t buy one 
fence to meet all needs (screening, fall protection) 

• Staff: This could be an example where an applicant could request an exception under the 
proposed design departure process.  

 
Noted intergenerational multifamily projects do not trend toward wanting privacy separation for 
entrances. 



 
Noted that the state does not want balconies, had to request exceptions for the Plambeck 
Gardens project. The patio (80 sf)/balcony (48 sf) dimensions are difficult to design when 
considering stacking units.  
 

 
 
Questions for Focus Group: 

1. Any concerns/feedback on the proposed menu of entry features?  
 
Group Response: 
Supported the clarifying language under section (b) Applicability. 
 
Stated the landscaping and canopy tree options proposed in (B) and (C) could be an issue with 
onsite parking/spacing requirements.  
 
Noted the wall or fence requirement in (A) provides a range that could be applied to other 
standards. Noted that this height requirement differs from TDC 73A.100(1) Private Outdoor 
Areas.  
 
Staff: 
Questioned if anyone had examples of design features that work well as options for private entry 
areas? 

• Group: Stoops, (others mentioned ADA concerns with stoops), screen walls  



 

 

 



 
Questions for Focus Group: 

1. Staff are considering increasing the applicability threshold for Shared Outdoor Areas 
and Children’s Play Areas from 12 units to 20 units. What feedback does the group have 
on this proposal?  

 
Group Response:  
Staff: Noted this change is proposed to address future infill development and reduce barriers for 
smaller multifamily projects. 
 
Overall supported the proposed change in applicability threshold from 12 units to 20 units for 
Shared Outdoor Areas and Children’s Play Areas.  
 
Mentioned that these standards reflect garden style multifamily development and might not take 
into account other styles of multifamily development such as high -density high rise. Noted that 
these changes to these standards could be incorporated in future downtown revital ization project.  
 
Asked for consideration of one bedroom style product that might not have the need for children’s 
play areas.  
 
Suggested incorporating covered/indoor play areas reflective of Oregon’s rainy climate.  
 
 

 
 
Questions for Focus Group: 

1. Staff are considering eliminating the storage requirements for multifamily development. 
What feedback does the group have on this proposal?  

 
Group Response:  
Generally noted, most jurisdictions don’t have additional storage requirements for multifamily.  
 



Group consensus did not have an issue with eliminating the storage requirement, understanding 
developers would provide storage in response to the current market of renters.  
 
Stated the proposed storage room dimensional requirements can pose an issue for 
accessibility/mobility. Noted that 6 ft height requirement doesn’t meet building code for clearance. 
 
Noted the provisions do not provide flexibility for caged lockers or alternative methods of storage.  
 
Mentioned the City of Bend used to have similar storage requirements to accommodate the 
storage of outdoor recreational gear and believe that they have since been eliminated.  
 
Noted City of Gresham has recently revised their storage requirements as a reference.  
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
Group Response: 
Stated it would be helpful to clarify if accessways should be provided to existing developed 
property or undeveloped property.  
 
Noted that some commercial uses on adjoining property might not be supportive of residential 
access onto their site and can create dead ends or “accessways to nowhere”.  
 
 



Stated they haven’t seen accessway requirements in other jurisdictions and wanted to know the 
reasoning behind having the standard in the first place.  

• Staff: 
o Clarified the intention for bicycle and pedestrian connection to desirable spaces 

and transportation facilities without having to fully leave the development through 
the main entrances.  

 
Commented that the only differentiation between “accessways” and “walkways” are an additional 
two feet of sidewalk width.   
 
 

 
 
 
 
Questions for Focus Group: 

1. What feedback do you have on the proposed outdoor lighting system?  
 
 
Group Response: 
No concerns about the proposed lighting standards.  
 
Clarified that carports and garages remain optional features for multifamily projects.  
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
Group Response: 
Noted that (i) provided guidance that provisions must be consistent for US Postal Service 
regulations. Asked which jurisdiction takes screening priority over utility equipment such as 
Portland General Electric.  
 
Highlighted separation requirements for some mechanical equipment would require screens to 
have additional setbacks and be of nonflammable material. Noted that landscaping sometimes is 
not achievable due to utility requirements.  
 
Noted at times screening requirements can look more invasive than the equipment being 
concealed.  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



TDC Chapter 32: Procedures - TDC 32.010 – Purpose and Applicability  

 
 
Questions for Focus Group:  

1. Does reviewing up to four design departures through a Type II process seem like an 
appropriate threshold? 

2. Are there any concerns with the proposed thresholds for design departures vs 
procedure type?  

 
Group Response: 
After walking through the multifamily design standards, the group felt reviewing up to four design 
departures through a Type II process would be an appropriate threshold.  
 
Requested clarification on whether departures require a separate design departure for each 
façade? 

 
 


