AGENDA
ASTORIA CITY COUNCIL
Monday, September 30, 2019
6:30 PM
2nd Floor Council Chambers
1095 Duane Street, Astoria OR 97103

1.

CALL TO ORDER

2.

ROLL CALL

3.

PROCLAMATION
3.a Domestic Violence Awareness Month (October)

4.

REPORTS OF COUNCILORS

5.

CHANGES TO AGENDA

6.

CONSENT CALENDAR
The items on the Consent Calendar are considered routine and will be adopted by one
motion unless a member of the City Council requests to have any item considered
separately. Members of the community may have an item removed if they contact the
City Manager by 5:00 p.m. the day of the meeting.

6.a

Astoria City Council Work Session Meeting Minutes for February 25, 2019

6.b

Astoria City Council Work Session Meeting Minutes for August 19, 2019

6.c

Astoria City Council Work Session Meeting Minutes for August 27, 2019

6.d

Boards and Commission Meeting Minutes
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Astoria Public Library Advisory Board Meeting Minutes for August 27, 2019
Design Review Commission Meeting Minutes for May 2, 2019
Astoria Planning Commission Meeting Minutes for May 7, 2019
Historic Landmarks Commission Meeting Minutes for May 21, 2019
Astoria Planning Commission Meeting Minutes for May 28, 2019
Traffic Safety Advisory Committee Meeting Minutes for May 28, 2019
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7.

6.e

Liquor License Application from Vesta Hospitality LLC, doing business as
Cannery Pier Hotel, Located at #10 Basin Street, Astoria for a Limited OnPremises and Off-Premises Sales License

6.f

Liquor License Application from New Golden Star Inc Doing Business as
Golden Star Restaurant, Located at 599 Bond Street, Astoria for a Full
On-Premises Commercial Sales License.

6.g

Liquor License Application from Cervesia Gratis, Inc., doing business as
Fort George Brewery and Public House, Located at 70 W. Marine Drive,
Astoria for a Wholesale Malt Beverage and Wine License.

6.h

IGA with Sunset Empire Parks and Recreation District

REGULAR AGENDA ITEMS
All agenda items are open for public comment following deliberation by the City
Council. Rather than asking for public comment after each agenda item, the Mayor
asks that audience members raise their hands if they want to speak to the item and
they will be recognized. In order to respect everyone’s time, comments will be
limited to 3 minutes.

7.a

Consideration of Grant Agreement between the State of Oregon and City of
Astoria and Subgrant Agreement between City of Astoria and Blue Jumpsuit
LLC for the Cleanup of the Former Astoria Warehousing Site

REGULAR ITEMS - PUBLIC NOTICE
The following public hearings will begin after 7:00 PM per the public notice
announcements.

8.

7.b

Public Hearing in Consideration of Property Sale Proposals - Mill Pond

7.c

Public Hearing and First Reading Amendment Request for Bridge Vista
Overlay Zone Codes (A19-01B)

7.d

Public Hearing and First Reading Amendment Request (A19-05) for
Uniontown Reborn Plan and Code Amendments

NEW BUSINESS & MISCELLANEOUS, PUBLIC COMMENTS (NON-AGENDA)

THIS MEETING IS ACCESSIBLE TO THE DISABLED. AN INTERPRETER FOR THE HEARING
IMPAIRED MAY BE REQUESTED UNDER THE TERMS OF ORS 192.630 BY CONTACTING THE CITY
MANAGER'S OFFICE, 503-325-5824.
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DATE:

SEPTEMBER 26, 2019

TO:

MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL

FROM:

BRETT ESTES, CITY MANAGER

SUBJECT: ASTORIA SPECIAL CITY COUNCIL MEETING AND WORK SESSION
OF MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 30, 2019
PROCLAMATION
3.a

Domestic Violence Awareness Month (October)

CONSENT CALENDAR
6.a

Astoria City Council Work Session Meeting Minutes for Feb. 25, 2019

6.b

Astoria City Council Work Session Meeting Minutes for Aug. 19, 2019

6.c

Astoria City Council Work Session Meeting Minutes for Aug. 27, 2019
The minutes of the City Council meetings are enclosed for review. Unless
there are any corrections, it is recommended that Council approve these
minutes.

6.d

Boards and Commission Meeting Minutes
The draft minutes of the Boards and Commissions are included. Unless
there are any questions or comments regarding the contents of these
minutes, they are presented for information only.
1. Astoria Public Library Advisory Board Meeting Minutes for
August 27, 2019
2. Design Review Commission Meeting Minutes for May 2, 2019
3. Astoria Planning Commission Meeting Minutes for May 7, 2019
4. Historic Landmarks Commission Meeting Minutes for May 21,
2019
5. Astoria Planning Commission Meeting Minutes for May 28, 2019
6. Traffic Safety Advisory Committee Meeting Minutes for May 28,
2019

6.e

Liquor License Application from Vesta Hospitality LLC, doing
business as Cannery Pier Hotel, Located at #10 Basin Street, Astoria
for a Limited On-Premises and Off-Premises Sales License
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A liquor license application has been filed by Vesta Hospitality LLC, doing
business as Cannery Pier Hotel. This application is a Limited on-premises
and off-premises Sales License. The appropriate departments have
reviewed the application and it is recommended that the City Council
consider approval of this application.
6.f

Liquor License Application from New Golden Star Inc Doing
Business as Golden Star Restaurant, Located at 599 Bond Street,
Astoria for a Full On-Premises Commercial Sales License.
A liquor license application has been filed by New Golden Star Inc., doing
business as Golden Star Restaurant. This application is a Full onpremises, Commercial Sales License. The appropriate departments have
reviewed the application and it is recommended that the City Council
consider approval of this application.

6.g

Liquor License Application from Cervesia Gratis, Inc., doing
business as Fort George Brewery and Public House, Located at 70
W. Marine Drive, Astoria for a Wholesale Malt Beverage and Wine
License.
A liquor license application has been filed by Fort George Brewery &
Public House doing business as Fort George Brewery & Public House.
This application is a Wholesale Malt Beverage & Wine Sales License. The
appropriate departments have reviewed the application and it is
recommended that the City Council consider approval of this application.

6.h

IGA with Sunset Empire Parks and Recreation District
The Sunset Empire Park and Recreation District will be closing the Sunset
Pool from October 20, 2019 – November 25. 2019 for maintenance repair
and renovation projects. Due to the duration of this project, Sunset
Empire Park and Recreation District seeks to provide an alternative facility
to its members for aquatic and fitness use.
Sunset Empire Park and Recreation District has contacted the City of
Astoria’s Parks and Recreation Department to partner in providing
services to the preregistered members of Sunset Empire Park and
Recreation District during this timeframe.
A Pool Use Agreement has been drafted and provides preregistered
members of Sunset Empire Park and Recreation District permission to
utilize the Astoria Aquatic Center without charge for the facility’s “drop-in”
programs. In return, the Sunset Empire Park and Recreation District will
pay the City of Astoria the full admission cost for each service rendered.
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Due to the positive financial impact to the Parks and Recreation
Department it is recommended that City Council approve the Pool Use
Agreement with the Sunset Empire Park and Recreation District.
REGULAR AGENDA ITEMS
7.a

Consideration of Grant Agreement between the State of Oregon and
City of Astoria and Subgrant Agreement between City of Astoria and
Blue Jumpsuit LLC for the Cleanup of the Former Astoria
Warehousing Site
During its last session, the Oregon Legislature approved House Bill 5050
which provided $1,000,000 to the City of Astoria for warehouse cleanup.
The lottery-based funds were provided to the City of Astoria in order to
clean up a contaminated waterfront parcel, as well to spur job creation on
a large and critical property along the Columbia River waterfront.
Following passage and signing of the Bill, representatives from Business
Oregon contacted City staff stating that agreements would need to be
prepared and ratified for the cleanup funds to be used.
The warehouse property to receive the cleanup funds is the former Astoria
Warehousing site. Fort George Brewery has been completing due
diligence in acquiring this property. In-ground brownfield environmental
issues were identified during this time. These funds would primarily be
focused on remediation on this site. Attached for City Council
consideration is a grant agreement between the State of Oregon and City
of Astoria as well as a subgrant agreement between City of Astoria and
Blue Jumpsuit LLC (representing Fort George).
It is recommended that the Council approve the grant agreement between
the State of Oregon and City of Astoria as well as the subgrant agreement
between the City of Astoria and Blue Jumpsuit LLC.

REGULAR ITEMS – AS PER PUBLIC NOTICE THESE ITEMS WILL START AFTER
7:00 PM
7.b

Public Hearing in Consideration of Property Sale Proposals - Mill
Pond
In November, 2018, the City Council authorized staff to contract with Area
Properties to market the City-owned “pier lots” at the Mill Pond. The pier
lots are twelve platted lots donated to the City by the developer of the Mill
Pond, Art DeMuro, in 2012. Since that time the City has paid homeowners
fees in excess of $64,000, and is currently budgeting $13,000 annually for
“no-build” fees, HOA dues and maintenance expenses. The lots were
listed at $45,000 for each pier or $90,000 total. The offers as of May are
included in the agenda packet.
It is recommended that City Council consider each of the offers and
provide direction how they wish to proceed on the offers. Staff and the City
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Attorney would need to complete further work and documents based on
Council’s direction.
7.c

Public Hearing and First Reading Amendment Request for Bridge
Vista Overlay Zone Codes (A19-01B)
The City Council held a public hearing at their August 19, 2019 meeting
and continued the deliberation to the September 3, 2019 meeting
regarding the Bridge Vista Overlay Zone amendment changes. At that
meeting, Council members expressed concern that the proposed
standards did not meet their desired outcome. Due to the number of
suggested changes to the draft from what was presented during the public
hearing on August 19, 2019, the City Attorney advised that new public
notice would be required and as well as a new public hearing on the draft
amendment would need to be held. Public notice in accordance with
Development Code requirements was provided.
If the draft code meets Council’s expectations, it would be in order for
Council to hold a public hearing and conduct a first reading of the
ordinance for Bridge Vista Overlay Zone Code amendments. If the Council
holds a first reading of the ordinance, the proposed amendment would be
scheduled for consideration of a second reading and adoption at a future
Council meeting.

7.d

Public Hearing and First Reading Amendment Request (A19-05) for
Uniontown Reborn Plan and Code Amendments
In 2017, the City of Astoria Community Development Department initiated
the Uniontown Reborn Master Plan effort, utilizing a Transportation and
Growth Management Grant from the Oregon Department of
Transportation (ODOT) and the Department of Land Conservation and
Development (DLCD). The purpose was to address issues dealing with
land use and transportation issues in Astoria’s historic west gateway area
known as Uniontown. The planning process began in earnest in the Fall of
2018 with a consultant team consisting of Jacobs Engineering and Angelo
Planning Group and based on the plan development and community and
stakeholder input, code amendments have been proposed.
The Planning Commission held a public hearing on August 6, 2019 and
August 27, 2019 regarding the proposed code amendments. A copy of the
proposed ordinances, the proposed Master Plan, and the Findings of Fact
are included in the packet for Council consideration. The APC
recommends that the City Council adopt the proposed amendments. The
proposed ordinance has been reviewed and approved as to form by the
City Attorney.
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If the draft Master Plan, and code amendments meet Council’s
expectations, it would be in order for Council to hold a public hearing and
conduct a first reading of the ordinance for the Uniontown Reborn Master
Plan adoption and amendments. If the Council holds a first reading of the
ordinance, the proposed amendment would be scheduled for
consideration of a second reading and adoption at a future Council
meeting.
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PROCLAMATION

WHEREAS, the first Domestic Violence Month was observed in October 1987,
the same year that saw the initiation of the first national domestic
violence toll-free hotline and in 1989 Congress designated October as
national Domestic Violence Awareness Month; and
WHEREAS, domestic violence is a pattern of assaultive and coercive behaviors
– including physical, psychological, sexual and economic abuse; social
isolation and stalking – that are used to maintain power and control
over a person’s intimate partner; and
WHEREAS, the crime of domestic violence violates an individual’s dignity, safety
and basic human rights; and
WHEREAS, domestic violence is the single largest cause of injury and homicide
for women; and
WHEREAS, children exposed to domestic violence experience terror, isolation,
guilt, helplessness and grief and have a higher risk of engaging in
criminal behavior and substance abuse, and becoming victims of
crime; and
WHEREAS, domestic violence is the single largest cause of injury and homicide
for women; and
WHEREAS, domestic violence impacts the health and well-being of our
community; and
WHEREAS, it is incumbent on every citizen to play a role in preventing and
ending domestic violence.
NOW, THEREFORE, I, Bruce Jones, Mayor of the City of Astoria proclaim
October 2019 to be:
DOMESTIC VIOLENCE AWARENESS MONTH
in the City of Astoria and encourage all residents to join in this observance.

__________________________________
City of Astoria, Mayor
8

CITY OF ASTORIA
City Council Chambers
February 25, 2019

CITY COUNCIL JOURNAL OF PROCEEDINGS

A work session of the Astoria Common Council was held at the above place at the hour of 8:00 am.
Councilors Present: Brownson, Herman, Rocka, West, and Mayor Jones.
Councilors Excused: None
Staff Present: City Manager Estes

CHANGES TO THE AGENDA
There were none.
Council began the work session by discussing a proposal from Friends of the Column to establish a
lighting policy for the Astoria Column. In the past, the Council approved requests for specific causes two
times each year. However, it was struggle to decide who to approve and some groups were left out.
Councilors shared concerns that had been voiced in the past by community members, and discussed
how this new policy could mitigate those concerns. Friends of the Column have an agreement with the
City of Astoria that spells out roles and responsibilities, including fee collection and maintenance, and as
part of that agreement they would implement the lighting policy as well. Given that the Friends of the
Column spent $75,000 on LED lighting improvements, lighting the Column should be allowed. The
consensus among Councilors was to:
 Not allow lighting for causes.
 Allow lighting on Fun Days determined by the Friends, but not tied to any cause.
 Allow lighting for national holidays.
Councilors suggested Friends of the Column use the above guidelines and return a policy document to
Council for vote prior to their ribbon cutting event on April 12th. If the approved policy causes uproar from
the public, Council can require that the policy be changed.
CITY COUNCIL GOAL SETTING 2019-2020
City Manager Estes introduced Wes Hare to lead the goal work session.
Wes Hare, Consultant, briefed reviewed his personal background, noting he was a native Astorian, and
his work history, which included more than 30 years as a city administrator. He and Councilors discussed
the scope of the work session, both goal creation and years’ past goals completion efforts.
City Manager Estes described Staff’s processes for implementing Council’s goals, which were based on
Council’s priorities, budgeting, and timelines. Councilors were shown their personally submitted lists of
goals that would be discussed, then communicated for Staff and public responses.
Mr. Hare noted a majority of the Councilors listed a lack of affordable housing and suggested that be the
first goal addressed.
Discussion regarding City Council’s goals for 2019-2020 included the following topics and key discussion
points:
Affordable Housing
 County housing supply consultants are working with technical drafts of the homes of the city in order
to respond to public questions and anticipate making a presentation to Council in April. Their
recommendations will be jurisdictional and could include:
 More flexible zoning codes
 State legislature mandates

9







 Possible construction excise tax fees
Councilor Rocka suggested looking for ways to leverage existing housing supply to make it more
practical to use what is currently available. Setting too many goals meant nothing is focused, while
fewer meant moving forward. Staff can only work on so many things at a time.
 Councilors talked about how Codes in certain zones prohibit or restrict affordable housing. Mayor
Jones agreed with Councilor Rocka and suggested reconsidering the following flexibilities in the
Code, even though they received public pushback when previously proposed:
 Setbacks from street
 Parking requirements
 Percent lot coverage
 Height restrictions
 Minimum lot size
 Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) specifications
 Councilor West discussed her reluctance to think the flexibility elements would solve problems,
citing similar experiences while living in Portland. She had not seen that minimum lot sizes or
allowing ADUs actually addressed housing issues.
Councilors agreed the approval for Innovative Housing, Inc. to renovate the Merwyn into 40 workforce
housing units created interest for further development in the downtown area.
 City Manager Estes described Staff’s efforts to help Innovative Housing get funding for the project
and confirmed that Staff would help facilitate future affordable housing projects as well. He also
explained how Urban Renewal funds could be a useful tool for housing projects could be.
The upcoming work session to discuss the housing study should include landlords, developers, and
other real estate people to formulate ideas.

Councilors finalized the affordable housing discussion by crafting a preliminary goal statement, which
states, “To facilitate an increasing housing supply, both market rate and affordable, using the
County Housing Study to implement.”
City Manager Estes noted materials related to the County’s housing study were available on the County
website. He also confirmed that goal statements are initially presented at a City Council meeting for a novote discussion, and after about a month, they are brought back for final discussion and vote.
Homelessness
 Councilors Herman and Rocka reported on the Lower Columbia Diversity Coalition meeting they
attended, where a presentation by Nelle Moffett and Rick Bowers spearheaded a proposal for a
homeless drop-in center. The center would connect the homeless to social services, provide a safe
place to socialize, rest, and provide restrooms and showers.
 Negative opinions were expressed that improved homeless facilities would attract more numbers
and enable more homelessness; recognizing Astoria was already known for easier state service
access.
 Positive opinions suggested the drop-in center would reduce the impact of homeless individuals
on the downtown businesses and the public in general. Issues like not having a place to use the
restroom would be mitigated.
 Councilor consensus emphasized that a strong presence of resources must be available at a drop-in
center to help people transition away from homelessness. The center should not be a place for
people to hang out.
 Councilors discussed other available resources in the community and agreed those did not have
the capacity to make an impact in the community. Several agencies attended the meeting and
committed to providing resources at the center.
 Two suggested locations for the drop-in center were the ESD Building and the old jail, neither of
which had been approved. City Manager Estes briefly explained how zoning and Codes would apply
to a drop-in center.
 Councilors recognized the Homelessness Solution Task Force, Journey Home Program, Clean Slate
Program, Homeward Bound Program, and subcommittees as the action groups, with the City acting
as support for each.
 The Council debated on whether their goal on homelessness should include mention of the drop-in
center. The center was only a concept being considered by the task force and had not officially been
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approved as a project. However, specifically identifying the drop-in center in the goal would show that
Council supported the idea.
 As Councilors discussed the most appropriate language for the goal, they considered last year’s
goal on homelessness and the relationship between the task force and the Council.
Councilors finalized the homeless discussion by crafting a preliminary goal statement as follows, “To
support work and recommendations of the Homelessness Solutions Task Force and other
community efforts.”
Urban Core and Riverfront

Councilors were provided an update on the ongoing work to complete the 2019 goal, which was to
complete Comprehensive Plan and Development Code amendments for the Urban Core of the
Riverfront Vision Plan. Council would receive another briefing at their next meeting on Monday,
March 4th. Additionally, Staff had been directed to amend the Bridge Vista Overlay Zone and consider
Code amendments for the Uniontown Reborn Project.

The Council and Staff discussed waterfront development along the bay. Pre-permit planning has
started for a hotel project near the old Ford dealership, where there is no river trail or public walkway.
However, the Transportation System Plan (TSP) recommends a sidewalk along the highway. The
City has an easement along the waterfront in that area, so Staff can work with developers to get
some sort of path built.
 There has not been a lot of community focus on the South Slope recently. Therefore, the South
Slope waterfront area needs to be addressed by the City because of growth and activity. The
public intersection off Lewis and Clark Bridge is getting dangerous. A boat ramp in that area is
unusable and, as a result, those wanting maritime access are limited. Councilors agreed that the
South Slope had been neglected as the City focused on the riverfront and they shared ideas for
making the area useable and attractive to tourists.
 City Manager Estes provided details about Public Works projects currently planned for the South
Slope area when funding is available.

Councilor Herman explained why she prioritized minimizing hotels and condominiums by restricting
height limits along the entire waterfront through specific Codes. Councilor Brownson said the Council
would have the opportunity to address each section of the waterfront as the Planning Commission
completes their work on the Code amendments and if the Port develops a master plan. Additionally,
Mayor Jones advised against addressing a specific Urban Core standard in a strategic goal because
that would go against the public process.

The Council discussed affordable housing, which could be restricted by Code amendments.
Councilors generally agreed housing was appropriate on the south side of the river trail, but did not
agree that housing in that location would be affordable. The Civic Greenway would need to be
segmented differently in order to allow housing next to Marine Drive while prohibiting tall buildings on
the water, which could be difficult because Marine Drive is very close to the river trail in some areas.

The Council and Staff had a lengthy and detailed discussion about the public process that has taken
place as the Riverfront Vision Plan has been implemented through Code amendments. Councilor
Rocka expressed concerns that the process was not broad enough, nor did the recommended
amendments include the limitations that citizens wanted 20 years ago when the Plan was first
developed. Now that some of the Codes are in place, they are being tested because things have
changed. At what point does the City stop starting over every time something changes? Councilor
Brownson suggested that a vision and strategic plan would prevent the City from always reacting and
provide future Councils with some direction.
 Mayor Jones reminded that the Urban Core, by definition, is part of the downtown, and
development should be allowed in the Urban Core. And other areas of the riverfront are protected
to provide sweeping views and access to the river. He supported looking at restricting formula
businesses. However, he wants to keep Astoria’s unique, historic character and believes limiting
larger business access would achieve that goal. A consultant would need to word the language
very specifically to withstand legal challenges. Councilors liked the idea of prohibiting or
restricting franchises.
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As Astorians work to make the town a nice place to live, Astoria becomes attractive for economic
development and growth occurs. Councilors talked about how this concept impacted decisions on
Code amendments and infrastructure projects.
 A common concern of the public is that they don’t want wealthy out-of-town developers coming in,
but a Code cannot be written to limit those concerns. Therefore, a decision has to be made as to
what is desired to be built, but care must be taken to refrain from making blanket restrictions.
 Another common concern from the community has been that the City is so focused on the
riverfront that other areas of the city are being neglected.
Mayor Jones did not believe the Council’s goal should specifically reference the Urban Core because
those Code amendments were already a work in progress.
 Councilors suggested words and phrases for this particular goal, specifically referencing growth
management, economic development, and preserving Astoria’s unique qualities.
If the City decided to prohibit franchise businesses, the Port must be taken into consideration
because they are an economic driver. Their vision and Council’s vision may not be on the same line.
The Port requested exceptions to the overlay standards, which were approved, that would facilitate a
master planning process for future development. A master plan would have to be approved by the
Council.
The City has legal jurisdiction over zoning of the Port of Astoria. A work session is scheduled for the
March work session meeting for Jim Knight, Head of the Port, to meet with the Council.

Council ended by crafting a preliminary goal statement as follows: “To maintain Astoria’s unique
character through economic development and zoning which reflects those values.”
Staffing
City Manager Estes explained that staffing had been recommended as a goal since filling vacant
positions would need to be included in the budget. Additionally, Staff needed confirmation as to whether
staffing and service levels were a priority for the Council. He shared details of the difficulties in fully
staffing each department and budget concerns with existing Staff as costs increase. He answered
questions of Councilors about staffing and budget needs, and suggested funding sources for additional
staff.
 Council fully supported PERS reform and recognizes very little can be done about yearly cost
increases other than to lobby the State to address it.
 Councilors agreed their top staffing priority was to fill the vacant Community Development Director
position, and possibly an additional planner. It was agreed that budget cuts across the board were not
a good option because all departments were working with slim budgets.

The consensus is that all departments, with the exception of Parks and Recreation, need an
additional staff member. Their workload increases during Astoria’s busy season and because the City
is doing so many Code amendments. However, a source of revenue is needed.

City Manager Estes explained how several of the City’s revenue sources offset personnel costs and
described the restrictions on how some of those funding sources could be used. Given the ongoing
context that City government will never have enough funds to hire all the people needed for the
programs and services, does staffing need to be a specific goal for the Council for the next year, or is
it just to be understood that that will be discussed during the budget process. Council understands
that every department is understaffed.
 Councilor desired to work to identify new and expanded revenue streams. Trying to figure out
where those are would be really challenging and not always within Council’s control. The public
sees a multitude of fees as yet another tax. Other than Promote Astoria funds, the vast majority of
money is used to help fix the riverfront. There is not a lot of spare money unless there are
increased revenues.
 Councilor stated that Staff is really good at securing grants and have been successful at doing so.
Some form of sales tax, restaurant tax, or local sales tax are all options to increase revenue, but
they are not popular with the public.

Mr. Hare understood that Council does not feel the need for a specific goal but that this is a
discussion to be had throughout the budget process. The Council had discussed the possibility of a
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goal on staffing in the past, but it was also decided then that staffing should be addressed through the
budgeting process.
The Council agreed to carry forward the 2017-2018 goal on staffing as written, which was: “To explore a
variety of options for revenue generation, expense reduction, and streamlining internal processes
to allow Staff to focus on priorities.”
Heritage Square
City Manager Estes provided the details of deed and land use restrictions on Heritage Square, as well as
requirements imposed as part of the environmental cleanup grants. He also described the cleanup efforts,
noting that the City was still waiting on a Letter of No Further Action because the Department of
Environmental Quality (DEQ) had increased cleanup standards upon learning that the City Council
considered making the site available for housing. The original plan was to have a parking lot on the south
half of the block and a park on the north half. Site monitoring is ongoing and additional conditions may be
required before the site can be developed.
 Mayor Jones believes it is prime real estate and should be doing several productive things for the
community, including tax revenue and meeting City needs, addressing the housing as well as the
need for more living-wage jobs. Some in the community have suggested building another park next to
Garden of Surging Waves, but he believes it to not be a good idea because:
 The cost of building the park
 Cost in perpetuity of maintaining the park
 Lost opportunity value in perpetuity of not generating revenue
 Councilor mentioned the ADHDA parking study showed that Astoria does not have a downtown
parking problem. At this time, without parking becoming more constrained, it would be very hard to
charge anyone for parking. The City could not charge for parking until there is no free parking
remaining. With regard to Heritage Square, there is a tremendous amount of commercial space in
downtown that is not being used. There is a lot of very reasonable space that is open, so building
more commercial space would not be recommended. Her personal recommendation would be to
look at the land for housing and ask the developer to keep a certain number of parking spaces
available. She stated a ground lease, which is a 99-year lease to a developer, whereby you maintain
ownership of the ground, but you get taxes and they’re able to build on the land.
 The Councilors discussed building a public parking garage on the site. It is a prime location and a
garage could generate revenue. However, a garage would be prohibitively expensive to build and the
ADHDA’s parking study indicated that there was no parking problem in the downtown area.
 Sarah Lu Heath, ADHDA Executive Director, added that because the downtown area currently had so
much unused commercial space, she recommended the property be used for housing and parking.
 Ms. Lu Heath and Councilors discussed the types of housing that might be appropriate in the
downtown area and shared ideas for keeping the housing affordable. Building market rate
housing increases the availability of affordable housing because of the domino effect that occurs
when people move from one type of housing to another as their living situations change.
Councilor West advised that increasing capacity might only help the housing issue to a point and
she believed the public would be more supportive of the type of housing that Astoria needs.
 Ms. Heath believes the market would take care of that because anyone looking to build will see
what the market wants, which is overwhelmingly studio and one-bedroom apartments, and will
see that as the best return on their value.
 City Manager Estes said owning the property would be used to help incentivize what Council is
looking for. Additionally, it is within the Urban Renewal District, and so there is the ability to use
the funds from Astoria East Urban Renewal District to be able to put towards a project. The good
thing is Council has control of the property and because of that they have the ability to say what
they want as to what could be negotiated and the cost to be able to build there. Additionally, there
was quite a bit of dialogue about an ask from the Liberty Theater for some financial participation.
Ultimately, the Development Commission said they were willing to participate financially, but they
were not able to give all that was being asked for because they were saving money to put
towards Heritage Square. The Development Commission has not been taking on new projects to
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save funds to put towards Heritage Square to help incentivize. Compared to the Astor West
District, where there is $5-$6 million, the Astor East District has approximately $650,000.
Councilor Brownson asked for an explanation to be brought to Council about how urban renewal
districts work would be a good idea; funding mechanism, pluses and minuses of having them, how it
impacts the community. Once the Council fully understood how urban renewal districts work, they
could create incentives. Then the City would find out if there was a developer interested in doing
business with the City. He explained how Tillamook created incentives that were attractive to
developers of affordable housing.
Ms. Heath believed Innovative Housing would consider a request for proposal (RFP) at Heritage
Square. She then discussed that in October, an urban strategist came and talked with the downtown
constituency, which was about 65 people. In discussion, Heritage Square came up without prompting,
which showed the public was still very interested in development. People are clamoring for affordable
housing for those wanting to live there and work a normal job there as well.
 City Manager Estes explained why the City had not been able to issue an RFP for Heritage
Square.
 Mr. Hare gave an overview of a similar situation in La Grande and explained how tax credits were
used to incentivize redevelopment.
The Council and Staff discussed Opportunity Zone incentives. City Manager Estes noted that east
Astoria, Tongue Point, along the waterfront, and some of the residential zones are part of the
Opportunity Zone. They also discussed the County Enterprise Zone, which includes portions of
Astoria. The zone is meant to incentivize industrial uses and hotels. However, the portion of the zone
within Astoria does not provide incentives to hotels.

The Council agreed to carry forward the Heritage Square goal as written, which said: “To pursue a
public-private partnership for redevelopment of Heritage Square to include the development of
housing.”
Emergency Services
Staff and Council discussed the intent of prior years’ goals on emergency services and what should be
accomplished through this year’s goal. Disaster preparedness, public awareness, and resiliency will
always be a need in Astoria, particularly because of tourism. Mayor Jones said in addition to a goal, the
City Council should hold a work session on this topic to discuss potential policy decisions.

City Manager Estes referred to a conversation the week prior regarding different projects that have
been completed or started over the last year in reference to emergency management. There are a lot
of county-wide studies that trickle down to have individual, jurisdictional components. At the moment
there is the Mass Care Assessment, which is if something happens, where and how are folks to be
sheltered? There is a Pre-Disaster Mitigation Plan, which is just getting started. That comes out of a
grant, which the County Emergency Management Office secures, and it provides funding to be able
to help put together the plan. There needs to be coordination in terms of how what the City does fits
in with the County plans. Often, the materials provided to citizens come from the Emergency
Management Office.

Councilor Rocka stated the military was looking at where they could bring ships in to supply, so
coordinating with what they are doing is important.

City Manager Estes stated that he mentioned the week prior that the Fire Chief and Police Chief
were wanting to start delving into some additional facilities planning in terms of trying to
understand what would be needed, which would have some budget implications tied to the
Capital Improvement Fund. He was hearing there is interest from City Council in seeing that
happen.
Library
City Manager Estes updated everyone on the current state of the library renovation project, noting
Council had a refresher from the architect last week in terms of the design of the library. Mr. Hare shared
the details of fundraising for the LaGrande library renovation.
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The Council and Staff discussed fundraising efforts for the Astoria Library. The City has $1.5 million in
the Capital Improvement Fund dedicated to the renovation, but total cost will be $3.5 to $6 million.
The Library Foundation has been directed to explore all avenues of funding including grants or a
bond. The Foundation’s goal is to raise a substantial amount before applying for grants because
grants usually require a match. The Foundation has raised $30,000, all of which has been expended
with their consultants. They are planning a gala or fundraiser in April and the City’s funds can be used
to leverage grant funding.
Councilor West stated no money in the account was a risk for grantors, but $1.5 million shows a good
start, and grantors would be more willing to support the cause. As a result of having that initial
amount, funding can increase dramatically.
Councilor Rocka asked if there was some kind of public awareness that a certain figure was needed.

Mr. West responded there were different circumstances in the two cities he worked for. Grants
were applied for but back in 2005 and 2008 grant funding was minimal, and they received
relatively small grants. The La Grande library cost $5 or $6 million, and the Albany library was
between $7 and $8 million. The old library was sold for $1.5 million, the bequest, and then the city
put in money as well. In La Grande, the bequest helped enormously and made it a high enough
priority that it eventually got done. In Albany, they had a failed bond measure to renovate the old
library at an approximate cost of $12 million. The public was much happier when the $5 million
donation occurred. Another building was purchased and renovated.
Councilor West believed everyone wanted to get behind the library, but she believes there is more
motivation behind bringing outside funding in.
Mayor Jones recommended the existing goal simply be updated with a more accurate dollar figure.
There was no need to include a bond measure yet.
Councilor Herman agreed and added that although nothing could be done in the present, she felt the
longer the wait, the more the cost will rise. There is $900,000 in deferred maintenance that the
architect discussed, which is fixing things that currently need to be fixed. Another concern of hers was
the longer this continues, the less likely it would happen.
Councilor noted the individuals who created the current fiscal year goals are not all the same people
as who are working on goals at the moment. It will be the same Councilors throughout this next year,
so being able to check in on how things are going is important. The Mayor wants to have work
session topics to touch upon one of the Council goals to be able to have dialogue about them.
Because there is a new composition of the new City Council, are the present goals in place worth
carrying over, or is there a little bit of a different position to prior councils?

Parks and Recreation
Councilors discussed the possibility of moving the Recreation Center, recalling previous discussions
between Staff and City Council and reviewing the prior year’s goal to consider combining the facility with
the Aquatic Center. The goal was about efficiency and financial sustainability, not safety. The cost of
combining the facilities could be more than the City would save. Parks Staff has indicated this would be a
long term goal, as other efficiencies could be implemented sooner.

Staff sought clear direction from City Council on whether they should focus on the Parks Department.
A Parks goal did not appear on any of the Councilors lists of priorities for this year and Parks Staff
has addressed many issues. More discussion about Parks will occur during the budget hearings.

Mayor Jones explained what drove last year’s Parks goal and the recommendation to create a
Cemetery Master Plan

City Manager Estes explained how the interest on the Irreducible Fund pays for maintenance, noting
that interest rates are low right now. However, transient room tax funds are now providing additional
revenue to the Parks Department, so service levels are more in line with Council’s priorities. When
programs were cut, community organizations and businesses began sponsoring those programs.
Additionally, Staff is working towards eliminating the need to do an end of year budget transfer from
the General Fund each year.
Councilors discussed potential goal language and agreed that a combined Recreation and Aquatic Center
was not a priority at this time. They agreed to carry forward the goal language from last year with the
omission of references to the joint Recreation and Aquatic Center.

15

Library
 Mayor Jones stated the library would need to raise $5 million. He believed $1 million could be raised
and $500,000 received in grants, leaving $3.5 million short. There should be a frank discussion that if
$5 million is not raised, asking for a bond measure should be considered. He asked if anyone was
opposed to considering those steps.
 Councilor Brownson was willing to support the idea of an effort, but he wants to see what the
Library Foundation was able to accomplish; he cannot say whether he could support it. He
wanted to be able to argue that every effort possible had been made to fundraise before going to
the community because it was sold as the idea of not having a bond. He wants to see the library
renovations happen and wants to have as much ammunition as possible going forward.
 City Manager Estes and Mayor Jones had met with the Foundation but no meeting had been
scheduled between the Foundation and Council. Council should encourage the Foundation to
make their effort to start applying for grants within the next year and see what progress can be
made before considering a bond measure.
 City Manager Estes mentioned that in terms of Community Development Block Grants,
Astoria is considered too wealthy a community to be eligible for community development
block grants for libraries. Although Astoria was eligible for such a grant for the senior center,
they are two different standards with two different sets of criteria.
 Councilor Herman advised she would still like to hear from them about what they had done
regarding seeking grants and what specific grants had been pursued.
 Mayor Jones encouraged individual Councilors to ask Foundation board members for
updates informally. He reiterated the Foundations reason for delaying the grant application
process.
 Mayor Jones advised if Council were to look at a bond measure for such a capital project, it might
be wise to see what other project might need a bond measure in the next 5 to 6 years. One would
be moving the Public Safety building out of the tsunami zone. That cannot happen without a bond
measure.
 A bond might also be necessary for the waste water facility, but grants might be available for
that as well.
 Unknown noted it was too early to look where funding would come from for the Public Safety
Building.
 After some discussion about the Foundation’s fundraising plan, the Council discussed the need to
make their priorities known to the Foundation, as well as the expectation that the Council be kept
up to date on their progress.
 The City was putting together informational packets in digital format about the renovation to assist
the Foundation and other interested parties. That information was planned to come out within the
next few weeks.
 Councilor West believed requiring the Foundation to come up with a certain amount of funding
within a deadline was a sound idea, which would give the foundation incentive to go out and try to
fundraise.
The Councilor agreed to invite the Foundation to a work session in three months and to carry forward last
year’s goal as, “To strongly support the Library Foundation in their efforts to raise money for the
library renovation.”
Mayor Jones reconvened the meeting after a recess.
Community Vision Plan
Mr. Hare mentioned that in the past, Council had talked about moving away from yearly goal setting and
going to a strategic plan, with a discussion whether or not it would be a Council or a community exercise.
 Councilor Brownson stated that it would be a Council vision for the community; he did not believe that
worked. Council makes the greatest effort possible to involve the community to talk about the
community’s future in the upcoming 20 years. When he was thinking about goals for the future, he felt
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there was a chance that by 2020, Council will have taken care of some big items, such as Urban Core
and maybe Uniontown.
 Mayor Jones listed all of the action items that would involve a lot Staff time between now and
2020 and stated he did not believe it realistic that there will be a lot of free time in 2020 to do
visioning.
 Councilor Brownson suggested the process start in 2020, particularly because the community has
been asking for a vision and strategic plan. The vision and plan will guide future Councils and
bring continuity and direction to the City, which has been lacking for 20 years.
 Mayor Jones stated he was a proponent of strategic planning, but did not believe it would provide
continuity. When a future Council’s priorities change, the vision plan will be changed. He feels
that everyone on Council has a pretty good grasp of the community’s vision, and it has come up
through extensive public input to a variety of recent projects. He believes Council has big pieces
of the community vision already done through public processes. What Council needs to do is to
distill what the community has told Council through those different processes into a vision. He
believes in order to do community vision correctly would be a huge, year-long effort that would
consume all of the staff’s time. As a result, there would be other work that would not be
accomplished.
 Councilor Brownson suggested a vision statement as a compromise, rather than a plan.
However, he still wanted a five-year strategic plan because he wanted stable guidance on making
policy decisions. Councilor Rocka noted that the City hears from the same people all the time,
who have expressed in the past that they believed their ideas had been compromised. The City
should be careful not to create something other than what the public has requested.







City Manager Estes stated the vision plan is the easy part of the process. The hard part is
implementing the plan. He noted the Vision Plan was approved by the Council with no one testifying
in opposition. The issue of the day was condominiums, not hotels, so the Council prioritized the Civic
Greenway because it had the most over water protections. The Planning Commission’s
recommendations were changed slightly by the Council in response to public testimony. Then, during
implementation of the Bridge Vista Overlay, the public had said hotels were an issue, so hotels over
the water were prohibited. Now, height is the issue. The plan has been difficult to implement because
there are different interpretations of the plan and because it was not adopted as part of the
Comprehensive Plan. The Council briefly discussed the relationship between the Riverfront Vision
Plan, Comprehensive Plan, and Development Code.
Mayor Jones suggested the Council discuss a vision statement that could accompany the goals. City
Manager Estes reviewed prior Council discussions on visioning and strategic planning that had
occurred about four years ago and explained why the Council decided not to complete the process at
that time.
The Councilors shared their ideas about what a vision statement should include and how such a
statement should be used by the Council. The vision statements of other cities were read aloud as
examples and discussed.
Each Councilor suggested specific language and explained how their statements applied to Astoria.
City Manager Estes explained how Staff would interpret the vision statement and apply it to the
Council’s priorities. He and Mr. Hare provided examples of how a vision statement could directly
impact the services provided by Staff, noting that sometimes the public can take these services for
granted or fail to see how the services provided are good for the community. Staff is committed to
fiscal responsibility and maintaining Astoria’s character and livability for local residents. However,
when visitors discover how nice Astoria is to live, they relocate to Astoria or visit more often, which
results in problems like parking issues and high housing prices.

Economic Development Strategy
City Manager Estes and Mayor Jones reviewed specific details of the Advance Astoria plan and explained
how the plan’s action items have and would continue to facilitate economic development.


Councilor Rocka explained why he lacked trust in the Port of Astoria and advised against giving them
control over anything right now. The Council discussed the Port’s history of deferred maintenance of
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its facilities, lack of continuity of leadership, and excessive micromanagement by Port commissioners
that led to a poor relationship between the City and the Port. It was noted, however, that the
relationship had been improving over the last few years as good leaders were now in place. It would
be important for the City to foster that relationship going forward because the Port is an important part
of Astoria’s heritage, identity, and infrastructure.
The Council confirmed for Mr. Hare and City Manager Estes that they wanted an economic
development goal, but they wanted time to read the Advance Astoria plan before deciding on specific
language. As the Council and Staff discussed the scope and intent of the plan, City Manager Estes
noted that the plan was adopted as part of the Comprehensive Plan.
Mr. Hare reviewed the Council’s preliminary list of nine goals and confirmed that Staff would refine
the language and present them at a City Council meeting for discussion and public testimony.

South Slope Development
 All of the Councilors agreed that even though the hotel had already been approved, something
needed to be done to appease the public, like a master plan for waterfront development or a river trail
on the easement in front of the apartments. City Manager Estes described prior efforts by the City to
develop a waterfront master plan and explained why such a plan would be financially impossible to
implement.
 Mayor Jones asked Staff to provide the Council with a briefing on the south slope zoning and Codes
and recommend options. The Council discussed the hotel project and its impact on the entrance to
the city. City Manager Estes said Staff would work with the owners to encourage appropriate design
options. The Council and Staff briefly talked about some of the vacant parcels on the south slope,
issues with brownfield areas and zoning limitations that make development of those parcels difficult.
ADJOURNMENT
There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned.
ATTEST:

APPROVED:
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CITY OF ASTORIA
City Council Chambers
August 19, 2019

CITY COUNCIL JOURNAL OF PROCEEDINGS

A regular meeting of the Astoria Common Council was held at the above place at the hour of 7:00 pm.
Councilors Present: Brownson, Rocka, Herman, West, and Mayor Jones (via telephone).
Councilors Excused: None
Staff Present: City Manager Estes, Contract Planner Morgan, Contract Planner Johnson, Parks and Recreation
Director Williams, Finance Director Brooks, Fire Chief Crutchfield, Police Chief Spalding, Public Works Director
Harrington, City Engineer Moore, Library Director Pearson, and City Attorney Henningsgaard. The meeting is
recorded and will be transcribed by ABC Transcription Services, Inc.
PRESENTATIONS
Item 3(a): 2020 Census Presentation
Mark Czornij Partnership Specialist, Oregon Community Partnership and Engagement Program, United States
Census Bureau, gave a presentation on the 2020 Census via PowerPoint, noting that handouts were available at
the dais. He reviewed census goals and objectives; the importance and use of census data; recent census data
specific to Astoria and the surrounding area; challenges that impact collecting data accurately; details about
current data collection methods; privacy and confidentiality of the data collected; and information about local
ambassador groups that help with outreach.
Mayor Jones said recently, Governor Brown signed a bill outlawing single-family zoning in cities with over 10,000
people and requiring those cities to allow multi-family dwellings in previously single-family zones. City Manager
Estes added that in addition to the new legislation, there are other requirements, particularly for Public Works,
that apply when the population of a city increases above 10,000. Astoria would become responsible for
additional infrastructure.
REPORTS OF COUNCILORS
Item 4(a):
Councilor Rocka reported he spoke with Chief Spalding about a citizen concern. He
appreciated that the Chief took the time to address that concern personally and completely. He attended the
Regatta commemoration at the Maritime Memorial with Chief Spalding, Chief Crutchfield, and Director Pearson.
He toured the Astoria Warehouse property and walked along the Riverwalk and downtown. He spoke with a
disabled homeless person about the catch 22s he encountered as he tried to get help. He appreciated Nel Moffit
and Rick Bowers for establishing relationships that make conversations like that possible and productive.
Item 4(b):
Councilor West reported that Chief Spalding had helped her on a Sunday assisting a
woman who was in a dangerous situation and looking for temporary housing. She previewed the City’s new
website at the August 8th work session, noting the site will be more user friendly. Representative Bonamici visited
to talk about the 125th Regatta anniversary. She attended the first annual Chinook Tansey Point Treaty
celebration on August 10th in Warrenton. The Chinook Tribe has just reacquired about 10 acres of land.
Representatives of five different tribes attended the event. She also toured the Astoria Warehouse property.
Item 4(c):
Councilor Herman reported that she attended the Regatta coronation and rode in Chief
Crutchfield’s command vehicle in the parade. She toured the Astoria Warehouse property as well. Her next Meet
the Councilor event would be on Wednesday, August 28, 2019 from 4:30 pm to 6:00 pm in the Flag Room of the
Library.
Item 4(d):
Councilor Brownson reported that he toured the Astoria Warehouse. He was on the
water during the Regatta. During the work session, Representative Bonamici read the congressional record on
the Regatta. He introduced Astoria’s new Planner, Barbara Fryer.
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Item 4(e):

Mayor Jones had no reports.

CHANGES TO AGENDA
There were none.
CONSENT CALENDAR
The following items were presented on the Consent Calendar:
6(a) City Council Minutes of July 15, 2019
6(b) Trolley Barn Lease
6(c) Update of Memorandum of Agreement between City of Astoria Fire Department and United States
Coast Guard Cutters regarding Fire Protection and Emergency Services at 17th Street Pier
6(d) Community Development Department Status Update
Councilor Rocka noted that in the minutes of the July 15, 2019 City Council meeting, Ron Maxstead was
identified as Ron Maxwell. City Manager Estes confirmed the minutes would be corrected.
City Council Action: Motion made by Mayor Jones, seconded by Councilor Herman, to approve the Consent
Calendar as corrected. Motion carried unanimously. Ayes: Councilors Brownson, Herman, Rocka, West, and
Mayor Jones; Nays: None.
REGULAR AGENDA ITEMS
Item 7(a): Gillis/Stewardship Homes Appeal AP19-02
On April 5, 2019, Stewardship Homes, LLC submitted a conditional use application (CU19-04) to locate a 5room short-term lodging facility in an existing apartment building. The proposal would allow use of the five,
one-bedroom units as short-term (less than 30-day) rentals. On May 21, 2019, Planning staff issued a staff
report recommending denial of the application. On May 28, 2019, the Planning Commission conducted its first
hearing on the application, after which they closed the evidentiary record and granted the applicant two weeks
to submit final written argument. On June 11, 2019, the applicant submitted final written argument. On June
25, 2019, the Planning Commission deliberated and voted to deny the application. On July 12, 2019, the
applicant appealed the decision (before the July 15, 2019 deadline), and August 19, 2019 was established as
the hearing date before the City Council. The application was deemed complete on May 1, 2019, and the 120day review period expires on August 28, 2019.
City Council will need to determine if the appeal will be “de novo” (meaning new testimony will be accepted) or
“on the record” (meaning no new testimony will be accepted and the Council will only hear legal argument on
the testimony already submitted).
Once the Council determines whether to hold a de novo or on the record hearing, it is recommended that the
City Council conduct a public hearing and consider the appeal. The City Council may affirm, reverse or modify
the decision of the Planning Commission.
Mayor Jones believed a de novo hearing should be conducted since this matter had not come before Council
before. Councilors Rocka and Herman agreed, noting that additional testimony was already being submitted.
Councilor Brownson preferred to conduct an on the record hearing, but confirmed for the record that the
consensus among Council was to conduct a de novo hearing.
Planner Morgan presented the written Staff report and noted that copies of recently received correspondence
were available at the dais and at the table for the public.
Councilor Brownson opened the public hearing at 7:31 pm and asked if anyone objected to the jurisdiction of the
City Council to hear this matter at this time. There were no objections. He asked if any members of Council had
any conflicts of interest or ex parte contacts to declare. There were none. He explained the procedures
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governing the conduct of public hearings to the audience and advised that handouts of the substantive review
criteria were available from Staff. He called for testimony from the Appellant.
Garrett Stevenson 1211 SW 5th Avenue, Suite 1900, Portland, Stewardship Homes, stated that if anyone asks
for the record to be held open for any reason, he requested the normal seven days to submit final written
arguments. Because the Applicant is the Appellant and has the burden of proof, he requested the opportunity to
address any testimony by Staff or the City Attorney related to whether or not the application should be approved.
A summary of his legal arguments had been submitted in a letter. He appreciated the hard work that Staff and
the Planning Commissioners had done, but he disagreed about the meaning of the legal language and how the
Code should be applied in this case. His legal arguments were as follows:
 Staff recommended denial due to lack of parking. Five parking spaces are required, but the project will
provide two off-street parking spaces. The building is preexisting and there were not a lot of garages in the
city when the building was built. They were not in the position to add parking. However, City Code allows
projects with preexisting buildings that do not have room for additional off-street parking to pay in lieu for
those parking spaces. They would agree to that payment as a condition of approval.
 Oral testimony given to the Planning Commission was about whether or not the application was in the best
interest of the city. However, the criteria do not require a conditional use application be beneficial to the city.
He did not believe that was the right way to make a decision on a quasi-judicial land use application with
specific criteria. He believed all of the criteria had been met.
 He asked the Council to consider how this project would be good for the city. The project would preserve
and reinvest in an existing building that has been part of the city for generations. The project would
facilitate and encourage tourism, which would help local and regional businesses, and the project would
help finance Stewardship’s other housing projects throughout the city. Stewardship Homes is primarily a
housing builder and one goal of this project is to provide operating revenues for the housing
development in Astoria. The project would also help convert a preexisting nonconforming use into a
conforming use.
 Three different pieces of City Code and Comprehensive Plan provisions state parking is not required in the
C-4 zone. ADC 2.425 states, “The uses permitted are intended to be compatible with the locale’s pedestrian
orientation and, as a result off-street parking, is not required.” Section 7.180 states “uses in the C-4 zone are
not required to provide off-street parking.” CP 055.2 states “the City supports efforts to improve the parking
problem in downtown. However, the C-4 zone will continue to not require off-street parking.”
 The City recognizes parking is limited downtown and had a chance to address that but decided not to.
 The basis for requiring additional parking in ADC 11.040(a)(5) allows the Planning Commission in
certain cases to increase required off-street parking. However, some off-street parking must be required
first before it can be increased.
 The Applicants are not required to pay a fee in lieu of parking because no parking is required for this project.
However, based on the concerns about parking, they have requested that the Planning Commission and
Staff consider a fee in lieu program, as allowed by right in ADC 7.062. He requested that the City respond to
this request. The Applicants would be happy to make that payment voluntarily because they are unable to
provide off-street parking.
 The Planning Commission’s decision was also based on concerns about short-term rentals and housing
supply. Both of those concerns are not applicable to this application. The Applicants did not apply for a shortterm rental use. They have applied for a hospitality use that specifically allows a conditional use in the zone.
The zone allows for a hotel to be built and advertising it on Airbnb or VRBO is beside the point because the
use is the same as any other hotel use.
 State law requires that the City apply the criteria in effect when the application is made. When this
application was made, there was no discussion of banning short-term rentals or eliminating any
conditional uses for hospitality in the C-4 zone. Additionally, there was nothing in the books prohibiting
the conversion of non-conforming residential use into a conforming hospitality use. He expected to be
able to use the property as it was zoned on the day the application was submitted.
 There were concerns about whether the project was suitable at the proposed location. The Staff report
stated that the site was easily accessible to the downtown area and Columbia River. The project will put
people who want to visit or work in Astoria very close to the downtown, the river, and places people would
want to use.
 According to the Staff report, the only basis for the finding that the location is inappropriate is the lack of
off-street parking, which is not required in this zone.
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This project does not violate the Comprehensive Plan. There is nothing in the Comprehensive Plan that
prohibits converting a non-conforming residential use to a conforming hospitality use in a commercial zone.
He had provided a detailed response to all of the Comprehensive Plan provisions that were mentioned
during the last hearing. The application is consistent with all of the applicable Comprehensive Plan
provisions and many of the Comprehensive Plan provisions mentioned at the hearing simply did not apply.
The provisions and policies that do apply are those that affect downtown and the C-4 zone. This project is
precisely consistent with the C-4 zone’s intent. CP200(4) and (5) says, “encourage private development
such as retail, restaurants, commercial, transient lodging, and making strategic investments in target
industries. Provide a supportive environment for new businesses.” CP204(3) says, “Encourage the growth of
tourism as part of the economy.”
He believed the application met all of the criteria. He understood the drive to preserving housing in a growing
city, but that is a citywide problem not for this application to solve. No bans on short-term housing or
hospitality in downtown were in effect when the application was submitted. The C-4 zone is not a residential
zone. They were not buying an apartment building in a multi-family zone, kicking everyone out, and turning it
into a hotel. The C-4 zone is intended for this type of use. Denial of this application will not preserve
affordable housing. There is no obligation on the part of Stewardship to maintain this use for affordable
housing. He asked the Council to consider whether or not this project is allowed by the Code and whether or
not the project has met the criteria.

Matt Gillis, Project Manager, 11650 SW 67th Avenue, Suite 210, Tigard, said over the last four years, his
company consistently bought and renovated vacant homes and added them back into the housing inventory. He
also considered building a 30+ unit apartment building and restoring Big Red. He purchased this building so the
hotel units would fund repairs to single-family rentals in Astoria. The project would allow his company to do more
residential units in the future. The zone is a commercial zone and the building was purchased prior to the new
Code changes with the intent of turning it into a hotel. He did not know the Code changes were coming until he
went to pick up the application because he never received letters from the City. He recently borrowed over
$100,000 and put over $100,000 into fixing a six-unit apartment building in Astoria. He was very focused on
housing. This property is the perfect location for a hotel use. It is on the outer edge of the downtown core.
Guests could walk throughout town and not increase parking congestion in downtown. The property is only a few
blocks from the Riverwalk and the trolley. People could walk to the bars and restaurants without drinking and
driving. A park is right across the street where kids can play. The building will not add traffic congestion. It
neighbors a park, a jail, a church, and an apartment building. The neighborhood is predominately commercial.
Some of the buildings shown in the Staff report are in a residential zone one block away. Multifamily in this zone
is a non-conforming use. There were no other suitable buildings for hotel use for sale in a similar price range
when he was looking at options for this project. Big Red was not zoned appropriately. There was no building for
sale that could have been retrofitted for this type of use. Only three commercial buildings have been sold in the
last year, and they all sold prior to his purchase of this building. There were no other hotels for sale in this price
range. The hotel units would allow fishermen to have a place to put their fish. There is a huge demand for hotel
rooms during fishing season. The lack of hotel units holds back revenue growth for local businesses in August.
The units could also host traveling nurses, physical therapists, construction workers working on bridge projects,
family members visiting for the holidays, and community members needed a transitional spot. They would add
needed short-term rental space with kitchens. This would bring revenue to the City and County, and guests
would spend their money at local stores and restaurants. The Code directly says no parking is required in the C4 zone. He already had two off-street parking spaces and one adjacent to the property. The Code also allows a
20 percent reduction for being close to the bus stop. The property is only three blocks away. This means that if
parking were required for the hotel space, only four would be required. Approving this application would reduce
the parking demand, per City Code. As a residential use, the Code states the building would need 6.5 spaces.
As a hotel use, that would reduce to five, or to four with the transit reduction. He voluntarily proposed to pay the
fee in lieu for three spaces. This proposal cannot be turned down based on Code criteria. According to the
County’s new housing strategy report, short-term rentals should be in commercial zones and not in residential
zones. Although the zone is commercial, this has been morphed into an affordable housing issue. However, 122
new apartments have been proposed in Astoria this year, 40 at the Merwyn, 32 next door to Safeway, and 50 are
proposed by the First Presbyterian Church. He asked the Council to approve the application because it met the
Code criteria.
Councilor Brownson called for testimony in favor of the appeal.
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Vickie Gillis Stewardship Homes, 2050 Beaver Creek Road, Suite 101-337, Oregon City, said her family has
always loved Astoria. They purchased properties in Astoria to keep them and repair them. They purchased the
commercial property with the intent of turning it into short-term rentals because they wanted to subsidize their
other residential properties. When they were exploring the possibilities, this property met all of the Astoria Code
requirements. Otherwise, they would not have started this process. They maintain the exterior of their houses as
they were when they were originally built. This house was built in 1897. She has been on the property morning,
noon, night, and weekends, and there is always parking available on the street. The only time she has not been
on the property is Sunday mornings. She asked the City Council to honor the appeal.
Councilor Brownson called for testimony opposed to the appeal.
Sarah Meyer 555 Rivington, Astoria, said she had a photo collection of old pictures containing views of the
backside of the building prior to 1890. She believed the City should consider the historical impact of the last
building on that block. She was glad to hear the Applicants intend to maintain that era. The building is very
historic for the town and it was built when Astoria did not have cars.
Pamela Mattson MacDonald 258 Commercial Street, Astoria, said she looked for so long to find another place to
live when her former apartment was being torn apart. Astoria needs those five apartments for people who live
here. There are a number of hotels in Astoria, Comfort Suites, Hotel Elliott, Cannery Pier Hotel, Holiday Inn,
Motel 6, Astoria Riverwalk Inn, Hampton Inn, Atomic Motel, Crest Motel, Commodore, Norblad, Columbia Inn,
and Astoria Rivershore Hotel. There are also a lot of bed and breakfasts and VRBOs. She did not know why
Astoria needed more hotels. There are places to stay here. She has called a number of hotels and there are
rooms available right now.
Councilor Brownson called for testimony impartial to the appeal. Seeing none, he called for rebuttal testimony
from the Appellants.
Mr. Stevenson said he understood the pressure to provide housing for the people of this city. If the City wishes to
reserve commercial zones for housing production, it is free to do so. However, the City has not done this and
allows commercial uses to occur in commercial zones. He was simply asking to use the property as it is zoned.
There are no criteria prohibiting the Applicant from doing what they are trying to do simply because the city has a
lack of housing. One goal of this project is to provide cash flow income to do more housing projects in the city.
This use is allowed in the C-4 zone, and he believed all the criteria have been met.
Councilor Brownson closed the public testimony portion of the hearing and called for Council discussion and
deliberation. He asked Staff to restate the findings for denial of the request and explain how those findings held
up as a right for denial.
Planner Morgan stated the order adopted by the Planning Commission was based on the findings in the Staff
report, which related to the conditional use criteria that Staff believed were applicable and supported denial of
the request.
City Manager Estes added that Page 31 of the Record included the legal memorandum provided by City
Attorney Henningsgaard to the Planning Commission dated June 17, 2009. The memorandum stated, “The
recommendation to deny this permit is based upon Staff’s conclusion that Stewardship Homes did not meet the
necessary criteria and that a hotel is not appropriate at the site. The Staff report states the request does not
meet all applicable review criteria. A lack of parking would place pressure on the availability of parking for local
residents and others. Although a ban on the conversion of residential to lodging units has not yet been enacted,
the proposed ban underscores issues that short-term rentals pose to the City. Staff concludes that the applicant
has failed to demonstrate compliance with Section 11.030(a)(1) and the conversion of this residential use to
short-term rentals is not appropriate at this location.” The memorandum also references that the Development
Code allows hotels in the C-4 zone if, among other requirements, the applicant can demonstrate compliance
with general requirements that appear in Article 11, including a requirement that the use is appropriate at the
proposed location. Several factors that should be considered when determining whether the use is appropriate
include accessibility for users such as customers and employees; availability of similar existing uses; availability
of appropriately zoned sites; and desirability of other suitably zoned sites for the use. The memorandum also
states, “Whether a particular use is appropriate creates a discretionary and subjective standard. The standard is
flexible to allow consideration of factors other than those specifically mentioned and address impacts caused by
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a particular development. The word “should” requires the applicant to address issues of accessibility, availability
of similar existing uses, availability of other appropriately zoned sites, and the desirability of other suitably zoned
sites. As noted in Staff’s conclusion, the applicant has failed to demonstrate compliance with these concerns.”
City Attorney Henningsgaard confirmed he had nothing more to add.
Councilor Brownson asked if Planner Morgan had any responses to the specific points raised by the Appellant.
Planner Morgan said the Staff report discussed appropriateness of the use and acknowledged that the ban on
the conversion of housing to short-term rentals was not adopted at that time; however, the recommendation
hinged on the appropriateness of that use in that location. There is a lot of discretion in the conditional use
section of the Code, which allows the Planning Commission to make a decision. The decision is somewhat
subjective.
Councilor Herman said according the information the Council received, a conditional use is not a permitted use
in a zone unless the Council can find that the proposed use will benefit the City in some way. The Appellant has
made the case that transforming this building into a hotel or short-term rental would provide rooms for visitors.
During most months of the year, there would be plenty of rooms. However, that is beside the point because the
greater need is not more rooms for visitors, but for people to live. Five people would be removed from their
homes and they are not likely to find a place to live in Astoria. The greatest need is for more housing, not
vacation rentals. The Comprehensive Plan touches on that need by stating that Astoria has an extremely low
vacancy rate, that housing is identified as a problem, and that maintaining the community’s existing housing
stock is a goal, as is the goal to maintain active and livable residential neighborhoods for all types of housing.
The downtown is a commercial district, but this building is a residence for five or more people. In order for the
conditional use to be granted, the Applicant must demonstrate that need.
Councilor West stated the Council has not moved towards any ban against converting residential into hotel or
short-term rentals in commercial zones.
City Manager Estes clarified that Council had adopted that ban.
Councilor West said Planner Morgan and City Attorney Henningsgaard agreed there was room to interpret the
Code. The Appellant’s argument assumed that residents do not live in commercial zones. There are a number of
people who live in commercial zones in apartments above downtown businesses. Saying the property is close to
a park or a place to cook fish or a place to walk home after having a beer are things that residents also need.
The second bullet point in the Council’s vision statements is livability and quality of life for residents. The City
Council’s goals include supporting efforts to increase the housing supply using the County housing study as a
guide. Astoria has lost 14 percent of its housing to vacation rentals or short-term rentals. All of the proposed
apartments combined would not equal the amount of housing Astoria needs according to the housing study. She
lost her apartment to a short-term rental after living in it for 13 years, so, she opposed the project.
Councilor Rocka said he goes through the neighborhood every day and was very familiar with the area. He was
concerned about the appropriateness. Downtown ends at 7th Street, not 6th Street. The neighborhood is very
residential. The property is next to a church that hosts many community groups. Twenty to 30 people wait in the
street to get into their meetings. The park across the street is not a tourist park but is a magnet for mothers with
kids and strollers. The proposed use is in direct opposition to the City’s current needs. Occupancy will only be
high for three months a year and the rest of the year the hotel will have 50 percent occupancy. This is not an
outright use and the conditional use permit allows the City Council to have discretion in judgement. This does not
seem like the right use for this property. Additionally, the ADHDA is opposed to the application.
Councilor West added that it was expensive to keep up many of the properties and old homes. She thanked the
Applicants for the work they had done on their properties and encouraged them to continue.
Mayor Jones stated this appeal was about weighing two opposing legal arguments, not about what Astoria
wants. The Appellant’s attorney has identified two bases for the denial of their application, a lack of off-street
parking and the recent vote by City Council to ban the conversion of residential units to short-term rental. They
further argue that these reasons for denial are not permissible. City Attorney Henningsgaard has argued that the
Appellant’s appeal incorrectly interprets City Staff’s recommendations and the Planning Commission’s decision.
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City Attorney Henningsgaard also stated that Development Code Article 11 includes a requirement that the use
be appropriate at the proposed location. City Attorney Henningsgaard further advised the City Council that
whether a use is appropriate creates a subjective and discretionary standard with flexibility to allow the
consideration of factors other than those specifically mentioned, including adequacy of the site and consideration
of transportation activities including parking among others and the City’s goal of maintaining the existing housing
stock. The Applicant made very strong arguments for the economic benefits to the community of the property
being used as short-term lodging, arguments that he believed were valid. Nonetheless, he believed those
arguments were moot for the reasons outlined by City Attorney Henningsgaard. He found City Attorney
Henningsgaard’s arguments more convincing and he agreed with the finding that the conversion of the
residential use to short-term rentals is not appropriate at this location. He would affirm the Planning
Commission’s decision.
Councilor Brownson said since he had been on the Council, the lack of housing had been the major issue.
Astoria is growing and there are real concerns about too much tourism. Too many hotels are a driving force.
Existing hoteliers will say the additional hotels that are coming will create problems. He agreed with City Attorney
Henningsgaard’s interpretation of the City Council’s discretion on this proposal. He noted that the City Council
could vote on this appeal or remand the issue back to the Planning Commission.
City Manager Estes noted that in order for the City Council to remand the issue back to the Planning
Commission, the Applicant would have to agree to extend the 120-day timeline.
City Council Action: Motion made by Mayor Jones, seconded by Councilor West, to tentatively deny Appeal
AP19-02 of Conditional Use CU19-04 by Stewardship Homes LLC and direct Staff to prepare Findings in support
of the denial to be adopted in a special meeting on Tuesday, August 27, 2019 at 5:30 pm. Motion carried
unanimously. Ayes: Councilors Brownson, Herman, Rocka, West, and Mayor Jones; Nays: None.
Councilor Brownson called for a recess at 8:30 pm. The meeting reconvened at 8:41 pm.
Item 7(b): Public Hearing and 1st Reading – Bridge Vista Overlay Code Amendment B
In 2008-2009, the City of Astoria developed the Riverfront Vision Plan (RVP) to address issues dealing with
open space, land use, and transportation along the Columbia River. On December 7, 2009, after many public
meetings and holding a final public hearing, the City Council accepted the Riverfront Vision Plan. Bridge Vista
Overlay Zone was adopted on June 15, 2015; Civic Greenway Overlay Zone was adopted on October 6, 2014;
and Neighborhood Greenway Overlay Zone was adopted on December 7, 2015. The City has conducted work
sessions on proposed amendments to adopt codes for the proposed Urban Core Overlay Zone.
At a work session on February 19, 2019, the City Council reviewed the initial draft ordinance and requested
that staff also include a reduction in the allowable height within the BVO from 35’ (with variance possible to
45’) to 28’. It was also concerned how this would impact the 30,000 square foot maximum for buildings. During
the Planning Commission meetings, these two issues became the focus of public input and APC discussion.
Therefore, in an attempt to proceed with the majority of the amendments that were not controversial, the APC
split the amendment draft into two sections. One section would be just the height and
gross square footage issue (A19-01B) allowing the rest of the amendment to proceed. A19-01B portion of the
request was continued to the May 28, 2019 APC meeting. A19-01A portion of the request was adopted by the
City Council at its July 1, 2019 meeting.
The Planning Commission (APC) considered a 28’ height with 30,000 square foot maximum for buildings but
determined that it did not achieve the intended goal of preserving views as well as reducing mass. The APC
suggested that a maximum floor to area ratio (FAR) of 0.75 along with a maximum height of 35’ would allow
for slightly taller buildings that were compatible with the existing development in the Bridge Vista Area but that
would be narrower to allow for some view corridors.
The Planning Commission held a public hearing on June 25, 2019 and July 23, 2019. The APC recommends
that the City Council adopt the proposed amendments on the second part of the request (A19-01B). If the draft
code meets Council’s expectations, it would be in order for Council to hold a public hearing and conduct a first
reading of the ordinance for Bridge Vista Overlay Zone Code amendments.
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Councilor Brownson asked if anyone objected to the jurisdiction of the City Council to hear this matter at this
time. There were no objections. He asked if any members of Council had any conflicts of interest or ex parte
contacts to declare. There were none. He explained the procedures governing the conduct of public hearings to
the audience and advised that handouts of the substantive review criteria were available from Staff. He opened
the public hearing at 8:43 pm called for a presentation of the Staff report, which also served as testimony from
the Applicant.
Planner Johnson presented the written Staff report via PowerPoint.
Councilor Herman confirmed with Staff that as long as the Astoria Warehouse site could have a 60-foot view
corridor, they could have more than one 30,000-square-foot building on the property.
Councilor Rocka noted that the overwater standards also applied to on land development north of the river trail.
Planner Johnson clarified that Section 14.100 for overwater development only applied to the non-limitation areas.
However, water dependent uses would have limits on building widths and proximity to the shoreline. Additionally,
view corridors would also be required.
Councilor Rocka asked if there were other things that exceeded the limits, like covered parking. Planner
Johnson said if parking is within a building, the parking area would not count towards the FAR. The Council and
Planning Commission adopted this to prevent large parking lots and encourage parking to be hidden within
buildings.
Councilors Rocka and Brownson wanted to know how this would impact the size and height of buildings. Planner
Johnson explained that interior parking would not have any impact on height limits but could allow for buildings
with more square footage. However, only 75 percent of a lot can be built.
Councilor Rocka asked why Staff measured just halfway up a pitched roof and if mechanical equipment could
still be installed on the top half. Planner Johnson said this was common practice in planning and has been in
Astoria’s Code since about the 1950s. The Council could change this, but doing so would require a ballot
measure.
Councilor West understood that no lot could produce a building larger than 30,000 square feet. Planner Johnson
clarified that 30,000 square feet was the maximum per building, but the 60-foot view corridor must be maintained
regardless of the number of buildings on a site.
Councilor West asked what would happen if properties within a planned district were sold. Planner Johnson
stated applications must be submitted by the property owner. If a master plan is approved, new property owners
would be bound by the master plan. If the property owners did not comply with the master plan, the planned
district would dissolve.
Councilor West asked if the master plans could request the allowance of buildings that exceed 30,000 square
feet. Planner Johnson said no, but some building reconfigurations could be allowed.
Councilor Rocka asked what would happen if Astoria Warehouse sold a piece of their property in the meantime.
Planner Johnson explained that currently the entire site is subject to the BVO because no planned district has
been adopted. Once a planned district goes into effect, the new owner of any parcel would have to comply with a
master plan or the BVO.
Councilor Rocka asked why Staff proposed an exemption for the pedestrian oriented overlay zone and how big
the exemption area was. Planner Johnson pointed out the pedestrian oriented zone on the map and explained
that the Uniontown Reborn proposal will address the development of the rest of Uniontown. The exempted area
allows for a more cohesive pedestrian area throughout that part of town. Only three Port parcels are within the
pedestrian area and a Port master plan would not allow the codes within the pedestrian area to be changed.
Councilor Rocka asked if these Code amendments would successfully address the issues in connection with the
hotel at the foot of 2nd Street. Planner Johnson stated a lot of the issues were addressed in Amendment Request
A19-01A. These amendments address building height, FAR, and building mass, all of which are being reduced
from the existing limits.
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Councilor Brownson asked Staff to clarify how an unobstructed view corridor was defined. Planner Johnson
explained that the view corridor would act similar to the rights-of-way at the ends of streets. The normal width of
a right-of-way along the waterfront is 60 feet, so a 60-foot view corridor maintains the same amount of area.
Cars do park in rights-of-way, so it would be reasonable to expect that view corridors could be parking lots. She
advised that clarifying language could be added.
Councilor Brownson added that uses like unloading could be allowed in view corridors. However, the Code
should be clear about any uses that are allowed in view corridors.
Councilor Brownson called for testimony in favor of the application.
Phil Grillo 1300 SW 5th, Portland, land use attorney representing Astoria Warehouse, said he participated in all of
the hearings and the work session. The proposed amendments are balanced and workable. He did not agree
with everything but understood the reasons and believed this was a reasonable approach. The Astoria
Warehouse site is unique because of its size and because it well built out. Any development would be
redevelopment and one of the exiting buildings is taller than 28 feet. He supported the planned district concept
for the site because the site is unique and because the planned district will allow flexibility. The 35-foot height
limit would remain but some of the other development standards could be amended at the City Council’s
discretion. Additionally, a development would have to be proposed under those regulations. Moving to a FAR
formula with a reasonable height limit is the way to go.
Frank Spence, 5169 Birch Street, Astoria, Port of Astoria Commissioner, said the Port appreciated that the
Planning Commission and Staff identified the special needs and circumstances of the Port and Astoria
Warehouse. He supported a special development district for the Port. Although the Port did not have a master
plan at this time, the site is unique. Standing in front of the red building, the site line is of the back of Motel 6 and
Suomi Hall. The property is below grade and with the ramp coming off the bridge, there will be cause for special
circumstances and possible variances. The Port appreciated being exempted from the restrictions because 80
percent of the property within the overlay is owned by the two largest tract owners. The Port supports the special
district for the Port of Astoria.
Martin View 1368 S. Main, Warrenton, Astoria Warehouse Site Manager, thanked Councilors for taking the time
to walk through the warehouse property. The Northwest Natural Gas property is part of the master plan and the
area has always been an economic hub for Astoria. The site pays quite a bit of property taxes as well. The main
building is just under 35 feet tall.
Jim Knight, 42041 Eddy Point Lane, Astoria, said he endorsed the concept of a planned district for the Port and
Astoria Warehouse. He believed a very comprehensive master plan with public involvement was necessary.
There have been recent changes in ownership of hotel operators and talk of new development along the
waterfront in the Port. He was interested in addressing the highest and best use of Port property. He could not
think of a better time to get more input from the community. There is never too much talk about the development
of properties that will last for many generations to come.
Councilor Brownson called for testimony against the application.
Jan Faber, 3015 Harrison Avenue, Astoria, stated it sounds like adoption of these Code amendments would not
have affected the Fairfield issues at all, except for the height. The mass and scale was an issue and the Design
Review Committee denied the application, which was appealed to City Council. The appeal was granted due to
the interpretation of the Code that said the word “retained” only applied to existing structures and since the hotel
would be a new structure that standard did not apply. He urged City Council to go through all of the Codes being
adopted to see if the use of the “retained” is still there and make sure that the Code clearly states the word
“retained” does not apply just to the renovation of existing structures. He was also concerned that the FAR might
not achieve what was desired when the overall plan was being considered. He asked if the FAR would result in
smaller footprint buildings with more views of the water and the sky. If not, then adopting this Code would not
achieve much. He was also concerned about the exemption for water-dependent uses, which automatically
limits heights to 35-feet. He also did not understand why there was an exception for recreation. Staff did clarify
that recreation could not be passive recreational uses, but he did not understand why swimming, fishing, or
boating would require a 35-foot building. He believed the exemption should be eliminated.
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City Manager Estes clarified that the issues with the word “retained” had already been addressed by City Council
and changes were adopted in June 2019.
Pamela Mattsen MacDonald 258 Commercial, Astoria, said she did not know if anyone understood how much 60
feet was, which is the length of a semi-truck and a bowling alley. A little slice is all we will be able to see.
Councilor Brownson called for testimony impartial to the application.
Mike Sensenbach 110 Kensington, Astoria, said he wanted to see something passed even if it was not this exact
proposal. He had submitted written comments to Staff earlier that afternoon. However, a few things had come up
during this discussion. An acre is just over 43,000 square feet, but the public has only heard about lot sizes of
10,000 and 20,000 square feet. The Astoria Warehouse site has just over seven acres of land. Allowing 30,000
square foot buildings with a 0.75 FAR would allow about eight 30,000 square foot buildings on the Astoria
Warehouse site without a master plan. The proposed FAR applied to the Fairfield would not reduce building
mass at all. The FAR would have to be 0.50 in order to impact the mass of that building by less than six percent.
If the City Council wanted to show a good faith effort to do what the community has been asking for and address
the problems, an FAR of 0.50 would be more appropriate. He did not believe those who spoke at the first
Planning Commission hearing felt they had been heard. He urged the Council to revisit 30,000 square feet
because the City did not need to allow additional buildings without a master plan.
Councilor Brownson called for rebuttal testimony and closing comments from Staff.
Planner Johnson stated the City had already adopted all of the criteria that would have addressed the design and
orientation of buildings, and whether that criteria applies to new construction or existing buildings. The 60-foot
view corridor is from building to building, just like the view corridor looking down 11th Street. She would need
direction from Council on specific language changes that should be adopted. Staff could make those changes
tonight so that the first reading could still be conducted. Changing the FAR to 0.50 could also be done tonight.
City Manager Estes noted the time was 9:45 pm. The remainder of the City Council agenda and a Development
Commission meeting still needed to be completed. He asked how the Council wanted to proceed.
After discussion between the Council and Staff, the consensus among the Council was to address the rest of the
agenda items and return to this agenda item at the end of the meeting.
The City Council proceeded to Regular Agenda Item 7 (c) and addressed the remaining agenda items at this
time.
Immediately following the Astoria Development Commission meeting, the City Council returned to address
Regular Agenda Item 7(b).
Staff displayed the map of the proposed planned districts on the screen.
Councilor Brownson called for questions of Staff.
Councilor Herman understood that a building could be up to 90 feet wide if the site were large enough. Planner
Johnson stated there were no limitations on the width of a building, but an FAR had been proposed. Additionally,
a building could be located anywhere on a lot. Depending on the size of a lot, a building could be 90 feet wide,
but would still have to meet open space requirements.
Councilor West understood there was no maximum lot size in the Code. Planner Johnson clarified there were no
maximum lot coverage restrictions in the BVO. However, landscaping requirements would reduce development
and create open space.
Councilor Brownson closed the public hearing at 10:02 pm and called for Council discussion and deliberation.
Councilor Brownson stated he strongly supported the planned district for the Port of Astoria because the Port is
struggling to deal with serious infrastructure and funding issues that require every tool available. The Port has
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been asking for a planned district for the last year and they need the opportunity to bring a plan to the City vetted
by their own public process unique to their location and circumstance. The restrictions in the planned district for
the Port are greater than those being proposed for the Astoria Warehouse planned district, which constrains the
Port’s ability to enhance the west mooring basin and surrounding properties. He believed the Port should have
just as much flexibility as Astoria Warehouse. He proposed to allow the following within the Port’s planned
district:
 Adding uses beyond those allowed by the BVO and the Shoreland Zone
 Allow an FAR of 1.00
 Allow the Port to move the boundaries of the pedestrian oriented area. The pedestrian oriented area would
not allow the Port to expand in any way different from the BVO. He showed the location of the Port property
within the pedestrian area on the map and said he wanted to give the Port the ability to move the pedestrian
area to their property line. Moving that boundary could be negotiated in exchange for some trade-off. When
a plan is presented to the Planning Commission and City Council, the City can work with the Port on what is
presented. Planned districts are not easy to complete and are costly to pursue, so the BVO requirements will
still be the easiest path for any new development. Additionally, both of the proposed planned districts sunset
in five years and include a five-year review. The flexibilities he proposed would be beneficial to the
community because the Port is beneficial to the community.
Mayor Jones said he was concerned about Staff, who had to be at work in the morning, and suggested that
Council continue their discussion to the next meeting.
Councilor Brownson suggested the Council be allowed to discuss his proposed changes.
Councilor Rocka said he was willing to give the Port flexibility to present a plan, but he was not willing to give up
the Council’s authority to represent the interest of the citizens. The agenda packet is extremely detailed and he
did not want the Council to lose sight of the desired outcome. With tourism booming, a lot of people elsewhere
see a lot of opportunities in Astoria. Twenty years ago, these people would not have given Astoria a second look.
The community leaders who saw the potential of the riverfront and worked to make it blossom have inspired
others to open businesses and make Astoria a place that people want to be. The Council should take seriously
those who come to testify. The City is trying to hold the door open for development on the riverfront without a
real idea of what that might be. He wanted to figure out a way to be adaptable when good ideas that come along.
The City should be wary of uses that are permitted outright. Benefits to the City should be a requirement for any
development. He believed the FAR is a great idea and conditional use permits allow the City to use judgement
and discretion. He preferred strict requirements, a 28-foot height limit, and a FAR. The planned districts for the
Port and Astoria Warehouse are better than what has been proposed for the rest of the area because they give
the City the chance to consider good ideas. The people who have good ideas for Astoria are welcome to come
forward and will receive an enthusiastic hearing from the City Council.
Councilor Brownson added that the Port and Astoria Warehouse districts make up almost the entire developable
area of the BVO. If City Council supported a 1.00 FAR and a 28-foot height limit, developers should still have the
ability to come to the City with good ideas.
Councilor West she originally had mixed feelings about the planned districts because there is pretty much
nothing left of the BVO once you exclude the two districts and the pedestrian area. There has already been an
incredible amount of public input on this topic and she was nervous about this coming back to the Planning
Commission and City Council. She supported the planned districts. She encouraged the Council to consider the
big picture as indicated by the vision statement and Council goals. The issue is less about height and mass. The
heart of the issue is the types of developments allowed. People do not care if a 10-story fish processing plant is
built because that would provide jobs to Astorians and aligns with Astoria’s unique character. People do not care
if Fort George needs to build a 200-foot grain silo because Fort George has a proven record of giving back to the
community. However, people do not want formula businesses. She wanted the City Council to consider a ban on
formula businesses, which she understood could be extremely difficult. However, she believed it would be
worthwhile. She also wanted to implement a moratorium on new building permits in the BVO and the Urban Core
until the Community Development Director position has been filled. She wanted to feel good about the decisions
the Council was making.
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Mayor Jones noted the Council discussed a ban on formula businesses during their work session on strategy
and visioning. Such a ban would require the Council to work with the City Attorney, take a long time, and require
a very complex process. He recommended the Council discuss this at a work session.
Councilor West added that her research indicated it would take Astoria about a year to implement a ban. That is
why she recommended a moratorium on new development permits in the BVO and Urban Core, which are the
two areas the City is working to clean up the Code.
City Attorney Henningsgaard said State law limits the City’s ability to declare a moratorium. Moratoriums can be
declared for infrastructure deficiencies, but those deficiencies must be fixed within a certain period of time.
Mayor Jones stated the existing height restriction of 45 feet was adopted by City Council in 2015. During the
hearings for the Fairfield Inn in the fall of 2018, there were numerous requests from the public for a height
restriction of 35 feet. At the time, there were no requests to reduce heights below 35 feet. As a result of that
input, in February, he proposed a significant but reasonable reduction of the maximum allowable height by 22
percent, which was from 45 feet to 35 feet. Subsequently, people have called for a 38 percent reduction from 45
feet to 28 feet, which he believed was unnecessarily extreme. Most of the people supporting 28 feet have stated
this would help preserve river views. However, after standing in a variety of locations along the Riverwalk, Marine
Drive, and in Uniontown, he did not believe that 28 feet would preserve views or access, or that 35 feet would
eliminate view or access. The 28 feet is emotional and not based on any analytical foundations. He has read the
minutes and listened to the recorded meetings of the Planning Commission and believed they worked very
diligently and with great integrity to come up with solutions that actually do preserve river views and access. He
believed the Planning Commission correctly noted that narrower buildings up to three stories with maximum lot
coverages and minimum view corridors and an FAR actually preserve greater river views and access than short
wide buildings or what would have been allowed under the two-story limits. The Commission also noted that
buildings up to three stories are actually consistent and reflective of the Uniontown historic area. He supported
Staff’s recommendations, including the planned districts. The Port and Astoria Warehouse have exceptional
potential to do the things that Council’s vision statement says about supporting quality of life and livability while
promoting a strong local economy. He was comfortable with all of the safeguards Staff has proposed.
Councilor Herman said 80 percent of the land in the BVO is owned by either the Port of Astoria Warehouse. If
those two properties become planned districts, why did the City bother to create the BVO section of the
Riverfront Vision Plan? She did not understand why the BVO restrictions should not apply to all of the land within
that zone. She was concerned about the planned districts, noting that they have not been discussed by Council
until now. She felt like a lot more discussion and public input was needed. Until the Council received the agenda
packet a few days ago, she had not heard much about the planned districts. She was also concerned that
members of the public felt they have not been listened to by City officials. The City has received at least 600
signatures from people requesting a 28-foot height limit. According to the Planning Commission meeting
minutes, the argument against 28 feet is that wider buildings would be created and would block views. She
questioned why the 30,000 square foot maximum was necessary. If the height limit is 28 feet, the square footage
could also be reduced to 20,000 square feet. The new Astoria Co-op building at 23rd and Marine is 7,500 square
feet, which is not small. Her concerns were not so much about the views, but about the scale of the buildings.
Not that long ago, Astoria had gigantic three-story cannery buildings, but Astoria is not that town anymore.
Height matters, but so does scale. She understood that the Planning Commission relied on a consultant, hired
by the City, who arrived at 30,000 square feet. However, she believed it was an arbitrary number. She was not
anti-business but wanted the City to be more restrictive. Astoria had already gained a great deal from tourism.
She was also concerned that planned districts would require another year of public hearings and the public
would wonder if the City would take their testimonies seriously. In the meantime, who knows what development
would occur under the Codes that applied to those properties before the planned districts are approved.
City Manager Estes confirmed that would be the Codes currently being considered by the City Council.
Councilor Herman believed the Council should listen to all of the people who have come since 2008 to talk about
what they feel is best for Astoria.
Councilor Brownson listed options for next steps.
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City Council Action: Motion made by Mayor Jones to conduct the first reading of the ordinance amending the
Bridge Vista Overlay Zone. Motion died for lack of a second.
Mayor Jones asked if the Council could vote on the planned districts separately.
Councilor West stated she wanted more time to consider the proposed Code amendments as a whole package.
Mayor Jones and Councilor Brownson said they preferred to continue this item to the next meeting.
City Manager Estes advised that if the Council wanted to hear public testimony at the next meeting, the public
hearing would need to be re-opened. New issues were raised tonight that were not part of the discussion at
earlier public hearings.
City Attorney Henningsgaard added that the breadth of this proposal qualifies it as a legislative decision. City
Council does not need to worry about ex-parte contacts. Re-opening the public hearing would only give Council a
respite for making a decision. Councilors are not prohibited from doing their own investigations and talking to
people about this proposal. Additionally, the Council can receive evidence at any time. However, if the Council
will allow the public to give testimony, he advised that the City let the public know.
Mayor Jones said he believed there had been ample opportunity for public comments. He recommended the
public hearing remain closed and continue the Council discussion at the next meeting. The rest of the Councilors
stated they agreed.
City Council Action: Motion by Mayor Jones, second by Councilor Brownson, to continue Council deliberation
on Amendment Request A19-01B by the Community Development Director to Tuesday, September 3, 2019.
Motion carried unanimously. Ayes: Councilors Brownson, Herman, Rocka, West, and Mayor Jones; Nays: None.
Item 7(c): Second Reading and Adoption – Ordinance Modifying City Code 5.370 Relating to
Consumption of Alcohol in Public
The public hearing and first reading of this ordinance was held at the August 5, 2019 City Council meeting.
The City of Astoria has experienced an increase in public intoxication and alcohol being consumed in public
areas. This results in an ongoing and pervasive draw on resources. This includes responses by police, fire,
and Medix. This also causes issues with public transportation at the transit center. There are also repeated
and ongoing issues in public parks, especially in the downtown areas and on the Riverwalk.
The proposed modifications to this ordinance specifically outline the exceptions to the issue. It also describes
the entities required to be contacted in order to get authorization to legally possess open containers of alcohol
and legal consumption.
It is recommended that Council holding a second reading and consider adoption of the ordinance amending
City Code 5.370.
Director Brooks conducted the second reading of the ordinance.
City Council Action: Motion made by Councilor Rocka, seconded by Councilor West to adopt the ordinance
modifying City Code 5.370 relating to consumption of alcohol in public. Motion carried unanimously. Ayes:
Councilors Brownson, Herman, Rocka, West, and Mayor Jones; Nays: None.
Item 7(d): Second Reading and Adoption – Ordinance Modifying City Code 7.200 Relating to
Burglary and Robbery Alarm Regulations
The public hearing and first reading of this ordinance was held at the August 5, 2019 City Council meeting.
Included is an ordinance which has proposed changes to the City Code on alarm regulations. The Astoria
Police Department is committed to providing a high level of service and apprehending criminals. It is felt these
changes would be beneficial in managing this program.
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It is recommended that Council hold a second reading and consider adoption of the ordinance amending City
Code 7.200.
Director Brooks conducted the second reading of the ordinance.
City Council Action: Motion made by Councilor Rocka, seconded by Councilor Herman to adopt the ordinance
modifying City Code 7.200 relating to burglary and robbery alarm regulations. Motion carried unanimously. Ayes:
Ayes: Councilors Brownson, Herman, Rocka, West, and Mayor Jones; Nays: None.
Item 7(e): Trolley Trestle Repair 2019 Authorization to Bid
The City has received an inspection and design services contract from OBEC Consulting Engineers, Inc.
(OBEC) to assist with completion of critical trestle, River Trail and park pier maintenance work. The City has
approved the inspection, design and total fee for this contract of $66,632.80. It is apparent that additional work
was needed for a portion of trestle east of 11th Street to ensure it could support non-load limited vehicular
traffic. This was needed to compliment the pending completion of the 11th Street waterfront bridge work a
contract amendment for additional design and construction services associated with the 11th Street stub. The
total fee for the contract amendment is $40,060.80. Final design plans and a cost estimate were recently
provided by OBEC. The repairs focus on the 6th to 11th Street trestle (including the 11th Street stub), the Mill
Pond Trestle, and minor work on the 6th and 14th Street park piers. The engineer’s estimate for this work is
$330,000. Funding is available in the Promote Astoria Fund for this work.
It is recommended that City Council authorize staff to solicit bids for the 2019 Trolley Trestle Repair Project.
Councilor Rocka recommended that the Council think about increasing the trolley fee from $1.00 to $2.00 with
the extra $1.00 going into a fund to pay for infrastructure maintenance.
City Manager Estes explained that the Trolley Association considered raising the fee when it was suggested by
City Council a couple of years ago. However, the volunteer trolley operators expressed concerns so the
association voted to allocate a percentage of their revenues to the City. Last year, the City received around
$6,000 or $7,000.
Councilor Rocka suggested the City try again. Mayor Jones and Councilor Herman agreed.
City Council Action: Motion made by Councilor Rocka, seconded by Councilor West, to authorize staff to solicit
bids for the 2019 Trolley Trestle Repair Project. Motion carried unanimously. Ayes: Councilors Brownson,
Herman, Rocka, West, and Mayor Jones; Nays: None.
NEW BUSINESS & MISCELLANEOUS, PUBLIC COMMENTS (NON-AGENDA)
There was none.
The City Council meeting recessed to convene the Astoria Development Commission meeting at 9:57 pm.
The City Council meeting reconvened and immediately returned to Regular Agenda Item 7(b) at 9:59
ADJOURNMENT
There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 10:46 pm.
ATTEST:

APPROVED:

Finance Director

City Manager
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CITY OF ASTORIA
City Council Chambers
August 27, 2019

CITY COUNCIL JOURNAL OF PROCEEDINGS

A special meeting of the Astoria Common Council was held at the above place at the hour of 5:30 pm.
Councilors Present: Brownson (via telephone), Rocka, Herman, West, and Mayor Jones.
Councilors Excused: None
Staff Present: City Manager Estes, Finance Director Brooks, and City Attorney Henningsgaard. The
meeting is recorded and will be transcribed by ABC Transcription Services, Inc.
CHANGES TO AGENDA
No changes.
REGULAR AGENDA ITEMS
Item 4(a): Appeal AP19-02 by Stewardship Homes LLC of the Planning Commission’s
Decision to Deny Conditional Use CU19-04 for Conversion of a 5-unit Apartment
to a Short-Term Lodging at 641 Commercial Street
On April 5, 2019, Stewardship Homes, LLC submitted a conditional use application (CU19-04) to locate
a 5-room short term lodging facility in an existing apartment building. The proposal would allow use of
the five, one-bedroom units as short term (less than 30-day) rentals. The application was deemed
complete on May 5, 2019. On May 21, 2019, planning staff issued a staff report recommending denial of
the application. On May 28, 2019, the Planning Commission conducted its first hearing on the
application, after which they closed the evidentiary record and granted the applicant two weeks to
submit final written argument. On June 11, 2019, the applicant submitted final written argument. On
June 25, 2019, the Planning Commission deliberated and
voted to deny the application. On July 12, 2019, the applicant appealed the decision (before the July 15,
2019 deadline) to the City Council. On August 19, 2019, the City Council heard the appeal de novo and
tentatively voted to deny the appeal, pending revised findings of fact. A meeting was scheduled for 5:30
PM, August 27, 2019 to review the revised findings of fact for denial of the appeal. The public hearing
was closed at their August 19th meeting. The 120-day review period expires on August 28, 2019.
The City Attorney and staff have prepared the attached findings of fact in support of the denial of the
appeal by Stewardship Homes, LLC.
Staff recommends that the City Council review and consider the revised findings of fact.
Councilor Herman said she heard all of the tenants had been evicted, but the Findings stated only one unit
was unoccupied.
City Attorney Henningsgaard explained that only one unit was unoccupied at the time the application was
filed. He believed there was still one tenant in the building.
City Council Action: Motion made by Councilor Rocka, seconded by Councilor West, to adopt the
revised Findings and Conclusions contained in the Staff report and deny Appeal AP19-02 by Stewardship
Homes LLC. Motion carried unanimously. Ayes: Councilors Brownson, Herman, Rocka, West, and Mayor
Jones; Nays: None.
Mayor Jones read the rules of appeal into the record.
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NEW BUSINESS & MISCELLANEOUS, PUBLIC COMMENTS (NON-AGENDA)
There was none.
ADJOURNMENT
There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 5:33 pm.
ATTEST:

APPROVED:

Finance Director

City Manager
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Astoria Library Board Meeting
Astoria Public Library
August 27, 2019
5:30 pm.

Present:

Library Board members Susan Stein, David Oser, Laura Parker, Dan McClure, and
Kimberley Chaput (via telephone). Staff Library Director Jimmy Pearson.

Call to Order: Chair Susan Stein called the meeting to order at 5:30 pm.
Approval of Agenda: Chair Stein explained the new agenda format and explained why the changes
were made. The agenda was approved with the addition of New Business Item 6(a): Election of Officers.
Approval of Minutes: Notes of May 28 2019
Chair Stein noted there were no meetings in June or July. The notes of the May 28, 2019 were approved
by consensus as presented.
Community Engagement:
Board members shared ideas for engaging with the community. Chair Stein distributed copies of a
document from 1990 that outlined the Board’s roles and responsibilities. She briefly reviewed the
document and explained that she believed community engagement should align with what the Board has
been tasked with doing. The Board discussed how their role would impact their involvement in the library
renovation project. Director Pearson said he needed the Board to let him know what they are hearing
from the community so he can make appropriate decisions and he appreciated that he could rely on the
Board for help with issues and challenges. The open communication between himself and the Board will
allow the Board to understand what is going on with the library so that Board members can translate that
to the community. Chair Stein suggested that Board members begin engaging with the community by
asking people if they have a library card, and then report back at the next meeting on those
conversations.
Staff Report:
Director Pearson’s report was as follows:
 This year, the concert series included four concerts, up from three last year. And the library was able
to pay the bands a little bit more.
 Summer reading went well, and story time would begin on September 17th.
 Representative Suzanne Bonamici toured the basement of the library. She congratulated the library
on receiving the $50,000 grant and said she planned to present a letter of support for a $750,000
grant for the Library Foundation.
 The library will be closed September 16th to incorporate collections from Astoria, Warrenton, and
Seaside into one catalogue. The new catalogue will be available on September 17th.
 Staff in-service will be on September 27th to meet with the staff from Warrenton and Seaside.
 This fall, One Book One Astoria will promote the book Lewis and Clark Through Indian Eyes. He has
contacted the Clatsop Tribe and the Chinook Tribe to see if they would like to be involved.
 He answered questions about the software being used to consolidate the collections of the three
libraries and explained how the new catalogue would increase efficiencies for Staff.
 Presented the monthly data from the “What Is Your Library Worth to You” calculator and briefly
explained the tool for new Board members.
New Business:
Item 6(a):
Election of Officers
Chair Stein stated Laura Parker would serve as Vice Chair. She noted that as Chair she had the authority
to appoint someone and explained why she chose Ms. Parker.
David Oser expressed appreciation to Kate Deeks, who served as the last Board Chair.
-1-
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Old Business:
Item 7(a):

Library Child Safety Policy

Director Pearson provided a brief overview of the policy and explained why he wanted to implement it. He
answered clarifying questions from Board members about how the policy would be enforced. The Board
and Staff discussed how this policy would align with mandatory reporting requirements. They shared
ideas for some language changes to the section on involvement by the Police Department and ultimately
decided to leave the language as proposed.
Board Action: David Oser moved, and Dan McClure seconded, to approve the Library Child Safety
Policy as proposed by Staff and recommend adoption by City Council. Motion passed unanimously.
Item 7(b):

Frequency of Board Meetings

Chair Stein noted that the Board usually skipped the December and July meetings each year and this
year skipped June and July. The board discussed a more appropriate meeting schedule and
communicating via email in between meetings. Chair Stein requested that Board members begin
RSVPing to meeting invitations.
Board Action: Laura Parker moved, and Kimberly Chaput seconded, that the Astoria Library Board meet
on the first Tuesday of every other month on even numbered months at 5:30 pm with additional meetings
being scheduled as needed. Motion passed unanimously.
Laura Parker asked if funding was available for new board member training. Director Pearson said he did
have a budget and Board members should let him know if they find a workshop they would like to attend.
He planned to budget for the entire Board to attend the 2022 Public Library Association Meeting in
Portland.

Public Comments: There were none.
Adjournment: There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 6:29 pm.

Respectfully submitted,

________________________________
Paula Pinyerd, ABC Transcription Services, Inc.
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DESIGN REVIEW COMMITTEE
Astoria City Hall
May 2, 2019
CALL TO ORDER:
President Rickenbach called the meeting to order at 5:30 p.m.
ROLL CALL – ITEM 2:
Commissioners Present:

President Jared Rickenbach, Vice President Ian Sisson, Bob Levine, Hilarie
Phelps and Sarah Jane Bardy.

Staff Present:

City Manager Estes and Contract Planner Robin Scholetzky (via telephone).
The meeting is recorded and will be transcribed by ABC Transcription Services, Inc.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES – ITEM 3:
President Rickenbach called for approval of the minutes of the March 7, 2019 meeting.
Vice President Sisson noted the following corrections:
 Page 4, line 7 – “The parties left remediation mediation yesterday…”
 Page 5, first sentence – “Commissioner Brady Bardy understood…”
Commissioner Bardy moved to approve the March 7, 2019 minutes as corrected; seconded by Vice President
Sisson. Motion passed unanimously.
PUBLIC HEARINGS:
President Rickenbach explained the procedures governing the conduct of public hearings to the audience and
advised that the substantive review criteria were available from Staff.
ITEM 4(a):
DR19-01

Design Review DR19-01 by Rickenbach Construction, on behalf of the Columbia River Maritime
Museum, to locate an outbuilding for storage and model boat rental at a site adjacent to the
Columbia River Maritime Museum at 2050 Marine Drive (Map T8N R9W Section 8DA WM, Tax
Lot 700, Block 129) in the HR (Hospitality/Recreation) Zone.

President Rickenbach asked if anyone objected to the jurisdiction of the Design Review Committee to hear this
matter at this time. There were no objections. He asked if any member of the Design Review Committee had any
conflicts of interest or ex parte contacts to declare.
President Rickenbach declared a conflict of interest, recused himself, and stepped down from the dais.
Vice President Sisson called for a presentation of the Staff report.
Planner Scholetzky reviewed the Findings and Conditions contained in the Staff report via Power Point. She
noted that the Supplemental Materials contained an additional condition of approval. Additionally, Staff
recommended several minor changes to the final Staff report. No correspondence had been received and Staff
recommended approval with conditions.
Commissioner Levine asked why the Staff report indicated that the Gateway Overlay Zone was intended for
intense mixed-use development, given that the proposed project was not intensively developed. City Manager
Estes explained that the purpose statement was included in the Staff report to provide context for the entire area
and was not regulatory. While the Gateway Overlay Zone is intended for a dense urban neighborhood, it also
provides for open space areas.
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Commissioner Levine asked if the pond would be fenced in. City Manager Estes stated the Applicant could
answer that question.
Vice President Sisson confirmed with Staff that the project was new construction, not a renovation as stated on
Page 4 of the Staff report. Planner Scholetzky stated she would correct the final Staff report. Vice President
Sisson noted that while the Applicant’s proposal indicated signage was proposed, the Staff report stated signage
had not been proposed.
Planner Scholetzky explained that the final Staff report would reflect the site plan provided on April 29, 2019,
which noted the sign, but not any of the details. Therefore, signage would not be part of this review.
Vice President Sisson opened the public hearing and called for testimony from the Applicant.
Michelle Dieffenbach, 37734 Eagle Lane, Astoria, stated that Rickenbach Construction had been working with
the Maritime Museum for a while on the look. It was not until the building was torn down at the beginning of the
year that they saw the potential and possibilities of how the view of the Barbey Center, the corner, and the
gateway into the city had opened up. The Barbey Center is now a focal point when driving towards downtown.
She did not want to fill in that view and obscure the historic building. The park will add to the character of the
community. It will be an asset enjoyed by many. She was going to include the signage in this proposal, but the
building frontage is only 32 feet and is way off the road. Therefore, the signage would be proposed under a
separate permit. The owners looked extensively at fencing, which was originally intended. However, after
speaking with their insurance company and considering other public boat ponds in parks around the country,
they determined fencing would not be necessary. The pond would only be 18 inches deep at the edge and 24
inches deep in the center for drainage. A landscaping buffer would be installed along the street to provide a
physical barrier. A walkway around the pond would provide access. The pond would be incorporated into the
museum’s education program. It would be used for model boat building and sailing. The pond and surrounding
area would also be open to the public. She noted a typographical error in the address on the first page of the
Staff report.
Commissioner Levine stated he did not like fences, but was concerned about the safety of child, whose parents
were not paying attention, running into the pond.
Vice President Sisson asked why a small sign would be hung on the building.
Ms. Dieffenbach said the sign would indicate when the model boat rental shop was open.
Vice President Sisson asked if roofing materials had been chosen.
Ms. Dieffenbach said yes, the roof would be made of a low-profile standing seam metal, which meets the
requirements of the Gateway Overlay Zone.
Vice President Sisson called for testimony in favor of the application.
Sam Johnson, Executive Director, Columbia River Maritime Museum, 1792 Marine Drive, Astoria, said when he
originally created the idea for this project, he had intended to fully encase the North Coast Auto site in a security
fence similar to the fence is the museum’s breezeway. However, modeling showed the fencing would look awful.
The Board wanted the project to preserve and open up the viewshed of the depot, museum, and bridge. The
idea to put a boat pond in came from a conference he attended where someone suggested the museum use
model boats instead of human sized small boats as a teaching tool. He was surprised when the insurance
representative said he did not have a problem with the project. He had spoken to people in Seattle, West
Moreland, and Portland about their security problems; none said they had issues with homeless people or
children drowning. The only liability is kids running loose up the berm through the vegetation out on to Marine
Drive. If this appears to be a problem, he would install a cable fence like the fence at Buoy Beer. Currently, the
property is level with Marine Drive, but once the pond is installed, the property would be level with the Barbey
Center.
Commissioner Levine said he believed the proposed structure blended well with the museum. He asked if the
Applicants every considered building the outbuilding in the same style as the existing Barbey train station.
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Mr. Johnson said yes, and he also considered the Victorian nature of Astoria. He could not see a small brick
building looking appropriate for the site. The Victorian style of the wooden train depot that was on the site prior to
1925 would not have been appropriate for the site either. The museum workshop and the seafood center across
the street are covered with shingles, so he believed that would be the most appropriate for the site. He was
worried about the aesthetics of the site and wanted it to look good. If the finished project did not look good, he
would change it.
Commissioner Phelps asked if the Applicants considered a slightly curved roof like the roof of the entryway to the
Barbey Center.
Mr. Johnson said he did not like the curved roofs. The architect had tried to tie the depot and Barbey Center in
with the museum. The curved roofs are interesting, but do not serve any functional purpose. He added that the
proposed building would have three functions: to store model boats for classes and to be rented, to provide a
restroom, and to store Barbey Center equipment. Renting model boats would be problematic. The boats could
be rolled out on a cart when they are available for rent, but the rentals would have to be staffed with volunteers.
Additionally, he did not know if there was a need or any interest in boat rentals. He did not believe the museum
would make much money on boat rentals.
Vice President Sisson called for any testimony impartial or opposed to the application. Hearing none, he called
for closing remarks from Staff. There were none. Vice President Sisson closed the public hearing and called for
Committee discussion and deliberation.
Commissioner Levine recommended adding a condition of approval prohibiting plastic or internal and backlit
plastic signs.
Commissioner Phelps stated signage was not part of this proposal.
Commissioner Bardy added that the Applicant would have to apply separately for a sign permit. She also noted
that Commissioner Levine was requesting a Code change.
Vice President Sisson confirmed with Staff that a sign permit application would be analyzed separately from the
design review. Therefore, Staff did not discuss signage with the Applicants as part of this application. The
Applicants have chosen to submit a separate sign permit application to move the project forward faster.
Commissioner Phelps asked if references to signage should be removed from the Staff report. City Manager
Estes stated the Staff report simply indicates the location where the Applicants would like a sign. The DRC is not
considering approval of the sign that has been described.
Vice President Sisson confirmed with City Manager Estes that the signage criteria in Article 14 are evaluated by
Staff.
Commissioner Levine stated he wanted plastic or internal and backlit plastic signs prohibited rather than
discouraged.
Commissioner Bardy explained that the Code allows those signs to be permitted. Planner Scholetzky noted that
she could not pre-empt something that was not being reviewed. Signage was not part of this review and the
signs would be evaluated when the signage plan is submitted to Staff as part of a permit application. City
Manager Estes added that the only backlit signs approved for the Gateway Overlay Zone were signs for medical
facilities. Additionally, only the text on those signs are allowed to be backlit.
Vice President Sisson said he was fine with the condition regarding signage as written.
Commissioner Levine asked if the signage plan could be reviewed by the DRC instead of Staff. City Manager
Estes explained that the City Code stipulates how applications are reviewed and processed.
Commissioner Levine noted the DRC is only reviewing a partial application because the Applicant wants to
expedite the process. City Manager Estes explained it is typical for projects to not have signage plans developed
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at the time of the Design Review application. The Astoria Co-Op Grocery was one example. If the Applicants
propose something that is discouraged by the Code, the DRC would review the request. The DRC does not have
the ability to rewrite City Code as part of a development application.
Commissioner Levine responded he was not trying to rewrite the Code. He also declared that he had visited the
site. City Manager Estes reminded the site visit should have been declared at the start of the public hearing.
Commissioner Bardy stated that the roofing material should be indicated in the Staff report.
Vice President Sisson said he preferred a building form and materials that would have been more cohesive with
the Barbey Center. Three elevations would be blank walls with solid doors. Two sides of the building would be
obscured with vegetation and one side would have a door with lights. The building looked like a residential
accessory structure, but it would sit next to the Barbey Center, which is a beautiful building. There will be a park
on City-owned property east of this site, so the area would have a continuous green space for people to move
through. The building sticks out as a boring shed and windowless walls are discouraged. The building will be
used as an accessory to the Barbey Center and there is no architectural connection between the two. However,
the proposal does not defy any of the applicable criteria.
Commissioner Bardy said it was nice to see the Barbey Center from the road now. The proposed design is very
simple, and she agreed it was boring; however, that was a positive because the building would disappear and
allow the eye to focus on the Barbey Center. The train station and Maritime Museum were very different, but the
proposed design would pull the entire campus together, especially when the shingles are greyed out.
Commissioner Phelps moved the Astoria Design Review Committee adopt the Findings and Conclusions
contained in the Staff report and approve Design Review DR19-01 by Rickenbach Construction, with the addition
of the Supplemental Materials, including Condition 7, and the corrections to the Staff report recommended by
Staff; seconded by Commissioner Bardy. Motion passed unanimously. Ayes: Vice President Sisson,
Commissioners Phelps, Bardy, and Levine. Nays: None.
Vice President Sisson read the rules of appeal into the record.
President Rickenbach returned to the dais.
REPORTS OF OFFICERS/COMMISSIONERS – ITEM 5: There were no reports.
STAFF UPDATES/STATUS REPORTS – ITEM 6:
Save the Date: next meeting scheduled for Thursday, June 6, 2019 at 5:30 pm
City Manager Estes announced the Uniontown Reborn public meeting was scheduled for May 22, 2019 from
4:30 pm to 6:30 pm at the Holiday Inn Express. He noted that the DRC might be reviewing some applications for
projects within that corridor if the Code amendments go into effect.
PUBLIC COMMENTS – ITEM 7: There were none.
ADJOURNMENT:
There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 6:28 pm.
APPROVED:

_____________________________
Community Development Director
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ASTORIA PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
Astoria City Hall
May 7, 2019
CALL TO ORDER:
President Fitzpatrick called the meeting to order at 6:30 pm.
ROLL CALL:
Commissioners Present:

President Sean Fitzpatrick, Vice President Daryl Moore, Jennifer CameronLattek, Patrick Corcoran, Cindy Price, Chris Womack, and Brookley Henri.

Staff Present:

City Manager Brett Estes and Contract Planner Mike Morgan. The meeting is
recorded and will be transcribed by ABC Transcription Services, Inc.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES:
No new minutes to review.
PUBLIC HEARINGS:
President Fitzpatrick explained the procedures governing the conduct of public hearings to the audience and
advised that handouts of the substantive review criteria were available from Staff.
ITEM 4(a):
CU19-03

Conditional Use Request (CU19-03) by Michelle Dieffenbach on behalf of the Columbia
River Maritime Museum (CRMM) to locate a boat pond and outbuilding for storage and
model boat rental at a site adjacent to the CRMM at 2050 Marine Drive (Map T8N R9W
Section 8DA WM, Tax Lot 700, Block 129) in the HR (Hospitality/Recreation) Zone.

President Fitzpatrick asked if anyone objected to the jurisdiction of the Planning Commission to hear this matter
at this time. There were no objections. He asked if any member of the Planning Commission had any conflicts of
interest or ex parte contacts to declare.
Commissioner Corcoran declared that his office is located directly across the street from the site, but the project
would not have any financial impact on him or his office. He was confident he could make a good decision.
Commissioner Price declared that she and her husband had been members of the Maritime Museum for
decades, but she was certain she could make a fair decision.
Commissioner Henri declared a conflict of interest, as she was a member of the project’s design team. She
recused herself and stepped down from the dais.
President Fitzpatrick declared that he had been a member of the Maritime Museum for years. Additionally, he
spoke briefly to Mayor Jones to clarify the email included in the agenda packet.
President Fitzpatrick asked Staff to present the Staff report.
City Manager Estes reviewed the written Staff report. All correspondence received was included in the agenda
packet and Staff recommended approval of the request with the conditions listed in the Staff report.
President Fitzpatrick opened the public hearing and called for a presentation by the Applicant.
Michelle Dieffenbach, Rickenbach Construction, 37734 Eagle Lane, Astoria, said she was excited to have a
public amenity in the Astoria area. The Maritime Museum looks at this property as the end of their campus. The
boat pond will create one large campus to facilitate the museum’s different functions. She was excited to have a
Astoria Planning Commission
Minutes 5-7-2019
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view of the Barbey Center from Commercial and Marine Drive. The project will open up views to the river and the
Riverwalk. She offered to answer questions.
President Fitzpatrick called for any testimony in favor of the application.
Sam Johnson, 3774 Grand Avenue, Astoria, Executive Director, Maritime Museum, said the project was his idea.
The purchase of the property was directed by the Board to preserve the quality of the view shed and provide
protection for the museum. He agreed, but was concerned about spending a fair amount of money on the
property without getting as much back as he would like. He attended a conference where he learned about radiocontrolled boat building. Teaching children to build boats would provide a good science, technology, engineering
and mathematic (STEM) education. The Staff report mentioned a building for boat rentals, but the building was
intended to provide restrooms and storage. Boats will be stored for classes that do not wish to build their own.
Using the building for rentals was just an idea he got from the South Lake Union Pond. He was not focused on
rentals. The building would be primarily used for storage.
President Fitzpatrick called for any testimony impartial or opposed to the application. Hearing none, he called for
closing comments of Staff. There were none. He closed the public hearing and called for Commission discussion
and deliberation.
Vice President Moore said he believed the application met all of the criteria and he supported the request with
the conditions recommended by Staff.
Commissioner Corcoran asked how much water the pond would hold. He was concerned about security, children
and homeless getting in the pond, and that the pond would attract nuisances.
City Manager Estes recommended the public hearing be reopened so that Mr. Johnson could respond.
President Fitzpatrick reopened the public hearing.
Mr. Johnson stated he did not know the exact cubic feet of water the pond would hold. However, the pond would
be 18 inches deep. The pond would be filled with city water or water can be pumped from the river. The pond
would be emptied and cleaned at least three times a year so the use of biocides is not necessary. Staff
recommended a dual valve system so that the pond could be emptied into either the river or into the sewer
system. As long as biocides are not used, the pond can be emptied directly into the river. He was not sure what
would happen with usage by homeless people because every city is different. They have spoken to the insurance
company about children drowning and homeless use and received no comments about their plans. He originally
intended to fence the entire property, but that would have been expensive and would look terrible. He told the
insurance company he planned to install a fence for security and they responded that they did not care about
that. He has been told that as long as there is no comfortable seating or places for people to lie down, the
homeless problem is not terrible. For seating, people will be allowed to sit along the pond edge, which is at an
angle and wide enough to put a model boat on it. The benches will be made of an artificial compound and will be
about six feet long with rounded tapered ends. People will not be able to lie down on them to go to sleep. Other
seating will have large stones placed in at odd height levels as a barrier.
Commissioner Corcoran believed Mr. Johnson had thought seriously about the potential impacts. He
recommended a lot of lighting at night.
Mr. Johnson confirmed that four pole lights would be installed along the museum property and down to the area
where the depot is located. He wanted them to match the City’s pole lights. He also intended to put in pond
lights. He was considering low-level bollard lights as well.
President Fitzpatrick called for any public testimony. Hearing none, he confirmed there were no comments from
Staff and closed the public hearing.
Vice President Moore stated he calculated the pond would hold about 55,000 gallons of water.
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Commissioner Price asked if Staff was concerned about the Finding on Page 4 of the Staff report since the
building would not be used for boat rentals. City Manager Estes replied no, Staff would only be concerned about
any materials stored outside of the building. The criterion requires outdoor storage areas to be enclosed.
President Fitzpatrick said he believed this project was a good idea. The application met all of the criteria and he
agreed with Staff’s conclusions.
Commissioner Price moved that the Astoria Planning Commission adopt the Findings and Conclusions
contained in the Staff report and approve Conditional Use CR19-03 by Michelle Rickenbach; seconded by Vice
President Moore. Motion passed unanimously.
President Fitzpatrick read the rules of appeal into the record.
Commissioner Henri returned to the dais.
ITEM 4(b):
CU19-06

Conditional Use Request (CU19-06) by Garry Vallaster to locate a short-term lodging
facility in an existing commercial building at 151 12th Street (Map T8N R9W Section 8CA,
Tax Lots 400 and 500, Block 56 ½ ) in the A-2 (Aquatic Two Development) Zone.

President Fitzpatrick asked if anyone objected to the jurisdiction of the Planning Commission to hear this matter
at this time. There were no objections. He asked if any member of the Planning Commission had any conflicts of
interest or ex parte contacts to declare.
President Fitzpatrick declared that he had a considerable history with the building, the family of the owner, the
tenant and his family. Years ago, he had discussed a similar use in another portion of the building. That morning,
he had ex parte contact with a family member of the Applicant to confirm the request was on this meeting’s
agenda. Additionally, he used to own the parking lot. He believed he could be impartial and that there was no
conflict of interest.
President Fitzpatrick asked Staff to present the Staff report.
Contract Planner Morgan reviewed the written Staff report via PowerPoint. No correspondence had been
received and Staff recommended approval of the request with the conditions listed in the Staff report.
Vice President Moore said the Development Code treats one and two room short-term lodgings like motels.
Commissioner Price noted the occupants would only have access to the rented unit and not be allowed to
wander around the offices or access the communal kitchen. Planner Morgan clarified that the unit abuts the open
office space and guests would have access to the common kitchen. However, they would not be able to access
any private spaces, like the financial advisory office.
President Fitzpatrick opened the public hearing and called for a presentation by the Applicant.
Garry Vallaster, 711 SW Alder, Portland, stated the space would be less than 400 square feet in a modest part
of the building, which is 15,000 square feet. The prior owner used the space as a place to stay overnight. He
wanted to try something different with the building since it had been vacant for a while. It is difficult finding office
users in Astoria. The space has a great view and its own bathroom. The buildings on the waterfront have
maximum flexibility and high maintenance, so it is difficult to find tenants. Multiple uses in a building make a lot of
sense. Currently, there are only restaurants and offices in the building.
Commissioner Price confirmed she understood the schematic in the Staff report. She asked if there were offices
to the right of the rental unit.
Mr. Vallaster stated the offices to the south were currently occupied, but one would come vacant soon. The west
side had a few occupied offices as well.
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President Fitzpatrick called for any testimony in favor of, impartial to, or opposed to the application. Hearing
none, he called for closing comments of Staff. There were none. He closed the public hearing and called for
Commission discussion and deliberation.
President Fitzpatrick believed the use was appropriate for the space. The request met the criteria and he did not
have any concerns or issues with the application.
Vice President Moore moved that the Astoria Planning Commission adopt the Findings and Conclusions
contained in the Staff report and approve Conditional Use CR19-06 by Garry Vallaster; seconded by
Commissioner Womack. Motion passed unanimously.
President Fitzpatrick read the rules of appeal into the record.
REPORTS OF OFFICERS/COMMISSIONERS:
President Fitzpatrick reported that he was in Pier 12 as a child when it was a marine supply. He remembered the
coils of large ship ropes and a trap door in the floor used to dislodge logs stuck in the pilings. He also reported
that he had received a façade improvement grant to improve the side of the J.C. Penny building that faces
Duane Street.
STAFF UPDATES/STATUS REPORTS:
Save the Dates
 May 22, 2019 – Public Meeting for Uniontown Reborn, 4:30 pm – 6:30 pm at the Holiday Inn Express
(204 W. Marine Drive)
 May 28, 2019 – APC and TSAC Meetings, 6:30 pm
City Manager Estes stated the open house to meet the candidates for the Community Development Director
position was on May 8th from 5:30 pm to 7:00 pm in Room 219 of Community Hall at Clatsop Community
College. The APC meeting on May 28th will include a review of the Bridge Vista B Project.
PUBLIC COMMENTS:
There were none.
ADJOURNMENT:
There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 7:16 pm.
APPROVED:
[at the 6/25/2019 APC meeting - no changes]

_______________________________________________
Community Development Director
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HISTORIC LANDMARKS COMMISSION MEETING
City Council Chambers
May 21, 2019
CALL TO ORDER – ITEM 1:
A regular meeting of the Astoria Historic Landmarks Commission (HLC) was held at the above place at the hour
of 5:15 pm.
ROLL CALL – ITEM 2:
Commissioners Present:

Michelle Dieffenbach, Jack Osterberg, Paul Caruana, Mac Burns, Ian Sisson,
and Victoria Sage.

Commissioners Excused:

Katie Rathmell

Staff Present:

City Manager Brett Estes and Contract Planner Mike Morgan. The meeting is
recorded and will be transcribed by ABC Transcription Services, Inc.

ELECTION OF OFFICERS – ITEM 3:
In accordance with Sections 1.110 and 1.115 of the Astoria Development Code, the HLC needs to elect
officers for 2019. The 2018 officers were President LJ Gunderson, Vice President Michelle Dieffenbach,
and Secretary Tiffany Taylor.
This item was continued from the January 15, 2019 meeting.
Commissioner Dieffenbach moved to elect Mac Burns as President of the HLC for 2019, seconded by
Commissioner Sisson. Motion passed 5 to 0 to 1 with Commissioner Burns abstaining.
President Burns moved to re-elect Michelle Dieffenbach as Vice President of the HLC for 2019, seconded by
Commissioner Osterberg. Motion passed 5 to 0 to 1 with Vice President Dieffenbach abstaining.
President Burns moved to re-elect Tiffany Taylor as Secretary of the HLC for 2019, seconded by Vice President
Dieffenbach. Motion passed unanimously.
APPROVAL OF MINUTES – ITEM 4:
President Burns asked if there were any changes to the minutes of January 15, 2019. There was none.
Commissioner Osterberg moved to approve the minutes of the January 15, 2019 meeting as presented,
seconded by Commissioner Caruana. Motion passed unanimously.
PUBLIC HEARINGS:
President Burns explained the procedures governing the conduct of public hearings to the audience and advised
that the substantive review criteria were listed in the Staff report.
ITEM 5(a):
NC19-02

New Construction Request (NC19-02) by Rickenbach Construction, on behalf of the Columbia
River Maritime Museum, to locate an outbuilding for storage and model boat rental at a site
adjacent to the Columbia River Maritime Museum at 2050 Marine Drive in the HR
(Hospitality/Recreation) Zone. The site is adjacent to the historic Railroad Depot building at 2042
Marine Drive.

President Burns asked if anyone objected to the jurisdiction of the HLC to hear this matter at this time. There
were no objections. President Burns asked if any member of the HLC had a conflict of interest, or any ex parte
contacts to declare.
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Vice President Dieffenbach recused herself and stepped down from the dais because she was part of the design
team for the project.
Commissioner Sisson declared that his position on the Design Review Committee could be considered ex parte
contact, but he did not feel biased in any way.
President Burns declared that he has had contact with the museum, but he had not discussed this project with
any of the staff. He believed he could be unbiased.
President Burns requested a presentation of the Staff report.
City Manager Estes presented the Staff report and recommended approval with conditions.
President Burns opened public testimony for the hearing and asked for the Applicant’s presentation.
Jared Rickenbach, 37734 Eagle Lane, Astoria, Rickenbach Construction, said that since the North Coast Auto
building came down, coming around the corner is a wonderful opening to the gateway of Astoria. Many people
were able to see the Barbey Center from that direction for the first time in 50 or 60 years. He appreciated Staff’s
work putting together the Staff report.
President Burns called for any presentations by persons in favor of, impartial to or against the application. Seeing
none, he called for closing remarks of Staff. There were none. He closed the public testimony portion of the
hearing and called for Commission discussion and deliberation.
Commissioner Sisson said he did not believe the storage building would complement the Barbey Center building
as much as he would like. However, he understood it was a utilitarian building that would be located at a low
elevation surrounded by landscaping. The building would likely disappear into the site and would not draw
attention away from the Barbey Center. Additionally, he believed the project met all of the applicable criteria.
Commissioner Caruana stated he believed the pitch of the building was too utilitarian, considering its proximity to
the Barbey Center. However, the scale of the building seemed appropriate. The Applicants could have done
more to complement what the site was, possibly by installing timbers that were reminiscent of the waiting area.
Commissioner Sage confirmed with Staff that the building would be built on site and was not a prefabricated
structure.
Commissioner Osterberg said he agreed with the findings in the Staff report. The building is appropriate, and he
did not believe it needed to replicate any specific design elements of the Barbey Center. Additionally, its location
away from the Barbey Center is helpful.
President Burns stated he had great faith in Rickenbach Construction because all of their work was excellent.
When he saw the historic pictures of the train depot waiting area, he had hoped the project would echo the
wooden structure. However, he believed the project met the criteria.
Commissioner Osterberg moved that the Historic Landmarks Commission (HLC) adopt the Findings and
Conclusions contained in the Staff report and approve New Construction NC19-02 by Rickenbach Construction,
seconded by Commissioner Sisson. Motion passed unanimously.
President Burns read the rules of appeal into the record.
Vice President Dieffenbach returned to the dais.
ITEM 5(b):
MR19-02

Miscellaneous Review Request (MR19-02) by Ron Neva to paint a series of wall graphics on the
columns associated with the east-facing elevation of an existing commercial building at 1335
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Marine in the C-4 (Central Commercial) Zone. The site is adjacent to the historic GimreSvenson building at 229-239 14th Street and is located in the Downtown Historic District.
President Burns asked if anyone objected to the jurisdiction of the HLC to hear this matter at this time. There
were no objections. President Burns asked if any member of the HLC had a conflict of interest, or any ex parte
contacts to declare.
President Burns declared that he drives by the site daily but that has not affected his unbiased opinion of the
project.
President Burns requested a presentation of the Staff report.
City Manager Estes presented the Staff report via Power Point and recommended approval with conditions. No
correspondence has been received.
President Burns opened public testimony for the hearing and confirmed that the Applicant did not wish to make a
presentation. He called for any presentations by persons in favor of, impartial to or against the application.
Seeing none, he called for closing remarks of Staff. There were none. He closed the public testimony portion of
the hearing and called for Commission discussion and deliberation.
Vice President Dieffenbach said she believed the colors, size, and graphics were appropriate. The location was
appropriate as well, since the building was not designated as historic.
Commissioner Caruana stated he was surprised to see the graphics presented for approval. A lot of work was
done to the building and he did not recall reviewing those changes. City Manager Estes explained the building is
not designated as historic and Astoria does not require an architectural review of non-contributing historic
properties. Additionally, exterior alterations of non-historic buildings are not reviewed by the HLC. However, wall
graphics adjacent to historic properties are reviewed by the HLC, per City Code.
Commissioner Caruana said that in the context of everything else that had been done to the building, he did not
have a problem with the signs.
Commissioner Sage stated the building would benefit from the pictures. She did not know enough about Native
American art to speak to the relevance of the tribes from the area. It would have been nice to see a letter
submitted with the application showing someone from the Chinook Nation had reviewed the graphics for
historical accuracy.
Commissioner Osterberg said he agreed with the Staff report. The Staff report included findings stating the
graphics would be buffered by several elements, but he did not believe the graphics needed to be buffered
because they did not seem objectionable. He did not believe the HLC should review the content of signage and
wall graphics, but he did believe this project met the criteria.
Commissioner Sisson believed the graphics would not add any additional distractions from historic buildings
adjacent to the property. The area has needed some activation and vibrancy. He did not see any reason to deny
the request.
President Burns said the graphics could always be reversed if ownership changed. He believed the project met
the criteria.
Commissioner Osterberg moved that the Historic Landmarks Commission (HLC) adopt the Findings and
Conclusions contained in the Staff report and approve Miscellaneous Review MR19-02 by Ron Neva, seconded
by Commissioner Sage. Motion passed unanimously.
President Burns read the rules of appeal into the record.
ITEM 5(c):
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MR19-03

Miscellaneous Review Request (MR19-03) by the Astoria Downtown Historic District Association
(ADHDA) to commission and install professionally painted murals on the walls of buildings on
the 13th Street Alley between Duane and Commercial Streets. The murals would be between
two commercial buildings in the C-4 (Central Commercial) Zone. This site is located within the
Downtown Historic District.

President Burns asked if anyone objected to the jurisdiction of the HLC to hear this matter at this time. There
were no objections. President Burns asked if any member of the HLC had a conflict of interest, or any ex parte
contacts to declare.
President Burns declared that his organization is a member of the ADHDA, but he had not discussed this request
in any way. He believed he could be completely unbiased.
Commissioner Sage declared that she had walked through the alley several times, but she could remain
unbiased.
President Burns requested a presentation of the Staff report.
Planner Morgan presented the Staff report, noting a couple criteria were missing from the Staff report, but the
Applicant did address all the criteria in the application. The missing criteria regarded the impacts on surrounding
historic structures and sites, and on surrounding buildings, views, and vistas, and should be included as part of
the findings. Staff recommended approval with conditions. No correspondence has been received
Commissioner Sage asked how Staff would enforce Condition of Approval 3, which requires the Applicant to
take into account that images that may be hazardous to visually impaired persons. Planner Morgan said the
Public Works Department is concerned about anything painted on the sidewalk that could cause someone to trip.
The Applicant could address this further.
Vice President Dieffenbach asked if the graphic would be the same on both sides. City Manager Estes replied
that the Applicant would present a model.
President Burns opened public testimony for the hearing and asked for the Applicant’s presentation.
Sarah Lu Heath, Executive Director, ADHDA, P.O. Box 261, Astoria, said the ADHDA had been working on the
project in earnest for about 18 months. First, they worked on the budget with grant partners and individual
financial contributors. Then, the ADHDA sent out RFPs and received seven from Oregon and Washington. The
review panel included herself, building owners, a representative from Astoria Visual Arts, and a gallery owner.
The panel chose three finalists, who were given a stipend to provide more detailed renderings of their proposals.
The renderings were reviewed by the panel and public feedback on them was also collected. The public and the
panel made the same choice and commissioned the project to Andie Sterling. She presented a model and said
the colors would be unique to each wall but would be complementary. The ADHDA is currently pursuing a rightof-way permit for the sidewalk. ADA standards for visuals pertain to reflectiveness and pattern. Nothing would be
put down that would trick the eye or create tripping hazards.
Commissioner Osterberg asked if the work would include a graffiti-proof coating.
Ms. Heath answered yes; a clear graffiti resistant finish would be applied up to a height of eight feet. If there is
graffiti, it can be cleaned up and the clear coat reapplied.
President Burns asked how long the art would last before maintenance was necessary.
Ms. Heath said Darren Orange will help with the primers and do mold and mildew removal. The ADHDA is
working with the property owners to ensure a lifespan of about 10 years.
Andie Sterling, 922 Denver Place, Astoria, added she would use professional exterior latex paint.
Commissioner Sisson asked if the Applicants anticipated any additions or alterations to the mural in the future.
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Ms. Heath said not at this time. The ADHDA has discussed additions, but those would be done under separate
permits.
Vice President Dieffenbach asked if the cobblestone ground cover, mentioned in the artist’s presentation, would
be done in the future.
Ms. Heath responded that was completely hypothetical.
President Burns called for any presentations by persons in favor of, impartial to or against the application. Seeing
none, he called for closing remarks of Staff. There were none. He closed the public testimony portion of the
hearing and called for Commission discussion and deliberation.
Commissioner Caruana said he believed the mural would be a nice addition.
Vice President Dieffenbach believed the mural would be very appropriate and would add to the alley. She hoped
the artistic work would create a nicer place that encourages better activities in the alley.
Commissioner Sage stated she liked the undulating aspect of the project, creating motion and moving people
through the alley. She was concerned about the design causing problems for vision impaired people, but those
people could choose not to go down the alley if it affected them.
Commissioner Osterberg agreed that the graphic was well done and would benefit the area. The white
background prevents the space from seeming darker than it already is and the illumination will create an
attractive place to be. The mural will draw people to the site.
Commissioner Sisson said he believed the project would be a great addition to downtown. He commended the
ADHDA for the process they took.
President Burns stated he supported the project as well. He noted that during the Astoria Bicentennial, Michael
Foster led a brief effort to try to do something in the alley, so he was glad someone else made it happen. He
looked to see it completed.
Vice President Dieffenbach moved that the Historic Landmarks Commission (HLC) adopt the Findings and
Conclusions contained in the Staff report, and incorporating the missing Findings regarding the criteria required
in Development Code Sections 8.080.E.3C(b) and 8.080.E.3C(c), as requested by Staff, and approve
Miscellaneous Review MR19-03 by Astoria Downtown Historic District Association (ADHDA), seconded by
Commissioner Caruana. Motion passed unanimously.
President Burns read the rules of appeal into the record.
President Burns called for a recess at 6:07 pm. The meeting reconvened at 6:12 pm.
President Burns explained that the public hearings for Items 5 (d) and (e) would be conducted together, as they
were both part of the same project.
ITEM 5(d):
DM19-01

Demolition Request (DM19-01) by Tim Janchar to demolish an existing garage at 1440 Irving
Avenue in the R-3 (High Density Residential) Zone. The garage structure is designated as
historic in the Shivley-McClure National Register Historic District and is associated with the
single-family dwelling at 828 14th Street.

ITEM 5(e):
NC19-01

New Construction Request (NC19-01) by Tim Janchar to reconstruct the existing garage at 1440
Irving Avenue associated with a single-family dwelling at 828 14th Street in the R-3 (High
Density Residential) Zone. The site is adjacent to structures designated as historic in the
Shivley-McClure National Register Historic District.
Historic Landmarks Commission
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President Burns asked if anyone objected to the jurisdiction of the HLC to hear these matters at this time. There
were no objections. President Burns asked if any member of the HLC had a conflict of interest, or any ex parte
contacts to declare.
Vice President Dieffenbach declared that she drove by the site and saw that the structure was in bad condition.
Commissioner Osterberg declared he had also been by the site and had seen the appearance of the building
had changed since the last hearing. He had also noted the relationship of the building to its surroundings.
Commissioner Caruana declared he had been by the property the first time this was brought to the HLC’s
attention and more recently. It looked like there had been efforts to expose the building and salvage it. At the
previous meeting, he had mentioned he was willing to stop by and look at the building. The Applicant had called
him, and they spoke on the phone, but he was not able to look at the building and the property was not
discussed over the phone. None of this would affect his decision.
President Burns declared he drove past the site the last time this was discussed, but he had not driven past it
since. This would not bias his opinion.
President Burns requested a presentation of the Staff reports.
City Manager Estes presented the Staff reports and recommended approval with conditions. No correspondence
has been received.
President Burns confirmed with Staff that the last application had been withdrawn by the Applicant. He asked if
Commissioners could reference conversations from the previous hearing. City Manager Estes explained that
everything discussed at the last hearing was on record, but no official decision was ever made. He encouraged
the Commission to focus on what has been presented as part of the current application.
Commissioner Sisson asked what year the Oregon Inventory of Historic Properties Historic Resource Survey
Form for the garage was created. He also wanted to know if the fence was attached to the structure. City
Manager Estes said the form was recorded by John Goodenberger on March 4, 2002 and the photograph would
have been taken at around the same time as part of the inventory process. The fence abuts the structure but he
did not know if they were connected.
Commissioner Osterberg believed the finding at the top of Page 6 of the Staff report for DM19-01 should either
state that the section does not apply or that the criteria had been met, but not both. The two conclusions seem to
be separate findings. If the section does not apply, there is no need for the finding that the criteria have been
met. He asked how Staff determined that the building would be located on the same site when the Applicant has
proposed to move the building 16 inches to the east. City Manager Estes explained that the definition of moved
in the Code referred to relocating the building to another parcel. In that situation, the criteria would not be
applicable. In this case, the building will be moved on the same site to address building codes. Staff can adjust
the language in the Staff report to clarify.
President Burns opened public testimony for the hearing and asked for the Applicant’s presentation.
Tim Janchar, 828 14th Street, Astoria, said his plan was to deconstruct and then reconstruct the building, keeping
the architectural and historical context intact and make the building safe and usable.
Vice President Dieffenbach asked if the siding above the double doors that faced the street was part of the
doors.
Kris Haefeker, 687 12th Street, Astoria, said the building has experienced quite a bit of damage. The building
does not have a foundation and has shifted over time. Additionally, as the building settled, the gutters stopped
draining properly. He started by removing the roof and would take the siding off to analyze all of the components
to see what could be salvaged and reused. The opening for the garage was originally much shorter than the
doors currently on the garage, which was evident on the photograph of the interior. The existing doors are a
couple of feet taller than the original doors. He did not have a lot of data on the size of the original opening. He
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wanted to preserve the existing opening size, fabricate new doors, and have a three-on-three lite configuration
that matches the smaller windows on the building. The building provides minimal opportunities for light, so
gaining some light would benefit the users of the building.
President Burns understood the Applicant had already removed the roof and asked if demolition had already
begun.
Mr. Haefeker explained that after talking with City Manager Estes, the roof was removed during a window of
good weather.
City Manager Estes added that the Applicants were given permission to remove shingle material, which Staff did
not consider demolition.
Mr. Haefeker said he wanted to reproduce the existing siding on the new building, use the original roof material,
which is cedar shingles, install a metal ridge cap, and replace the gutters with the original profile. He presented a
sample of the guttering at the dais. He explained copper would be used because copper can be soldered, and he
planned to miter the corners. The main changes would be on the north side of the building. A new window and
door configuration would include the addition of large windows flanking the door that is centered on the building.
He was not sure if the existing door was original. He believed the transom window above the door should have a
single lite instead of being divided.
Commissioner Osterberg asked what method would be used to shift the building to the east.
Mr. Haefeker explained that the entire building would be disassembled. A perimeter foundation would then be
poured for the new building 16 inches from the original location.
Commissioner Caruana asked if the pitch on the new building would be steeper than the existing building.
Mr. Haefeker confirmed the pitch would match the existing the building.
Commissioner Caruana asked if all the light fixtures on the building could be restored.
Mr. Haefeker stated he would assess each light fixture as they are removed from the building. He hoped they
were all in good shape. If some of the components were in bad shape, he would build new ones using as many
of the original components as possible or hire someone to refabricate the steel.
Commissioner Caruana said he had seen the level of decay and asked if there was enough salvageable siding
to cover the entire south façade.
Mr. Haefeker said that if he had enough reusable siding, he would prefer to use it on one of the larger walls.
However, he could cover the south wall if that is what the Commission wanted.
Commissioner Caruana suggested some of the original siding also be milled into corner boards if possible, so
that as much of the south wall as possible was original. He wanted people to be able to touch the original
materials as they walk by on the sidewalk. He was less concerned about the rest of the building.
Mr. Haefeker noted that he was responding the community. Feedback indicated there is a lot of attachment to
the structure. Many of the boards on the south side are short and it would be nice to redo the front with longer
boards to eliminate the joints.
Commissioner Caruana stated he could get behind the project if everything on the south wall was original,
including the corner boards and casings on doors and windows. He understood the windows and doors would be
new.
Mr. Haefeker said the face of the mulleins net a full inch, which complement the garage. Normally, the mulleins
are thin. The vertical triple panel below the lights would look nice. The doors would be fabricated in cedar, which
could be painted.
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Vice President Dieffenbach noted that no corner trim was shown in the drawings.
Mr. Haefeker clarified that the trim was noted on Page 7, but was not included in the drawing.
Vice President Dieffenbach said it was critical that the corner trim and window trim match the existing trims in
size and dimension. The Staff report states this was the plan, but it did not show up in the drawings.
Mr. Haefeker asked the Commission to discuss the large windows on the north side, centering the door, and
changing the transom window to a single lite. There is not a lot of light coming in on the sides and it would be
nice to have as much light as possible.
Commissioner Sisson confirmed with Mr. Haefeker that the north side of the building was not visible from any
point.
Mr. Haefeker said a window would be added on the west side.
President Burns confirmed with Mr. Haefeker that the proposed new construction height was the same as the
current building height.
Vice President Dieffenbach said the south elevation was the most critical. The new doors look completely
different.
Mr. Haefeker explained that the inset vertical panels were original and can be seen on Page 11. The plywood
had been added to help stiffen the doors.
Commissioner Sisson added that in the photograph, it appears as if the door was unpainted. He asked if there
were any signs of paint on the door.
Mr. Haefeker said the interior of the door looked similar to the photograph. He did not have a lot of accurate
historical information.
President Burns asked where Mr. Haefeker searched for historical information.
Mr. Haefeker stated John Goodenberger did the research.
Commissioner Sisson asked if the door originally on the east elevation would be included in the reconstruction.
Mr. Haefeker said the door would be omitted. The original door was to access the fireplace or stove. The
chimney would not be reconstructed either.
City Manager Estes noted that the diagram showing the front setbacks, included in the Staff report for NC19-01,
needed some clarifications that would be made in the final version of the Staff report.
Mr. Haefeker stated the picket fence was not original. A lot of alterations had been done to the property that
coincide with the neighboring property, the ball fields. A concrete wall was installed before the cedar trees were
very large. Then, the chain linked fence was brought around the property. He assumed this was to prevent
baseballs in the house. He was not clear why the larger posts were installed on the property. It would be nice to
install a wooden fence on top of the concrete wall and run it around to the other corner for continuity. He did not
want two different fence motifs. A trash can screening could be incorporated into the new fence.
Commissioner Caruana asked where the concrete wall was in relation to the existing fence.
Commissioner Sisson said that was included in the memorandum.
Mr. Haefeker explained that the top photograph was taken from the ballpark on the north side looking west.
Commissioner Caruana said he wished the photograph included the east side of the building.
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Mr. Haefeker added that the concrete wall extends almost all the way to the incline underneath the first cedar
tree. When the cedar trees are pruned the fence will be more visible. Because of the terrain, the fence would
stop and continue across the top of the wall parallel to the building. Since the building is being moved 16 inches
and the driveway is at the corner of the lot, the fence would terminate before the sidewalk.
President Burns called for any presentations by persons in favor of the application.
Curt Englund, 1336 Irving, Astoria, said this was the first house he made payments on and it was where his kids
grew up. He was glad to see the Applicants were putting in the effort to rebuild the property and keep the
character. He supported the project. Going the extra effort adds extra costs, so he encouraged the HLC to
remain flexible on some of the requests.
Rachel Jensen, Director, Lower Columbia Preservation Society (LCPS), P.O. Box 1334, Astoria, said LCPS
supports the project. However, she was concerned about the new door. Adding a row of lites throws off the
proportions and makes it look more like a carriage house. The historical use of the property is an automotive
garage, so it should stay with a more automotive garage door.
President Burns called for any presentations by persons impartial to or against the application. Seeing none, he
called for rebuttal testimony from the Applicant.
Mr. Haefeker stated he wanted a clear definition of a garage door and a carriage house door. The era of the
house was a transitional era.
President Burns called for closing remarks from Staff. There were none. He closed the public testimony portion
of the hearing and called for Commission discussion and deliberation.
Commissioner Caruana said he was fine with the fence as proposed by the Applicant because it seemed
sensible. He was also fine with moving the building 16 inches because it would remain within the same proximity
to the sidewalk. However, he wanted every piece of wood possible reused on the south face. The doors look like
firehouse doors and no one knew if they looked anything like the original doors. The panels might have been
installed in the 1970s. He supported the project. It will be a big deal to take down this building, but it needs to be
done. If every effort is made to salvage and reuse the original materials on the new building, that would go a long
way.
President Burns agreed that the south side was the most important and should be recreated with as many
original materials as possible. The east side is the second most important.
City Manager Estes asked the Commissioners to comment on the proposal to change the transom window
above the door to a window with no divided lites.
Commissioner Sisson and Commissioner Caruana agreed that leeway could be given to changes made on the
north side because that side is not visible. The single lite would be fine because it would mirror the door.
City Manager Estes asked the Commission to comment on the proposed garage doors on the south side and
noted that the City did not have definitions for automotive garage or carriage house.
Commissioner Caruana said he was fine with the proposal since the doors are an accessory and could be
changed later.
President Burns stated his office is in a carriage house. This structure is more of a garage than a carriage
house. He believed the doors should fit into the existing frame. However, he was not bothered by the proposed
doors.
Commissioner Sisson liked the balance in the existing elevation better than what had been proposed. However,
that was not enough for him to say the proposed doors should not be allowed.
Commissioner Caruana liked that the windows in the existing doors align with the windows on the building.
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President Burns reopened the public hearing and called for comments from the Applicant.
Mr. Haefeker stated he would like to define a carriage house and a garage door. He has experience building
doors. The mulleins are either thinner or thicker and either elongated or shorter. He asked the Commission to
imagine triple panels that are slightly elongated and an additional lite to match the existing. He showed the
Commissioners a photograph on his cell phone of the interior side of the original doors.
City Manager Estes noted the photograph would need to be provided to Staff in hard copy so it could be added to
the record. The photograph was made available to everyone in the audience.
Commissioner Sisson said it looked as if the door opening was enlarged at some point and the doors were
extended to match the height of the new opening. The top of the garage doors would have aligned with the
windows next to them on the south elevation. Bringing the door frame down to the size of the doors would be a
significant change from the proposal and he was not suggesting the Commission require that be done.
Vice President Dieffenbach asked how tall the existing doors were and how tall the proposed doors would be.
Mr. Haefeker stated the existing doors were 10 feet and the new doors would be built to the same height. The
planks would be replaced with a lite.
President Burns called for any testimony in favor of, impartial or opposed to the application. Hearing none, he
closed the public hearing.
Commissioner Osterberg said he agreed with Staff that Criteria 4 applied to buildings being moved to new sites.
He was in favor of the proposals and agreed with Staff’s findings. The Applicant has provided a persuasive
argument in favor of his vision for the replication, restoration, and new construction. Careful thought and good
attention has been given to the needs of the site and the historic preservation of the building.
Commissioner Sage stated she was happy with the efforts made by the Applicant, and that the Applicant was
planning to use as much of the original material as possible. She wanted to see those materials on the streetfacing side.
Commissioner Caruana added that he liked the height of the existing doors because the awkwardness is part of
the charm of the building.
Vice President Dieffenbach said making the doors shorter would look funny. She was fine with adding a third row
of windows. Staff has recommended that all wood be painted but the Applicant had stated he did not want to
paint the cedar doors. She believed either would look fine.
President Burns believed that decision should be left up to Staff.
City Manager Estes noted that Staff does not consider stain to be a type of paint.
Commissioner Sisson believed the proposal was nice. No shortcuts are being taken to reconstruct the historic
structure. He admired the attention to detail and believed the end result would be good. The height of the existing
door is good and there would be no reason to bring the top of the door down. The proportion with the windows is
better the way it is rather than adding a lite, but the reason for adding the lite is a perfectly good reason. He
wanted the Applicant to have the flexibility to make the decision on whether or not to paint the door, but the rest
of the materials should be painted.
President Burns said he liked the existing height of the door frame and wanted doors the same size. He believed
the proposals met the criteria.
City Manager Estes confirmed that the Commission wanted to strike Condition 3 from DM19-01.
Commissioner Caruana moved that the Historic Landmarks Commission (HLC) adopt the Findings and
Conclusions contained in the Staff report and approve Demolition Request DM19-01 by Tim Janchar, with the
following changes:
Historic Landmarks Commission
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 Delete Condition 3
 State that the criteria addressed in Item 4 is not applicable. [2:28:35]
The motion was seconded by Commissioner Osterberg and passed unanimously.
President Burns read the rules of appeal into the record.
City Manager Estes asked the Commission to provide a consensus on several aspects of the proposal for NC1901. After some discussion, he confirmed that the Commission wanted to add the following conditions:
 Require the use of recycled materials on the east façade.
 Support the proposal to install a transom with no divided lite above the north door.
 Specify paint materials.
 He also confirmed that the Commission did not want to add a condition regarding a fence and they
supported the proposal for the garage doors.
Commissioner Caruana moved that the Historic Landmarks Commission (HLC) adopt the Findings and
Conclusions contained in the Staff report and approve New Construction Request NC19-01 by Tim Janchar, with
the following changes:
 Amend Condition/Item 3 by adding “The new garage doors will be to the discretion of the Applicant whether
to paint or to stain.”
 Add Condition 6, which would identify that the north facing entry door would have a single lite over it versus
the divided lite as shown in the application.
 Add Condition 7 requiring the Applicant to use all salvaged materials on the south side of the building,
including the siding and casings, until the salvaged material runs out, and it is encouraged that the Applicant
continue using it in other places as long as there are materials to do so.
 Ensure the Findings reference the update to the front yard setback diagrams and correct Staff errors
regarding the building setbacks. [2:39:58]
The motion was seconded by Vice President Dieffenbach and passed unanimously.
President Burns read the rules of appeal into the record.
REPORTS OF OFFICERS – ITEM 6:
There were no reports.
STAFF UPDATES – ITEM 7:
Save the Dates:
 Wednesday, May 22, 2019 4:30 pm to 6:30 pm – Public meeting for Uniontown Reborn at the Holiday
Inn Express (204 W. Marine Dr.)
 Tuesday, June 18th at 5:15 pm – HLC meeting
PUBLIC COMMENTS – ITEM 8:
There were none.
ADJOURNMENT:
There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 7:58 p.m.
APPROVED:
[at the 7/16/2019 HLC meeting - no changes]

_______________________________________________
Community Development Director
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ASTORIA TRAFFIC SAFETY ADVISORY COMMITTEE
Astoria City Hall
May 28, 2019
CALL TO ORDER:
President Fitzpatrick called the meeting to order at 6:29 pm.
ROLL CALL:
Commissioners Present:

President Sean Fitzpatrick, Vice President Daryl Moore, Patrick Corcoran, Cindy
Price, Chris Womack, and Brookley Henri.

Commissioners Excused:

Commissioner Cameron-Lattek

Staff Present:

City Manager Estes, Planner Mike Morgan, City Engineer Cindy Moore, Police
and Sergeant Brian Aydt. The meeting is recorded and will be transcribed by
ABC Transcription Services, Inc.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES:
Commissioner Henri moved that the Traffic Safety Committee approve the minutes of January 29, 2019 as
presented, seconded by Vice-President Moore. Motion passed unanimously.
PROJECT UPDATES:
There were none.
NEW BUSINESS:
There were none.
REPORTS OF OFFICERS/COMMISSIONERS:
There were none.
PUBLIC COMMENT:
Fred White, 2011 Irving Avenue, Astoria, said when he moved to Astoria 22 years ago he began to have
concerns about excessive speeding on Irving Avenue. Former Commissioner Doug Thompson had suggested
he come to the Traffic Safety Committee and he did several times. He thanked the Police Department for their
recent uptick in the number of controls in the area of 20th and Irving. The speeding has gotten really bad recently.
Past Committees usually dismissed concerns and claimed that 30 or 40 speeders going faster than 35 mph on
his street was all in his head and not an issue because of basic speed laws in the state. A former mayor
dismissed any kind of traffic enforcement because he did not want to Astoria to get a reputation similar to
Gearhart or Clatskanie. He hoped the Police would continue to patrol on Irving because it was making a
difference.
City Manager Estes clarified that the TSC does not have any jurisdiction over the Police Department or their
enforcement.
Mr. White said there was a movement in Oregon, Washington, and California to go to full year daylight savings
time. This is a traffic safety issue. In 1979, the Carter Administration had daylight savings time go to the end of
the year and it resulted in multiple deaths of school age children who were waiting for their school busses. It
would be short sighted for the State to go to daylight savings time year-round. It would be depressing to have it
dark at 9:00 am every morning for months and it is a safety issue for children. He asked the Committee to
consider convincing City Council to make a statement against it.
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Traffic Safety Advisory Committee
May 28, 2019

STAFF/STATUS REPORTS:
Sergeant Aydt said a speed board is located down the road from Mr. White and monitoring speeds. The Police
Department is trying to determine the peak times for high speeds so they can adjust patrol times in the area
accordingly. Currently, speeding problems were occurring in the morning.
Save the Date
 Tuesday, July 23, 2019 – Traffic Safety Committee Meeting
ADJOURNMENT:
There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned to convene the Planning Commission meeting at
6:36 pm.
APPROVED:
[at the 7/23/2019 TSAC meeting - no changes]

_______________________________________________
Community Development Director
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Traffic Safety Advisory Committee
May 28, 2019

DATE:

SEPTEMBER 20, 2019

TO:

MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL

FROM:

BRETT ESTES, CITY MANAGER

SUBJECT:

LIQUOR LICENSE APPLICATION FROM VESTA HOSPITALITY LLC
DOING BUSINESS AS CANNERY PIER HOTEL, LOCATED AT #10
BASIN STREET, AS LIMITED ON-PREMISES AND OFF-PREMISES
COMMERCIAL SALES LICENSE (FINANCE)

DISCUSSION/ANALYSIS
A liquor license application has been filed by Vesta Hospitality LLC, doing business as
Cannery Pier Hotel.
This application is a Limited on-premises and off-premises Sales License.
The Limited on-premises Sales license allows the following:







May sell and serve malt beverages, wine, and cider for consumption on the
licensed premises.
May sell malt beverages in a container holding seven or more gallons (“keg”)
directly to consumers for consumption off the licensed premises. A “keg” is
defined in ORS 471.478(4). If sell kegs must follow OAR 845-006-0441 (keg
tag).
May sell malt beverages, wine, and cider to individuals in a securely covered
container (“growler”) for consumption off the licensed premises (the container
may not hold more than 2 gallons).
Eligible to apply to get pre-approved to cater some events off of the licensed
premises (events that are small, usually closed to the general public, and
where food service is the primary activity).
Eligible to apply for a “special event” license

The Off-premises Sales license allows the following.





May sell factory-sealed containers of malt beverages, wine, and cider at retail
to individuals in Oregon for consumption off the licensed premises.
A factory-sealed container of malt beverages may not hold more than 2 ¼
gallons.
May sell malt beverages, wine, and cider to individuals in a securely covered
container (“growler”) for consumption off the licensed premises (the container
may not hold more than 2 gallons)
Eligible to apply to get pre-approval to provide sample tastings of malt
beverages, wine, and cider for consumption on the premises.
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The license comes with the privilege to make next-day delivery of malt
beverages, wine, and cider directly to an Oregon resident. Note: must follow
OAR 845-006-0392 and 845-006-0396.
To make same-day delivery of malt beverages, wine, and cider directly to an
Oregon resident the licensee must apply and received OLCC prior approval.
Note: must follow OAR 845-006-0392 and 845-006-0396.

The site is located at #10 Basin, Astoria. The application will be considered at the
September 30, 2019 meeting. A copy of the application is attached.
The appropriate Departments have reviewed the application. The Astoria Police
Department has prepared the attached memorandum for Council’s review. No
objections to approval were noted.
RECOMMENDATION
It is recommended that City Council consider this application.

By:
Susan Brooks, Director of Finance
and Administrative Services
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DATE:

September 30, 2019

TO:

MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL

FROM:

BRETT ESTES, CITY MANAGER

SUBJECT: LIQUOR LICENSE APPLICATION FROM FORT GEORGE BREWERY &
PUBLIC HOUSE DOING BUSINESS AS FORT GEORGE BREWERY &
PUBLIC HOUSE LOCATED AT 70 W. MARINE DRIVE, ASTORIA, AS
WHOLESALE MALT BEVERAGE & WINE SALES LICENSE (FINANCE)
DISCUSSION/ANALYSIS
A liquor license application has been filed by Fort George Brewery & Public House
doing business as Fort George Brewery & Public House. This application is a
Wholesale Malt Beverage & Wine Sales License.
The Wholesale Malt Beverage & Wine Sales license allows the following:
•
•
•
•

•

•
•

May store, import, export, and sell malt beverages, wine, and cider at
wholesale to Oregon retail licensees.
At the licensed premises, may sell wine and cider in quantities not less than
four gallons or more than 55 gallons at any one time to individuals for
consumption off the licensed premises.
At the licensed premises, may sell malt beverages of not more than 9%
alcohol by volume in quantities not less than four gallons to individuals for
consumption off the licensed premises.
At the licensed premises, may sell malt beverages in a container holding
seven or more gallons (“keg”) directly to consumers for consumption off the
licensed premises. A “keg” is defined in ORS 471.478(4). If sell kegs must
follow OAR 845-006-0441 (keg tag).
Not eligible to ship or deliver malt beverages, wine, or cider directly to
individuals (non-licensees of the OLCC) in Oregon (the individuals must take
delivery of the malt beverage, wine, or cider at the WMBW licensed
premises).
Not eligible to obtain any type of “special event” license.
Must obtain an OLCC privilege tax bond.

The site is located at 70 W Marine Drive, Astoria. The application will be considered at
the September 30, 2019, meeting. A copy of the application is attached.
The appropriate Departments have reviewed the application. The Astoria Police
Department has prepared the attached memorandum for Council’s review. No
objections to approval were noted.
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RECOMMENDATION
It is recommended that City Council consider this application.

By:
Susan Brooks, Director of Finance
and Administrative Services

93

94

95

96

97

98

99

DATE:

SEPTEMBER 30, 2019

TO:

MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL

FROM:

BRETT ESTES, CITY MANAGER

SUBJECT:

AGREEMENT BETWEEN SUNSET EMPIRE PARK AND
RECREATION DISTRICT AND THE CITY OF ASTORIA

DISCUSSION
The Sunset Empire Park and Recreation District will be closing the Sunset Pool from
October 20, 2019 – November 25. 2019 for maintenance repair and renovation projects.
Due to the duration of this project, Sunset Empire Park and Recreation District seeks to
provide an alternative facility to its members for aquatic and fitness use.
Sunset Empire Park and Recreation District has contacted the City of Astoria’s Parks
and Recreation Department to partner in providing services to the preregistered
members of Sunset Empire Park and Recreation District during this timeframe.
A Pool Use Agreement has been drafted and provides preregistered members of
Sunset Empire Park and Recreation District permission to utilize the Astoria Aquatic
Center without charge for the facility’s “drop-in” programs. In return, the Sunset Empire
Park and Recreation District will pay the City of Astoria the full admission cost for each
service rendered.
City Attorney Henningsgaard has reviewed and approved the Agreement as to form and
the Parks and Recreation Advisory Board has reviewed and recommends City Council
approve the Agreement.
RECOMMENDATION
Due to the positive financial impact to the Parks and Recreation Department it is
recommended that City Council approve the Pool Use Agreement with the Sunset
Empire Park and Recreation District.

By: ____________________________________
Tim Williams, Parks and Recreation Director
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Pool Use Agreement
This Pool Use Agreement (this “Agreement”), dated as of
, 2019
(October 20, 2019 to November 25, 2019), is by and between City of Astoria, Oregon (the “City”) and The
Sunset Empire Park & Recreation District dated (the “SEPRD”).
The City operates and maintains a public swimming pool facility (the “Facility”) and charges fees
for the use of the Facility. The SEPRD wishes to provide access for its members and residents for South
Clatsop County during the time that the SEPRD facilities will be unavailable for usage, due to a
construction project. SEPRD will be paying usage fees during the time that the Sunset Pool will be
shutdown, expected to be between 5 to 6 weeks. The City is willing to allow the SEPRD to pay the fees
for those residents’ use of the Facility.
NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual covenants and agreements hereinafter set
forth and for other good and valuable consideration, the receipt and sufficiency of which are hereby
acknowledged, the City and the SEPRD (hereinafter, collectively, the “Parties”, or each, individually, a
“Party”) agree as follows:
1.

Pool & Fitness Center Use Program. The pool use program described below (the “Program”) will
be available to “Pre-Registered Members” from SEPRD. For purposes of this agreement, PreRegistered Members are persons from the SEPRD Membership who have communicated,
using the mechanism designed by SEPRD, that they would like to continue their membership
and swimming opportunity with the City of Astoria during the time of SEPRD pool closure. The
Program will operate as follows:
A.

B.

C.

The Facility will allow a Pre-Registered Member admission to the Facility without charge for
any of the following options:
a. Astoria Aquatic Center’s standard “Drop-In” swimming
b. Astoria Aquatic Center’s standard “Lap-Swim” swimming
c. Astoria Aquatic Center’s standard “Family Swim” swimming
d. Astoria Aquatic Center’s standard “Water Aerobics” swimming
e. Astoria Fitness Center’s standard “Drop-In” use
While this Agreement is in effect, the City will bill the SEPRD for, and the SEPRD will pay, the
amount such Qualified Users would have otherwise been charged for their Covered Swimming
and Fitness Center use. The City will not charge the District more than the published rates
charged to the general public for Covered Swimming and fitness activities. If the City increases
its published rates, it must provide the SEPRD written notice of such change at least 30 days
before the City can begin charging the SEPRD at the increased rates.
SEPRD shall provide the Astoria Aquatic Center with the names of all Pre-Registered Members
entitled to admission pursuant to this agreement. Before permitting any person
to engage in any of the activities listed under “A”, the facility will ensure that the person is a
“pre-registered” member by checking an Oregon Driver’s license or other government issued
identification.
1
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D.

The Program will follow the Astoria Aquatic Center’s normal business hours and will not
interfere with designated swim times for other groups or organizations.

E.

The Program will not cover, and the Trust will not pay for, swim lessons, private swim
lessons, private parties, monthly passes, punch cards, food, drink or merchandise sold by
the Astoria Aquatic Center.

2.

Fees and Billing. The City will invoice the SEPRD monthly, or after the SEPRD shutdown, for the
amount for the amounts that Qualified Users would have otherwise been charged for their usage.
With each billing invoice, the City will provide the SEPRD proof of use and residency by submitting a
list of Pre-Registered Members, including names and dates of participation. The DISTRICT will pay
each invoice within 30 days of receipt, unless it provides written notice to the Astoria Aquatic
Center that it is contesting the invoice.

3.

Term, Termination and Survival. This Agreement shall commence as of the Effective Date and shall
continue thereafter until terminated pursuant to this Section 3. Either Party may terminate this
Agreement at any time without cause, effective upon written notice to the other Party, and without
liability except for required payment for services rendered prior to the termination date.

4.

Independent Contractor. It is understood and acknowledged that the Program which the City
provides under this Agreement will be in the nature and capacity of an independent contractor
and not as an employee or agent of the SEPTD. The Astoria Aquatic Center and its employees
have no authority to commit, act for or on behalf of the SEPRD or to bind the SEPRD to any
obligation or liability.

5.

Indemnification. To the extent allowed by the Oregon Constitution and within the limits of
municipal liability set forth in ORS 30.272 and OR 20.273, the City shall indemnify, defend and
hold harmless the SEPRD and its trustees, officers, employees, agents, affiliates, successors and
permitted assigns (collectively, ”Indemnified Party”) against any and all losses, damages,
liabilities, deficiencies, claims, actions, judgments, settlements, interest, awards, penalties, fines,
costs, or expenses of whatever kind, including attorneys’ fees, fees and the costs of enforcing
any right to indemnification under this Agreement and the cost of pursuing any insurance
providers (collectively, “Losses”), arising out of or resulting from any claim of a third party
related to the Program or use of the Facility, or arising out of or occurring in connection with the
negligence, willful misconduct, or breach of this Agreement by the City or its directors, officers,
employees, and agents. The City shall not enter any settlement with regard to any such Losses
without the District’s or Indemnified Party’s prior written consent.
The District shall indemnify, defend and hold harmless the City and its officers, employees, and
agents (collectively, ”Indemnified Party”) against any and all losses, damages, liabilities,
deficiencies, claims, actions, judgments, settlements, interest, awards, penalties, fines, costs, or
expenses of whatever kind, including attorneys’ fees, fees and the costs of enforcing any right to
indemnification under this Agreement (collectively, “Losses”), arising out of or resulting from
2
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any claim of a third party related to the Program and arising out of claims that any provision of
this agreement or payments made hereunder were made without authority or violate the terms
or spirit of the SEPRD. The SEPRD shall not enter into any settlement with regard to any such
Losses without the City’s or the Indemnified Party’s prior written consent.
6.

Insurance. While this Agreement is in effect, the City shall, at its own expense, maintain and
carry insurance in full force and effect with financially sound and reputable insurers, that
includes, but is not limited to, commercial general liability with commercially reasonable limits
per occurrence and in the aggregate. The SEPRD will be named as an additional insured on such
insurance, and the Astoria Aquatic Center will provide the SEPRD with evidence of such
insurance, upon the written request of the SEPRD.

7.

Attorney’s Fees. To the extent a Party is required to seek enforcement of this Agreement or
otherwise defend against an unsuccessful claim of breach, the unsuccessful party shall be liable for
all attorney’s fees and costs incurred by the successful party to enforce the provisions of this
Agreement.

8.

Compliance with Law. The Astoria Aquatic Center is in compliance with and shall comply with all
applicable laws, regulations and ordinances. The Astoria Aquatic Center has and shall maintain in
effect all the licenses, permissions, authorizations, consents and permits that it needs to carry out
its obligations under this Agreement.

9.

Non-discrimination. It is the policy of the City of Astoria that no person shall be denied the benefits
of or be subject to unlawful discrimination in any City program, service, or activity on the grounds of
age, disability, race, religion, color, national origin, sex, sexual orientation, gender
identity/expression. The SEPRD, its employees, and agents shall comply with this policy with
respect to this program.

10. Entire Agreement. This Agreement constitutes the sole and entire agreement of the Parties with
respect to the subject matter contained herein, and supersedes all prior and contemporaneous
understandings, agreements, representations and warranties, both written and oral, regarding such
subject matter.
11. Notices. All notices, requests, consents, claims, demands, waivers and other communications under
this Agreement (each, a “Notice”, and with the correlative meaning “Notify”) must be in writing
and addressed to the other Party at its address set forth below (or to such other address that the
receiving Party may designate from time to time in accordance with this Section). Unless otherwise
agreed herein, all Notices must be delivered by personal delivery, nationally recognized overnight
courier or certified or registered mail (in each case, return receipt requested, postage prepaid).
Except as otherwise provided in this Agreement, a Notice is effective only (a) on receipt by the
receiving Party; and (b) if the Party giving the Notice has complied with the requirements of this
Section 11.

3
4850-8926-7246.4

103

Notice to the SEPRD:

SEPRD
PO Box 514
Seaside, Oregon 97138
Attention: Skyler Archibald, Executive Director

Notice to the City of Astoria
City Manager
1095 Duane Street
Astoria, OR 97103
Email: bestes@astoria.or.us
Attention: Brett Estes
12. Severability. If any term or provision of this Agreement is found by a court of competent jurisdiction
to be invalid, illegal or unenforceable, such invalidity, illegality or unenforceability shall not affect
any other term or provision of this Agreement or invalidate or render unenforceable such term or
provision in any other jurisdiction.
13. Amendments. No amendment to or modification of this Agreement is effective unless it is in writing
and signed by each Party.
14. Waiver. No waiver by any Party of any of the provisions of this Agreement shall be effective unless
explicitly set forth in writing and signed by the Party so waiving. Except as otherwise set forth in this
Agreement, no failure to exercise, or delay in exercising, any right, remedy, power or privilege
arising from this Agreement shall operate or be construed as a waiver thereof, nor shall any single
or partial exercise of any right, remedy, power or privilege hereunder preclude any other or further
exercise thereof or the exercise of any other right, remedy, power or privilege.
15. Assignment. Neither party shall assign, transfer, delegate or subcontract any of its rights or
obligations under this Agreement without the prior written consent of the other party, which
consent shall not be unreasonably withheld or delayed. Any purported assignment or delegation in
violation of this Section 14 shall be null and void. No assignment or delegation shall relieve the
assigning or delegating party of any of its obligations hereunder.
16. Successors and Assigns. This Agreement is binding on and inures to the benefit of the Parties and
their respective successors and permitted assigns.
17. No Third-Party Beneficiaries. This Agreement benefits solely the Parties and their respective
successors and permitted assigns and nothing in this Agreement, express or implied, confers on any
third party any legal or equitable right, benefit or remedy of any nature whatsoever under or by
reason of this Agreement.
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18. Choice of Law. This Agreement and all matters arising out of or relating to this Agreement, are
governed by, and are to be construed in accordance with, the laws of the State of Oregon, without
regard to the conflict of laws provisions thereof to the extent such principles or rules would
require or permit the application of the laws of any jurisdiction other than those of the State of
Oregon. Venue for any dispute concerning this agreement shall be the Circuit Court of the State
of Oregon for Clatsop County.
19. Counterparts. This Agreement may be executed in counterparts, each of which is deemed an
original, but all of which together are deemed to be one and the same agreement.
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have caused this Agreement to be executed as of the
Effective Date by their respective officers thereunto duly authorized.
The Sunset Empire Park & Recreation District
By
Name:
Title:

City of Astoria, Oregon
By
Name:
Title:

Approved as to legal sufficiency
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DATE:

SEPTEMBER 27, 2019

TO:

MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL

FROM:

BRETT ESTES, CITY MANAGER

SUBJECT: CONSIDERATION OF GRANT AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE STATE
OF OREGON AND CITY OF ASTORIA AND SUBGRANT AGREEMENT
BETWEEN CITY OF ASTORIA AND BLUE JUMPSUIT LLC FOR THE
CLEANUP OF THE FORMER ASTORIA WAREHOUSING SITE
DISCUSSION/ANALYSIS
During its last session, the Oregon Legislature approved House Bill 5050 which provided $1,000,000 to
the City of Astoria for warehouse cleanup. The lottery-based funds were provided to the City of Astoria in
order to clean up a contaminated waterfront parcel, as well to spur job creation on a large and critical
property along the Columbia River waterfront. The City of Astoria has a positive history in working to
address brownfield sites such as Mill Pond and the landfill redevelopments. House Bill 5050 stated these
funds were to be administered by Oregon Business Development Department (Business Oregon).
Following passage and signing of the Bill, representatives from Business Oregon contacted City staff
stating that agreements would need to be prepared and ratified for the cleanup funds to be used.
The warehouse property to receive the cleanup funds is the former Astoria Warehousing site. Fort
George Brewery has been completing due diligence in acquiring this property. In-ground brownfield
environmental issues were identified during this time. These funds would primarily be focused on
remediation on this site.
Attached for City Council consideration is a grant agreement between the State of Oregon and City of
Astoria as well as a subgrant agreement between City of Astoria and Blue Jumpsuit LLC (representing
Fort George).
Per the grant agreement between the State and City, the funds are to be used to repay a Business
Oregon brownfield redevelopment loan secured by Blue Jumpsuit. Those loan funds will be used on
remediation efforts at the Astoria Warehousing site, as outlined by the Oregon Department of
Environmental Quality. Any funds remaining after clean up may be used to assist with redevelopment
costs as outlined in the agreement. The subgrant agreement conveys the grant requirements from the
City to Blue Jumpsuit and specifies how the transfer of eligible funds for redevelopment activities would
occur. City Attorney Blair Henningsgaard has reviewed and approved the agreements as to form.
Melanie Olson from Business Oregon as well as representatives from Blue Jumpsuit LLC will be
present at the Council meeting.

RECOMMENDATION
It is recommended that the Council approve the grant agreement between the State of Oregon and City of
Astoria as well as the subgrant agreement between the City of Astoria and Blue Jumpsuit LLC.
BY: BRETT ESTES
ATTACHMENTS: C2019314 Astoria Warehouse Redevelopment agreement.pdf
Subgrant__Final_ (1).pdf

GRANT AGREEMENT
Project Name: Astoria Warehouse Site Cleanup and Redevelopment
Project Number: C2019314
This grant agreement (“Contract”), dated as of the date the Contract is fully executed, is made by the
State of Oregon, acting by and through its Oregon Business Development Department (“OBDD”), and
the City of Astoria (“Recipient”) for financing of the project referred to above (“Project”). This Contract
becomes effective only when fully signed and approved as required by applicable law. Capitalized terms
not defined in Section 1 and elsewhere in the body of the Contract have the meanings assigned to them
by Exhibit A, incorporated by this reference.
Pursuant to Oregon Laws 2019, Chapter 644, section 38 (the “Act”), OBDD is authorized to make an
award to assist in financing the costs of completing the Project.
SECTION 1 - KEY TERMS
The following capitalized terms have the meanings assigned below.
Grant Amount: $1,000,000.
Project Close-Out Deadline: 90 days after the earlier of the Project Completion Date or the
Project Completion Deadline.
Project Completion Deadline: 36 months after the date of this Contract.
SECTION 2 - FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE
The OBDD shall provide Recipient, and Recipient shall accept from OBDD, a grant (the “Grant”) in an
aggregate amount not to exceed the Grant Amount.
Conditions Precedent. The OBDD’s obligations are subject to the receipt of the following items, in form
and substance satisfactory to OBDD and its Counsel:
(1)

This Contract duly signed by an authorized officer of Recipient; and

(2)

Such other certificates, documents, opinions and information as OBDD may reasonably
require.
SECTION 3 – USE OF FUNDS; DISBURSEMENTS

A. Use of Proceeds. The Recipient shall use the Financing Proceeds only for the purpose described in
the Act. The Recipient agrees that such proceeds will be disbursed and applied as described in
subsections B. and C. of this section.
B. Brownfields Remediation Loan Repayment. The Recipient agrees that the Financing Proceeds will
be held and applied by OBDD to repay the outstanding principal balance of that certain Brownfields
Redevelopment Fund Loan Contract, # C2019354, between the OBDD as lender and Blue Jumpsuit,
LLC, an Oregon limited liability company (“Blue Jumpsuit”), as borrower (the “Loan”) as eligible
remediation expenses are incurred and approved. The proceeds of the Loan, in turn, will be used to
remediate environmental contamination on the approximately 2.29 acre portion of the former Astoria
Warehousing, Inc. property together with any improvements thereon (the “Property”) located at 70
West Marine Drive, Astoria, Clatsop County, Oregon.
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C. Property Redevelopment. In the event that Financing Proceeds remain after OBDD has applied
them to fully pay off the outstanding principal balance of the Loan, OBDD will transfer all
remaining Financing Proceeds to Recipient in one disbursement for the sole purpose of redeveloping
the Property (the “Redevelopment Proceeds”).
The Recipient may further transfer the Redevelopment Proceeds to a party that will redevelop the
Property (the “Subrecipient”); provided, however, that Recipient shall do so by a written subgrant
agreement that OBDD approves before execution by the Subrecipient. Any such agreement must
provide, at the minimum, that Recipient will disburse proceeds (i) on a costs-incurred or
reimbursement basis upon receipt of a written disbursement request accompanied by evidence of
materials and labor furnished to or work performed upon the Project, itemized receipts or invoices
for payment, and releases, satisfactions or other signed statements or forms as Recipient may
require; (ii) upon Recipient’s satisfaction that all items listed in the disbursement request are
reasonable and that the costs for labor and materials were incurred and are properly included in the
Costs of the Project; and (iii) upon Recipient’s determination that the disbursement is only for
eligible costs under the Act.
Eligible costs are limited to:
(i) Acquisition of land, or a legal interest in land, or existing structures, or legal interests in
structures.
(ii) Site grading or preparation or development (landscaping, paving, lighting).
(iii) Acquisition and installation of machinery or equipment such as HVAC equipment, fixtures
or materials that will become an integral part of a structure.
(iv) Activities related to the foregoing, including planning, design, authorizing, issuing, carrying
or repaying interim or permanent financing, research, land use and environmental impact studies,
acquisition of permits or licenses or other services connected with construction or renovation.
(v) Machinery or equipment owned or used by any occupant of the Property for operational
purposes.
D. Financing Availability. The OBDD’s obligation to make, and Recipient’s right to request,
disbursements under this Contract terminate on the Project Close-Out Deadline.
E. Conditions to Disbursements. As to any disbursement, OBDD has no obligation to disburse funds
unless all following conditions are met:
(1)

There is no Event of Default.

(2)

The representations and warranties made in this Contract are true and correct on the date of
disbursement as if made on such date.

(3)

The OBDD, in the reasonable exercise of its administrative discretion, has sufficient moneys in
the Fund for use in the Project and has sufficient funding, appropriations, limitations,
allotments and other expenditure authority to make the disbursement.

(4)

Any conditions to disbursement elsewhere in this Contract are met.

F. Costs of the Project. The Recipient shall apply the Financing Proceeds to the Costs of the Project in
accordance with the Act and Oregon law, as applicable. Financing Proceeds cannot be used for costs
in excess of one hundred percent (100%) of the total Costs of the Project.
G. Costs Paid for by Other State Funds. The Recipient may not use any of the Financing Proceeds to
cover costs to be paid for by other financing for the Project from another State of Oregon agency.
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H. Unexpended Grant Moneys. Any Grant moneys disbursed to Recipient, and any interest earned by
Recipient on the Grant moneys, that are not used as set out herein or that remain after the Project is
completed or this Agreement is terminated shall be immediately returned to OBDD.
SECTION 4 - COVENANTS OF RECIPIENT
The Recipient covenants as follows:
A. Notice of Adverse Change. Recipient shall promptly notify OBDD of any adverse change in the
activities, prospects or condition (financial or otherwise) of Recipient or any subrecipient related to
the ability of Recipient or subrecipient to perform all obligations required by this Contract.
B. Compliance with Laws. The Recipient shall comply with all applicable laws, rules, regulations and
orders of any court or governmental authority that relate to this Contract, the Project and the
operation of the road, water, and waste water systems of which the Project is a component. In
particular, but without limitation, Recipient shall comply with the following, as applicable:
(1)

Oregon Tax Laws, (as defined in Section 5.F). Recipient shall also ensure that any Subrecipient
is in compliance with any of the Oregon Tax Laws.

(2)

State procurement regulations found in the Oregon Public Contracting Code, ORS Chapters
279A, 279B and 279C. Any private sector Subrecipient is not bound by this requirement.

(3)

State labor standards and wage rates found in ORS Chapter 279C. The Recipient may rely on a
determination by Oregon Bureau of Labor and Industries (“BOLI”) as to whether the Project is
exempt from Oregon prevailing wage requirements under ORS 279C.800 through 279C.870
and the administrative rules promulgated thereunder (the “Prevailing Wage Rate Law”). If not
exempt, Recipient shall comply, or require compliance from any Subrecipient, with the
Prevailing Wage Rate Law, including A) requiring contractors and subcontractors to pay the
applicable prevailing wage rate, B) requiring contractors to comply with all other BOLI
requirements, including filing separate public works bonds with the Construction Contractors
Board unless exempt under ORS 279C.836 and OAR 839-025-0015, and C) prohibiting
contracting with any contractor on the BOLI current List of Contractors Ineligible to Receive
Public Works Contracts.

(4)

ORS 280.518 requiring public display of information on Lottery funding of the project.
Recipient shall include, and shall require any Subrecipient to include, the following statement,
prominently placed, on all plans, reports, bid documents and advertisements relating to the
Project:
“This Project was funded in part by the Oregon State Lottery and administered by the Oregon
Business Development Department.”

These laws, rules, regulations and orders are incorporated by reference in this Contract to the extent
required by law.
C. Project Completion Obligations. Recipient shall:
(1)

Permit, or require any Subrecipient to permit, OBDD to inspect the Project at any time.

(2)

Complete, or require any Subrecipient to complete, the Project using its own fiscal resources or
money from other sources to pay for any Costs of the Project in excess of the total amount of
financial assistance provided pursuant to this Contract.

(3)

Complete, or require any Subrecipient to complete, the Project no later than the Project
Completion Deadline, unless otherwise permitted by the OBDD in writing.
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(4)

No later than the Project Closeout Deadline, provide OBDD with a final project completion
report on a form provided by OBDD, including Recipient’s certification that the Project is
complete, all payments are made, and no further disbursements are needed; provided however,
for the purposes of this Contract, OBDD will be the final judge of the Project’s completion.
Further, the completion report must include an accounting of all expenditures of the Financing
Proceeds used for redevelopment of the Property, if any, including evidence that all
expenditures are for eligible costs under this Contract.

D. Operation and Maintenance of the Project. Recipient shall operate and maintain the Project, or
require from any Subrecipient, that the Project be operated and maintained, in good repair and
operating condition so as to preserve the long term public benefits of the Project, including making
all necessary and proper repairs, replacements, additions, and improvements for not less than ten
years following the Project Close-Out Deadline.
E. Insurance, Damage. For a period of not less than ten years following the Project Close-Out Deadline,
the Recipient shall maintain, or require any Subrecipient to maintain, insurance policies with
responsible insurers or self-insurance programs, insuring against liability and risk of direct physical
loss, damage or destruction of the Project, at least to the extent that similar insurance is customarily
carried by governmental units or commercial entities constructing, operating and maintaining similar
facilities. If Recipient maintains such policies, nothing in this provision precludes Recipient from
asserting a defense against any party other than OBDD, including a defense of immunity.
F. Sales, Leases and Encumbrances. For a period of not less than ten years following Project Close-Out
Deadline, Recipient shall not, or will require any Subrecipient to not, sell, lease, exchange, abandon,
transfer or otherwise dispose of any substantial portion of or interest in the Property, unless worn
out, obsolete, or, in the reasonable business judgment of Recipient, no longer useful in the operation
of the Project. Nevertheless, OBDD may consent to such disposition if it has received 90 days’ prior
written notice from Recipient. Notwithstanding the foregoing, OBDD hereby consents to: (i) the
leasing of the Property by Blue Jumpsuit to AHI Cannery, LLC, an Oregon limited liability company
(“AHI”) and from AHI to Cervesia Gratis, Inc. an Oregon corporation (“Cervesia”) in connection
with the financing for the development of the Project using New Markets Tax Credits in accordance
with Section 45D of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, as amended and (ii) any transfer in
connection with the foreclosure of the Property to the extent it secured those loans initiated to
finance the development of the Project and (iii) any month to month rental of cold storage space.
G. Books and Records. The Recipient shall keep accurate books and records and maintain them
according to generally accepted accounting principles established by the Government Accounting
Standards Board in effect at the time. Recipient shall have these records audited annually by an
independent certified public accountant, which may be part of the annual audit of all records of
Recipient.
H. Inspections; Information. The Recipient shall, or require any Subrecipient to, permit OBDD and any
party designated by OBDD, at any reasonable time, to inspect and make copies of any accounts,
books and records, including, without limitation, its records regarding receipts, disbursements,
contracts, and any other matters related to the Project. The Recipient shall supply any related reports
and information as OBDD may reasonably require.
I. Records Maintenance. The Recipient shall retain and keep accessible all books, documents, papers,
and records that are directly related to this Contract, the Project or the Financing Proceeds for a
minimum of six years, or such longer period as may be required by other provisions of this Contract
or applicable law, following the Project Closeout Deadline. If there are unresolved issues at the end
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of such period, Recipient shall retain the books, documents, papers and records until the issues are
resolved.
J. Economic Benefit Data. The OBDD may require Recipient to submit specific data on the economic
development benefits of the Project and other information to evaluate the success and economic
impact of the Project, from the date of this Contract until six years after the Project Completion
Date. The Recipient shall, at its own expense, prepare and submit the data within the time specified
by OBDD.
K. Professional Responsibility. A professional engineer or architect, as applicable, registered and in
good standing in Oregon, will be responsible for any construction design for the Project. All service
providers retained for their professional expertise must be certified, licensed, or registered, as
appropriate, in the State of Oregon for their specialty. The Recipient shall follow standard
construction practices, such as bonding requirements for construction contractors, requiring errors
and omissions insurance, and performing testing and inspections during construction.
L. Notice of Default. The Recipient shall give OBDD prompt written notice of any Default as soon as
any senior administrative or financial officer of Recipient becomes aware of its existence or
reasonably believes a Default is likely.
M. Indemnity. To the extent authorized by law, Recipient shall defend (subject to ORS chapter 180),
indemnify, save and hold harmless OBDD and its officers, employees and agents from and against
any and all claims, suits, actions, proceedings, losses, damages, liability and court awards including
costs, expenses, and attorney’s fees incurred related to any actual or alleged act or omission by
Recipient, or its employees, agents or contractors; however, the provisions of this Section are not to
be construed as a waiver by Recipient of any defense or limitation on damages provided for under
Chapter 30 of the Oregon Revised Statutes or under the laws of the United States or other laws of the
State of Oregon.
SECTION 5 - REPRESENTATIONS AND WARRANTIES OF RECIPIENT
The Recipient represents and warrants to OBDD:
A. Organization and Authority.
(1)

The Recipient is a Municipality, and validly organized and existing under the laws of the State
of Oregon.

(2)

The Recipient has all necessary right, power and authority under its organizational documents
and under Oregon law to (a) execute and deliver this Contract, (b) incur and perform its
obligations under this Contract, and (c) receive financing for the Project.

(3)

This Contract has been authorized by an ordinance, order or resolution of Recipient’s
governing body [that was adopted in accordance with applicable law].

(4)

This Contract has been duly executed by Recipient, and when executed by OBDD, is legal,
valid and binding, and enforceable in accordance with their terms.

B. Full Disclosure. The Recipient has disclosed in writing to OBDD all facts that materially adversely
affect the Project, or the ability of Recipient to perform all obligations required by this Contract. The
Recipient has made no false statements of fact, nor has it omitted information necessary to prevent
any statements from being misleading. The information contained in this Contract is true and
accurate in all respects.
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C. Pending Litigation. The Recipient has disclosed in writing to OBDD all proceedings pending (or to
the knowledge of Recipient, threatened) against or affecting Recipient, in any court or before any
governmental authority or arbitration board or tribunal, that, if adversely determined, would
materially adversely affect the Project or the ability of Recipient to perform all obligations required
by this Contract.
D. No Defaults.
(1)

No Defaults or Events of Default exist or occur upon authorization, execution or delivery of
this Contract.

(2)

The Recipient has not violated, and has not received notice of any claimed violation of, any
agreement or instrument to which it is a party or by which the Project or its property may be
bound, that would materially adversely affect the Project or the ability of Recipient to perform
all obligations required by this Contract.

E. Compliance with Existing Agreements and Applicable Law. The authorization and execution of, and
the performance of all obligations required by, this Contract will not: (i) cause a breach of any
agreement or instrument to which Recipient is a party or by which the Project or any of its property
or assets may be bound; (ii) violate any provision of the charter or other document pursuant to which
Recipient was organized or established; or (iii) violate any laws, regulations, ordinances, resolutions,
or court orders related to Recipient, the Project or its properties or operations.
F. Compliance with Tax Laws. Recipient is not in violation of any Oregon tax laws, including but not
limited to a state tax imposed by ORS 320.005 to 320.150 (Amusement Device Taxes) and 403.200
to 403.250 (Tax for Emergency Communications) and ORS chapters 118 (estate tax), 314, 316, 317,
318 (income tax), 321 (Timber tax) and 323 (cigarette tax) and local taxes administered by the
Department of Revenue under ORS 305.620. Recipient shall include this requirement as a
representation and a warranty in any subgrant to a Subrecipient.
G. Governmental Consent. The Recipient has obtained or will obtain all permits and approvals, and has
made or will make all notifications, declarations, filings or registrations, required for the making and
performance of its obligations under this Contract and the undertaking and completion of the Project.
SECTION 6 – EVENTS OF DEFAULT
Any of the following constitutes an “Event of Default”:
A. Any false or misleading representation is made by or on behalf of Recipient, in this Contract or in
any document provided by Recipient related to this Grant or the Project.
B. Recipient fails to perform any obligation required under this Contract, other than those referred to in
subsection A of this section 6, and that failure continues for a period of 30 calendar days after
written notice specifying such failure is given to Recipient by OBDD. The OBDD may agree in
writing to an extension of time if it determines Recipient instituted and has diligently pursued
corrective action.
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SECTION 7 - REMEDIES
A. Remedies. Upon any Event of Default, OBDD may pursue any or all remedies in this Contract and
any other remedies available at law or in equity to enforce the performance of any obligation of
Recipient. Remedies may include, but are not limited to any one or more of the following:
(1)

Terminating OBDD’s commitment and obligation to make the Grant or disbursements of
Financing Proceeds under the Contract.

(2)

Barring Recipient from applying for future awards.

(3)

Withholding amounts otherwise due to Recipient for application to the payment of amounts
due under this Contract.

(4)

Requiring repayment of the Grant and all interest earned by Recipient on those Grant funds.

B. Application of Moneys. Any moneys collected by OBDD pursuant to section 7.A will be applied
first, to pay any attorneys’ fees and other fees and expenses incurred by OBDD; then, as applicable,
to repay any Grant proceeds owed; then, to pay other amounts due and payable under this Contract,
if any.
C. No Remedy Exclusive; Waiver; Notice. No remedy available to OBDD is intended to be exclusive,
and every remedy will be in addition to every other remedy. No delay or omission to exercise any
right or remedy will impair or is to be construed as a waiver of such right or remedy. No single or
partial exercise of any right power or privilege under this Contract will preclude any other or further
exercise thereof or the exercise of any other such right, power or privilege. The OBDD is not
required to provide any notice in order to exercise any right or remedy, other than notice required in
section 6 of this Contract.
D. Default by OBDD. In the event OBDD defaults on any obligation in this Contract, Recipient’s
remedy will be limited to injunction, special action, action for specific performance, or other
available equitable remedy for performance of OBDD’s obligations.
SECTION 9 - MISCELLANEOUS
A. Time is of the Essence. Recipient agrees that time is of the essence under this Contract.
B. Relationship of Parties; Successors and Assigns; No Third Party Beneficiaries.
(1)

The parties agree that their relationship is that of independent contracting parties and that
Recipient is not an officer, employee, or agent of the State of Oregon as those terms are used in
ORS 30.265.

(2)

Nothing in this Contract gives, or is to be construed to give, directly or indirectly, to any third
persons any rights and benefits greater than those enjoyed by the general public.

(3)

This Contract will be binding upon and inure to the benefit of OBDD, Recipient, and their
respective successors and permitted assigns.

(4)

Except as provided in Subsection 4F. above, Recipient may not assign or transfer any of its
rights or obligations or any interest in this Contract without the prior written consent of OBDD.
The OBDD may grant, withhold or impose conditions on such consent in its sole discretion. In
the event of an assignment, Recipient shall pay, or cause to be paid to OBDD, any fees or costs
incurred because of such assignment, including but not limited to attorneys’ fees of OBDD’s
Counsel. Any approved assignment is not to be construed as creating any obligation of OBDD
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beyond those in this Contract, nor does assignment relieve Recipient of any of its duties or
obligations under this Contract.
(5)

Recipient hereby approves and consents to any assignment, sale or transfer of this Contract that
OBDD deems to be necessary.

C. Disclaimer of Warranties; Limitation of Liability. The Recipient agrees that:
(1)

The OBDD makes no warranty or representation, either express or implied, as to the value,
design, condition, merchantability or fitness for particular purpose or fitness for any use of the
Project or any portion of the Project, or any other warranty or representation.

(2)

In no event are OBDD or its agents liable or responsible for any direct, indirect, incidental,
special, consequential or punitive damages in connection with or arising out of this Contract or
the existence, furnishing, functioning or use of the Project.

D. Notices. All notices to be given under this Contract must be in writing and addressed as shown
below, or to other addresses that either party may hereafter indicate pursuant to this section. Notices
may only be delivered by personal delivery or mailed, postage prepaid. Any such notice is effective
five calendar days after mailing, or upon actual delivery if personally delivered.
If to OBDD:

Assistant Director, Economic Development
Oregon Business Development Department
775 Summer Street NE Suite 200
Salem OR 97301-1280

If to Recipient:

Mayor
City of Astoria
1095 Dune Street
Astoria, OR 97103

E. No Construction against Drafter. This Contract is to be construed as if the parties drafted it jointly.
F. Severability. If any term or condition of this Contract is declared by a court of competent jurisdiction
as illegal, invalid or unenforceable, that holding will not invalidate or otherwise affect any other
provision.
G. Amendments, Waivers. This Contract may not be amended without the prior written consent of
OBDD (and when required, the Department of Justice) and Recipient. This Contract may not be
amended in a manner that is not in compliance with the Act. No waiver or consent is effective unless
in writing and signed by the party against whom such waiver or consent is sought to be enforced.
Such waiver or consent will be effective only in the specific instance and for the specific purpose
given.
H. Attorneys’ Fees and Other Expenses. To the extent permitted by the Oregon Constitution and the
Oregon Tort Claims Act, the prevailing party in any dispute arising from this Contract is entitled to
recover its reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs at trial and on appeal. Reasonable attorneys’ fees
cannot exceed the rate charged to OBDD by its attorneys.
I. Choice of Law; Designation of Forum; Federal Forum. The laws of the State of Oregon (without giving
effect to its conflicts of law principles) govern all matters arising out of or relating to this Contract,
including, without limitation, its validity, interpretation, construction, performance, and
enforcement.
Any party bringing a legal action or proceeding against any other party arising out of or relating to
this Contract shall bring the legal action or proceeding in the Circuit Court of the State of Oregon for
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Marion County (unless Oregon law requires that it be brought and conducted in another county).
Each party hereby consents to the exclusive jurisdiction of such court, waives any objection to
venue, and waives any claim that such forum is an inconvenient forum.
Notwithstanding the prior paragraph, if a claim must be brought in a federal forum, then it must be
brought and adjudicated solely and exclusively within the United States District Court for the District of
Oregon. This paragraph applies to a claim brought against the State of Oregon only to the extent
Congress has appropriately abrogated the State of Oregon’s sovereign immunity and is not consent
by the State of Oregon to be sued in federal court. This paragraph is also not a waiver by the State of
Oregon of any form of defense or immunity, including but not limited to sovereign immunity and
immunity based on the Eleventh Amendment to the Constitution of the United States.
J. Integration. This Contract (including all exhibits, schedules or attachments) constitutes the entire
agreement between the parties on the subject matter. There are no unspecified understandings,
agreements or representations, oral or written, regarding this Contract.
K. Execution in Counterparts. This Contract may be signed in several counterparts, each of which is an
original and all of which constitute one and the same instrument.
The Recipient, by its signature below, acknowledges that it has read this Contract, understands it, and
agrees to be bound by its terms and conditions.

STATE OF OREGON
acting by and through its
Business Development Department
By:

CITY OF ASTORIA

By:
Chris Cummings, Assistant Director
Economic Development

Date:

The Hon. Bruce Jones, Mayor
Date:

APPROVED AS TO LEGAL SUFFICIENCY IN ACCORDANCE WITH ORS 291.047:
/s/ Sam Zeigler per email dated 10 September 2019
Sam Zeigler, Assistant Attorney General
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EXHIBIT A - GENERAL DEFINITIONS
As used in this Contract, the following terms have the meanings below.
“Costs of the Project” means Recipient’s actual costs (including any financing costs properly
allocable to the Project) that are (a) reasonable, necessary and directly related to the Project, (b)
permitted by generally accepted accounting principles to be Costs of the Project, and (c) are eligible or
permitted uses of the Financing Proceeds under applicable state or federal statute and rule.
“Counsel” means an attorney at law or firm of attorneys at law duly admitted to practice law before
the highest court of any state, who may be of counsel to, or an employee of, OBDD or Recipient.
“Default” means an event which, with notice or lapse of time or both, would become an Event of
Default.
“Financing Proceeds” means the proceeds of the Grant.
“ORS” means the Oregon Revised Statutes.
“Project Completion Date” means the date on which Recipient completes the Project.
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SUBGRANT AGREEMENT BETWEEN
THE CITY OF ASTORIA AND BLUE JUMPSUIT LLC
This subgrant agreement is made this ___ day of October, 2019, between the City of Astoria, a
Municipal Corporation, (“Recipient”) and Blue Jumpsuit LLC, an Oregon Limited Liability
Company (“Subrecipient”).
RECITALS:
Subrecipient is purchasing two parcels (approximately 2.29 acres) of land from Astoria
Warehousing Inc. at 70 Marine Drive within the city limits of Recipient (the “Property”). The
Property is described in Exhibit A. The Property contains environmental contamination.
The Subrecipient has entered into a Prospective Purchaser Agreement with Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality to facilitate the cleanup and productive reuse of the
Property. By a certain Brownfields Redevelopment Fund Loan Contract, #N20005, between the
Oregon Business Development Department (“OBDD”) as lender and Subrecipient as borrower
(the “Loan”), OBDD is lending Subrecipient funds to finance the remediation of the Property.
OBDD is granting Recipient $1,000,000, in turn, for the purpose of paying, on Subrecipient’s
behalf, the entire outstanding balance of the Loan and, if grant funds remain after the
remediation is complete and the Loan has been repaid in full, reimbursing Subrecipient for
certain of the Property’s non-remediation redevelopment costs.
Recipient and OBDD have entered into Grant agreement C2019314 (the “Grant”) of
even date attached hereto as Exhibit B. Recipient desires to enter into an agreement with
Subrecipient for provision of all obligations required by the Grant in accordance with the terms
and conditions therein, and Subrecipient is willing, able, and qualified to assume the obligations.
Now therefore the parties agree as follows:
1. Definitions. All capitalized terms are defined in the Grant attached as Exhibit B.
2. Compliance with Grant Agreement: Subrecipient shall comply with all applicable provisions
of the Grant between the OBDD and Recipient. In the event that any term or provision
of this Agreement conflicts with the Grant, the applicable terms of the Grant shall control.
3. Term. This Agreement shall commence on execution and shall continue until the final
termination of the Grant agreement C2019314 (“the Project”), which is expected to be
not more than three years and 90 days from commencement, unless terminated or
amended as provided herein, or unless extended by OBDD. Recipient agrees to submit
any written request for an extension by Subrecipient to OBDD within 10 days of receipt.
4. Grant. Recipient shall provide Subrecipient, and Subrecipient shall accept from Recipient, a
grant (the “Grant”) in an aggregate amount not to exceed $1,000,000 (the “Grant
Amount”). The Grant Amount shall be retained by OBDD for the benefit of Recipient and
Subrecipient and shall be disbursed upon maturity of the Loan to pay the outstanding
Loan balance in full, with any remaining Grant Amount to be available for redevelopment
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of the Property as described in Section 5 below. For the avoidance of doubt, the primary
purpose of the Grant is to repay the Loan in full; none of the Grant Amount is available
for non-remediation redevelopment of the Property unless and until the Loan is repaid in
full.
5. Property Redevelopment. Pursuant to the Grant, after the full outstanding balance of the
Loan from OBDD to Subrecipient has been paid in full, the remaining Grant funds will be
delivered to Recipient in one disbursement for the purpose of paying the eligible costs,
as defined in the Grant, of Subrecipient’s redevelopment of the Property. Subrecipient
shall provide Recipient with all documentation required under the Grant to substantiate
the eligible redevelopment expenditures of Subrecipient. Subrecipient may receive
funds: (i) on a costs-incurred or reimbursement basis upon receipt of a written
disbursement request accompanied by evidence of materials and labor furnished to or
work performed upon the Project, itemized receipts or invoices for payment, and
releases, satisfactions or other signed statements or forms as Recipient may require; (ii)
upon Recipient’s satisfaction that all items listed in the disbursement request are
reasonable and that the costs for labor and materials were incurred and are properly
included in the Costs of the Project; and (iii) upon Recipient’s determination that the
disbursement is only for eligible costs under the Act.
Eligible costs are limited to:(i) Acquisition of land, or a legal interest in land, or
existing structures, or legal interests in structures; (ii) Site grading or preparation or
development (landscaping, paving, lighting); (iii) Acquisition and installation of
machinery or equipment such as HVAC equipment, fixtures or materials that will
become an integral part of a structure; (iv) Activities related to the foregoing,
including planning, design, authorizing, issuing, carrying or repaying interim or
permanent financing, research, land use and environmental impact studies,
acquisition of permits or licenses or other services connected with construction or
renovation; or (v) Machinery or equipment owned or used by any occupant of the
Property for operational purposes.
6. Indemnity. If Recipient is obligated to expend any resources to complete the remediation of
the Property, or otherwise remedy a default or comply with requirements of the Grant or
this agreement, Subrecipient shall indemnify and hold Recipient harmless from all such
expenses incurred by Recipient. To the extent authorized by law, Subrecipient shall
defend (subject to ORS chapter 180), indemnify, save and hold harmless Recipient
and OBDD and their officers, employees and agents from and against any and all
claims,
suits, actions, proceedings, losses, damages, liability and court awards including
costs,
expenses, and attorney’s fees incurred related to any actual or alleged
act or omission by Subrecipient, or its employees, agents or contractors; however, the
provisions of this Section are not to be construed as a waiver by Subrecipient of any
defense or limitation
on damages provided for under Chapter 30 of the Oregon Revised
Statutes or under the
laws of the United States or other laws of the State of Oregon.
7. Notice of Adverse Change. Subrecipient shall promptly notify Recipient of any adverse
change in the activities, prospects or condition (financial or otherwise) of Subrecipient
related to the ability of Subrecipient to perform all obligations required by this Agreement
or the Grant.
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8. Compliance with Laws. The Subrecipient shall comply with all applicable laws, rules,
regulations and orders of any court or governmental authority that relate to this
Agreement, the Grant, the Project and the operation of the road, water, and waste-water
systems of which the Project is a component.
9. Project Completion Obligations. Subrecipient shall:
(a)

Permit, Recipient and/or OBDD to inspect the Project at any time.

(b)
Complete the Project using its own fiscal resources or money from other
sources to pay for any Costs of the Project in excess of the total amount of financial
assistance provided pursuant to this Contract and the Grant.
(c)
Complete the Project no later than the Project Completion Deadline described
in the Grant, unless otherwise permitted by the OBDD in writing.
(d)
Comply with all Oregon tax laws, including but not limited to a state tax
imposed by ORS 320.005 to 320.150 (Amusement Device Taxes) and 403.200 to
403.250 (Tax for Emergency Communications) and ORS chapters 118 (estate tax),
314, 316, 317, 318 (income tax), 321 (Timber tax) and 323 (cigarette tax) and local
taxes administered by the Department of Revenue under ORS 305.620.
(e)
Comply with the State labor standards and wage rates found in ORS Chapter
279C and require contractors and subcontractors to pay the applicable prevailing
wages, unless sub-recipient receives a determination by the Oregon Bureau of Labor
and Industries (“BOLI”) that the Project is exempt from Oregon prevailing wage
requirements under ORS 279C.800 through 279C.870.
10. Operation and Maintenance of the Project. Subrecipient shall operate and maintain the
Project in good repair and operating condition so as to preserve the long-term public
benefits of the Project, including making all necessary and proper repairs,
replacements, additions, and improvements for not less than ten years following the
Project Close-Out Deadline.
11. Insurance. Subrecipient shall meet all insurance requirements of the Grant. If insurance
requirements are increased by OBDD during the term of this Agreement, Subrecipient
will immediately obtain additional insurance. All policies will name OBDD and Recipient
as additional insureds.
12. Sales and Encumbrances. For a period of not less than ten years following Project CloseOut Deadline, Subrecipient shall not, sell, lease, exchange, abandon, transfer or
otherwise dispose of any substantial portion of or interest in the Property, unless worn
out, obsolete, or, in the reasonable business judgment of Recipient, no longer useful in
the operation of the Project without prior written consent from OBDD and Recipient.
Provided, that OBDD and Recipient consent is not required under the following
circumstances: (i) the leasing of the Property by Blue Jumpsuit to AHI Cannery, LLC, an
Oregon limited liability company (“AHI”) and from AHI to Cervesia Gratis, Inc. an Oregon
corporation (“Cervesia”) in connection with the financing for the development of the
Project using New Markets Tax Credits in accordance with Section 45D of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986, as amended (ii) any transfer in connection with the foreclosure
of the Property to the extent it secured those loans initiated to finance the development
of the Project and (iii) month to month rental of cold storage space. Recipient agrees to

118

submit any written request for a disposition by Subrecipient to OBDD within 10 days of
receipt.
13. Inspections; Information. The subrecipient shall permit OBDD and any party designated by
OBDD, at any reasonable time, to inspect and make copies of any accounts, books and
records, including, without limitation, its records regarding receipts, disbursements,
contracts, and any other matters related to the Project. Subrecipient shall supply any
related reports and information as OBDD may reasonably require.
14. Economic Benefit Data. The Grant requires Recipient to submit specific data reports on the
economic development benefit of the remediation of the Property. Subrecipient shall
promptly provide all data required by Recipient to complete such reports.
15. Professional Responsibility. If Subrecipient directly redevelops the Property, a professional
engineer or architect, as applicable, registered and in good standing in Oregon, will be
responsible for any construction design for the Project. All service providers retained for
their professional expertise must be certified, licensed, or registered, as appropriate, in
the State of Oregon for their specialty. Subrecipient shall follow standard construction
practices, such as bonding requirements for construction contractors, requiring errors
and omissions insurance, and performing testing and inspections during construction.
16. Termination: This Agreement may be terminated by mutual consent of both parties.
Termination under this section shall not affect the rights of the parties existing at the time
of termination. Recipient may terminate this Agreement effective upon delivery of written
notice to Subrecipient or at such later date as may be established by Recipient, if: (i)
OBDD does not fund the Grant, or terminates the Grant to Recipient or (ii) Subrecipient
is in default of the Grant requirements and fails to correct or diligently pursue corrective
action within 30 days of receipt of written notice of the condition of default.
17. Remedies. Upon any Event of Default,
(a)
Recipient may pursue any or all remedies in this Contract and any other
remedies available at law or in equity to enforce the performance of any obligation of
Subrecipient. Remedies may include but are not limited to any one or more of the
following:
(i) Terminating Recipient’s commitment and obligation to make
disbursements under this agreement and (ii) Requiring repayment of the Grant and all
interest earned by Recipient on those Grant funds.
(b)
Application of Moneys. Any moneys collected by Recipient pursuant to this
section will be applied first, to pay any attorneys’ fees and other fees and expenses
incurred by Recipient; then, as applicable, to repay proceeds owed to OBDD; then, to pay
other amounts due and payable under this Contract, if any.
(c)
No Remedy Exclusive; Waiver; Notice. No remedy available to Recipient is
intended to be exclusive, and every remedy will be in addition to every other remedy. No
delay or omission to exercise any right or remedy will impair or is to be construed as a
waiver of such right or remedy. No single or partial exercise of any right power or
privilege under this Contract will preclude any other or further exercise thereof or the
exercise of any other such right, power or privilege.
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18. Waiver. The failure of either party to enforce any provision of this Agreement shall not
constitute a waiver by that party of that or any other provision. No covenant, term or
condition of this Agreement shall be deemed to have been waived by either party, unless
the waiver is in writing, and executed by the party against whom the waiver is asserted.
19. Severability. If any provision of this Agreement is found by a Court of competent jurisdiction
to be invalid or unenforceable in any respect for any reason, the validity and
enforceability of the remaining provisions of this Agreement shall not be impaired.
20. Further assurances. The parties agree to promptly execute and deliver any such further
instruments and to perform any such further acts as may be required to carry out the
intent and purpose of this Agreement.
21. Notices. Any notice under this Agreement shall be deemed to have been duly served if in
writing, contained in a sealed envelope, and personally delivered, or send by first class
mail as follows:
To Recipient:

City Manager
City of Astoria
1095 Duane St.
Astoria, OR 97103

To Subrecipient:

Christopher Nemlowill, Manager
Blue Jumpsuit LLC
1483 Duane St.
Astoria, OR 97103

Any such notice shall be deemed conclusively to have been delivered to the addressee
three (3) days after deposit in the U.S. Mail.
22. Amendment. This Agreement shall not be waived, altered, modified, supplemented, or
amended in any manner without a duly executed Amendment. Any amendments to this
Agreement shall be effective only when reducing to writing and signed by both parties as
below.
23. Entire Agreement. This Agreement, with the incorporated Grant, constitutes the entire
agreement between the parties. There are no promises, agreements, conditions or
understandings, either oral or written, between the parties other than those set forth in
this Agreement. This Agreement supersedes and cancels any prior written or verbal
agreement between the parties for similar services.
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have signed this Agreement the day and year below
written.
City of Astoria

Blue Jumpsuit LLC

____________________________
By: The Hon. Bruce Jones, Mayor

____________________________
By: Christopher Nemlowill, Manager
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EXHIBIT A
PARCEL 1:
Beginning at the Northwest corner of Block "A", ANNEX TO TRULLINGER'S
ADDITION TO ASTORIA, in the City of Astoria, Clatsop County, Oregon; thence North
1°25' East a distance of 40.0 feet to the North line of what is now known as West
Marine Drive; thence South 88°35' East, along the North line of said West Marine Drive,
a distance of 10.0feet to the true point of beginning of the tract of land herein described;
thence South 88°35' East, along the North line of said West Marine Drive, a distance of
410.0 feet; thence North 1°25' East a distance of 185.0 feet, more or less, to the South
line of the Spokane, Portland and Seattle Railway Company's Right of way; thence
North 88°35' West, along the South line of said railroad right of way, a distance of 410.0
feet; thence South 1°25' West a distance of 185.0 feet, more or less, to the true point of
beginning, all being situated in the City of Astoria, Clatsop County, Oregon.
80807DB 00901 Acct. No. 21975

PARCEL 2:
Beginning at the Northeast corner of the tract conveyed by Columbia River
Packers Association, Inc., an Oregon corporation, to American Can Company, a New
Jersey corporation, by deed recorded April 28, 1960, in Book 254, Page 742, Deed
Records, Clatsop County, Oregon; thence South 88°35' East, along the South line of
the Spokane, Portland and Seattle Railway Company right of way, to a point which
bears North 88°35' West 60.0 feet from the point at which the East line of Lot 10,
Block "A", of ANNEX TO TRULLINGER'S ADDITION TO ASTORIA, extended
Northerly, would intersect the said South right of way line; thence South, parallel to the
said extended East line of said Lot 10, to the North line of Marine Drive (formerly Astor
Street); thence Westerly, along said North line of Marine Drive, to the Southeast
corner of the American Can Company tract as herein described; thence North 1°25'
East, along the East line of said tract, 185.0 feet, more or less, to the point of
beginning, all in the City of Astoria, Clatsop County, Oregon.
80907DB 01000 Acct. No. 21976
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EXHIBIT B
GRANT AGREEMENT
Project Name: Astoria Warehouse Site Cleanup and Redevelopment
Project Number: C2019314
This grant agreement (“Contract”), dated as of the date the Contract is fully executed, is made by the
State of Oregon, acting by and through its Oregon Business Development Department (“OBDD”), and
the City of Astoria (“Recipient”) for financing of the project referred to above (“Project”). This Contract
becomes effective only when fully signed and approved as required by applicable law. Capitalized terms
not defined in Section 1 and elsewhere in the body of the Contract have the meanings assigned to them
by Exhibit A, incorporated by this reference.
Pursuant to Oregon Laws 2019, Chapter 644, section 38 (the “Act”), OBDD is authorized to make an
award to assist in financing the costs of completing the Project.
SECTION 1 - KEY TERMS
The following capitalized terms have the meanings assigned below.
Grant Amount: $1,000,000.
Project Close-Out Deadline: 90 days after the earlier of the Project Completion Date or the
Project Completion Deadline.
Project Completion Deadline: 36 months after the date of this Contract.
SECTION 2 - FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE
The OBDD shall provide Recipient, and Recipient shall accept from OBDD, a grant (the “Grant”) in an
aggregate amount not to exceed the Grant Amount.
Conditions Precedent. The OBDD’s obligations are subject to the receipt of the following items, in form
and substance satisfactory to OBDD and its Counsel:
(1)

This Contract duly signed by an authorized officer of Recipient; and

(2)

Such other certificates, documents, opinions and information as OBDD may reasonably
require.
SECTION 3 – USE OF FUNDS; DISBURSEMENTS

A. Use of Proceeds. The Recipient shall use the Financing Proceeds only for the purpose described in
the Act. The Recipient agrees that such proceeds will be disbursed and applied as described in
subsections B. and C. of this section.
B. Brownfields Remediation Loan Repayment. The Recipient agrees that the Financing Proceeds will
be held and applied by OBDD to repay the outstanding principal balance of that certain Brownfields
Redevelopment Fund Loan Contract, # C2019354, between the OBDD as lender and Blue Jumpsuit,
LLC, an Oregon limited liability company (“Blue Jumpsuit”), as borrower (the “Loan”) as eligible
remediation expenses are incurred and approved. The proceeds of the Loan, in turn, will be used to
remediate environmental contamination on the approximately 2.29 acre portion of the former Astoria
Warehousing, Inc. property together with any improvements thereon (the “Property”) located at 70
West Marine Drive, Astoria, Clatsop County, Oregon.
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C. Property Redevelopment. In the event that Financing Proceeds remain after OBDD has applied
them to fully pay off the outstanding principal balance of the Loan, OBDD will transfer all
remaining Financing Proceeds to Recipient in one disbursement for the sole purpose of redeveloping
the Property (the “Redevelopment Proceeds”).
The Recipient may further transfer the Redevelopment Proceeds to a party that will redevelop the
Property (the “Subrecipient”); provided, however, that Recipient shall do so by a written subgrant
agreement that OBDD approves before execution by the Subrecipient. Any such agreement must
provide, at the minimum, that Recipient will disburse proceeds (i) on a costs-incurred or
reimbursement basis upon receipt of a written disbursement request accompanied by evidence of
materials and labor furnished to or work performed upon the Project, itemized receipts or invoices
for payment, and releases, satisfactions or other signed statements or forms as Recipient may
require; (ii) upon Recipient’s satisfaction that all items listed in the disbursement request are
reasonable and that the costs for labor and materials were incurred and are properly included in the
Costs of the Project; and (iii) upon Recipient’s determination that the disbursement is only for
eligible costs under the Act.
Eligible costs are limited to:
(i) Acquisition of land, or a legal interest in land, or existing structures, or legal interests in
structures.
(ii) Site grading or preparation or development (landscaping, paving, lighting).
(iii) Acquisition and installation of machinery or equipment such as HVAC equipment, fixtures
or materials that will become an integral part of a structure.
(iv) Activities related to the foregoing, including planning, design, authorizing, issuing, carrying
or repaying interim or permanent financing, research, land use and environmental impact studies,
acquisition of permits or licenses or other services connected with construction or renovation.
(v) Machinery or equipment owned or used by any occupant of the Property for operational
purposes.
D. Financing Availability. The OBDD’s obligation to make, and Recipient’s right to request,
disbursements under this Contract terminate on the Project Close-Out Deadline.
E. Conditions to Disbursements. As to any disbursement, OBDD has no obligation to disburse funds
unless all following conditions are met:
(1)

There is no Event of Default.

(2)

The representations and warranties made in this Contract are true and correct on the date of
disbursement as if made on such date.

(3)

The OBDD, in the reasonable exercise of its administrative discretion, has sufficient moneys in
the Fund for use in the Project and has sufficient funding, appropriations, limitations,
allotments and other expenditure authority to make the disbursement.

(4)

Any conditions to disbursement elsewhere in this Contract are met.

F. Costs of the Project. The Recipient shall apply the Financing Proceeds to the Costs of the Project in
accordance with the Act and Oregon law, as applicable. Financing Proceeds cannot be used for costs
in excess of one hundred percent (100%) of the total Costs of the Project.
G. Costs Paid for by Other State Funds. The Recipient may not use any of the Financing Proceeds to
cover costs to be paid for by other financing for the Project from another State of Oregon agency.
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H. Unexpended Grant Moneys. Any Grant moneys disbursed to Recipient, and any interest earned by
Recipient on the Grant moneys, that are not used as set out herein or that remain after the Project is
completed or this Agreement is terminated shall be immediately returned to OBDD.
SECTION 4 - COVENANTS OF RECIPIENT
The Recipient covenants as follows:
A. Notice of Adverse Change. Recipient shall promptly notify OBDD of any adverse change in the
activities, prospects or condition (financial or otherwise) of Recipient or any subrecipient related to
the ability of Recipient or subrecipient to perform all obligations required by this Contract.
B. Compliance with Laws. The Recipient shall comply with all applicable laws, rules, regulations and
orders of any court or governmental authority that relate to this Contract, the Project and the
operation of the road, water, and waste water systems of which the Project is a component. In
particular, but without limitation, Recipient shall comply with the following, as applicable:
(1)

Oregon Tax Laws, (as defined in Section 5.F). Recipient shall also ensure that any Subrecipient
is in compliance with any of the Oregon Tax Laws.

(2)

State procurement regulations found in the Oregon Public Contracting Code, ORS Chapters
279A, 279B and 279C. Any private sector Subrecipient is not bound by this requirement.

(3)

State labor standards and wage rates found in ORS Chapter 279C. The Recipient may rely on a
determination by Oregon Bureau of Labor and Industries (“BOLI”) as to whether the Project is
exempt from Oregon prevailing wage requirements under ORS 279C.800 through 279C.870
and the administrative rules promulgated thereunder (the “Prevailing Wage Rate Law”). If not
exempt, Recipient shall comply, or require compliance from any Subrecipient, with the
Prevailing Wage Rate Law, including A) requiring contractors and subcontractors to pay the
applicable prevailing wage rate, B) requiring contractors to comply with all other BOLI
requirements, including filing separate public works bonds with the Construction Contractors
Board unless exempt under ORS 279C.836 and OAR 839-025-0015, and C) prohibiting
contracting with any contractor on the BOLI current List of Contractors Ineligible to Receive
Public Works Contracts.

(4)

ORS 280.518 requiring public display of information on Lottery funding of the project.
Recipient shall include, and shall require any Subrecipient to include, the following statement,
prominently placed, on all plans, reports, bid documents and advertisements relating to the
Project:
“This Project was funded in part by the Oregon State Lottery and administered by the Oregon
Business Development Department.”

These laws, rules, regulations and orders are incorporated by reference in this Contract to the extent
required by law.
C. Project Completion Obligations. Recipient shall:
(1)

Permit, or require any Subrecipient to permit, OBDD to inspect the Project at any time.

(2)

Complete, or require any Subrecipient to complete, the Project using its own fiscal resources or
money from other sources to pay for any Costs of the Project in excess of the total amount of
financial assistance provided pursuant to this Contract.

(3)

Complete, or require any Subrecipient to complete, the Project no later than the Project
Completion Deadline, unless otherwise permitted by the OBDD in writing.
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(4)

No later than the Project Closeout Deadline, provide OBDD with a final project completion
report on a form provided by OBDD, including Recipient’s certification that the Project is
complete, all payments are made, and no further disbursements are needed; provided however,
for the purposes of this Contract, OBDD will be the final judge of the Project’s completion.
Further, the completion report must include an accounting of all expenditures of the Financing
Proceeds used for redevelopment of the Property, if any, including evidence that all
expenditures are for eligible costs under this Contract.

D. Operation and Maintenance of the Project. Recipient shall operate and maintain the Project, or
require from any Subrecipient, that the Project be operated and maintained, in good repair and
operating condition so as to preserve the long term public benefits of the Project, including making
all necessary and proper repairs, replacements, additions, and improvements for not less than ten
years following the Project Close-Out Deadline.
E. Insurance, Damage. For a period of not less than ten years following the Project Close-Out Deadline,
the Recipient shall maintain, or require any Subrecipient to maintain, insurance policies with
responsible insurers or self-insurance programs, insuring against liability and risk of direct physical
loss, damage or destruction of the Project, at least to the extent that similar insurance is customarily
carried by governmental units or commercial entities constructing, operating and maintaining similar
facilities. If Recipient maintains such policies, nothing in this provision precludes Recipient from
asserting a defense against any party other than OBDD, including a defense of immunity.
F. Sales, Leases and Encumbrances. For a period of not less than ten years following Project Close-Out
Deadline, Recipient shall not, or will require any Subrecipient to not, sell, lease, exchange, abandon,
transfer or otherwise dispose of any substantial portion of or interest in the Property, unless worn
out, obsolete, or, in the reasonable business judgment of Recipient, no longer useful in the operation
of the Project. Nevertheless, OBDD may consent to such disposition if it has received 90 days’ prior
written notice from Recipient. Notwithstanding the foregoing, OBDD hereby consents to: (i) the
leasing of the Property by Blue Jumpsuit to AHI Cannery, LLC, an Oregon limited liability company
(“AHI”) and from AHI to Cervesia Gratis, Inc. an Oregon corporation (“Cervesia”) in connection
with the financing for the development of the Project using New Markets Tax Credits in accordance
with Section 45D of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, as amended and (ii) any transfer in
connection with the foreclosure of the Property to the extent it secured those loans initiated to
finance the development of the Project and (iii) any month to month rental of cold storage space.
G. Books and Records. The Recipient shall keep accurate books and records and maintain them
according to generally accepted accounting principles established by the Government Accounting
Standards Board in effect at the time. Recipient shall have these records audited annually by an
independent certified public accountant, which may be part of the annual audit of all records of
Recipient.
H. Inspections; Information. The Recipient shall, or require any Subrecipient to, permit OBDD and any
party designated by OBDD, at any reasonable time, to inspect and make copies of any accounts,
books and records, including, without limitation, its records regarding receipts, disbursements,
contracts, and any other matters related to the Project. The Recipient shall supply any related reports
and information as OBDD may reasonably require.
I. Records Maintenance. The Recipient shall retain and keep accessible all books, documents, papers,
and records that are directly related to this Contract, the Project or the Financing Proceeds for a
minimum of six years, or such longer period as may be required by other provisions of this Contract
or applicable law, following the Project Closeout Deadline. If there are unresolved issues at the end
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of such period, Recipient shall retain the books, documents, papers and records until the issues are
resolved.
J. Economic Benefit Data. The OBDD may require Recipient to submit specific data on the economic
development benefits of the Project and other information to evaluate the success and economic
impact of the Project, from the date of this Contract until six years after the Project Completion
Date. The Recipient shall, at its own expense, prepare and submit the data within the time specified
by OBDD.
K. Professional Responsibility. A professional engineer or architect, as applicable, registered and in
good standing in Oregon, will be responsible for any construction design for the Project. All service
providers retained for their professional expertise must be certified, licensed, or registered, as
appropriate, in the State of Oregon for their specialty. The Recipient shall follow standard
construction practices, such as bonding requirements for construction contractors, requiring errors
and omissions insurance, and performing testing and inspections during construction.
L. Notice of Default. The Recipient shall give OBDD prompt written notice of any Default as soon as
any senior administrative or financial officer of Recipient becomes aware of its existence or
reasonably believes a Default is likely.
M. Indemnity. To the extent authorized by law, Recipient shall defend (subject to ORS chapter 180),
indemnify, save and hold harmless OBDD and its officers, employees and agents from and against
any and all claims, suits, actions, proceedings, losses, damages, liability and court awards including
costs, expenses, and attorney’s fees incurred related to any actual or alleged act or omission by
Recipient, or its employees, agents or contractors; however, the provisions of this Section are not to
be construed as a waiver by Recipient of any defense or limitation on damages provided for under
Chapter 30 of the Oregon Revised Statutes or under the laws of the United States or other laws of the
State of Oregon.
SECTION 5 - REPRESENTATIONS AND WARRANTIES OF RECIPIENT
The Recipient represents and warrants to OBDD:
A. Organization and Authority.
(1)

The Recipient is a Municipality, and validly organized and existing under the laws of the State
of Oregon.

(2)

The Recipient has all necessary right, power and authority under its organizational documents
and under Oregon law to (a) execute and deliver this Contract, (b) incur and perform its
obligations under this Contract, and (c) receive financing for the Project.

(3)

This Contract has been authorized by an ordinance, order or resolution of Recipient’s
governing body [that was adopted in accordance with applicable law].

(4)

This Contract has been duly executed by Recipient, and when executed by OBDD, is legal,
valid and binding, and enforceable in accordance with their terms.

B. Full Disclosure. The Recipient has disclosed in writing to OBDD all facts that materially adversely
affect the Project, or the ability of Recipient to perform all obligations required by this Contract. The
Recipient has made no false statements of fact, nor has it omitted information necessary to prevent
any statements from being misleading. The information contained in this Contract is true and
accurate in all respects.
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C. Pending Litigation. The Recipient has disclosed in writing to OBDD all proceedings pending (or to
the knowledge of Recipient, threatened) against or affecting Recipient, in any court or before any
governmental authority or arbitration board or tribunal, that, if adversely determined, would
materially adversely affect the Project or the ability of Recipient to perform all obligations required
by this Contract.
D. No Defaults.
(1)

No Defaults or Events of Default exist or occur upon authorization, execution or delivery of
this Contract.

(2)

The Recipient has not violated, and has not received notice of any claimed violation of, any
agreement or instrument to which it is a party or by which the Project or its property may be
bound, that would materially adversely affect the Project or the ability of Recipient to perform
all obligations required by this Contract.

E. Compliance with Existing Agreements and Applicable Law. The authorization and execution of, and
the performance of all obligations required by, this Contract will not: (i) cause a breach of any
agreement or instrument to which Recipient is a party or by which the Project or any of its property
or assets may be bound; (ii) violate any provision of the charter or other document pursuant to which
Recipient was organized or established; or (iii) violate any laws, regulations, ordinances, resolutions,
or court orders related to Recipient, the Project or its properties or operations.
F. Compliance with Tax Laws. Recipient is not in violation of any Oregon tax laws, including but not
limited to a state tax imposed by ORS 320.005 to 320.150 (Amusement Device Taxes) and 403.200
to 403.250 (Tax for Emergency Communications) and ORS chapters 118 (estate tax), 314, 316, 317,
318 (income tax), 321 (Timber tax) and 323 (cigarette tax) and local taxes administered by the
Department of Revenue under ORS 305.620. Recipient shall include this requirement as a
representation and a warranty in any subgrant to a Subrecipient.
G. Governmental Consent. The Recipient has obtained or will obtain all permits and approvals, and has
made or will make all notifications, declarations, filings or registrations, required for the making and
performance of its obligations under this Contract and the undertaking and completion of the Project.
SECTION 6 – EVENTS OF DEFAULT
Any of the following constitutes an “Event of Default”:
A. Any false or misleading representation is made by or on behalf of Recipient, in this Contract or in
any document provided by Recipient related to this Grant or the Project.
B. Recipient fails to perform any obligation required under this Contract, other than those referred to in
subsection A of this section 6, and that failure continues for a period of 30 calendar days after
written notice specifying such failure is given to Recipient by OBDD. The OBDD may agree in
writing to an extension of time if it determines Recipient instituted and has diligently pursued
corrective action.
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SECTION 7 - REMEDIES
A. Remedies. Upon any Event of Default, OBDD may pursue any or all remedies in this Contract and
any other remedies available at law or in equity to enforce the performance of any obligation of
Recipient. Remedies may include, but are not limited to any one or more of the following:
(1)

Terminating OBDD’s commitment and obligation to make the Grant or disbursements of
Financing Proceeds under the Contract.

(2)

Barring Recipient from applying for future awards.

(3)

Withholding amounts otherwise due to Recipient for application to the payment of amounts
due under this Contract.

(4)

Requiring repayment of the Grant and all interest earned by Recipient on those Grant funds.

B. Application of Moneys. Any moneys collected by OBDD pursuant to section 7.A will be applied
first, to pay any attorneys’ fees and other fees and expenses incurred by OBDD; then, as applicable,
to repay any Grant proceeds owed; then, to pay other amounts due and payable under this Contract,
if any.
C. No Remedy Exclusive; Waiver; Notice. No remedy available to OBDD is intended to be exclusive,
and every remedy will be in addition to every other remedy. No delay or omission to exercise any
right or remedy will impair or is to be construed as a waiver of such right or remedy. No single or
partial exercise of any right power or privilege under this Contract will preclude any other or further
exercise thereof or the exercise of any other such right, power or privilege. The OBDD is not
required to provide any notice in order to exercise any right or remedy, other than notice required in
section 6 of this Contract.
D. Default by OBDD. In the event OBDD defaults on any obligation in this Contract, Recipient’s
remedy will be limited to injunction, special action, action for specific performance, or other
available equitable remedy for performance of OBDD’s obligations.
SECTION 9 - MISCELLANEOUS
A. Time is of the Essence. Recipient agrees that time is of the essence under this Contract.
B. Relationship of Parties; Successors and Assigns; No Third Party Beneficiaries.
(1)

The parties agree that their relationship is that of independent contracting parties and that
Recipient is not an officer, employee, or agent of the State of Oregon as those terms are used in
ORS 30.265.

(2)

Nothing in this Contract gives, or is to be construed to give, directly or indirectly, to any third
persons any rights and benefits greater than those enjoyed by the general public.

(3)

This Contract will be binding upon and inure to the benefit of OBDD, Recipient, and their
respective successors and permitted assigns.

(4)

Except as provided in Subsection 4F. above, Recipient may not assign or transfer any of its
rights or obligations or any interest in this Contract without the prior written consent of OBDD.
The OBDD may grant, withhold or impose conditions on such consent in its sole discretion. In
the event of an assignment, Recipient shall pay, or cause to be paid to OBDD, any fees or costs
incurred because of such assignment, including but not limited to attorneys’ fees of OBDD’s
Counsel. Any approved assignment is not to be construed as creating any obligation of OBDD
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beyond those in this Contract, nor does assignment relieve Recipient of any of its duties or
obligations under this Contract.
(5)

Recipient hereby approves and consents to any assignment, sale or transfer of this Contract that
OBDD deems to be necessary.

C. Disclaimer of Warranties; Limitation of Liability. The Recipient agrees that:
(1)

The OBDD makes no warranty or representation, either express or implied, as to the value,
design, condition, merchantability or fitness for particular purpose or fitness for any use of the
Project or any portion of the Project, or any other warranty or representation.

(2)

In no event are OBDD or its agents liable or responsible for any direct, indirect, incidental,
special, consequential or punitive damages in connection with or arising out of this Contract or
the existence, furnishing, functioning or use of the Project.

D. Notices. All notices to be given under this Contract must be in writing and addressed as shown
below, or to other addresses that either party may hereafter indicate pursuant to this section. Notices
may only be delivered by personal delivery or mailed, postage prepaid. Any such notice is effective
five calendar days after mailing, or upon actual delivery if personally delivered.
If to OBDD:

Assistant Director, Economic Development
Oregon Business Development Department
775 Summer Street NE Suite 200
Salem OR 97301-1280

If to Recipient:

Mayor
City of Astoria
1095 Dune Street
Astoria, OR 97103

E. No Construction against Drafter. This Contract is to be construed as if the parties drafted it jointly.
F. Severability. If any term or condition of this Contract is declared by a court of competent jurisdiction
as illegal, invalid or unenforceable, that holding will not invalidate or otherwise affect any other
provision.
G. Amendments, Waivers. This Contract may not be amended without the prior written consent of
OBDD (and when required, the Department of Justice) and Recipient. This Contract may not be
amended in a manner that is not in compliance with the Act. No waiver or consent is effective unless
in writing and signed by the party against whom such waiver or consent is sought to be enforced.
Such waiver or consent will be effective only in the specific instance and for the specific purpose
given.
H. Attorneys’ Fees and Other Expenses. To the extent permitted by the Oregon Constitution and the
Oregon Tort Claims Act, the prevailing party in any dispute arising from this Contract is entitled to
recover its reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs at trial and on appeal. Reasonable attorneys’ fees
cannot exceed the rate charged to OBDD by its attorneys.
I. Choice of Law; Designation of Forum; Federal Forum. The laws of the State of Oregon (without giving
effect to its conflicts of law principles) govern all matters arising out of or relating to this Contract,
including, without limitation, its validity, interpretation, construction, performance, and
enforcement.
Any party bringing a legal action or proceeding against any other party arising out of or relating to
this Contract shall bring the legal action or proceeding in the Circuit Court of the State of Oregon for
C2019314 Astoria Warehouse Redevelopment agreement.docx
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Marion County (unless Oregon law requires that it be brought and conducted in another county).
Each party hereby consents to the exclusive jurisdiction of such court, waives any objection to
venue, and waives any claim that such forum is an inconvenient forum.
Notwithstanding the prior paragraph, if a claim must be brought in a federal forum, then it must be
brought and adjudicated solely and exclusively within the United States District Court for the District of
Oregon. This paragraph applies to a claim brought against the State of Oregon only to the extent
Congress has appropriately abrogated the State of Oregon’s sovereign immunity and is not consent
by the State of Oregon to be sued in federal court. This paragraph is also not a waiver by the State of
Oregon of any form of defense or immunity, including but not limited to sovereign immunity and
immunity based on the Eleventh Amendment to the Constitution of the United States.
J. Integration. This Contract (including all exhibits, schedules or attachments) constitutes the entire
agreement between the parties on the subject matter. There are no unspecified understandings,
agreements or representations, oral or written, regarding this Contract.
K. Execution in Counterparts. This Contract may be signed in several counterparts, each of which is an
original and all of which constitute one and the same instrument.
The Recipient, by its signature below, acknowledges that it has read this Contract, understands it, and
agrees to be bound by its terms and conditions.

STATE OF OREGON
acting by and through its
Business Development Department
By:

Chris Cummings, Assistant Director
Economic Development

Date:

CITY OF ASTORIA

By:

The Hon. Bruce Jones, Mayor

Date:

APPROVED AS TO LEGAL SUFFICIENCY IN ACCORDANCE WITH ORS 291.047:
/s/ Sam Zeigler per email dated 10 September 2019
Sam Zeigler, Assistant Attorney General
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EXHIBIT A - GENERAL DEFINITIONS
As used in this Contract, the following terms have the meanings below.
“Costs of the Project” means Recipient’s actual costs (including any financing costs properly
allocable to the Project) that are (a) reasonable, necessary and directly related to the Project, (b)
permitted by generally accepted accounting principles to be Costs of the Project, and (c) are eligible or
permitted uses of the Financing Proceeds under applicable state or federal statute and rule.
“Counsel” means an attorney at law or firm of attorneys at law duly admitted to practice law before
the highest court of any state, who may be of counsel to, or an employee of, OBDD or Recipient.
“Default” means an event which, with notice or lapse of time or both, would become an Event of
Default.
“Financing Proceeds” means the proceeds of the Grant.
“ORS” means the Oregon Revised Statutes.
“Project Completion Date” means the date on which Recipient completes the Project.
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DATE:

SEPTEMBER 20, 2019

TO:

MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL

FROM:

BRETT ESTES, CITY MANAGER

SUBJECT: CONSIDERATION OF PROPERTY SALE PROPOSALS – MILL POND
DISCUSSION/ANALYSIS
In November, 2018, the City Council authorized staff to contract with Area Properties to market
the City-owned “pier lots” at the Mill Pond. The pier lots are twelve platted lots donated to the
City by the developer of the Mill Pond, Art DeMuro, in 2012. Since that time the City has paid
homeowners fees in excess of $64,000, and is currently budgeting $13,000 annually for “nobuild” fees, HOA dues and maintenance expenses. The lots were listed at $45,000 for each
pier or $90,000 total. Although the lots have been available for sale periodically since 2012, no
offers had been forthcoming until May of this year.
On May 10, 2019, Mary Wickstrom of Area Properties was contacted by Cheryl Storey, a
homeowner on Mill Pond Lane, on behalf of a group of homeowners (not the HOA) interested in
providing a donation to the City of $11,500 to decommission the 12 lots. This would involve
pulling out the water meters and sewer connections and reconstructing the sidewalk along the
street that would have provided access to each pier. On July 1, the City Council was apprised
of the donation proposal, and directed staff to develop a formal proposal to consider.
On July 19, Mary Wickstrom sent staff a letter of intent from John D. Dulcich of Goldsmith Land
Investments, expressing interest in purchasing the lots. Staff met with Mr. Dulcich, who was
provided with background information concerning the lots. On the advice of the City Attorney,
Mr. Dulcich was asked to provide a formal purchase and sale agreement, which he did on
August 23. The offer is for $35,000 (Attachment A). At the September 3 meeting, the Council
scheduled a public hearing on September 30th to consider the offer, in accordance with Real
Property Sales Procedures (Sec.1.500) of the City Code. A Report to Council and Call for
Hearing was submitted in accordance with Section 1.505.
Staff had several conversations with Cheryl Storey concerning the offer from Mr. Dulcich, and
was told if the homeowners wished, they could provide a formal offer to the City. Their offer of
$40,000 and supporting information is included with this memo (Attachment B).
If the Dulcich offer is accepted, it would be “as is”, and the buyer would be subject to all the
restrictions and requirements of the Mill Pond Homeowners Association (MPHOA) as well as
the City. If the homeowners’ offer is accepted, the City could incur costs to decommission as
described. The City Engineer has provided an estimate (Attachment C) of the costs associated
with this work, which is $35,000 plus a 10% contingency, or about $3,000 per lot.
Staff has inquired of the MPHOA as to whether the organization would continue to impose fees
if the property were “deplatted” and remained in City ownership as a park, but no determination
has been made at the time of memorandum preparation.
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Section 1.510 Completion of Sale, states:
If the city council approves the sale, the sale shall be conducted by or arranged for by the public
works director in the manner directed by the council. In approving the sale, the city council may
modify any terms or conditions of the sale.

RECOMMENDATION
It is recommended that City Council consider each of the offers and provide direction how they
wish to proceed on the offers. Staff and the City Attorney would need to complete further work
and documents based on Council’s direction.

By: ________________________________
Jeff Harrington, Public Works Director

Prepared by: ________________________
Mike Morgan, Contract Planner
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September 20, 2019

TO:
CC:

City Council Members, Brett Estes
Mike Morgan, Jennifer Benoit

RE: Mill Pond Homeowners’ Donation OFFER to the City for the Mill Pond Pier
Lots
Below is a summary of our updated offer related to the pier lots and said decommissioning and de-platting.
Our original offer was made under the belief the City would be saving money in the future, not that it was
necessary to come up with more than enough to cover current decommissioning costs in full. Our group had
been waiting for the formal paperwork from the city per the July 1st City Council meeting but none had been
forthcoming. We are now receiving notices of potential sale of the property but interestingly enough, no
such notices related to our offer from the July 1 meeting had been sent out.
Our group will honor its commitment and we have gone back to interested Mill Pond homeowners and raised
enough to meet the current offer and slightly exceed via donations to Astoria Parks and Recreation. We also
have discussed with others outside the Mill Pond neighborhood our interest in protecting the existing wildlife
and the view corridor for all whom come through Astoria. Unlike proposed development, which is not
guaranteed to transpire, we offer money in hand and believe our donations and de-platting the property
offers the best solution to further wetlands development. The City may receive credit for wetlands on
another piece of land if we can protect Mill Pond through the de-platting of the lots.
https://www.oregon.gov/dsl/WW/Pages/Mitigation.aspx

Please also see our attached memo related to protection of the wetlands in Mill Pond and an Oregon
Wetlands score card. (Attachments 2 and 3).
The Mill Pond homeowners' increased offer is $40,000 to the City of Astoria to cover decommissioning
and de-platting the pier lots as follows:
We have raised additional funds from a number of residents, collectively referred to as the "Friends of
Mill Pond." I (Cheryl Storey) am acting as the donors' representative for this offer. Our donor list
includes each donor's specific contribution amount, address, and totals $40,000 on this list.
Should City Council accept the Mill Pond homeowners' increased offer, our proposed course of action is as
follows:
1. We request the City to follow-through with the formal paperwork as approved in the July 1st meeting
with the increased offer of $40,000 in donations.
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2. We will work with City staff on drafting up the formal agreement and the homeowners' may consult
their own legal counsel for confirmation on specific wording to protect each party's interests.
3. Once paperwork has been finalized, Cheryl Storey will collect the checks from each donor, made out
to Astoria Parks and Recreation (a 501c3 organization) and deliver the checks to the applicable City
staff. Delivery to be done after a fully signed agreement is made with the City related to the pier
lots.
4. The City will decommission and de-platte the 12 pier lots in accordance with City standards. The deplatting of the lots will result in the lots being eliminated on the GIS maps and reflect open space
similar to public parks and other City owned greenspaces.
We ask the City to negate the sale of the lots to allow for time, if necessary, to complete the details of our
offer. We are willing to work with the City and the Mill Pond owners to work out the best way to turn the
lots into open space, remove the annual HOA dues and no-build fees, enhance wetlands environment and
wildlife habitat and build consensus in the community. Our offer benefits everyone in the community, the
City, the property owners, the wildlife and future generations of visitors and residents.
Therefore, we ask that City Council to accept our offer to protect the habitat and wetlands in the Mill Pond
neighborhood in perpetuity for the citizens of Astoria.

Thank you,
Cheryl Storey
2605 Mill Pond Lane
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September 20, 2019

TO: City Staff and City Council
From: Cheryl Storey, 2605 Mill Pond Lane

RE: Mill Pond Pier Lots
This memo is to advocate for keeping the pier lots undeveloped for the City and Community of Astoria, due
to the significant environmental and wildlife factors. To summarize:
1. Please refer to e-mail with our offer, to which this memo is attached.
2. To quote an original document: “The design of Mill Pond Village emphasizes the waterfront. The
home sites offer residents a view of the beautiful Columbia River. The Mill Pond and four pocket parks
scattered throughout the development provide ample recreation opportunities for both residents and
the larger community.”
3. When the property was originally platted, the pond itself was simply a body of water with no life to
it. Over the past 20 years, the pond has flourished and we now have wildlife that has taken up
residency in the pond. Building pier lots that use up much of the pond water space impacts wildlife
ability to continue to flourish in the pond.
4. People from outside Mill Pond use the open space and the water for their events and activities. Mill
Pond’s habitat are open to one and all. Many who work and live in the area take their breaks and in
general walk around the pond for recreation. We see many from outside Mill Pond walking their
dogs through the neighborhood, including local resident Ronni Harris. Elderly residents from the
Gateway Senior Housing units regularly stroll the pond area.
5. We realize the City is looking for additional housing for its residents, particularly low-income.
However, the development of the pier lots would not provide this type of housing, due to small unit
size of each condo and the probable sales price.
Below is further discussion of the above points:
1. We are submitting our offer to the City in advance of the September 30 City Council meeting and ask
the Council to consider our offer in light of protecting these wetlands and habitat.
a. In response to the July 1 City Council meeting authorizing City staff to move forward with a
formal document accepting the Mill Pond homeowners’ donations, the Mill Pond HOA
landscape committee (of which I’m a member) have been looking into a grant from the State
to plant natural vegetation along the sides of the pond that were/are City property,
including the pier lots. The sale of the pier lots to a developer converts these lots to private
property and reduces the area with which we can use such a grant (as the HOA defers to
each homeowner for maintenance of their own lot).
b. We want to see Mill Pond itself be an established wetland environment. Eventually, we
would prefer to eliminate the grass in Pergola Park and the pier lot adjacent to the park and
convert to a more natural environment, which has been discussed at the HOA board level
and with the landscape committee over the past couple years.
c. In accordance with the Mill Pond HOA CC&Rs, the HOA itself is responsible for the cost of
maintaining city owned property within our development. Thus, the HOA has continued to
maintain the pier lot space and decommissioning the platted space will not change the
HOA’s responsibility to maintain these properties.
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2. The original platting of the Mill Pond neighborhood included the two pier lots with six (6) condos per
pier. Over time, the pond’s characteristics have changed and the original vision of 6 condos per pier
covering a large portion of the pond no longer makes sense given the environmental and wildlife
changes. Time has a way of making us look at how property should be treated and “developed” for
future generations. If the developer wants to fulfill DeMuro’s vision, such vision can be done by
building single family homes on the individual pond lots that are for currently for sale. The footprint
of the individual homes on the pond lots are far less than the footprint of two large pier lots with 6
condos each projecting out into the pond. These two pier lots would have a negative impact on the
Mill Pond wetland environment.

Original views of the pond before
development and wildlife began
inhabiting the pond.

3. Citizens from the community regularly visit Mill Pond to view the pond and the critters that inhabit
the waters.

Geese flying into the pond, where
pier lots w/b encroaching into this
area.

a.
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b.

Blue Heron sitting in area where
pier lots w/b developed. This
heron sits in this location on a
regular basis.

c.

Geese sitting with heron on edge of
bank where pier lots w/b placed.

Geese regularly sit on this portion of grass next
to Pergola Park. This section would be covered
by condos built on the pier and no longer
available for the geese. Mill Pond HOA maintains
this area and sprinklers are located in this section
of grass as well.

d.

River otter family regularly visits Mill
Pond, sits along bank where pier lot is
platted.

e.

156
3

4. The community uses the Pond and the greenspaces for their events and activities:

Paddleboarders in the pond that
live close by but are not Mill Pond
residents (I asked).

a.

The City, rightly so, is very
proud of how this
development has turned out.
The City even changed the
name to “DeMuro Mill Pond.”

b.
c.

Given the new development with the Co-Op and the eventual development of the TP Freight
lot, it’s important we keep our current wetland environment Our development provides
access between the Riverwalk and the new Co-Op under construction and will likely be used
by more in the community once the Co-Op opens for business.

5. Due to the expected construction costs of the piers themselves and ultimately the condo units, the
condos are likely to be 2nd homes for non-residents rather than housing for those working in the
community, whether at the hospital, Safeway or any other establishment in close proximity to the Mill
Pond development. These condo units on the pier lots will do nothing to increase housing available to
community residents. In addition, we’ve heard the developer is considering if one or two residences
could be built on each pier. Two units versus six units per “lot” is not increasing density.
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3.4 Summary of Current Status
and Health of Oregon’s
Freshwater Wetlands
Janet C. Morlan
Wetlands Program Leader, Oregon Division of State Lands

Report Card
Freshwater wetland health varies by ecoregion, with urbanized and agricultural regions exhibiting the most wetland
losses and degradation of wetland condition. Although data on freshwater wetland health are very limited, most indicators point toward declining health. However, there are also some positive trends in recent years.
• Oregon has lost an estimated 38 percent of its original wetlands. In the Willamette Valley, approximately 57
percent of wetlands have been lost, and a recent study shows that the valley continues to lose more than 500
acres per year. The Klamath Basin has lost an estimated 75 percent of original wetlands, primarily due to government-sponsored conversion to agricultural production.
• Statewide, 29 percent of native wetland plant communities identified to date are ranked as “imperiled.” Only a
few have been studied in detail, like the Willamette Valley wet prairie (99 percent lost) and the Agate Desert
vernal pools (more than 40 percent gone and what’s left highly degraded).
• Twenty-four percent of wetland-dependent amphibians are ranked as imperiled.
• Extensive modification of rivers and streams has reduced wetland area and complexity and altered wetland types
and functions.
• Water quality standards for wetlands have not
been established, but wetland water quality
condition and trends may roughly parallel stream
condition.
• Existing regulatory programs have slowed wetland
loss substantially but are not sufficient in themselves to halt the loss of wetland acreage and
functions.
• New wetland restoration incentive programs are
helping to reverse wetland loss trends and improve
wetland ecosystem health, particularly in agricultural regions.
• Principal threats to wetland ecosystem health
today include continued pressure to convert
wetlands to other economic uses, and the
cumulative impacts from human activities—such
as pollution, sedimentation, and invasion of
nuisance species—on wetland condition.

Indicators
Wetland ecosystems are healthy when:
1. The area and spatial distribution of wetlands within
ecoregions and within watersheds are maintained,
not at historical levels in all regions, but at a level
that can sustain existing key functions and services
2. Objectives and standards of state policies and
regulatory programs are being met
3. Area and spatial distribution of basic wetland types
appropriate to the ecoregion are maintained
4. Native plant and animal community abundance,
quality, and diversity are maintained
5. They are physically connected (not fragmented) to
functionally related aquatic resources, such as rivers
and their flood plains, and to high quality upland
habitats
6. Hydrologic characteristics, including quantity,
quality and timing, are within the historical range
of variability for regional types and are sufficient to
sustain the wetland resource and dependent
processes over the long term.

C h a p t e r
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Introduction
Freshwater wetlands are a highly diverse resource that reflect
the extreme physical and biological variability of the state.
Although all wetlands share many basic features, their ecological functions—and thus the services they provide—differ
markedly between regions and between landscapes. For example, Willamette River floodplain sloughs temporarily store
flood waters, reducing peak flows downstream. The vast Klamath Basin marshes—dubbed the “Everglades of the West”—
support millions of migratory waterfowl. Cascade Mountain
bogs are home to rare or peculiar plants like the carnivorous
sundew. And streamside wetlands in the Coast Range provide
food and shelter to threatened juvenile salmon and trout.
This great diversity of wetland types and the variety of functions they perform make it difficult to generalize about wetland resource health. No one indicator provides a suitable or
sufficient measure of health for all wetlands. However, wetland area is a basic indicator that can be used to track wetland
extent and trends. How much of the state’s original wetlands
remain? What are current loss rates? Are there disproportionate losses in some regions? These area measures are important because, to a great extent, the health of wetlands in
Oregon is dependent on maintaining the remaining wetlands,
a goal embodied in state and federal “no-net-loss of wetlands”
policies.
However, area measures alone cannot adequately address overall wetland health. Other measures are needed—the health of
native wetland plant and animal communities; the extent to
which wetlands have been cut off from one another and from
streams, lakes and other aquatic resources; and the degree to
which water is available to sustain wetlands. These and similar “condition” indicators are needed to more fully understand the ecological health of Oregon’s wetlands today and
their capacity to provide valued goods and services well into
the future.
What do we know about wetland resource health in Oregon
today? Historical information indicates that, in highly developed urban or agricultural regions in particular, wetlands have
been drastically and often irreversibly altered. Dams, levees
and diversions on major rivers and their tributaries have
changed hydrologic characteristics at the most fundamental
landscape levels. Cities and roads have eliminated or fragmented wetland systems. Government sponsored projects
have cleared and drained vast areas of former wetlands for
conversion to agricultural crops. In these regions, few naturally functioning wetlands remain to serve as reference sites
for evaluating current resource health. For these reasons,
maintaining wetlands within a “historical” range of variability may be a reasonable measure of resource health, but is an
unachievable goal. Instead, the goal is to maintain existing
wetlands or increase wetland area and functions through restoration.
4 6
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Definition and indicators of a
healthy wetland resource
Wetland health is evaluated by assessing wetland condition
and the degree to which wetlands perform certain functions.
A wetland in good condition is better able to function to its
potential capacity. Wetland function and condition are important to us because of the valued goods and services that
wetlands provide. Most people are familiar with the importance of wetlands for waterfowl, fish and other wetland-dependent species, yet many other functions are equally important.
For example, a watershed with an intact wetland system that
provides for water storage reduces winter flooding and sustains summer stream flows. Wetlands in good condition also
improve water quality by recycling nitrogen and phosphorus
and filtering sediments and other pollutants—in fact, wetlands are constructed specifically for this purpose. When these
services are lost in the landscape, they are extremely expensive to replace. For example, a study in Washington state valued wetlands in one basin at $36,000-$51,000 per acre for
flood control alone (Leschine et al., 1997).
The indicators selected to assess wetland ecosystem health
are described in Table 3.4-1 and were based on three related
criteria—their significance as a measure of ecosystem health,
their sensitivity for detecting change, and data availability
(currently available or feasible).

Current conditions and trends
Indicator 1: Change in wetland area and
spatial distribution

Until better methods to assess wetland functions and condition are developed and applied statewide, wetland areal extent and distribution will continue to be an important surrogate measure of wetland resource health. Present data sources
include historical wetland loss estimates, regional studies of
recent (last one to two decades) status and trends, and reviews of permitted wetland losses and gains.
In considering wetland change, it is important to distinguish
between “historical” wetland extent, which establishes the
context, and “current” trends. An estimated 38 percent of
Oregon’s historical wetlands have been lost (Dahl, 1990). Regional historical loss data are not widely available, but data
for the Willamette Valley suggest a loss of approximately 57
percent of historical wetlands (Christy et al., 1998), and wetland loss in the Klamath Basin (Oregon/California) is estimated
at 75 percent of original wetlands (Akins, 1970). Data on
modern wetland trends show continued, gradual losses. A recent study of wetland change in the Willamette Valley shows
a loss of approximately 546 acres per year.

E n v i r o n m e n t
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Indicator 2: Change in wetland area due to
permitted activity

Regulatory programs are a key public policy mechanism to
provide protection for the wetland resource while allowing
for necessary wetland alteration (Good et al., 1998). In addition to federal and state regulatory programs, the federal government and the state have adopted “no net loss of wetlands”
policies and goals. Permit program outcome evaluation provides a measure of how many wetland alterations are “cap-

tured” by the permit program and how well permitted wetland losses are offset by wetland gains from compensatory
mitigation.
Regulatory program evaluations indicate that small wetland
losses occur through the permit process (Kentula et al., 1992;
Shaich and Franklin, 1995). Losses are attributed primarily to
insufficient or inadequate compensatory mitigation (wetland
replacement) for permitted wetland fills. Not all wetland

Table 3.4-1. Freshwater wetland ecosystem health indicators, significance, reference condition,
and data sources

Indicator and Type1
1 – Change in wetland
area and spatial
distribution
(acres/percent)

Type 1 & 2
2 – Permitted change
in wetland area
(acres/percent)

Significance
Directly measures net
loss or gain of wetland
acreage and indirectly
measures loss or gain
of wetland functions
and associated goods
and services
Measures outcomes of
policies and programs
that regulate wetland
impacts

Type 3
3 – Change in diversity Directly measures
and distribution of
change in types of
wetland types
wetlands and indirectly
measures change in
Type 1
structure and functions
4 – Changes in native
wetland plant and
animal assemblages

Type 1
5 – Degree of
connectivity with other
aquatic resources &
upland habitats
Type 1 & 2
6 – Changes in
hydrologic
characteristics

Measures structural
integrity, habitat
diversity, and
ecosystem stress

Indirect measure of
aquatic ecosystem
function and wetland
habitat condition
Measures change in
hydrologic functions
that control related
wetland condition,
functions & services

Reference Condition
1. Pre-Euro-American
settlement (~1850) as
measure of historical
condition
2. Modern change
baseline approximately
1985-1990
1985
(Current state & federal
regulatory programs in
place)
1. Pre-Euro-American
settlement
2. Mid-1980s (date of
National Wetlands
Inventory)
1. Pre-Euro-American
settlement species &
assemblages
2. Date community first
identified and described
with published data
1. Pre-Euro-American
settlement

Data Sources
Akins, 1970
Dahl, 1990
Fretwell et al., 1996
Borgias & Patterson, 1999
Christy et al., 1998
Daggett et al., 1999
Kentula et al., 1992
Shaich & Franklin, 1995
Steve Morrow, pers. com.,
1999
Christy et al., 1998
Daggett et al., 1998
Gwin et al., 1999
National Wetlands
Inventory (NWI)
Christy & Titus, 1997
Christy et al., 1998
Ed Alverson, pers. com.,
1999
Borgias & Patterson, 1999
National Wetlands
Inventory

2. 1980s (NWI data)

Land Use/Land Cover
mapping

1. Pre-Euro-American
settlement

Akins, 1970
USDA, 1977
Benner & Sedell, 1994
Fretwell, 1996
Adamus, 1998
Gwin et al., 1999
NWI

2. Modern change
baseline approx. 1985

Type 1 & 2
1 Indicator Type:
1: Ecosystem structure- and function-based
2: Ecosystem goods- and services-based
3: Environmental policy-based
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changes (losses or gains) are reflected in permit records because they were too small to meet the permit requirement
threshold, were not subject to permit requirements, or were
never permitted (Shaich, 2000).
Indicator 3: Change in diversity and
distribution of basic wetland types

The diversity and areal extent of basic wetland types (such as
forested, wet prairie, marsh, riverine, slope, isolated, etc.) that
are appropriate to the ecoregion provide an indirect measure
of wetland ecosystem health. Data sources include maps of
historical wetland types in the region, regional status and
trends studies, land cover/land use change analysis, and permit program outcome evaluation.
Wetlands are often classified by type based upon their landscape setting, water dynamics, and dominant vegetation. These
different characteristics result in process differences. Human
alteration often changes these basic characteristics, with a
general observed trend of “simplification” of diverse ecosystems into more homogenous ones (Benner and Sedell, 1994).
For example, many “riverine” wetlands—those directly connected to rivers—have been changed into “isolated” wetlands
by road construction or levees, and many forested and prairie
wetlands have been changed into farmed wetlands (Christy
et al., 1998). An effort is underway in Oregon to classify wetlands by hydrogeomorphic type and relate these classes to
specific functions (Adamus, 1998).
Indicator 4: Changes in assemblages of native
wetland plants and animals

Changes in native wetland plant and animal communities
appropriate for the wetland types in the ecoregion and the
proportion of invasive, exotic species indicate the level of ecosystem stress. Data sources include sample-based field assessments correlated to reference sites, plant assemblage diversity
surveys, and changes in rarity rankings.
The status of native wetland communities and wetland-dependent species varies considerably by region. As would be
expected, urban and agricultural areas have been subject to
the most loss of native communities and species. For example,
Atlas Figure 19 shows the estimated historical extent of
Willamette Valley wet prairie (Christy et al., 1998). Less than
1 percent remains today, too little to show up on the map
(Christy, pers. com., 1999). The Oregon Natural Heritage Program (ONHP) has identified 518 wetland plant communities.
Of these, 151 (29%) are ranked as imperiled (Christy and Titus,
1997). In the Willamette Valley, 32 of the 72 plant communities (44%) are ranked as imperiled. Some Oregon plant communities may be naturally rare, but ONHP estimates that approximately 90 percent of imperiled plant communities are
imperiled due to human activities. Similarly, 24 percent of
wetland-dependent amphibians are listed as imperiled.
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Indicator 5: Degree of physical connectivity
between wetlands and related aquatic resources,
and between wetlands and upland habitats

Many of the wetland ecosystem services Oregonians value—
such as water quality improvement and fish and wildlife habitat—require a physical connection between wetlands and associated aquatic resources like streams, riparian areas, and estuaries. Similarly, the availability of high quality upland habitat
adjacent to wetlands is important for many species. Assessment data includes maps, reports, and observations of the
extent to which wetlands are fragmented by dikes, levees,
development, and similar features, and the extent to which
uplands surrounding major wetland areas are “natural” rather
than built, farmed, or logged.
Data on “connectivity” are not directly available, but National
Wetlands Inventory maps and other sources indicate that may
miles of rivers and streams have been disconnected from their
floodplains and wetlands by levees, diversions, and road construction. This fragmentation alters the functions of these
aquatic ecosystems. Data on the degree to which important
wetlands are connected to high quality upland habitats are
not available. However, studies to evaluate connectivity in
priority regions could be readily conducted.
Indicator 6: Changes in hydrologic characteristics

Hydrology characteristics of wetlands include water quantity,
duration and periodicity of flooding or saturation, and water
quality. Hydrologic characteristics that depart from the normal range of variability indicate stress and probable impairment of the wetland’s ability to provide ecosystem goods and
services. Data sources to assess this indicator include maps,
reports and physical evidence of drainage or diking for agricultural production, urban development patterns, hydrologic
characteristics of mitigation or restoration sites compared to
“naturally” occurring wetlands, and direct measurement of
selected hydrologic characteristics of altered sites compared
to “least disturbed” reference sites.
Hydrologic characteristics of wetlands are influenced by a
multitude of factors including the stream alterations noted
above, dams and diversions, agricultural drainage, groundwater or surface water withdrawals, urbanization, and pollutants (Akins, 1970; Fretwell, 1996; USDA, 1977). The extent of
these alterations suggest an overall “drying out” of wetlands
in agricultural or semi-arid regions, with a corresponding decline in function and increased risk. These and other activities have also changed basic wetland types in highly altered
regions, for example from river-associated to isolated wetlands.
Gwin et al. (1999) found that wetlands created or restored for
compensatory mitigation typically have very different hydrologic characteristics than the filled wetlands they are supposed
to replace. Wetland water quality trends may parallel those
for streams, but water quality standards for wetlands have not
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yet been established and water quality is difficult to measure,
due in part to the highly variable and seasonal surface water
characteristics of most wetland types.

Threats, strengths, and examples
Wetland resource health can be adversely affected either directly or indirectly by human activities. Activities such as filling, draining and discharge of pollutants directly eliminate or
degrade wetlands. Activities such as groundwater withdrawals
or poor upland land management indirectly degrade adjacent
wetlands. In highly altered regions such as the Willamette Valley or Coastal lowlands, the types, distribution, and functions
of wetland ecosystems are far different than they were historically, which increases risk and also constrains management and
restoration options. In addition, it is important to recognize
that activities that cause wetland loss and degradation are sometimes indirectly promoted through public policies and programs
intended to achieve other social or economic goals, such as
economic development, increased density requirements within
urban growth boundaries, waterfowl management, or protection of farmland (some of which is wetland).
Regulations and policies aimed at maintaining Oregon’s wetland resource base have significantly reduced, but not prevented,
wetland loss. A recent study of wetland change in the Willamette
Valley ecoregion found that between 1982 and 1994, wetland
loss continued to occur at an average rate of 546 acres per year
(Daggett et al., 1998). A total of 6,877 acres of wetland were
converted to upland land uses, representing 2.5 percent of the
1982 wetland acreage in the valley (Figure 3.4-1).
Although wetland condition was not directly evaluated, changes
between wetland types provide indirect information about
wetland degradation. For example, conversion of forested wetland to farmed or other emergent types (2,200 acres) indicates
a loss of structurally complex wetland habitat, including riparian habitat. The study also revealed wetland gains, mostly from
Figure 3.4-1. Causes of net wetland loss to
Willamette Valley upland, 1982 to 1994.

Other Uplands
11%

Because impacts and trends vary considerably among regions,
a similar study has been initiated for the Coast Range
ecoregion. The results of this study should be available in 2002.
Threats to wetlands vary greatly by ecoregion and dominant
land uses. For example, in the Great Basin ecoregion, major
risks include poor grazing management and invasive species,
whereas in the Willamette Valley ecoregion the major risks include fill for development, increased agricultural drainage, fragmentation, and pollution from urban and agricultural runoff.
Current threats to wetland health include:
• Loss due to unregulated (no permit required) or unpermitted (violation) urban and rural development (Shaich,
2000)
• Loss or degradation due to agricultural expansion or
improved drainage on existing fields (USFWS, 1997;
Morlan and Peters, 1999)
• Loss or degradation due to surface water diversion,
groundwater withdrawal, ditching streams, and
stormwater systems designed to move water quickly off
the landscape (Boggess and Woods, this report; Oregon
Division of State Lands, 1989)
• Grazing activities that damage vegetation and degrade
streams, which lowers water tables, thereby drying streams
and adjacent riverine wetlands (Kauffmann et al., 1985)
• Eutrophication due to nitrogen or phosphorus loading
from agricultural or urban runoff and insufficient
wastewater treatment (Adamus, 1998)
• Degradation by contaminants such as heavy metals,
pesticides, oil and other pollutants and by sediment
overloads from poor management of adjacent uplands
• Invasive, non-native plant and animal species that
replace native species (Arnold and Anthony, this report)
• Fragmentation of wetlands into smaller, isolated units
that become more vulnerable to eradication; fragmentation also impedes wildlife movements between habitat
types and the smaller wetlands cannot support wildlife
species that require large habitat units (Gibbs, 1993).

A number of wetland resource strengths can also be identified. Wetlands tend to be highly resilient, absorbing a considerable amount of abuse while still providing valued services.
Also, wetlands that are degraded from a wildlife habitat standpoint, for example, may still provide a high level of flood
storage. Many degraded wetlands can be restored to highly
Agriculture
functional, if not historical, condition with minimal cost. In
64%
addition, degraded wetlands are often “self-restoring” if the
actions that cause chronic degradation—such as cultivation,
levees, or pollutants—are removed or minimized.

Upland
Built\Rural
Development
23%

Upland Forest
Plantation
2%
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abandoned or intentionally restored agricultural land. However, losses continue to outpace gains by about three to one.
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Since the late 1970s, many public policies, regulations and
programs—and numerous private programs—have focused on
protecting and restoring wetlands. Examples include:
• State Removal-Fill Law—requires permit for wetland
alterations and compensatory mitigation for permitted
wetland impacts
• Sections 404 & 401 of the federal Water Pollution
Control Act—similar provisions to above law and water
quality standards for receiving waters
• State and federal policies setting goal of “no-net-loss” of
the wetland resource
• Statewide Land Use Planning Program—cities and
counties must develop protection programs for wetland
resources under Goals 5 and 17
• Acquisition of important wetland sites by land trusts and
public land management agencies
• Substantial increase in public funding for voluntary
wetland/aquatic system restoration
The city of Eugene provides the most prominent example of
successful wetland planning by a local government in Oregon.
When the city discovered that much of the industrial-zoned
land in West Eugene was wetland, the city embarked on developing a Wetland Conservation Plan (WCP). WCPs are an
optional approach to Goal 5 wetland protection programs—
more difficult to develop but with a larger “payoff” in terms
of both resource protection and development certainty.
The West Eugene Wetland Plan was adopted in 1992 and approved by the state in 1994. Plan elements include a detailed
wetlands inventory and function and value assessment; plan
goals; designation of wetlands for protection, restoration or
development; a mitigation bank program; and an acquisition
program for priority wetlands (City of Eugene and Lane Council of Governments, 1992).
The plan accomplished several wetland protection goals, including land use designations and zoning provisions that provide an additional level of protection, and public acquisition
of more than 2,200 acres of wetlands and adjacent uplands
from willing sellers. The plan also provided advantages for
developers and the business community through plan designation of specific wetlands or portions of wetlands for development, state and federal plan approval which speeds permitting for development parcels, and a mitigation bank program operated by the city, which provides an alternative for
developers to meet compensatory mitigation needs in a timely,
relatively hassle-free, manner.
As was envisioned in the goals, the plan has facilitated a coevolution of economic growth and wetland preservation in
the West Eugene area (Lane Council of Governments, 1999).
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Significant ant numbers of acres of drained or diked wetlands
are being restored throughout the state. For example, the Klamath Basin in the East Cascades ecoregion has been subjected
to massive drainage activity dating back to the Swampland
Act in 1860 (Fretwell et al., 1996). During the past fifty years,
approximately 30,000 acres of wetlands adjacent to Upper
Klamath Lake have been diked and drained. At the same time,
water quality in the lake has declined and two indigenous
fish species—the Lost River and shortnose suckers—have been
listed as endangered.
In response to these concerns, a local citizens group proposed
federal acquisition of drained wetlands for the purpose of wetland restoration. Congress appropriated $2.4 million for the
Bureau of Land Management to purchase the 3,200 acre Wood
River Ranch property. Numerous partner groups helped to develop a resource management plan and fund restoration work.
Restoration was begun in 1996. Habitat restoration will include 1,600 acres of seasonal wetland, 1,200 acres of permanent marsh, and more than six miles of meandering stream
channel habitat. In addition, 1.7 miles of the lower Wood
River channel will be restored along with 25 acres of adjacent
floodplain wetland (Wedge Watkins, pers. com., 1999).

Projections and conclusions
Data are not available for making accurate projections for
wetland resource health but are sufficient to conclude that
risks outweigh strengths. The best available data, from the
Willamette Valley study, indicate that wetland losses will continue, though at much slower rates than estimated historical
loss rates. Public awareness of wetland functions and services,
and resultant policies and laws aimed at wetland protection
and management, have slowed the rate of wetland loss. There
are limited reliable data, however, on wetland health trends.
Certain trends can be expected to continue, even though the
rates and resource health impacts cannot be accurately predicted. Continued population growth and economic development inevitably increase risk to wetland resource health.
Direct losses of wetlands and degradation of wetland health
will continue to occur. Wetlands most at risk will be the “drier”
wetland types and those in urbanizing areas because they will
be under the most pressure for conversion to other uses. Cumulative impacts—the accumulation of many individual actions that combined degrade wetlands—can be expected to
increase, particularly in the most populated and rapidly-growing regions of the state like the Willamette Valley, Umpqua
and Rogue River Valleys, and the Coast.
Unpredictable factors that could substantially affect wetlands
include:
• Climatic fluctuations—wetlands are transitional between
uplands and aquatic sites and even small changes in
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groundwater levels can dramatically affect wetland
persistence and health.
• Agricultural practices—changes in practices, economic
conditions, or environmental policies and regulations
can increase or decrease manipulation of agriculturally
managed wetlands.
• Economic conditions—commercial, industrial and
residential development is directly related to general
economic trends.
• Public/political will to support or improve wetland
protection laws and programs and to adequately fund
local wetland planning and wetland resource acquisition
and restoration.
Without changes in the current wetland management regime,
data and trends indicate that wetland ecosystem health will
continue to deteriorate. Wetland regulations alone are not sufficient for protecting wetland functions and services. Regulations are not comprehensive, it is difficult to address cumulative impacts or multiple objectives through a regulatory program, and the burden falls unevenly on wetland landowners.
Wetland planning in urban areas has the potential to resolve
many wetland use conflicts and protect important wetland resources through appropriate zoning and land use regulations.
For it to work well, financial and technical assistance is crucial.
Wetland protection through acquisition or restrictive covenant
and wetland restoration by private and public entities are also
crucial and such programs have grown dramatically in the
last decade. Most of the funding has been provided by federal
programs. Challenges include using public funding for aquatic
resource restoration strategically to ensure that landscape-scale
functions and processes are restored and projects are sustainable over the long term. Effective restoration is needed not
only to “hold the line” on wetland resource loss but to restore
some of the state’s original wetland resource base (Good &
Sawyer, 1998). A “net gain goal” of wetland area by 2020 would
help to move the state in that direction.

What data are available and how
complete are they?
Estimates of historical wetland loss in Oregon are approximate and drawn from a variety of sources (Akins, 1970; Oregon Division of State Lands, 1989; Dahl, 1990). The
Willamette Valley study of recent wetland change has a relatively high level of reliability (Bernert et al., 1999). The estimate of former extent of Willamette Valley wet prairie was
derived from 1850s era General Land Office Survey notes correlated with topography and soils data (Christy et al., 1998).
The Oregon Natural Heritage Program database containing
wetland plant community and wetland-dependent species data
is based largely upon field data but reflects uneven levels of

investigation in different regions and for different groups of
species (Christy and Titus, 1997). Studies of particular wetland types can provide data that are relatively complete and
reliable, such as the evaluation of the extent and condition of
Agate Desert vernal pools (Borgias and Patterson, 1999).

Priority information needs
The primary need is to develop and support a program for
measuring and monitoring wetland ecosystem health. Pilot
studies are underway in the Willamette Valley that will provide reference site data on the condition and functions of
important regional wetland types. Additional studies in priority regions would add considerably to our knowledge of
wetland resource health. High priority data needs include:
• National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) maps digitized
statewide
• Additional Local Wetlands Inventories (more detailed
than NWI) within urban areas
• Oregon Hydrogeomorphic Wetland/Riparian Assessment
Project expanded beyond Willamette Valley ecoregion
pilot study
• Sampling (at reference sites) of biological indicators of
wetland health
• Comprehensive sampling and published description of
wetland plant communities to complete the statewide
wetland community classification
• Digital county soil survey data (soil series level) statewide
• Land Use/Land Cover mapping at regular intervals
• Wetland status and trends studies for additional ecoregions
Although Oregon’s wetlands comprise only a small fraction
of the state’s land base, the ecosystem goods and services they
deliver have disproportionately high value. Historical losses
of wetlands due to urbanization and resource development
have been huge and, despite recent protective measures, losses
continue, albeit at much lower rates than historically. As
Oregon’s population and economy continue to grow, additional wetland conversion is inevitable. Protection remains
vital, but restoration of former or degraded wetlands will also
be needed to maintain or increase the valuable services these
ecosystems provide.
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Jennifer Benoit
From:

Sent:
To:

Subject:

Mike Morgan
Friday, September 20, 2019 2:03 PM
Jennifer Benoit
FW: Mill Pond Lot - Utility/Sidewalk Work Estimate

- - - - -· - - - - - - - - - From: Nathan Crater
Sent: Wednesday, September 18, 2019 2:23 PM
To: Mike Morgan <mmorgan@astoria.or.us>
Cc: Jeff Harrington <jharrington@astoria.or.us>
Subject: Mill Pond Lot - Utility/Sidewalk Work Estimate

-

Hi Mike,
I completed a cost estimate of the work to cap utilities and replace the driveway aprons with standard sidewalk. The
estimate is done assuming a contractor will complete the work, no City staff. I believe the previous numbers assumed
some City staff involvement.
The estimate includes the following primary tasks.
1. Removing 12 water services.
2. Capping 12 sanitary sewer services
3. Replacing 2 joint driveway aprons with standard sidewalk
4. Constructing 2 new ADA ramps at the corner of 27th and Mill Pond Lane
The total cost estimated for this work is $35,000, including a 10% contingency. This equates to almost $3,000 per lot.
Please let me know if you have any questions.
Regards,
Nathan Crater, PE
City Engineer
City of Astoria
1095 Duane Street
Astoria, OR 97103
Office: 503-338-5173
www.astoria.or.us
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My name is Melanie Ryan, and I’ve lived at
2495 Mill Pond Lane for about three years. I
have come to know, not only my neighbors,
but the rich and diverse wild life having also
taken up residency in this unique downtown
area. The pond and the park provide
sustenance, shelter, and a safe refuge for a
variety of animals, birds and fish that, not
only pass through during their seasonal
migration, but as I have witnessed,
reproduce and thrive. Their presence helps
in maintaining the ecological balance
needed to sustain life for several species. My
concern is that if you approve the
development of these pier lots instead of
working with mill pond homeownersin
protecting the integrity of the park, the pond
and its inhabitance as previously discussed,
167

their habitat will be lost. Pushed out by
human activity these animals will no longer
feel safe enough to return. I am here tonight
to ask you to please consider the wildlife
living in the mill pond area, and to continue
working with the concerned homeowners
who have banded together to protecting their
habitat. Three new homes have already
been approved to build on this little pond,
and I’m afraid, with twelve more homes, the
latter allocated for a partial build in the
center of the existing city park, the wildlife
will have no other choice but to relocate.
The potentially displaced species are as
follows.
1. Baby blue heron, I call him Safoo.
His mom and dad raised him around the
pond and then left it for him to watch
168

over. He shares the grassy knoll of the
pergola park with the Canada geese
when there here. I’ve seen him chase
butterflies like they were little fish in the
air. He’s a year round resident.
2. Three little Mink, I call them Ticky,
Tacky and Toes. Tiny and so playful live
on the banks of the pond by the inlet.
The family grew from two to three this
year. Year round resident.
3. A family of deer. I call them the
Cherry Pickers because every time my
cherry tree sprouts new leaves they clean
them off nicely for me. I’ve even seen
them using the cross walk on highway 30
at night on one of their visits. Year round
residents.
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4. Four river otter. Even though this
year they ate most of the duck eggs on
the banks of the pond. That’s life, and
they are welcome here.
5. Several duck species have reproduced
here. They come back every year as they
migrate November to June. Some species
are year round.
6. Canada geese are migratory and
reside here Mid-June to October
7. Tern, and cormorant, year round
8. Beaver, who passes through
We, as mill ponders have learned to enjoy,
honor, and coexist with the wildlife here.
Their fate is in your hands.
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City Council of Astoria, Oregon

18 Sep. 2019

Re. Mill Pond Pier Lots
I am writing in support of the City of Astoria accepting the offer of a donation to off-set costs for
deplatting the south area of Mill Pond.
The south end of Mill Pond is a unique resource that can be protected for the conservation values of the
area for perpetuity. This action ensures the view corridor for all citizens and grass and water
playground for all the Columbia River waterfowl and water born mammals that we all enjoy daily.
It is with the dedication and unselfishness of the citizens of Mill Pond to donate these moneys to ensure
the unique waterfowl and mammal environments are protected and available for all citizens of Astoria.
The Mill Pond resources are first a gift to our citizens, then to the many tourist that are the lookie-loos
entranced by the Mill Pond architecture and the view corridor from Mill Pond Lane over the pond to
the river. A gift to the many riders on the trolley that will continue to see and hear the pond as it is
today with the diverse waterfowl swimming in the Columbia River estuary. The seniors and residents
of the adjoining apartments will continue to enjoy the walk with their dogs along Mill Pond Lane with
a clear view of the pond and the river.
This is not just a view corridor for the visitors and residents of Mill Pond but an environment for the
City of Astoria residents9 to enjoy, also the home for the many diverse types of waterfowl and
mammals using this area for wintering, migration and foraging habitat.. The Council must accept this
proposal to save the south end of Mill Pond for all the citizens of Astoria.
Respectfully

John Ryan
2495 Mill Pond Lane
Astoria, Oregon 97103
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CITY OF ASTORIA
Founded 1811 ● Incorporated 1856

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
September 25, 2019
TO:

MAYOR AND ASTORIA CITY COUNCIL

FROM:

BRETT ESTES, CITY MANAGER

SUBJECT:

AMENDMENT REQUEST (A19-01B) FOR BRIDGE VISTA OVERLAY ZONE
CODES

BACKGROUND
In 2008-2009, the City of Astoria developed the Riverfront Vision Plan (RVP) to address issues
dealing with open space, land use, and transportation along the Columbia River. The City’s
north Riverfront (Columbia River to West Marine / Marine Drive / Lief Erikson Drive) was divided
into four Plan areas of development: Bridge Vista BVO (Portway to 2nd Street), Urban Core
UCO (2nd to 16th Street), Civic Greenway CGO (16th to 41st Street), and Neighborhood
Greenway NGO (41st Street to east end of Alderbrook Lagoon). On December 7, 2009, after
many public meetings and holding a final public hearing, the City Council accepted the
Riverfront Vision Plan. Bridge Vista Overlay Zone was adopted on June 15, 2015; Civic
Greenway Overlay Zone was adopted on October 6, 2014; and Neighborhood Greenway
Overlay Zone was adopted on December 7, 2015. The City is currently conducting work
sessions with the Astoria Planning Commission (APC) and City Council on proposed
amendments to adopt codes for the proposed Urban Core Overlay Zone. A work session was
held at the September 24, 2019 APC meeting.
In 2018, the first large project within the Bridge Vista Overlay area was reviewed by the Historic
Landmarks Commission and Design Review Committee. Both bodies denied the requests
which were appealed to the City Council. The City Council approved the appeals but noted that
the Code was not clear on what was intended for various design aspects. The Council
expressed interest in amending the code to clarify various sections of the BVO to reduce
confusion and clarify the design review process. Some of the issues included: statement that
certain sections of the code control over other sections when there is a conflict between
requirements; clarify which design standards apply to new construction and which apply to
alterations to existing structures; clarify how the stepbacks are applied to the structure; clarify
that mass and scale review applies to the entire structure and not just the street facade; and
identify what structures and/or area is included when reviewing compatibility with the proposed
structure. In addition, staff identified other areas in the Code for the Riverfront Vision area that
needed to be updated including adding clear and objective design standards for residential
development in BVO; clarifying which codes apply to the Mill Pond area; allowed exceptions to
window percentage for building elevation with an elevator shaft; clarified limitations on building
height exceptions for elevators, etc.; added reference to the overlay zones in each of the
applicable base zones; and some other minor clarifications.
1
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At a work session on February 19, 2019, the City Council reviewed the initial draft ordinance
and requested that staff also include a reduction in the allowable height within the BVO from 35’
(with variance possible to 45’) to 28’. It was also concerned how this would impact the 30,000
square foot maximum for buildings. During the Planning Commission meetings, these two
issues became the focus of public input and APC discussion. Therefore, in an attempt to
proceed with the majority of the amendments that were not controversial, the APC split the
amendment draft into two sections. One section would be just the height and gross square
footage issue (A19-01B) allowing the rest of the amendment to proceed. A19-01B portion of the
request was continued to the May 28, 2019 APC meeting. A19-01A portion of the request was
adopted by the City Council at its July 1, 2019 meeting.
The Planning Commission (APC) considered a 28’ height with 30,000 square foot maximum for
buildings but determined that it did not achieve the intended goal of preserving views as well as
reducing mass. The APC suggested that a maximum floor to area ratio (FAR) of 0.75 along with
a maximum height of 35’ would allow for slightly taller buildings that were compatible with the
existing development in the Bridge Vista Area but that would be narrower to allow for some view
corridors. The FAR would allow a single-story building to cover 75% of the lot and a two-story
building could cover half of that (37.5%). The higher a building is constructed adding square
footage on upper floors, the less footprint it may have. The development of the area prevents
full view corridors from West Marine Drive to the River as there are very few north-south rightsof-way in this area. It was determined that to limit the overwater development to top of bank
with only water-dependent uses allowed to 35’ would protect the views from the River Trail. The
APC expressed concern that “water-dependent recreation” could be misinterpreted to include a
hotel that provided “passive recreation” such as view of the River. Therefore, the Code section
on water-dependent recreation was clarified to note that association with a water-dependent use
such as boating, or river viewing does not change the classification of the primary use (i.e. a
hotel would still be a non-water-dependent use).
The Planning Commission held a public hearing on June 25, 2019 and July 23, 2019. The APC
recommends that the City Council adopt the proposed amendments on the second part of the
request (A19-01B).
The City Council held a public hearing at their August 19, 2019 meeting and continued the
deliberation to the September 3, 2019 meeting. At that meeting, Council members expressed
concern that the proposed standards did not meet their desired outcome. There was discussion
concerning the maximum building height and square footage and whether a Floor to Area (FAR)
ratio was sufficient to achieve the Council and citizen desires for this area. It was suggested
that buildings be limited to 28’ high with an exception to 35’ only if they provided a 60’ wide view
and public access corridor. The intent was not only the view, but to allow public to physically
access the Riverfront through the project since there are very few north-south rights-of-way in
this area. It was also suggested that a maximum lot coverage of 50% with a north-south
building orientation requirement would result in smaller buildings with open areas to the
Riverfront. The Council also discussed the proposed Plan Districts and it was suggested that
the two districts allow potential changes to the same standards such as allowable uses. The
Council came to a consensus for the following proposed standards and instructed staff to draft
an ordinance to reflect these changes.
The following chart shows the proposed standards for development.
2
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Basic

Building height maximum
Stepback for above 15’
Maximum square footage
Maximum Lot Coverage
FAR
Setback - side yard
View Corridor

28’
No Variance

Exception
35’
with 60’ public access/ view
corridor

yes

yes

30,000 / bldg

30,000 / bldg

50%

50%

None
10’
on one side
60’ between bldgs on
same site

None
10’
on one side
60’ between bldgs on same
site

A copy of the annotated proposed amendments in ordinance format and the Findings of Fact
are attached for Council consideration. Due to the number of changes to the draft from what
was presented during the public hearing on August 19, 2019, the City Attorney advised that new
public notice would be required and as well as a new public hearing on the draft amendment.
Public notice in accordance with Development Code requirements was provided.
RECOMMENDATION
If the draft code meets Council’s expectations, it would be in order for Council to hold a public
hearing and conduct a first reading of the ordinance for Bridge Vista Overlay Zone Code
amendments. If the Council holds a first reading of the ordinance, the proposed amendment
would be scheduled for consideration of a second reading and adoption at a future Council
meeting.

By:
Rosemary Johnson, Planning Consultant
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CITY OF ASTORIA
Founded 1811 ● Incorporated 1856

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
September 20, 2019
TO:

MAYOR AND ASTORIA CITY COUNCIL

FROM:

ROSEMARY JOHNSON, PLANNING CONSULTANT

SUBJECT:

AMENDMENT REQUEST (A19-01B) FOR BRIDGE VISTA OVERLAY

I.

II.

BACKGROUND SUMMARY
A.

Applicant:

Community Development Department
City of Astoria
1095 Duane Street
Astoria OR 97103

B.

Request:

Amend the Development Code concerning waterfront development
in the Bridge Vista Overlay Area concerning height, mass, location of
buildings; and establish a process for potential future planning
districts for Astoria Warehouse and Port of Astoria West Mooring
Basin.

C.

Location:

Bridge Vista Overlay Area (BVO - Portway to 2nd Streets, West
Marine / Marine Drive to the Columbia River Pierhead Line)

BACKGROUND
In 2008-2009, the City of Astoria developed the Riverfront Vision Plan (RVP) to address
issues dealing with open space, land use, and transportation along the Columbia River.
Significant public involvement opportunities were designed to gain public input. This
process was initiated to plan for these issues in a comprehensive manner and to set a
framework for the future of the study area. The City’s north Riverfront (Columbia River to
West Marine / Marine Drive / Lief Erikson Drive) was divided into four Plan areas of
development: Bridge Vista BVO (Portway to 2nd Street), Urban Core UCO (2nd to 16th
Street), Civic Greenway CGO (16th to 41st Street), and Neighborhood Greenway NGO
(41st Street to east end of Alderbrook Lagoon). On December 7, 2009, after many public
meetings and holding a final public hearing, the City Council accepted the Riverfront
Vision Plan. Bridge Vista Overlay Zone was adopted on June 15, 2015; Civic Greenway
Overlay Zone was adopted on October 6, 2014; and Neighborhood Greenway Overlay
Zone was adopted on December 7, 2015. The City is currently conducting work sessions
with the APC and City Council on proposed amendments to adopt codes for the
proposed Urban Core Overlay Zone.
Over the last year while working on the Urban Core proposed codes, the City Council has
received numerous public comments including a petition requesting that the Council
1
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consider reducing the height of buildings and limit development on the Riverfront. The
first major project for the area to be reviewed under the new standards was Design
Review Request (DR18-01) by Fairfield Hotel for a hotel to be located on the land area at
the 1 2nd Street.
On July 10, 2018 the Historic Landmarks Commission (HLC) and the Design Review
Committee (DRC) denied the requests (NC18-01 and DR18-01) which were
subsequently appealed by the applicant. A combined public hearing on the HLC Appeal
(AP18-04) and DRC Appeal (AP18-03) was held at the August 23, 2018 City Council
meeting. At that Council public hearing, the applicants submitted revised proposed
plans. The Council tentatively approved the HLC Appeal and reversed the HLC denial,
thereby tentatively approving the New Construction Request (NC18-01) pending adoption
of Findings of Fact. The Council remanded the Design Review Request (DR18-01) back
to the Design Review Committee for additional consideration.
The applicants submitted revised plans (DR18-01R) for consideration on remand and the
Design Review Committee held a public hearing on October 9, 2018. At that meeting,
the DRC found that the revised application met all design guidelines except for two and
denied the request with a split 2 to 2 vote. The two guidelines in question were Design
Guideline ADC 14.115(B)(2)(a) which provides: “Buildings should retain significant
original characteristics of scale, massing, and building material along street facades” and
Design Guideline ADC 14.115(B)(2)(f) which provides: “Building forms should be simple
single geometric shapes, e.g. square, rectangular, triangular.” The decision was
appealed by Hollander Hospitality (AP18-05) on November 13, 2018. The City Council
elected to hear the appeal on the record and restricted its consideration of the application
of design guidelines ADC 14.115(B)(2)(a) and ADC 14.115(B)(2)(f). At the December 20,
2018 meeting, the City Council considered the appeal. This was the first major project
reviewed under the newly adopted BVO codes. During the public hearing, the Council
noted concerns with specific language in the BVO codes that were not clear and did not
reflect the intent of the code as it was written in 2015. The appeal decision was required
to be based on the code language as adopted and the appeals were approved reversing
the DRC denial.
The Council expressed interest in amending the code to clarify various sections of the
BVO to reduce confusion and clarify the design review process. During the development
meetings with the hotel applicant, there were differences in interpretation of other
sections of the BVO that staff resolved with the applicant. Staff identified minor language
amendments that would make the code clearer and/or consistent with other sections of
the code. At a work session on February 19, 2019 with the City Council concerning the
proposed amendments, the Council recommended that the building height on both the
land and over-water areas be limited to a maximum height of 28’ (two stories) to keep
development at a pedestrian scale. They noted that the mass of even a two-story
building could be a concern, and that the 30,000 square foot maximum for buildings may
still be a concern. At that time, it was unclear if a solution was feasible to consider with
the City Council intent to adopt the proposed amendments in a timely manner.
At its April 23, 2019 meeting, these two issues became the focus of public input and APC
discussion. Therefore, in an attempt to proceed with the majority of the amendments that
were not controversial, the APC split the amendment draft into two sections. One section
would be just the height and gross square footage issue (A19-01B) allowing the rest of
2
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the amendment to proceed. A19-01B portion of the request was continued to the May
28, 2019 APC meeting for further discussion. The APC recommended that the City
Council adopt the proposed amendments on the first part of the request (A19-01A).
At the May 28, 2019 meeting, the APC took public comments and discussed the issues of
height, mass, and the proposed Plan Districts. The APC provided staff with direction on
how to draft proposed code amendments that would address these issues. While there
was not a unanimous direction, some consensus direction was provided. While the City
Council had suggested a 28’ maximum height, their concern with building massing was
not directly addressed. The APC has suggested an alternative that would allow buildings
to 35’ but with a north/ south orientation, maximum width of 60% of the lot, maximum
individual building width of 90’, and a required 60’ view corridor between buildings. The
APC considered this alternative to address building mass as a 28’ high building the full
width of the lot would virtually block all view of the River except at the street ends. When
applying this concept to actual properties, it was determined that it would not give the
results intended due to the existing lot configuration and development.
At the 6-24-19 APC meeting, the APC agreed that further delay in adoption of a code to
address building height could result in unwanted development. The APC directed staff to
draft a code to limit height on the land to 28’ with no variances, and to limit height over
water to top of bank except for water-dependent uses (not including water-related uses)
which would be limited to 35’. During the APC public hearing on July 23, 2019, the APC
determined that the 28’ height with no setbacks between buildings would not achieve the
view protection intended. A list of Development Code and Comprehensive Plan
definitions of “water-dependent” and other use classifications is attached. Any proposed
use within the BVO would need to comply with the allowed outright or conditional uses,
and with the prohibited uses of the BVO. In addition, the use would need to meet the
requirements of the Code to be considered as “water-dependent” use for the allowed
extra height. Issues concerning mass, view corridors, and additional limitations or
change in allowable uses would be considered under a new amendment request after
additional work sessions could be held, possibly with the City Council. However, with the
proposed height of 35’ the APC determined that a Floor to Area Ration (FAR) and 60’
wide view corridor between buildings on the same lot would be included in this
amendment.
The APC agreed to proceed with the codes for the Plan Districts as they were large areas
and any changes based on a Plan District would require additional public review before
being adopted and applied.
The Planning Commission held a public hearing on June 25, 2019 and July 23, 2019.
The APC recommends that the City Council adopt the proposed amendments on the
second part of the request (A19-01B).
The City Council held a public hearing at their August 19, 2019 meeting and continued
the deliberation to the September 3, 2019 meeting. At that meeting, Council members
expressed concern that the proposed standards did not meet their desired outcome.
There was discussion concerning the maximum building height and square footage and
whether a Floor to Area (FAR) ratio was sufficient to achieve the Council and citizen
desires for this area. It was suggested that buildings be limited to 28’ high with an
exception to 35’ only if they provided a 60’ wide view and public access corridor. The
3
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intent was not only the view, but to allow public to physically access the Riverfront
through the project since there are very few north-south rights-of-way in this area. It was
also suggested that a maximum lot coverage of 50% with a north-south building
orientation requirement would result in smaller buildings with open areas to the
Riverfront. The Council also discussed the proposed Plan Districts and it was suggested
that the two districts allow potential changes to the same standards such as allowable
uses. The Council came to a consensus for the following proposed standards and
instructed staff to draft an ordinance to reflect these changes.
The following chart shows the proposed standards for development.
Basic
28’
No Variance

Exception
35’
with 60’ public access/ view
corridor

yes

yes

30,000 / bldg

30,000 / bldg

50%

50%

None
10’
on one side
60’ between bldgs on
same site

None
10’
on one side
60’ between bldgs on same
site

Building height maximum
Stepback for above 15’
Maximum square footage
Maximum Lot Coverage
FAR
Setback - side yard
View Corridor
III.

PUBLIC REVIEW AND COMMENT
A.

Astoria Planning Commission
A public notice was mailed to all property owners with the Bridge Vista Overlay
Area, Neighborhood Associations, various agencies, and interested parties on
March 5, 2019. In accordance with Section 9.020, a notice of public hearing was
published in the Astorian on March 19, 2019. State required Measure 56 mailing
was mailed to all property owners within the Bridge Vista Overlay Area on March
28, 2019. The proposed amendment is legislative as it applies City-wide in the
specific zones. As required per Article 9, on site notice was posted on March 12,
2019 in the affected overlay areas as follows: one near 2nd street at the previous
appeal site (BVO); one on the corner of 30th and Marine Drive (CGO); and one
near 43rd and Lief Erikson Drive (CGO).
The Astoria Planning Commission opened the public hearing at the March 26,
2019 meeting and continued the public hearing to the April 23, 2019 meeting.
While additional public notice was not required, additional public notice was
provided. Amendment Request (A19-01A) proceeded to City Council on June 3,
2019 and Amendment Request (A19-01B) was continued to the May 28, 2019
APC meeting and subsequently continued to the June 25, 2019 APC meeting. No
additional public notice is required for the APC meetings.
4
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B.

State Agencies
Although concurrence or approval by State agencies is not required for adoption of
the proposed amendments, the City has provided a copy of the draft amendments
to representatives of the Oregon Departments of Transportation (ODOT) and Land
Conservation and Development (DLCD) as part of the planning process.

C.

City Council
A public notice was mailed to all property owners with the Bridge Vista Overlay
Area, Neighborhood Associations, various agencies, and interested parties on July
26, 2019. In accordance with Section 9.020, a notice of public hearing was
published in the Astorian on August 10, 2019. The proposed amendment is
legislative as it applies City-wide in the specific zones.
Due to the number of changes to the draft from what was presented during the
public hearing on August 19, 2019, the City Attorney advised that new public
notice would be required and a new public hearing on the draft amendment. A
public notice was mailed to all property owners with the Bridge Vista Overlay Area,
Neighborhood Associations, various agencies, and interested parties on
September 6, 2019. In accordance with Section 9.020, a notice of public hearing
was published in the Astorian on September 21, 2019.

IV.

FINDINGS OF FACT
A.

Development Code Section 10.020.A states that “an amendment to the text of the
Development Code or the Comprehensive Plan may be initiated by the City
Council, Planning Commission, the Community Development Director, a person
owning property in the City, or a City resident.”
Finding: The proposed amendments to the Development Code is being initiated
by the Community Development Director on behalf of the City Council.

B.

Section 10.050(A) states that “The following amendment actions are considered
legislative under this Code:
1.

An amendment to the text of the Development Code or Comprehensive
Plan.”

Finding: The proposed amendment is to amend the text of the Astoria
Development Code Article 14 concerning Riverfront Overlay Zones. The
amendment would amend existing and create new overlay zone standards.
The proposed amendments are applicable to a large area of the City. Processing
as a legislative action is appropriate.
C.

Section 10.070(A)(1) concerning Text Amendments, requires that “The
amendment is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.”
5
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1.

CP.005(5), General Plan Philosophy and Policy Statement states that local
comprehensive plans “Shall be regularly reviewed, and, if necessary,
revised to keep them consistent with the changing needs and desires of the
public they are designed to serve.”
Finding: The City accepted the Riverfront Vision Plan in 2009 as a longrange planning framework to address the changing needs and desires of
the citizens concerning Riverfront development and the need to protect the
environment. Codes to implement the Vision Plan concepts were adopted
by the Council. The City Council directed staff to initiate Development
Code amendments to reduce the maximum building height in the BVO and
add additional standards to address the concerns with clarity of the code
and the desires of the public.

2.

CP.010(2), Natural Features states that “The City will cooperate to foster a
high quality of development through the use of flexible development
standards, cluster or open space subdivisions, the sale or use of public
lands, and other techniques. Site design which conforms with the natural
topography and protects natural vegetation will be encouraged. Protection
of scenic views and vistas will be encouraged.”
Finding: The proposed amendments will amend the BVO codes that
implemented the Riverfront Vision Plan. The amendments include changes
to existing design standards for development, protection of scenic views
and vistas such as with the lower maximum height of buildings.

3.

CP.015(1), General Land & Water Goals states that “It is the primary goal of
the Comprehensive Plan to maintain Astoria's existing character by
encouraging a compact urban form, by strengthening the downtown core
and waterfront areas, and by protecting the residential and historic
character of the City's neighborhoods. It is the intent of the Plan to promote
Astoria as the commercial, industrial, tourist, and cultural center of the
area.”
CP.015(1), General Land & Water Goals states that “Because of the City's
strong water orientation, the Plan supports continuing regional efforts to
manage the Columbia River estuary and shorelands. The City's land use
controls, within this regional context, will be aimed at protecting the estuary
environment and at promoting the best use of the City's shorelands.”
Finding: The proposed amendments will strengthen the existing Riverfront
Vision Plan area overlay zones development standards. The design
concerning building height protects the historic character of the City and
waterfront areas. The reduction in allowable height and development along
the shoreland in this area and on parcels extending over the water will help
protect the estuary environment. The proposed ordinance is intended to
provide the guidance to help achieve these goals.

4.

CP.020(2), Community Growth, Plan Strategy, states that “The Columbia
River waterfront is considered a multiple use area. The development of this
6
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area is to be encouraged in a flexible manner, under the shorelands and
estuary section.”
CP.203, Economic Development Goal 4 and Goal 4 Policies, goal states
“Continue to encourage water-dependent industries to locate where there is
deep water, adequate back-up space, and adequate public facilities.”
Policies states “1. Maintain areas of the City in order to provide sufficient
land for water dependent as well as non-water dependent industries.”
Finding: While the proposed amendments amend existing criteria and limit
development height within the Bridge Vista Area, it does not prohibit
development and continues to support development of water-related and
water-dependent uses in the shoreland and aquatic zones in the Bridge
Vista area. It would allow flexibility for some limited other development with
the creation of a process for potential future adoption of the Astoria
Warehousing Plan District and the Port of Astoria West Mooring Basin Plan
District. These two areas are larger land areas and redevelopment could
be restricted with the proposed development standards. Allowing for future
Plan District adoption with some code flexibility would allow for a process to
review site specific needs in these two areas in the future. Specific
standards and limitations are addressed in the proposed amendments
include periodic review of the need for potential plan districts. The ability for
water-dependent uses to have a height limitation of 35’ supports waterdependent industries.
Structure height, width, and size would be regulated so there would not be
large amounts of over water development near the Maritime Memorial /
Astoria Megler Bridge and near the former cannery site near 2nd Street
which is limited to uses such as moorage, and other piers and dock
activities. These areas would remain as protected areas even with the
proposed Plan Districts. The orientation standards and reduction in building
height would allow some development in this area where some over-water
and in-water activity has occurred in the past while preserving the broad
vistas as viewed from the River Trail, adjacent, and hillside properties.
The APC determined that only water-dependent uses should be allowed
over water to a height greater than top of bank.
No change to allowable uses is proposed with this amendment. The
existing uses would continue to be allowed within these zones and in other
portions of the City.
The requirements for shoreland and estuary development in Development
Codes Articles 4 and 5 would remain applicable to any development in this
area.
5.

CP.020.2 states that “The Columbia River waterfront is considered a
multiple use area. The development of this area is to be encouraged in a
flexible manner, under the shorelands and estuary section.”
7
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Finding: The Riverfront Vision Plan recognizes the need for development
but balances that with the need to protect the vistas and views of the
Columbia River, the Astoria-Megler Bridge, and the surrounding landscape.
By establishing four Plan areas with different focus for development, the
various sections of the Riverfront could be developed in a flexible manner.
Bridge Vista Area is envisioned as more of a marine related area for
overwater and shoreland development while allowing flexibility of
development south of the River Trail. However, the City Council has found
that the BVO code as written provided for too much flexibility and was not
clear on some of the requirements such as how to review mass and scale
of new buildings. The proposed amendments would still allow for some
flexibility but would reduce the height and scale of buildings both on land
and over water. Overall, the objectives for this area are met with the
proposed allowable type and level of development on land and elsewhere
along the Riverfront.
The proposed amendment would allow flexibility for some limited other
development with the creation of a process for potential future adoption of
the Astoria Warehousing Plan District and the Port of Astoria West Mooring
Basin Plan District. These two areas are larger land areas and
redevelopment could be restricted with the proposed development
standards. Allowing for future Plan District adoption with some code
flexibility would allow for a process to review site specific needs in these
two areas in the future. Specific standards and limitations are addressed in
the proposed amendments.
6.

CP.210(1), Economic Element, Economic Development Recommendations,
states that “In the City’s waterfront areas, the City will continue to promote a
combination of tourist-oriented development, industrial development
associated with the City’s working waterfront, and water-related and
dependent industries, and distribution and sales of goods and services for
Astoria residents and businesses. These efforts will be guided by and
consistent with the Astoria Riverfront Vision Plan.”
Finding: The proposed amendments would not change the allowable uses
in the Bridge Vista Overlay zone. It would reduce the height from potential
45’ in some areas to 28’ maximum on land with the possibility of up to 35’
for water-dependent uses over-water and up to 35’ for on-land uses that
provide a 60’ wide public access corridor. A two-story and possible threestory water-dependent building would continue to allow some development
along the waterfront while reducing the mass and scale of the buildings.

7.

CP.204, Economic Development Goal 5 and Goal 5 Policies, Goal states
“Encourage the preservation of Astoria's historic buildings, neighborhoods
and sites and unique waterfront location in order to attract visitors and new
industry.”
Finding: The proposed amendments create increased visual and physical
linkages along the Columbia River with limitation on development and
special siting standards for buildings and landscaping. The proposed
8
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amendments include building height limitations that are consistent and
reflective of the Uniontown historic area. The proposed amendments are
intended to protect the views of the River which is one of the main tourist
attractions to Astoria. Major loss of these views would be a detrimental
impact to Astoria’s economy and livability. Protection of some views would
be achieved by creating a maximum lot coverage of 50% with a required
north-south building orientation to keep open space on lots which could
increase as the building gets taller. In addition, if more than one building is
constructed on a lot, there would be a required 60’ public access / view
corridor between buildings. This would generally be for the larger lots as
smaller lots would not have the area to build more than one structure.
8.

CP.038.1, Port-Uniontown Overlay Area Policies, states that “The City will
use the vision established in the Port/Uniontown Transportation Refinement
Plan (2007) to direct future development in the Port- Uniontown Overlay
Area. The overall Comprehensive Plan Policies are to:
a.
Promote development that complements the surrounding areas of
Downtown and the West End.
b.
Enhance existing primary uses, such as Port of Astoria facilities, the
marina, visitor services, open space, trails, and small businesses
and neighborhoods.
c.
Support redevelopment of former industrial sites and vacant and
underutilized lots
d.
Stimulate development interest by establishing complementary
surrounding land uses and quality development and design, and by
improving transportation conditions through road construction and
connections, circulation plans, and access management plans.
e.
Establish visual and physical linkages within and around the PortUniontown Overlay Area, with emphasis on the Columbia River
waterfront.
f.
Create a pedestrian-friendly environment through the District by
increasing connectivity throughout the Port-Uniontown Overlay Area,
orienting buildings toward adjacent streets and pathways, extending
the River Trail, adding and improving sidewalks, and enhancing the
streetscape with landscaping, human-scale lighting, seating, and
other amenities.
Finding: The proposed amendments would retain the existing zoning which
allows a range of allowed land uses in these areas. The revisions and/or
clarifications of the building size and siting standards would preserve and/or
create view corridors and preserve portions of the waterfront for vistas and
views. The proposal balances the need for development and the need for
public access to the waterfront by recognizing the visual connection to the
river from the hillsides, the River, the River Trail, and from the highway by
allowing the mixed uses but at a smaller, pedestrian scale.
The majority of the Port-owned property (Piers 1, 2, 3) are not within the
BVO and not subject to the Riverfront Vision requirements. The east area
of Port property including the existing former Astoria Riverwalk Inn and the
area between the Inn and the Maritime Memorial are included in the BVO
9
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area. These areas are intended to be pedestrian-friendly and are partially
within the Pedestrian-Oriented District. Even with the proposed potential for
the Astoria Warehousing Plan District and Port of Astoria West Mooring
Basin Plan District, it is proposed that Limitation Areas and PedestrianOriented District standards would still apply and would not be subject to
change with a Plan District. However, the boundaries of the PedestrianOriented District could be amended through the Plan District process.
9.

CP.038, Port-Uniontown Overlay Area Policies, states that
“2.

The City will implement the Port-Uniontown Overlay Area element of
the Comprehensive Plan through its Design Review process and
amendments to the Development Code that provide design and
development standards.

3.

The City, through the Development Code, will develop a set of
design standards for the Port-Uniontown Overlay Area that address
building massing and orientation, architecture, access and parking,
streetscape, landscaping, and other elements. These standards will
apply to development projects in the District as defined in the
Development Code.

4.

To the extent possible, the design and development standards are
intended to be clear and objective so that most proposed
development can be evaluated administratively. The Design Review
Committee, created and enabled by the Development Code, will
review appeals of administrative decisions and proposals that vary
from the standards and yet may still embody the spirit of the PortUniontown Overlay Area.”

Finding: The proposed amendments would revise building height based on
the existing historic and waterfront development design of the Uniontown
and Port area other than the former larger cannery buildings.
10.

CP.068, Astoria Riverfront Vision Overlay Area Policies, states that
“1.

Promote physical and visual access to the river. The overall
Comprehensive Plan objectives are to:
a.
Maintain current areas of open space and create new open
space areas.
b.
Provide for public access to the river within private
developments.
c.
Retain public ownership of key sites along the riverfront.
d.
Protect view sheds along the river, including corridors and
panoramas from key viewpoints.
e.
Use alternative development forms (e.g., clustered
development, narrower, taller profiles, setbacks, stepbacks,
and gaps in building frontages) to preserve views.”
185
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Finding: The proposed amendments would further preserve visual
access to the Riverfront with the reduced height, mass, scale,
maximum lot coverage, setbacks, stepbacks, and required 60’ view
corridor between multiple buildings on the same lot. They also
create siting standards to limit the size and height of buildings to
reduce the mass and scale on the entire development site.
The reduction in height limits the use of alternative development
forms relative to narrower/taller profiles, however, with a height
exception for water-dependent uses, additional height can be
designed for these needed uses.
“2.

Encourage a mix of uses that supports Astoria's "'working waterfront"
and the City's economy. The overall Comprehensive Plan objectives
are to:
a.
Maintain the authentic feel of the riverfront.
b.
Prioritize siting of water-related businesses along the river.
c.
Allow for some residential development along the riverfront.
emphasizing smaller-scale work force (moderate income)
housing.
d.
Allow for development that supports downtown and other
commercial areas.
e.
Limit development in areas with most significant impacts on
open space, view, or other resources.
f.
Promote uses that provide jobs and support the local
economy.”
Finding: The proposed amendments would not change the allowable
uses but would reduce the height to help preserve views and allow
for development that is more in scale with the existing riverfront. A
proposed height exception to 35’ for water-dependent uses would
allow additional height without a variance to encourage this use. The
exception to 35’ for on-land development with the condition that the
developer provide a 60’ wide public access / view corridor with public
amenities would allow for taller buildings but only with the public
access to reduce the impact on views and open spaces.
Special exceptions for affordable housing were considered but are
not included with this proposal due to the APC’s concern with
location of housing in a tsunami zone in this area. The entire BVO
area is within the “Local Cascadia Earthquake and Tsunami” Area.
This is a required evacuation zone. The City of Astoria addendum
to the Clatsop County Multi-jurisdictional Natural Hazards Mitigation
Plan, dated 6-17-2013, on Page 1-36 states “Astoria’s location along
the Oregon Coast makes it susceptible to tsunamis from both near
shore (following a Cascadia Subduction Zone earthquake) and
distant tsunamis. The extent of the tsunami hazard is limited to those
areas adjacent to either the Columbia River or Young’s Bay.” Page
1-38 states “The City’s tourist-based economy and population
density are significant issues related to the tsunami hazard.”
11
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“3.

Support new development that respects Astoria's historic character.
The overall Comprehensive Plan objectives are to:
a.
Enhance or refine Development Code to achieve vision
principles.
b.
Implement design review, design standards, or other tools to
guide the appearance of new development.
c.
Devote resources to rehabilitating old structures.”
Finding: The proposed amendments would create new and amend
existing height and building orientation standards that reflect the
historic character of the Uniontown area for both commercial and
industrial waterfront buildings and uses. The proposal would still
allow for repair, restoration, and reconstruction of existing historic
buildings.

Findings: The Astoria Riverfront Vision Plan was accepted by the City
Council on December 7, 2009. The Astoria Riverfront Vision Plan was
developed to address a series of land use, transportation, and scenic,
natural, and historic resource issues along the Columbia riverfront in the
City. The area spans from Pier 3 in the west to Tongue Point in the east
along the Columbia River, and is divided into four sub-areas.

187
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The subsequent Comprehensive Plan amendments were adopted on April
21, 2014. The subarea Development Code implementation sections were
adopted as follows: Bridge Vista Overlay Zone (BVO) was adopted on June
15, 2015; Civic Greenway Overlay Zone was adopted on October 6, 2014;
and Neighborhood Greenway Overlay Zone was adopted on December 7,
2015. Over the last year while working on the Urban Core proposed codes,
the City Council has received numerous public comments including a
petition requesting that the Council consider reducing the height of buildings
and limit development on the Riverfront. The first major project for the area
to be reviewed under the new standards was Design Review Request
(DR18-01) by Fairfield Hotel for a hotel to be located on the land area at the
1 2nd Street. During the public hearing on an appeal of that issue as noted
in the Background information in this document, the Council noted concerns
with specific language in the BVO codes that were not clear and did not
reflect the intent of the code as it was written in 2015. The appeal decision
was required to be based on the code language as adopted and the
appeals were approved reversing the DRC denial.
The Council expressed interest in amending the code to clarify various
sections of the BVO to reduce confusion and clarify the design review
process. There were several other issues that staff identified as needing
clarification. These issues were addressed in Amendment Request (A1901A) by the APC with the building height and mass separated out as
Amendment Request (A19-01B).
Based on public input, the City Council requested that the BVO area height
be reduced to 28’ from the current 35’ height allowance. The current code
would allow a variance up to 45’ high. The APC addressed the City Council
desire for a 28’ height but also looked at their concern with the mass of
buildings. The APC proposed amendments that would allow a 35’ building
with a north/south orientation for a maximum of 60% of the lot width,
maximum building width of 90’, and a required view corridor of 60’. The
APC considered this alternative to address building mass as a 28’ high
building the full width of the lot would virtually block all view of the River
except at the street ends. When applying this concept to actual properties,
it was determined that it would not give the results intended due to the
existing lot configuration and development.

Example of lot
configuration with
existing
development and
how a proposed
development
would not provide
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An exception without the need for a variance for water-dependent uses over
water or on land would be allowed up to 35’; no other variances would be
allowed. The Riverfront Vision Plan for BVO on Page 37 states “Trading
building height for width (mass) may be desirable in some instances, but a
maximum height should be established and enforced. That maximum
height likely would be on the order of one story above the base height.”
The base height is not specified in the Plan. A desire for a 28’ height has
been expressed by the public and City Council. However, without other
massing restrictions, a 28’ height would not protect views. With a “base
height” of 28’; an allowance to 35’ if a 60’ wide public access / view corridor
is provided; a required view corridor of 60’ between buildings on the same
lot; and the maximum 50% lot coverage, the allowance for an additional
story for affordable housing project exception, the proposed amendment
would be consistent with the Plan.
Comprehensive Plan Section CP.068.1.e states “Use alternative
development forms (e.g., clustered development, narrower, taller profiles,
setbacks, stepbacks, and gaps in building frontages) to preserve views.”
The Comprehensive Plan does not specify a height but notes that a
narrower/taller profile is an alternative. The APC recommended addressing
the view with the narrower building orientation while allowing the 35’ height.
However, in the BVO area, the orientation of the lots and the existing
development prevent this concept from being successfully applied. At the
June 25, 2019 meeting, the APC determined that a 28’ height would help
preserve views while additional work could be completed to address the
mass of buildings. However, after additional review, the APC agreed that to
increase the height to 35’ with no variances and the addition of a 60’ view
corridor setback between buildings on the same lot, views would be
protected more than full width 28’ tall buildings. The Pedestrian-Oriented
Overlay Zone is intended to be more compact, so the setback would not
apply in that area. A FAR of 0.75 was also added to require some open
space on all development that would increase as the building increased in
height. The proposed amendment does allow for the additional height
exception for water-dependent uses and therefore is consistent with the
Comprehensive Plan.
At its September 3, 2019 meeting, the City Council discussed the various
options for how to regulate the size of the buildings and provide public
access to the Riverfront. The general consensus was to limit the height to
28’ with an exception to 35’ if a 60’ wide public access / view corridor was
provided. It also noted that the FAR of 0.5 to 0.75 may not provide the
desired view corridors, so the requirement for a north-south oriented
14
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building with a 50% lot cover was suggested along with the maximum
30,000 square foot building to provide the desired view areas.
The Riverfront Vision Plan (Page 21) addresses the view from the “hillside”
and the impact of buildings up to 45’ high. The Plan states “The
photographs to the right and left were taken from the top of the 11th Street
stairs at Jerome Avenue. These photos help illustrate that if new or existing
development was built to the maximum height allowable in the downtown
district (45’), the resulting development would not substantially impact the
region-wide views from the hillside.”

This section is background information for all four of the Riverfront Plan
areas. During the visioning process, there was public concern not only for
the height of the building as viewed at grade level but also how it would be
viewed from the hillsides. This illustration was intended to address that
concern and does not state that 45’ height should be permitted in all areas.
The specific height for each Plan area would be determined during the code
“implementation” process. When the BVO codes were adopted, the 35’
height with allowance to 45’ high was considered as appropriate for this
area. However, when applied to the first new development proposed for
this area, the public and City Council determined that the 45’ height did not
meet the intent of the Riverfront Vision Plan for development that was
compatible with the existing development of the area. The Plan (Page 37)
for BVO states “The Bridge Vista area is adjacent to the Uniontown
Neighborhood and design should be consistent with the character of the
Uniontown-Alameda Historic District.” The character of this area is
generally two or three stories high and 45’ is the exception. Therefore, a
reduction to 28’ on land and to top of bank over water with allowance to 35’
only for water-dependent uses would be consistent with the Uniontown area
and would be consistent with the Riverfront Vision Plan. The City has
followed a land use process that identified a vision for the area,
implemented code language, and then through the application of the code
found that the “interpretation” of how to apply the codes was problematic
and did not follow the intent of the Vision Plan. The proposed amendments
are being considered through the public review process and are intended
as refinement and clarification of the interpretation of the Vision Plan
relative to height.
The adopted Vison Plan and Comprehensive Plan do not address specific
issues such as height, setbacks, uses, etc. They give guidelines for how to
implement the goals of the Vision Plan such as Promote physical and visual
access to the river; Encourage a mix of uses that supports Astoria's
"'working waterfront" and the City's economy; Support new development
15
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that respects Astoria's historic character; Protect the health of the river and
adjacent natural areas; and Enhance the River Trail. These goals can
conflict at times and the implementation of the Plan has been controversial
in interpretation. The proposed amendments would not change the
allowable uses within the Overlay Zone areas but would address the mass
and scale of buildings and their compatibility with the character of Astoria.
The working waterfront once had multiple buildings that were between one
and three stories tall. Most of the existing buildings in Astoria are one and
two stories tall with a few taller buildings along the waterfront and in other
areas. There has been a lot of discussion on what a “working waterfront”
should be and whether large hotels are what was envisioned. Section
CP.068.2 refers to encouraging water-related business and maintaining an
authentic feel of the riverfront. The proposed amendments would reduce
the height of buildings keeping them in scale with most other buildings in
the area and would allow for the protection of the River Trail environment.
While possibly limiting the feasibility of some new development due to the
economics of construction, the proposed amendments do not prohibit
development or uses beyond what the Code allows now. The amendments
are in direct response to citizen concerns and the City Council desire to
clarify how to interpret the existing Code based on how they interpret the
Riverfront Vision Plan and the intended results of the Code as originally
adopted. The proposed amendments would be consistent with the goals of
this Comprehensive Plan section.
11.

CP.140.C, Columbia River Estuary Aquatic and Shoreland Designations,
Development Aquatic, states “Development Aquatic areas are designated
to provide for navigation and other identified needs for public, commercial,
and industrial water-dependent uses. The objective of the Development
Aquatic designation is to ensure optimum utilization of appropriate aquatic
areas by providing for intensive development. Such areas include
deepwater adjacent to or near the shoreline, navigation channels, sub-tidal
areas for in-water disposal of dredged material, areas of minimal biological
significance needed for uses requiring alteration of the estuary, and areas
that are not in Conservation or Natural designation. These areas are in the
Aquatic One Development Zone (A-1), the Aquatic Two Development Zone
(A-2), the Aquatic Two-A Development Zone (A-2A).”
CP.140.E, Columbia River Estuary Aquatic and Shoreland Designations,
Development Shoreland, states “Development Shoreland areas are
designated to provide for water-related and water-dependent development
along the estuary's shoreline. These areas may present opportunities to
develop uses that complement uses in Downtown Astoria, consistent with
the City’s Riverfront Vision Plan. Development Shoreland areas include
urban or developed shorelands with little or no natural resource value, and
shorelands with existing water-dependent or water-related uses.
Development Shoreland areas may include scenic vistas of the Columbia
River that may be an important planning objective to protect, consistent with
the City’s Riverfront Vision Plan. These areas are in the General
Development Shorelands Zone (S-2), or the Tourist-Oriented Shorelands
16
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Zone (S-2A). Some of these areas are in residential or commercial zones
with a Shorelands Overlay Zone.”
Finding: The Aquatic and Shoreland designations are not proposed to be
changed, but the height in the Bridge Vista Area is proposed to be reduced
from 45’ to 28’ on land with an exception to 35’ with the inclusion of a 60’
wide public access / view corridor, and to top of bank over water with an
exception to 35’ for water-dependent uses. The height limitations would be
for all uses and activities. The objective of the Riverfront Vision Plan is to
protect some vistas of the Columbia River which is the intent of the
proposed height reduction and 50% lot coverage.
The issue of what is “water-dependent” use was discussed and the
description in Development Code Section 4.220.A.2, Water-Dependent and
Water-Related Use Criteria, Water-Dependent Use, is proposed to be
amended to clarify that a use does not become “water-dependent” or
“water-related” just because it takes advantage of the waterfront location
such as a hotel that benefits from this location. It also clarifies that just
because a hotel provide a marina, the entire project does not meet the
“water-dependent” criteria and only the marina is classified as waterdependent, not the hotel.
The proposed amendments are consistent with the intent of this CP section.
12.

CP.186.C, Cumulative Impacts, Cumulative Impact Analysis, states that
1.

Public Access.
Activities generating cumulative impacts on public access can both
enhance and reduce opportunities for public access to the waters
and shorelines of the Columbia River Estuary. Public access is
treated broadly here to include both physical and visual access. . .
Boat ramps and marinas have a strongly beneficial cumulative
impact on public access for the boating public. Private individual
moorages on the other hand can have negative cumulative impacts
with respect to public access if allowed to overcrowd particular
waterways. Continuous development of individual moorages along a
reach of the Columbia River Estuary or a tributary can block public
shoreline access and inhibit small boat navigation, having a strongly
negative cumulative impact. The regional estuarine construction
policies and standards encourage community docks and piers and
discourage individual moorages. . .
Port development is often not fully compatible with public access;
however, the cumulative impact of port development on public
access is expected to be minor. Port development is limited to only
a few sites in the estuary. Full development of all existing
designated Development and Water Dependent Development
shorelands would not significantly reduce public access opportunities
17
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in the Columbia River Estuary, but may have locally significant
effects. . .
5.

Recreation/Tourism.
Discussion of cumulative impacts on recreation and tourism includes
estuary-oriented recreation undertaken by both local residents and
by visitors from outside the region. Many impacts may be largely
aesthetic in nature. . .
Boat ramps, marinas, and moorages have a generally positive
impact on recreation and tourism, though there may also be a
negative aesthetic component. The net cumulative impact is
probably positive, however, because the estuary is large relative to
the extent of existing recreational boat facilities. . .
Port development may generate both positive and negative impacts
with respect to tourism and recreation. The passage of deep draft
vessels up and down the Columbia River Estuary, together with
associated tug, barge, and wharf activities, are significant elements
of the Columbia River Estuary's attractiveness for visitors. Port
development may also, however, generate negative impacts on
recreational fishing and public access (see “Columbia River Estuary
Regional Management Plan” Subsections 5.3.3. and 5.3.1.). Net
cumulative impacts are believed to be positive. . .

Finding: The existing code limits some Riverfront areas to water-related
and water-dependent uses consistent with the fishing industry and Port
activities. It also limits some important public view areas to development at
shoreland height maximum. This supports boat ramps, marinas, moorages,
etc. that are considered to be a positive impact on recreation and tourism.
The proposed amendments are intended to minimize the cumulative
negative impacts along the Riverfront by preserving some areas for marine
development and protecting some vistas and views. The proposed
amendments would reduce any future over-water development to top of
bank, or on-land development to 28’, where allowed, with a 35’ high
exception for water-dependent uses over water and 35’ over land with a 60’
wide public access / view corridor. The intent is to provide more visual and
physical access to the river from the River Trail and from the River and
lessen the cumulative negative impacts of larger developments.
13.

CP.185(M), Regional Estuary and Shoreland Policies, Public Access
Policies, states that "Public access" is used broadly here to include direct
physical access to estuary aquatic areas (boat ramps, for example),
aesthetic access (viewing opportunities, for example), and other facilities
that provide some degree of public access to Columbia River Estuary
shorelands and aquatic areas.”
CP.185(M.2 to 5), Regional Estuary and Shoreland Policies, Public Access
Policies, states that
18
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“2.

Public access in urban areas shall be preserved and enhanced
through waterfront restoration and public facilities construction, and
other actions consistent with Astoria's public access plan.

3.

Proposed major shoreline developments shall not, individually or
cumulatively, exclude the public from shoreline access to areas
traditionally used for fishing, hunting or other shoreline activities. . .

5.

Astoria will develop and implement programs for increasing public
access.”

CP.185(N.2), Regional Estuary and Shoreland Policies, Recreation and
Tourism Policies, states that “Recreation uses in waterfront areas shall take
maximum advantage of their proximity to the water by: providing water
access points or waterfront viewing areas; and building designs that are
visually u {typo from original ordinance} with the waterfront.”
CP.204, Economic Development Goal 5 and Goal 5 Policies, Goal states
“Encourage the preservation of Astoria's historic buildings, neighborhoods
and sites and unique waterfront location in order to attract visitors and new
industry.” The Policy 1 states “Provide public access to the waterfront
wherever feasible and protect existing access. The importance of the
downtown waterfront in terms of aesthetics, public access and business
improvement cannot be overemphasized. The City supports the concept of
the "People Places Plan," and encourages local organizations in the
construction and maintenance of waterfront parks and viewing areas.”
Finding: One of the reasons the Riverfront Vision Plan was developed was
to enhance public access to the estuary and allow for preservation of public
open space and park areas along the Columbia River. Public access
includes both physical and visual access. The River Trail along the
Columbia River is used by locals as well as visitors and is maintained for its
aesthetic values as well as for its transportation values. The Bridge Vista
Area was identified as an area to allow some development while preserving
visual and public access. The Urban Core Area was identified for more
intense development and the Civic Greenway Area was identified for more
open space. The existing on-land building and landscaping setback and
stepback requirements create wider view corridors from West Marine /
Marine Drive. However, the design, mass, and scale of the proposed new
development of the hotel at 2nd Street did not achieve the expectations of
the adopted guidelines and standards. The City Council found them to be
too flexible in their interpretation, and somewhat confusing as to how to
apply mass and scale review to the proposal. It also found that 45’ high
buildings were not in character with the area. Therefore, the Council has
requested a height reduction for the BVO.
The submerged lands (over-water) areas are owned by the State and
leases are managed by Division of State Lands (DSL). Much of the
waterfront area is not currently leased and therefore still in public use. The
upland property owner has the first right of refusal for use of the submerged
19
C:\Users\EASYPD~1\AppData\Local\Temp\BCL Technologies\easyPDF 8\@BCL@EC0F6880\@BCL@EC0F6880.doc

194

land area. However, anyone can lease from DSL. While there are tax lots
platted out into the River, the tax lot owner does not pay taxes on the lot
other than for improvements that are located on the lot. By State law, the
public has rights to both physical and visual access to the water.

The proposed amendments would protect public visual and physical access
to the River. The existing code limits the size and height of buildings on
land, and height and orientation of development over the water to minimize
the impact on public access. The original standards were based on the
visual impacts of the dimensions and site location of the existing Cannery
Pier Hotel (10 Basin Street) located on the west end of the River Trail, and
two other over-water structures at 100 31st Street (Big Red) and 100 39th
Street (Pier 39). The proposed height reduction is based on the visual
impact of the proposed 45’ hotel with an east/west orientation which was
approved with the existing guidelines and standards and the public concern
that the size of the structure is not compatible with the desired development
of the BVO area and Riverfront.
14.

CP.460(3), Natural Resource Policies states that “The City recognizes the
importance of "trade offs" that must occur in the planning process.
Although certain estuary areas have been designated for intensive
development, other areas will be left in their natural condition in order to
balance environmental and economic concerns.”
Finding: The proposed amendment allows for some over-water
development while reducing the height. The standards maintain open
areas for protection of the estuary habitat and to maintain vistas and views.
The APC and City Council did not believe non-water-dependent uses
20
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needed to be constructed over the water to a height greater than top of
bank.
15.

CP.204(3 & 4), Economic Development Goal 5 and Goal 5 Policies, Goal
states “Encourage the preservation of Astoria's historic buildings,
neighborhoods and sites and unique waterfront location in order to attract
visitors and new industry.” The Policies state
3.

4.

Encourage the growth of tourism as a part of the economy.
a.
Consider zoning standards that improve the attractiveness of
the City, including designation of historic districts, stronger
landscaping requirements for new construction, and Design
Review requirements.
Protect historic resources such as downtown buildings to maintain
local character and attract visitors.”

CP.250(1), Historic Preservation Goals states that “The City will Promote
and encourage, by voluntary means whenever possible, the preservation,
restoration and adaptive use of sites, areas, buildings, structures,
appurtenances, places and elements that are indicative of Astoria's
historical heritage.”
CP.250(3), Historic Preservation Goals states that “The City will Encourage
the application of historical considerations in the beautification of Astoria's
Columbia River waterfront.
CP.200(6), Economic Development Goals states that the City will
“Encourage the preservation of Astoria's historic buildings, neighborhoods
and sites and unique waterfront location in order to attract visitors and new
industry.”
CP.205(5), Economic Development Policies states that “The City
encourages the growth of tourism as a part of the economy. Zoning
standards which improve the attractiveness of the city shall be considered
including designation of historic districts, stronger landscaping requirements
for new construction, and Design Review requirements.”
Finding: The existing code includes height and building orientation
standards to allow for development that is consistent with the development
of the historic Uniontown area and that is compatible with the existing
development within the entire area. However, with the recent hotel
proposal and appeal, it was determined that the existing code may not be
as consistent and compatible with the area as originally intended.
The River and River Trail are important tourism/economic assets for the
City and would be protected from incompatible development with the
proposed amendments. The proposed amendments clarify some height
exemptions and reduce the height of structures in the BVO. The proposed
code amendments would also protect more of the scenic views of the
Columbia River waterfront with other standards for height and mass/scale
21
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of development. The area west of 2nd Street was the site of a former fish
processing facility. This site contains a good example of the former pile
field, a portion of the facility (a boiler), and historic ballast rock piles. The
site and remaining structures / features are designated historic. The City
Council found it difficult to review a 45’ tall hotel for compatibility with a nonhabitable boiler and ballast rock piles. Amendment A19-01A addressed the
issue of how to compare proposed projects to existing development. The
proposed amendment in A19-10B would reduce the building height to
protect views and historic sites.
16.

CP.270, Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Element, Goals states that
“The City of Astoria will work:
1.
To develop a balanced park system.
2.
To reflect Astoria's special qualities and characteristics. . .
5.
To provide or encourage waterfront parks. . .
7.
To promote general beautification. . .
12.
The City will continue its efforts to improve public access to the
shoreline through:
a.
The construction of public access points, pathways, and street
ends;
b.
The encouragement of public access projects in conjunction
with private waterfront development actions, possibly through
the use of local improvement districts and/or grant funds; and
c.
The protection of street ends and other public lands from
vacation or sale where there is the potential for public access
to the water. The City will work with the Division of State
Lands (DSL) to determine the status of submerged and
submersible lands adjacent to the City street ends.”
Finding: The City has established a River Trail along the Columbia River as
a City park. The Riverfront Vision Plan (RVP) identifies this as a public
area and encourages protection of a portion of the public views and vistas
in the Bridge Vista Area. The RVP for the Bridge Vista Planning Area
identified Land Use Assumptions and Objectives which state that “This area
is an appropriate location for new overwater development, should it occur.
However, specific areas should remain open to preserve broad view of the
river…”
As noted above, the submerged lands (over-water) areas are owned by the
State and leases are managed by Division of State Lands. Much of the
waterfront area is not currently leased. By State law, the public has rights
to both physical and visual access to the water.
The proposed amendments address the building size and height for
development on both the water and land side of the River Trail with the
reduction in height for BVO from 45’ to 28’ with an exception to 35’ with the
condition of a 60’ wide public access / view corridor, and with reduction over
water to top of bank except for water-dependent uses which could be 35’.
The proposed amendments would protect the waterfront park from
incompatible intrusions.
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17.

CP.470(1), Citizen Involvement states that “Citizens, including residents
and property owners, shall have the opportunity to be involved in all phases
of the planning efforts of the City, including collection of data and the
development of policies.”
Finding: Throughout the process of drafting the original Riverfront overlay
areas ordinances, the City provided extensive public outreach. With the
review of the recent HLC and DRC permits for the hotel and the subsequent
appeal hearing, the public were provided many opportunities to be involved
in the process. Invitations and notices were sent to interested parties,
neighborhood associations, property owners, stakeholders, email lists, web
site, notices in the Astorian, etc. to advise them of the opportunity to provide
suggestions and comments. The Council considered the public input but
recognized that the hotel proposal at 2nd Street would need to be evaluated
against the existing code, and that the code was unclear on several issues.
Due to the lack of clarity and the extensive public comments, the City
Council initiated the process to amend the code to better address the needs
of the reviewing bodies and the desires of the general public. A work
session with public input was held by the City Council at their February 19,
2019 meeting. A code amendment was processed through additional
public hearings before the Planning Commission on March 26, 2019 and
April 23, 2019, and before the City Council on June 3, 2019 to address
these concerns. Due to the complexity of the height and mass of buildings,
those two issues were separated from the original application and are being
processed through separate additional public hearings before the Planning
Commission on May 28, 2019, June 25, 2019, and July 23, 2019. The City
Council address these concerns at a public hearing on August 19, 2019.
The deliberation was continued to the September 3, 2019 Council meeting
and after much discussion, the Council suggested revisions to the proposed
amendments and additional public notice and a new public hearing was
scheduled for the September 30, 2019 Council meeting.
The City was very conscious of the interest in protection of the Riverfront
and the need to have an ordinance that would meet the needs of the
citizens, property owners, protect the environment and historic resources,
be in compliance with State regulations, and would be a permit process that
was easy for both citizens and staff.

18.

CP.185.N, Regional Estuary and Shoreland Policies, Recreation and
Tourism Policies, states “Policies in this subsection are applicable to
recreational and tourist-oriented facilities in Columbia River estuary
shoreland and aquatic areas.
1.

New non-water-dependent uses in aquatic areas or in areas zoned
Marine Industrial Shorelands shall not preclude or pose any
significant conflicts with existing, proposed or probable future waterdependent uses on the site or in the vicinity.”
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CP.185.O, Regional Estuary and Shoreland Policies; Residential,
Commercial and Industrial Development Policies, states “Policies in this
subsection are applicable to construction or expansion of residential,
commercial or industrial facilities in Columbia River Estuary shoreland and
aquatic areas. Within the context of this subsection, residential uses include
single and multifamily structures, mobile homes, and floating residences
(subject to an exception to Oregon Statewide Planning Goal 16). Duck
shacks, recreational vehicles, hotels, motels and bed-and-breakfast
facilities are not considered residential structures for purposes of this
subsection. Commercial structures and uses include all retail or wholesale
storage, service or sales facilities and uses, whether water-dependent,
water-related, or non-dependent, non-related. Industrial uses and activities
include facilities for fabrication, assembly, and processing, whether waterdependent, water-related or non-dependent, non-related.
1.

New non-water-dependent uses in aquatic areas and in Marine
Industrial Shorelands shall not preclude or pose any significant
conflicts with existing, proposed or probable future water-dependent
uses on the site or in the vicinity.

2.

Residential, commercial or industrial development requiring new
dredging or filling of aquatic areas may be permitted only if all of the
following criteria are met:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

The proposed use is required for navigation or other waterdependent use requiring an estuarine location, or if
specifically allowed in the applicable aquatic designation; and
A substantial public benefit is demonstrated; and
The proposed use does not unreasonably interfere with public
trust rights; and
Feasible alternative upland locations do not exist; and
Potential adverse impacts are minimized.”

Finding: The APC expressed a desire to limit over-water development to
top of bank except for water-dependent uses which could be constructed to
a height of 35’. This would support water-dependent development which is
the primary purpose of the aquatic and shoreland zones. Development of
non-water-dependent uses would preclude future use of these areas by the
more appropriate water-dependent uses. The proposed height limitation
would be consistent with this section of the Comprehensive Plan.
The APC expressed concern that Development Code Section 4.220, WaterDependent and Water-Related Use Criteria, that identifies how to determine
if a use is “water-dependent” could be misinterpreted. Section 4.220
includes “Recreation” as a water-dependent use and states “Recreation
(active recreation such as swimming, boating and fishing, or passive
recreation such as viewing and walking;”. The concern was that a hotel
could state that view of the River by its guests is “recreation” and therefore
a water-dependent use. The APC requested that this Section be amended
to clarify that “viewing and walking” are intended as uses separate from a
24
C:\Users\EASYPD~1\AppData\Local\Temp\BCL Technologies\easyPDF 8\@BCL@EC0F6880\@BCL@EC0F6880.doc

199

primary associated use such as a hotel and actually mean facilities such as
the public River Trail. The association of a hotel to a boat dock should not
change the classification of the hotel to water-dependent. Only that portion
of the use that is truly water-dependent would be classified as waterdependent.
Finding: The request is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.
D.

Section 10.070(A)(2) concerning Text Amendments requires that “The amendment
will not adversely affect the ability of the City to satisfy land and water use needs.”
Finding: The proposed amendment will satisfy land use needs in that it will allow
for the development of private properties while protecting the vistas and views
along the Bridge Vista Area of the River Trail. The proposed amendment further
limits the allowable development height in this area thereby reducing some of the
impacts associated with a more intensive development.
Change in allowable uses is not being proposed and will not change the Buildable
Lands Inventory statistics. The reduction in allowable building height may reduce
the financial feasibility of some forms of development in this area. However, the
proposed amendment will not adversely affect the ability of the City to satisfy land
and water use needs.

E.

Oregon Administrative Rules Section 660-012-0060 (Plan and Land Use
Regulation Amendments) states that:
“(1)

If an amendment to a functional plan, an acknowledged comprehensive
plan, or a land use regulation (including a zoning map) would
significantly affect an existing or planned transportation facility, then the
local government must put in place measures as provided in section (2)
of this rule, unless the amendment is allowed under section (3), (9) or
(10) of this rule. A plan or land use regulation amendment significantly
affects a transportation facility if it would:
(a)
Change the functional classification of an existing or planned
transportation facility (exclusive of correction of map errors in an
adopted plan);
(b)
Change standards implementing a functional classification
system; or
(c)
Result in any of the effects listed in paragraphs (A) through (C) of
this subsection based on projected conditions measured at the
end of the planning period identified in the adopted TSP. As part
of evaluating projected conditions, the amount of traffic projected
to be generated within the area of the amendment may be
reduced if the amendment includes an enforceable, ongoing
requirement that would demonstrably limit traffic generation,
including, but not limited to, transportation demand management.
This reduction may diminish or completely eliminate the
significant effect of the amendment.
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25

C:\Users\EASYPD~1\AppData\Local\Temp\BCL Technologies\easyPDF 8\@BCL@EC0F6880\@BCL@EC0F6880.doc

(A)
(B)

(C)

Types or levels of travel or access that are inconsistent
with the functional classification of an existing or planned
transportation facility;
Degrade the performance of an existing or planned
transportation facility such that it would not meet the
performance standards identified in the TSP or
comprehensive plan; or
Degrade the performance of an existing or planned
transportation facility that is otherwise projected to not
meet the performance standards identified in the TSP or
comprehensive plan.”

Finding: No map amendment is proposed. No change in use is
proposed. The proposed amendments would impact the height, scale,
and location of buildings. The proposed amendments will not impact
transportation facilities. The proposed amendments comply with the
Oregon Administrative Rules Section 660-012-0060 (Plan and Land Use
Regulation Amendments) requirements. At the time of adoption of
either the Astoria Warehousing Plan District or the Port of Astoria West
Mooring Basin Plan District, and application of any map amendment
designating these areas, the OAR should be addressed.
F.

ORS 197.303 and ORS 197.307 relate to State required standards for certain
housing in urban growth areas. The ORS state the following:
“ORS 197.303, Needed Housing Defined.
(1)

As used in ORS 197.307 (Effect of need for certain housing in urban growth
areas), “needed housing” means all housing on land zoned for residential
use or mixed residential and commercial use that is determined to meet the
need shown for housing within an urban growth boundary at price ranges
and rent levels that are affordable to households within the county with a
variety of incomes, including but not limited to households with low
incomes, very low incomes and extremely low incomes, as those terms are
defined by the United States Department of Housing and Urban
Development under 42 U.S.C. 1437a. “Needed housing” includes the
following housing types:
(a)
Attached and detached single-family housing and multiple family
housing for both owner and renter occupancy;
(b)
Government assisted housing;
(c)
Mobile home or manufactured dwelling parks as provided in ORS
197.475 (Policy) to 197.490 (Restriction on establishment of park);
(d)
Manufactured homes on individual lots planned and zoned for singlefamily residential use that are in addition to lots within designated
manufactured dwelling subdivisions; and
(e)
Housing for farmworkers.”

“ORS 197.307, Effect of need for certain housing in urban growth areas
• approval standards for residential development
• placement standards for approval of manufactured dwellings
26
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(1)
(2)
(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

The availability of affordable, decent, safe and sanitary housing
opportunities for persons of lower, middle and fixed income, including
housing for farmworkers, is a matter of statewide concern.
Many persons of lower, middle and fixed income depend on government
assisted housing as a source of affordable, decent, safe and sanitary
housing.
When a need has been shown for housing within an urban growth boundary
at particular price ranges and rent levels, needed housing shall be
permitted in one or more zoning districts or in zones described by some
comprehensive plans as overlay zones with sufficient buildable land to
satisfy that need.
Except as provided in subsection (6) of this section, a local government
may adopt and apply only clear and objective standards, conditions and
procedures regulating the development of housing, including needed
housing. The standards, conditions and procedures:
(a)
May include, but are not limited to, one or more provisions regulating
the density or height of a development.
(b)
May not have the effect, either in themselves or cumulatively, of
discouraging needed housing through unreasonable cost or delay.
The provisions of subsection (4) of this section do not apply to:
(a)
An application or permit for residential development in an area
identified in a formally adopted central city plan, or a regional center
as defined by Metro, in a city with a population of 500,000 or more.
(b)
An application or permit for residential development in historic areas
designated for protection under a land use planning goal protecting
historic areas.
In addition to an approval process for needed housing based on clear and
objective standards, conditions and procedures as provided in subsection
(4) of this section, a local government may adopt and apply an alternative
approval process for applications and permits for residential development
based on approval criteria regulating, in whole or in part, appearance or
aesthetics that are not clear and objective if:
(a)
The applicant retains the option of proceeding under the approval
process that meets the requirements of subsection (4) of this section;
(b)
The approval criteria for the alternative approval process comply with
applicable statewide land use planning goals and rules; and
(c)
The approval criteria for the alternative approval process authorize a
density at or above the density level authorized in the zone under the
approval process provided in subsection (4) of this section.
Subject to subsection (4) of this section, this section does not infringe on a
local government’s prerogative to:
(a)
Set approval standards under which a particular housing type is
permitted outright;
(b)
Impose special conditions upon approval of a specific development
proposal; or
(c)
Establish approval procedures.”

Finding: State regulations require cities and counties to zone for all types of
housing. The ORS defines “needed housing” to include affordable, low
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income, and very low-income housing types. ORS 197.307 addresses the
determination of needed housing, allowable standards, and a clear process for
design review. The City of Astoria conducted a Buildable Lands Inventory
which was adopted in 2011. The report noted that there was surplus land
zoned for medium and high-density residential development but a deficit of lowdensity residential land for an overall deficit of land zoned for residential use.
There have been minor zone amendments since 2011 but the overall surplus
and deficit is about the same. Multi-family residential use is also allowed in
some non-residential zones allowing for more high-density residential
development. The proposed amendments would still allow for multi-family
dwellings in the commercial zone and would not reduce the “residentially
zoned” land supply.
Estimated Net Land Surplus/(Deficit) by Zoning Designation, Astoria UGB, 2027
Type of Use
Land Need
Land Supply
Surplus/(Deficit)

R1
115.4
25.20
(90.20)

R2
51.2
74.99
23.79

R3
67.0
119.18
52.18

AH-MP
2.7
1.49
(1.21)

Total
236.3*
220.86
(15.44)*

Source: Wingard Planning & Development Services
* Note: Scrivener’s Error in actual figure. BLI shows 236.4 and (15.54) but should be 236.3 and (15.44).

Estimated Net Land Surplus/(Deficit) by Zoning Designation, Astoria UGB, 2027
Growth
Scenario
Medium
Surplus/(Deficit)

Type of Use

Commercial
(Office/Retail)
38.2
17.1
(21.1)

Land Need
Land Supply
Surplus/(Deficit)

Industrial/Other

Total

11.5
39.3
27.8

49.7
56.4
6.7

Source: Cogan Owens Cogan

The APC originally considered a proposed amendment that would allow a height
exception to 45’ for affordable housing with specified number of units, income
level, and length of time the housing must be available as affordable housing.
However, the APC had concerns with locating this type of housing, or any
residential development, in a Tsunami Zone. The entire BVO area is within the
“Local Cascadia Earthquake and Tsunami” Area. This is a required evacuation
zone. The City of Astoria addendum to the Clatsop County Multi-jurisdictional
Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan, dated 6-17-2013, on Page 1-36 states “Astoria’s
location along the Oregon Coast makes it susceptible to tsunamis from both near
shore (following a Cascadia Subduction Zone earthquake) and distant tsunamis.
The extent of the tsunami hazard is limited to those areas adjacent to either the
Columbia River or Young’s Bay.” Page 1-38 states “The City’s tourist-based
economy and population density are significant issues related to the tsunami
hazard.” Therefore, the APC agreed that while housing was an allowable use in
the area, that they would not encourage location in a tsunami zone by allowing an
exception to the building height.
The proposed amendments would be in compliance with the above noted ORS
requirements relative to housing.
G.

The Clatsop County Housing Strategies Report (January 2019 Draft)
addresses housing issues in the County and the five jurisdictions within the
28
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County including Astoria. The Report has not yet been adopted by the
communities.
1.

The Draft (Page 3, Introduction and Overview) states that “The
strategies presented in this report reflect the following overarching
findings that have come to light during this process. These findings
apply on a county-wide basis, and apply to the individual cities to
different degrees:
1) Sufficient Supply, but Not the Right Types of Housing


Technically, there seems to be a sufficient supply of land and
number of housing units to meet both current and future needs.
However, much of this supply serves the second home and shortterm rental market, leaving insufficient supply for year-round
residents to both purchase or rent. In addition, some of the supply
of future residential land suffers from a variety of constraints
related to natural features and hazards, infrastructure challenges,
or other issues.
2) Add the Right Types of Supply






Strategies should focus on adding the right type of supply,
meaning home-buying opportunities at affordable price points,
and more multi-family rental housing.
Adding “missing middle” housing types such as townhomes,
cottage clusters, and medium density housing can help to
meeting the needs of first-time homebuyers. This housing, if not
located in the most sought- after beach locations, should be less
attractive to second home buyers.
Increased multi-family rental housing development should be
encouraged to serve the local service, tourism, and other
working-class sectors.”

Finding: Astoria has addressed part of the first issue “Sufficient Supply,
but Not the Right Types of Housing” as described in this section by
regulating transient lodging that could otherwise be utilized for yearround residents. Vacation homes and other short-term rentals that are
not occupied by owners at the same time as guests are prohibited in
residential zones in Astoria. There is a large portion of the available
“residential” property in Astoria that has constraints such as natural
features and infrastructure challenges. These properties are available
for development but are more challenging. The second issue of “Add
the Right Types of Supply” addresses the need for affordable housing
not just high-end housing and even suggests that it not be located “. . .
in the most sought-after beach locations. . .” which for Astoria is the
Riverfront locations. The City has adopted standards for a Compact
Residential Zone to allow for cottage clusters and more affordable
housing development. These standards could be applied to any area
with a zone change to implement it. The City also has a Planned
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Development Overlay Zone that allows for development flexibility which
could accommodate more affordable housing and could be applied to
any area with a zone change to implement it. The Riverfront area is
generally not the area that would be developed for affordable housing as
it would be considered more financially feasible for high-end housing
especially due to the higher costs to develop along the waterfront. The
proposed amendments to the Bridge Vista area would reduce the height
of buildings to 28’ which would still allow housing above the first floor.
The proposed amendments would not allow a height exception for
affordable housing due to the concerns with encouraging housing in a
tsunami zone.
2.

The Housing Study (Page 4, Section 2, Housing Trends, Key Findings)
states “The overall findings of our technical analysis of current housing
conditions (Appendix A) include: . . .

Newly-built housing supply will tend to be more expensive
housing, as it is up-to-date and in better condition than older
housing. However, adding new supply for higher-income
households is necessary to allow the older housing supply to
“filter” to those with more modest income.

Denser forms of housing, such as townhomes and condos rather
than single family homes, may help create some smaller and
lower-priced housing stock that can serve first-time and lowerincome buyers. In addition, housing in areas less attractive to
tourists (for instance, further from the beach or the town center)
may be less likely to be consumed by second home seekers or
investors. . .”
Finding: Housing for first-time and lower-income buyers could be
provided through the Compact Residential Zone, Planned Development
Overlay Zone, and in existing medium and high-density zoned areas
which are currently noted as being in surplus in the Buildable Lands
Inventory. As noted above, some of these areas may be more
challenging to develop. However, the proposed amendments would
allow for housing to be developed along the Riverfront but as noted in
the Study, these may not likely be developed as affordable housing.

3.

The Housing Study, Land Supply Strategy 3 (Page 8, Refine BLI Data
and Results - for Warrenton and Astoria) states “The City of Astoria
noted major constraints associated with federally owned land within the
UGB. This land is shown as potentially buildable in the current BLI
results but may not in fact be available for development during the
planning period, based on constraints associated with federal ownership
and management of this area. The City should work with other
government agencies to clarify the status of this land and remove it from
the BLI as appropriate. . .”
Finding: As noted in the Report, the City has other strategies available
for addressing the availability of land for residential development. The
reduction in height for the small area along the Riverfront in Bridge Vista
30
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would reduce the number of floors for potential housing (45’ to 28’
reduction) in a more high-end development area and would not
eliminate the possibility of some housing in this area.
4.

The Housing Study, Policy and Development Code Strategy 4 (Page 14,
Support High Density Housing in Commercial Zones) identifies the
following as possible code amendment strategies:
“Allow multi-family housing outright.
Consider allowing single-family attached housing.
Allow vertical mixed-use development outright.
Adopt a minimum density standard.
Tailor development and density standards.”
Finding: The proposed code amendments would not change the
allowable uses in the Bridge Vista area. Multi-family residential
development in the C-3 General Commercial Zone in this area would be
allowed outright. As noted above the Compact Residential Zone is a
possibility for potential rezoning. The proposed amendments would
continue to allow housing above commercial uses in mixed-use
development projects.

Finding: While not an adopted Report, this Report was referenced by the
attorney for Astoria Warehousing in a letter dated April 9, 2019 which was
provided to the APC at an earlier meeting. The above Findings address some
of the issues raised in this letter and other issues in the Draft Report. Overall,
the proposed amendments would not be in conflict with the strategies identified
in the Report as there are multiple suggested strategies and the proposed
amendments would not prohibit residential development in some areas of the
Bridge Vista Overlay area.
H.

City Council Goals for 2019-2021 as adopted on April 15, 2019 state the Astoria
City Council Vision as “The Astoria City Council’s actions and decisions value: •
Preservation of Astoria’s unique character; • Livability and quality of life for
residents; • A thriving local economy; • Resilience as a community. City
government will provide high quality service, be responsive, and be transparent.”
One of the Goals states “Maintain Astoria’s unique character in Council decisions,
including those involving zoning, growth and economic development.”
Finding: The City Council has identified preservation of Astoria’s unique character
and the quality of life for residents as a vision and goal for the Council. The
proposed amendments are aimed at regulating development to be in scale with
the existing character of the City and to provide residents with both visual and
physical connection to the Columbia River. The proposed amendments would
limit the size and height of buildings and would require view corridors to the River.
Exceptions to building height would only be allowed if the project provides public
access to the River. The proposed Plan Districts would allow additional
exceptions to the adopted code standards only after the City has adopted master
plans for the two district areas and found that the exceptions are in the best
interest to the City.
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V.

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION
The request is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and Development Code. The
Planning Commission recommended that the City Council adopt the proposed
amendments as submitted on August 19, 2019.

207
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DEVELOPMENT CODE UPDATES
Annotated
September 20, 2019
ARTICLE 14 - RIVERFRONT VISION PLAN
PART B - HEIGHT, GROSS SQUARE FOOTAGE, PLAN DISTRICTS
Legend:
Annotated - staff notes for intent and/or explanation of amendment - to be removed in
final ordinance
Changes already sent to DLCD Notice
Changes not sent to DLCD

ORDINANCE NO.
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE ASTORIA DEVELOPMENT CODE PERTAINING TO
BRIDGE VISTA OVERLAY ZONE STANDARDS
THE CITY OF ASTORIA DOES ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. Astoria Development Code Section 14.001, Definitions, is added to read as follows:
“HEIGHT, TOP OF BANK: For over-water / shoreline construction, top of bank shall be
measured from the existing lowest point along the top of the shoreline adjacent to the subject
property prior to any grading and/or fill. Features such as railings, balustrades, dolphins,
bumper pilings, mooring pilings, and water navigational fixtures are exempt from the maximum
“top of bank” height restriction as “water-dependent” features.”
(Annotated: This definition is included here and with the Urban Core amendment for whichever
one is adopted first.)
Dolphins, railings, pilings
are exempt from height

Lowest point at top
of bank

To be
included in
Ordinance

Annotated

Top of bank for height
restriction
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“VIEW CORRIDOR: The unobstructed line of site of an observer looking toward an object of
significance to the community such as the River, historic site, ridgeline, etc. A view corridor
shall be free of structural encroachments. Parking within a view corridor is allow unless
otherwise specified.”
(Annotated: this definition was added to clarify what a view corridor is intended to be and that
the area shall not be obstructed by structures but can allow parking.)
Section 2. Astoria Development Code Section 14.100.C.2, Standards for Overwater
Development, Distance from Shore and Height for the Bridge Vista Overlay Area, is deleted in
its entirety and replaced to read as follows:
2.

Structures Outside Within Overwater Development Non-Limitation Areas
(Figure -14.090-1). The maximum height shall be 35 feet from the top of the
existing adjacent riverbank. No variance may be granted for an exception to this
height limitation except as follows:
a.

Water-dependent uses over water may construct water-dependent facilities
up to 35’ without a variance. The added feature is subject to all other
design and/or location standards of the Code.

(Annotated: Reference to “non-limitation” areas is to be consistent with the Code maps
identifying areas for development versus “limitation areas” where development is limited
to top of bank height. The APC determined that overwater development in this area
should be limited to top of bank except for water-dependent uses which would have
historically been in this area. They did not want to extend this exception to water-related
uses. This allows water uses to have additional height rather than other commercial
development that does not require water location.)
Figure 14.100-2: Maximum Building Height Outside of Within Overwater Development
Non-Limitation Areas

Section 3. Astoria Development Code Section 14.100.D.2, Standards for Overwater
Development, Building Size, for the Bridge Vista Overlay Area, is deleted in its entirety and
replaced to read as follows:

209
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2.

Structures outside of within the overwater development Non-Limitation Areas
(Figure 14.090-1). There shall be no maximum gross floor area for buildings
located in these areas.

(Annotated: Buildings over water are limited by percentage of width in 14.100.E)
Section 4. Astoria Development Code Section 14.113.A, Standards for On-Land Development,
Height, for the Bridge Vista Overlay Area, is deleted in its entirety and replaced to read as
follows:
“14.113.

STANDARDS FOR ON-LAND DEVELOPMENT.

The following development standards apply to on-land development in the Bridge Vista Overlay
Zone south of the River Trail. The Overwater Development standards shall apply to on-land
development north of the River Trail.
A.

Height.
1.

Maximum building height is 35 28 feet except as noted in subsection A.2 of this
section. No variance may be granted for an exception to this height limitation.

2.

Building height up to 45 35 feet, is permitted in accordance with all of the following:
a.

Public Access
1)

buildings shall be located to provide a 60’ wide unobstructed view
corridor / public access area from West Marine Drive that connects
to the Riverfront via a public right-of-way and/or a recorded
easement across another private property; and

2)

the public access area / corridor shall be provided in a public access
easement provided through the development site; and

3)

the access area shall be open to the public but may be restricted
during hours specified in City Code Section 5.926 to 5.928; and

4)

walkways shall be installed and shall be at least 14 feet in width; and

5)

provide some public amenities such as benches, interpretive
signage, or other features approved by the Community Development
Director; and

6)

responsibility for maintenance of the public access / view corridor,
walkway, and/or other public amenities shall be the responsibility of
the property owner. If any portion of the public access is on Cityowned property and/or public right-of-way, private responsibility shall
be established through a recorded maintenance agreement
acceptable to the City.
3
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b.

Stepback.
Stories above 15 feet or one story shall be stepped back at least 10 feet for
the facade facing a right-of-way or the River Trail in accordance with
Section 14.113.C.

(Annotated: The APC had indicated a possible desire to limit all buildings to 28’ height
and not allow variances and not require stepbacks but with some view corridor between
buildings.)
(Annotated: The APC discussed the issue of needed affordable housing. APC
determined that exceptions for affordable needed housing should not be included in this
area due to the concern with encouraging housing in a tsunami zone.)
(Annotated: The City Council and APC expressed a desire for public access to the River.
With the limited rights-of-way in this area and configuration of lots, access is difficult.
This scenario would allow a 35’ building only if public access to the River was provided.)
60’ wide public access
corridor with easement
through adjacent north
property to River Trail

60’ wide public access
corridor directly to River Trail

Annotated

60’ wide public access
corridor to public rightof-way and through City
park to River Trail

Section 5. Astoria Development Code Section 14.113.C, Standards for On-Land Development,
Stepbacks, for the Bridge Vista Overlay Area, is deleted in its entirety and replaced to read as
follows:
C.

Stepbacks.
1.

Purpose.
The purpose of a stepback is to allow for less obstructed views from above the
building and to create a less imposing building scale as viewed from the street or
parallel/adjacent trail. A stepback is also designed to allow more light down to the
adjacent or fronting right-of-way street, sidewalk, or trail.

2.

Additional Building Height.
211
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Where the height of a building or building addition is proposed to exceed 24 feet,
at least that portion of the building exceeding 24 feet, shall provide a stepback of
at least 10 feet from the front plane of the proposed building or building addition
that faces the street or the River Trail.
Figure 14.113-1: Building Stepbacks

2.

Additional Building Height.
Where the height of a building or building addition is proposed to exceed 15 feet,
at least that portion of the building exceeding 15 feet or one story, whichever is
less, shall provide a stepback of at least 10 feet from the front plane of the
proposed building or building addition that faces the right-of-way and/or the River
Trail.
a.

Balconies and fixed awnings shall not encroach into the required 10-foot
stepback area; buildings must be stepped back further in order to
accommodate balconies and/or fixed awnings.

b.

Balcony railings constructed to a maximum height of 15’ are not
encroachments when the building facade above the top of rail is
stepbacked 10’.
Figure 14.113-1: Building Stepbacks
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(Annotated: APC first considered to limit building height to 28’ with no variances and therefore
stepback requirements would not be necessary. With the increase to 35’, stepbacks may be
appropriate and the stepback language was proposed to be consistent with the language
proposed for the Urban Core Area. A height of 35’ would only be allowed if a public access
corridor is provided.)
Section 6. Astoria Development Code Section 14.113.D, Standards for On-Land Development,
Size, for the Bridge Vista Overlay Area, is deleted in its entirety and replaced to read as follows:
“D.

Size.
1.

Gross Floor Area
The gross floor area of on-land development commercial uses in the Bridge Vista
Overlay Zone shall be a maximum of 30,000 square feet for each building for all
buildings which are part of a single development regardless of tax lot lines and/or
phased construction (See definition of “Gross Floor Area”) except as noted below:
a.

See Astoria Warehousing Plan District Section 14.127 to 14.129.

b.

See Port of Astoria West Mooring Basing Plan District Section 14.124 to
14.126.

(Annotated: Most lots in the BVO, are below 10,000 sqft. The larger lots not
within the Pedestrian Oriented Zone include the Port, Astoria Warehousing (5
acres), NW Natural Gas (58,000 sqft/1.3 acres), and two parcels west of the
bridge at 11,884/0.27 acres and 38,749 sqft/0.89 acres.
2.

Floor Area Ratio.
Buildings shall have a maximum floor area ratio (FAR) of 0.5 0.75 on the lot (0.75
0.5 square foot of building area for one square foot of lot area), in order to reduce
the mass and scale of the building and to allow for potential view corridors on
individual lots.”

(Annotated: The APC agreed to limit the height of buildings to 35’ retaining the existing 30,000
sqft gross floor area limit for individual buildings. They also agreed to add the two Plan Districts.
The proposed amendment on gross floor area would be different than language in the other
overlay zones which limits the size for all buildings on the site. The City Council discussed a
FAR of 0.5 to 0.75 which would further limit the amount of a lot that can be covered with
buildings especially on the smaller lots that do not have view corridor requirements. A diagram
of FAR examples is included. A FAR of 1.0 means that the developer is allowed to build the
equivalent of a one-story building over the entire lot, or a 2-story over half the lot. A FAR of 2.0
means the developer is allowed to build the equivalent of a two-story building over her entire lot,
or a 4-story over half the lot. The 0.5 FAR would mean that 50% of the lot could have a onestory building and only about 25% of the lot could have a two-story building. Each number
increase up to a 1.0 FAR would increase the building footprint and reduce the open area/view
corridor.
213
6
C:\Users\EASYPD~1\AppData\Local\Temp\BCL Technologies\easyPDF 8\@BCL@700A6263\@BCL@700A6263.docx

The City Council suggested limiting the
percent of lot that could be covered with a
north-south oriented structure to allow more
view corridors and eliminate the FAR.)
Annotated

Section 7. Astoria Development Code Section 14.113.E, Standards for On-Land Development,
Building Orientation, for the Bridge Vista Overlay Area, is added to read as follows:
14.113.E.

Building Orientation.

Buildings shall have a north-south orientation (i.e. the width of the building parallel to
West Marine Drive shall be narrower than the depth of the building) to allow for more
unobstructed view corridors between buildings to the River.
(Annotated: this was added to address the concern that even with FAR or lot coverage
maximum, that a building could be constructed the full width of the lot.)
Buildings that do NOT meet
the north-south orientation

Annotated

Section 8. Astoria Development Code Section 14.113.E, Standards for On-Land Development,
Lot Coverage, for the Bridge Vista Overlay Area, is added to read as follows:
E.

Lot Coverage.
Buildings shall not cover more than 50 percent of the lot area of the “buildable lot” or
combined lots of a single development.
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9,600 sqft lot - 75’ wide
Annotated

50% lot cover 4,800 sqft
2 story 9,600
30,000 sqft max
3nd floor to 14,400 sqft (not allowed
since could not do 60’ wide access
corridor
Existing footprint 3,373 sqft with 25’
view corridor
23,277 sqft lot - 195’ wide
50% lot cover 11,638 sqft
2 story 23,277
30,000 sqft max reduces
3nd floor to 6,724 sqft OR
Reduces all equal floors to
10,000 sqft each

9,600 sqft lot
Building infilled to square off
would have footprint of 4,582
sqft

Section 9. Astoria Development Code Section 14.113.B.3, Standards for On-land Development,
Setbacks, is added to read as follows:
“3.

Setback Between Buildings on Same Lot.
There shall be a minimum 60-foot-wide, north-south orientation, unobstructed view
corridor separation between individual buildings on the same lot, except within the
Pedestrian-Oriented Overlay Zone. No structures or portions of structures shall
encroach into the view corridor. Vehicle parking may be allowed in a view corridor
area.

4.

Side Yard Setback.
A minimum 10’ wide side yard setback shall be provided on one side of a
development except as provided in Section 14.113.B.3.”

(Annotated: The APC noted that with the lot configuration and existing development
within the BVO, that actual view corridors cannot be achieved except at rights-of-way.
This 60’ wide separation is intended to prevent larger buildings from developing with a
large wall of buildings and no separation. It only applies to buildings on the same
development site. This concept would allow some redevelopment of the Astoria
Warehousing and Port Plan Districts without the need for the Plan District overlays until a
master plan can be adopted. The Pedestrian-Oriented Overlay Zone is intended for more
8
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compact development conducive to pedestrian traffic. The 10’ side yard setback on one
side would assure that there is some north-south oriented open space for buildings on
smaller lots.)
Section 10. Astoria Development Code Section 4.220.A.2, Water-Dependent and WaterRelated Use Criteria, Water-Dependent Use, is deleted in its entirety and replaced to read as
follows:
“Recreation (active recreation such as swimming, boating and fishing, or passive recreation
such as viewing and walking. Passive recreation associated with another use such as a hotel, is
classified the same as the associated use, and not classified as a water-dependent use. Active
recreation associated with another use such as a hotel may be separately classified as waterdependent but is separate from the primary use and does not change the classification of the
primary use.); or”
(Annotated: There was concern that “water-dependent” use for recreation such as viewing and
walking could be misinterpreted to include that a hotel was water-dependent if it had a view/walk
area on the River or that the hotel provided the passive recreation by its location on the River.
This language would clarify that only the all “water-dependent” recreation is included.)
Section 11. Section 14.125, “Parking” is renumbered as 14.122.
Section 12. Sections 14.124 to 14.126, Port of Astoria West Mooring Basin Plan District, are
added to read as follows:
(Annotate: The following is language from the East Basin Plan District in CGO that could be
applied to the area currently occupied by Port of Astoria. This is a large area over five acres
and proposed and existing limitation within the BVO could limit redevelopment of this area.)
“14.124.

PORT OF ASTORIA WEST MOORING BASIN PLAN DISTRICT.

The property situated approximately between Portway Avenue to the west, Bay Street to the
east, the top of bank to the north, and West Marine Drive to the south, shall constitute a subarea
within the Bridge Vista Overlay Zone. The purpose of this subarea is to permit adoption of
development standards, known as a Plan District, not applicable to other properties in the
Bridge Vista Overlay Zone. If approved under the criteria of Section 14.124.A the Plan District
shall be known as the Port of Astoria West Mooring Basin Plan District.
A.

Plan District Adoption Criteria.
A Plan District may be established if all the following adoption criteria are met:
1.

The area proposed for the Plan District has special characteristics or problems of
a natural, economic, historic, public facility, or transitional land use or development
nature which are not common to other areas of the Bridge Vista Area. Economic
viability of a project alone shall not be deemed as justification for the proposed
modifications;
216
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(Annotated: by adding economic viability alone as not justification, it should
address the issue of “public” benefit rather than “developer” benefit.)

B.

2.

Existing base and overlay zone provisions limited to those identified in Section
14.124.D are inadequate to achieve a desired public benefit as identified by the
City Council, and/or to address identified needs or problems in the area;

3.

The proposed Plan District and regulations result from a Plan documenting the
special characteristics or problems of the area and explain how a Plan District will
best address relevant issues; and

4.

The regulations of the Plan District conform with the Comprehensive Plan and do
not prohibit, or limit uses or development allowed by the base zone without clear
justification.

Review.
1.

Sunset Clause.
Application to establish the Port of Astoria West Mooring Basin Plan District shall
occur no later than January 1, 2025. If an application is not received by that date,
the Planning Commission shall re-evaluate the appropriateness and/or need for a
Plan District as noted in Section 14.124. Any changes and/or the elimination of
this section shall be processed as a legislative text amendment in accordance with
Development Code Articles 9 and 10.
(Annotated: APC indicated a desire for a sunset clause. The intro paragraph
addresses periodic reviews once a Plan District is adopted. Section 1 would be
applicable if the District is not adopted by a certain date. Five years was selected
as it can take two to three years to identify a need and develop a Master Plan to
be reviewed by the City.)

2.

After Adoption of District.
After adoption of Port of Astoria West Mooring Basin Plan District regulations, the
Planning Commission shall periodically review the Port of Astoria West Mooring
Basin Plan District and its regulations every five years to determine the impacts on
development, the usefulness and usability of the regulations, and the public need
for any amendments to the regulations.

C.

Mapping.
The boundaries of the Port of Astoria West Mooring Basin Plan District are illustrated on
a map referenced below and generally are described as the land area north of West
Marine Drive between Portway Avenue and Bay Street. The over-water area within the
Plan District shall not be subject to changes from the approved Bridge Vista Overlay
uses, standards, and/or requirements. The boundaries may be refined as part of the
Plan District adoption or amendment.
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Port District
Area

Limitation
Area

Pedestrian
Oriented Area

(Annotated: The District could include the Port of Astoria area near the Maritime
Memorial and Riverwalk Inn as well as the ODOT and Ocean Beauty properties these are
large adjacent sites that could be developed as a larger project. The project boundary
was reduced from what the Port requested as the parcel on the NW corner at Pier 1 is
not within the BVO and governed by the base zoning and therefore does not need
exceptions to the BVO standards for development.)
Figure 14.090-2, Pedestrian-Oriented District

218
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Figure 14.090-1: Limitation Area

D.

Standards.
The standards for the on-land area within the Port of Astoria West Mooring Basin Plan
District may expressly change and vary from those applicable under the Bridge Vista
Overlay Zone and those of the base zone. The over-water area within the Plan District
shall not be subject to changes from the approved Bridge Vista Overlay uses, standards,
and/or requirements. Such on-land changes may include:
1.

Adding or deleting uses;

2.

Changes to building height limits / stepbacks up to a maximum of 35’ high;

(Annotated: While 35’ is the maximum height, the stepback requirement could be
reduced to allow a full 35’ high building.)
3.

Setback or view corridor modifications. No reduction in view corridors shall be
allowed;

(Annotated: eliminated the view corridor modification to maintain the views of the River
as intended by the BVO. Building size and footprint in Section 4 would allow a wider
building. The requirement for on-land view corridors as proposed in an earlier draft has
been eliminated, but the prohibition to reduce any required view corridors would include
the right-of-way corridors and any others proposed in the future.)
4.

Building size and permissible footprint.

5.

“Limitation Areas” shall remain as “Limitation Areas” with the existing standards.

6.

“Pedestrian Oriented Area” shall remain as “Pedestrian Oriented Area” with the
existing standards. Amendment to the boundaries of the Pedestrian Oriented
Area may be allowed.
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(Annotated: Excluded the “Limitation Area” water area to continue with the intent of the
BVO to protect some views in this area and prevent possible intensive over-water
development contrary to Riverfront Vision Plan. Keep the “Pedestrian Oriented Area”
designation to keep some limitations based on the original BVO. The Council indicated a
desire to allow changes to the Pedestrian Area boundaries.)
E.

Application Procedure.
1.

An application to establish the Port of Astoria West Mooring Basin Plan District
shall be processed through the following procedures:
a.

The City or Port of Astoria may apply to establish development regulations
that affect one or more properties within the Port of Astoria West Mooring
Basin Plan District.

b.

An application to establish regulations that would govern development
within the Port of Astoria West Mooring Basin Plan District is a legislative
text amendment processed in accordance with the procedures established
in Section 14.124 and in Development Code Articles 9 and 10.

c.

An application to establish the boundaries of the Port of Astoria West
Mooring Basin Plan District Overlay area is a legislative map amendment
processed in accordance with the procedures established in Section 14.124
and in Development Code Articles 9 and 10 and may be processed
concurrently with applications under subsection E.1.a.
(Annotated: the process to establish a District in text and map amendment
would require APC public hearing and recommendation to City Council for
public hearing and adoption.)

d.

The application shall include a master plan for the site along with written
justification for the need to establish the Plan District and the specific
proposed code modifications. Economic viability of a project alone shall not
be deemed as justification for the proposed modifications.
(Annotated: added to clarify that the application must be based on a master
plan for the area and include written justification, not just a desire to have
the exceptions.)

2.

An application to apply the Port of Astoria West Mooring Basin Plan District
regulations to a specific project shall be processed through the following
procedures:
a.

The Port of Astoria shall be the applicant or co-applicant on all applications.

b.

An application shall be processed as a quasi-judicial permit in accordance
with the procedures established with the Plan District adoption and in
accordance with the Development Code as applicable.
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(Annotated: an applicant would apply for a permit for any development.
The type of permit to be determined later such as Miscellaneous Review or
Conditional Use, depending on the criteria the APC and City Council
determine are necessary at the time of the District establishment.)
14.125 to 14.126.

PORT OF ASTORIA WEST MOORING BASIN PLAN DISTRICT
REGULATIONS.

(Reserved for codifying future Plan District regulations.)”
Section 13. Sections 14.127 to 14.129, Astoria Warehousing Plan District, are added to read as
follows:
(Annotate: The following is language from the East Basin Plan District in CGO that could be
applied to the area currently occupied by Astoria Warehousing and NW Natural Gas. This is a
large area over five acres and proposed and existing limitation within the BVO could limit
redevelopment of this area.)
“14.127.

ASTORIA WAREHOUSING PLAN DISTRICT.

The property situated approximately between Columbia Avenue to the west, 1st Street to the
east, the top of bank to the north, and West Marine Drive to the south, shall constitute a subarea
within the Bridge Vista Overlay Zone. The purpose of this subarea is to permit adoption of
development standards, known as a Plan District, not applicable to other properties in the
Bridge Vista Overlay Zone. If approved under the criteria of Section 14.127.A the Plan District
shall be known as the Astoria Warehouse Plan District.
A.

Plan District Adoption Criteria.
A Plan District may be established if all the following adoption criteria are met:
1.

The area proposed for the Plan District has special characteristics or problems of
a natural, economic, historic, public facility, or transitional land use or development
nature which are not common to other areas of the Bridge Vista Area. Economic
viability of a project alone shall not be deemed as justification for the proposed
modifications;
(Annotated: by adding economic viability alone as not justification, it should
address the issue of “public” benefit rather than “developer” benefit.)

2.

Existing base and overlay zone provisions limited to those identified in Section
14.127.D are inadequate to achieve a desired public benefit as identified by the
City Council, and/or to address identified needs or problems in the area;

3.

The proposed Plan District and regulations result from a Plan documenting the
special characteristics or problems of the area and explain how a Plan District will
best address relevant issues; and
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4.

B.

The regulations of the Plan District conform with the Comprehensive Plan and do
not prohibit, or limit uses or development allowed by the base zone without clear
justification.

Review.
1.

Sunset Clause.
Application to establish the Astoria Warehousing Plan District shall occur no later
than January 1, 2025. If an application is not received by that date, the Planning
Commission shall re-evaluate the appropriateness and/or need for a Plan District
as noted in Sections 14.127. Any changes and/or the elimination of this section
shall be processed as a legislative text amendment in accordance with
Development Code Articles 9 and 10.

(Annotated: APC indicated a desire for a sunset clause. The intro paragraph addresses
periodic reviews once a Plan District is adopted. Section 1 would be applicable if the
District is not adopted by a certain date. Five years was selected as it can take two to
three years to identify a need and develop a Master Plan to be reviewed by the City.)
2.

After Adoption of District.
After adoption of Astoria Warehousing Plan District regulations, the Planning
Commission shall periodically review the Astoria Warehousing Plan District and its
regulations every five years to determine the impacts on development, the
usefulness and usability of the regulations, and the public need for any
amendments to the regulations.

C.

Mapping.
The boundaries of the Astoria Warehousing Plan District are illustrated on a map
referenced below and generally are described as the land area north of West Marine
Drive between Columbia Avenue and 1st Street. The over-water area within the Plan
District shall not be subject to changes from the approved Bridge Vista Overlay uses,
standards, and/or requirements. The boundaries may be refined as part of the Plan
District adoption or amendment.
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Limitation
Area

(Annotated: The District includes the Astoria Warehousing and NW Natural Gas
properties as both of these are large adjacent sites that could be developed as a larger
project.)
Figure 14.090-1: Limitation Area

D.

Standards.
The standards for the on-land area within the Astoria Warehousing Plan District may
expressly change and vary from those applicable under the Bridge Vista Overlay Zone
and those of the base zone. The over-water area within the Plan District shall not be
subject to changes from the approved Bridge Vista Overlay uses, standards, and/or
requirements. Such on-land changes may include:
1.

Adding or deleting uses;

2.

Changes to building height limits / stepbacks up to a maximum of 35’ high;
16
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(Annotated: While 35’ is the maximum height, the stepback requirement could be
reduced to allow a full 35’ high building.)
3.

Setback or view corridor modifications. No reduction in view corridors shall be
allowed;

(Annotated: eliminated the view corridor modification to maintain the views of the River
as intended by the BVO. Building size and footprint in Section 4 would allow a wider
building. The requirement for on-land view corridors as proposed in an earlier draft has
been eliminated, but the prohibition to reduce any required view corridors would include
the right-of-way corridors and any others proposed in the future.)
4.

Building size and permissible footprint.

5.

“Limitation Areas” shall remain as “Limitation Areas” with the existing standards.

(Annotated: Excluded the “limitation” water area to continue with the intent of the BVO to
protect some views in this area and prevent possible intensive over-water development
contrary to Riverfront Vision Plan.)
E.

Application Procedure.
1.

An application to establish the Astoria Warehousing Plan District shall be
processed through the following procedures:
a.

The City or property owner/owners within the Plan District may apply to
establish development regulations that affect one or more properties within
the Astoria Warehousing Plan District.

b.

An application to establish regulations that would govern development
within the Astoria Warehousing Plan District is a legislative text amendment
processed in accordance with the procedures established in Section 14.127
and in Development Code Articles 9 and 10.

c.

An application to establish the boundaries of the Astoria Warehousing Plan
District Overlay area is a legislative map amendment processed in
accordance with the procedures established in Section 14.127 and in
Development Code Articles 9 and 10 and may be processed concurrently
with applications under subsection E.1.a.
(Annotated: the process to establish a District in text and map amendment
would require APC public hearing and recommendation to City Council for
public hearing and adoption.)

d.

The application shall include a master plan for the site along with written
justification for the need to establish the Plan District and the specific
proposed code modifications. Economic viability of a project alone shall not
be deemed as justification for the proposed modifications.
17
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(Annotated: added to clarify that the application must be based on a master
plan for the area and include written justification, not just a desire to have
the exceptions.)
2.

An application to apply the Astoria Warehousing Plan District regulations to a
specific project shall be processed through the following procedures:
a.

The property owner shall be the applicant or co-applicant on all
applications.

b.

An application shall be processed as a quasi-judicial permit in accordance
with the procedures established with the Plan District adoption and in
accordance with the Development Code as applicable.
(Annotated: an applicant would apply for a permit for any development.
The type of permit to be determined later such as Miscellaneous Review or
Conditional Use, depending on the criteria the APC and City Council
determine are necessary at the time of the District establishment.)

14.128 to 14.129.

ASTORIA WAREHOUSING PLAN DISTRICT REGULATIONS.

(Reserved for codifying future Plan District regulations.)”
Section 14. Effective Date. This ordinance and its amendment will be effective 30 days
following its adoption and enactment by the City Council.
ADOPTED BY THE COMMON COUNCIL THIS ____ DAY OF ______________, 2019.
APPROVED BY THE MAYOR THIS ______ DAY OF ____________________, 2019.

________________________________
Mayor

ATTEST:
______________________________
Brett Estes, City Manager
ROLL CALL ON ADOPTION:
Commissioner

YEA

NAY

ABSENT

Rocka
Brownson
Herman
West

Mayor Jones

225
18
C:\Users\EASYPD~1\AppData\Local\Temp\BCL Technologies\easyPDF 8\@BCL@700A6263\@BCL@700A6263.docx

CITY OF ASTORIA
Founded 1811 ● Incorporated 1856

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
September 25, 2019
TO:

MAYOR AND ASTORIA CITY COUNCIL

FROM:

BRETT ESTES, CITY MANAGER

SUBJECT:

AMENDMENT REQUEST (A19-05) FOR UNIONTOWN REBORN PLAN AND
CODE AMENDMENTS

BACKGROUND
In 2017, the City of Astoria Community Development Department initiated the Uniontown
Reborn Master Plan effort, utilizing a Transportation and Growth Management Grant from the
Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) and the Department of Land Conservation and
Development (DLCD). The purpose was to address issues dealing with land use and
transportation issues in Astoria’s historic west gateway area known as Uniontown. The intent of
the Uniontown Reborn Master Plan and implementing ordinance is stated as follows: “The
purpose of the Uniontown Reborn Master Plan is to better integrate transportation and land use
planning and develop new ways to support economic development along with safety and access
enhancements to improve conditions for pedestrians, bicyclists, transit users, and motorists.”
The planning process began in earnest in the Fall of 2018 with a consultant team consisting of
Jacobs Engineering and Angelo Planning Group. Angelo Planning Group has worked on
several long-range planning projects in Astoria, including the Riverfront Vision Plan and its
implementation process. The Community Development Department staff was tasked with
managing the project. Significant public involvement opportunities were designed to gain public
input. This process was initiated to plan for these issues in a comprehensive manner and to set
a framework for the future of the study area.
During the Plan development, three community-wide forums (11-7-18, 2-6-19, 5-22-19), and
four Stakeholder and Technical Advisory Committee (STAC) meetings were held. In addition,
staff and/or consultants conducted stakeholder interviews, attended neighborhood meetings, as
well as distributed and tabulated surveys. A project website was developed with project
overview, schedule, meeting information, and the ability for community members to respond online, or by contacting staff in any format.
The proposed amendments would include the following:
1.
2.
3.

Amend Comprehensive Plan Section CP.028.K to adopt Uniontown Master Plan
Amend Comprehensive Plan Section CP.028.L to adopt Uniontown Master Plan
Addendum to the Astoria Transportation System Plan
Amend Comprehensive Plan Section CP.037 and CP.038 pertaining to Port-Uniontown
Overlay Area and Policies
1
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4.
5.
6.
7.

Add Comprehensive Plan Section CP.077 and CP.078 to add Uniontown Overlay Area
and Policies
Amend Comprehensive Plan Figure 1.2 for Uniontown Overlay Area map.
Amend Astoria Land Use and Zoning Map pertaining to the designation of the Astoria
Uniontown Overlay zone and sub areas
Amend Develoment Code to add design standards for non-residential development.

The Planning Commission held a public hearing on August 6, 2019 and August 27, 2019. The
APC recommends that the City Council adopt the proposed amendments. The proposed
ordinance has been reviewed and approved as to form by the City Attorney.
A copy of the proposed ordinances, the proposed Master Plan, and the Findings of Fact are
attached for Council consideration.
RECOMMENDATION
If the draft Master Plan, and code amendments meet Council’s expectations, it would be in order
for Council to hold a public hearing and conduct a first reading of the ordinance for the
Uniontown Reborn Master Plan adoption and amendments. If the Council holds a first reading
of the ordinance, the proposed amendment would be scheduled for consideration of a second
reading and adoption at a future Council meeting.

By:
Rosemary Johnson, Planning Consultant

2
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CITY OF ASTORIA
Founded 1811 ● Incorporated 1856

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
September 22, 2019
TO:

MAYOR AND ASTORIA CITY COUNCIL

FROM:

MIKE MORGAN, SPECIAL PROJECTS PLANNER

SUBJECT:

AMENDMENT REQUEST (A19-05) PERTAINING TO ADOPTION OF THE
ASTORIA UNIONTOWN REBORN MASTER PLAN AS A COMPONENT OF THE
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN BACKGROUND, LAND USE AND ZONING MAP, AND
DEVELOPMENT CODE IMPLEMENTATION POLICIES AND STANDARDS.

I.

BACKGROUND SUMMARY
A.

Applicant:

Community Development Department
City of Astoria
1095 Duane Street
Astoria OR 97103

B.

Request:

Amend the Comprehensive Plan Section CP.028.K pertaining to
Uniontown Master Plan; Section CP.028.L pertaining to the Astoria
Transportation System Plan; CP.037 pertaining to Port-Uniontown
Overlay Area; CP.038 pertaining to the Port-Uniontown Overlay Area
Policies; add CP.077 to CP.078 pertaining to Uniontown Overlay
Area and Policies; amend CP Figure 1.2 for Uniontown Overlay Area
map; amend Astoria Land Use and Zoning Map pertaining to the
designation of the Astoria Uniontown Overlay zone; add design
standards for non-residential development.

C.

Location:

Port-Uniontown Area generally from Smith Point to Columbia Avenue
on the north and south sides of West Marine Drive;
Map T8N R10W Section 13, Tax Lots 200, 400,402, 1400, 1401
Map T8N R9W Section 7CA, Tax Lots 3000, 3200, 3300, 3400,
3500, 3700, 3800, 3900, 4000, 4100, 4200, 4201
Map T8N R9W Section 7CC, Tax Lots 2600, 2800, 2900, 3100,
3400, 3500, 6300, 6500, 6700, 6800, 6900, 7000, 7100, 7300,
7400, 7600, 7700, 7800, 7900, 8000, 8100, 8200, 8201, 8300,
8500, 8900, 9100, 9200, 930, 9400, 9500
Unplatted lots fronting Block 8, Taylor
Lots 19 to 36, Block B, Taylor
Lots 1 to 22, 27 to 34, north 50’ Lots 35 to 36, Block 6 Taylor
North portion Lots 1 to 8, Block 5, Taylor
Lots 1 to 24, Block 3, Taylor
1
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Lots 1 to 22, Block 2, Taylor
Rights-of-way and vacated rights-of-way within the Overlay Zone
boundary
D.
II.

Zones:

C-3, General Commercial; IN, Institutional; Astor-West Urban
Renewal District

BACKGROUND
In 2017, the City of Astoria Community Development Department initiated the Uniontown
Reborn Master Plan effort, utilizing a Transportation and Growth Management Grant from
the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) and the Department of Land
Conservation and Development (DLCD). The purpose was to address issues dealing
with land use and transportation issues in Astoria’s historic west gateway area known as
Uniontown. The planning process began in earnest in the fall of 2018 with a consultant
team consisting of Jacobs Engineering and Angelo Planning Group. Angelo Planning
Group has worked on several long-range planning projects in Astoria, including the
Riverfront Vision Plan and its implementation process. The Community Development
Department staff was tasked with managing the project. Significant public involvement
opportunities were designed to gain public input. This process was initiated to plan for
these issues in a comprehensive manner and to set a framework for the future of the
study area.
During the Plan development, four community-wide forums, and four Stakeholder and
Technical Advisory Committee (STAC) meetings were held. In addition, staff and/or
consultants conducted stakeholder interviews, distributed and tabulated surveys.
Development of the Vision Plan was structured to gain as much public input as possible.
The statement of purpose and project goals of the Uniontown Reborn Plan are as follow:
“Located along the Columbia River, in the northwest corner of the City of Astoria,
the Uniontown Neighborhood is both a gateway into the City and an important
industrial and commercial activity center. Uniontown’s historic character and
central location are key attributes of the neighborhood, but due in part to a lack of
a unifying vision and a coherent set of plans to guide public investments and
support redevelopment activity, investment has not made its way into Uniontown
like it has for other historic areas of Astoria.
The purpose of the Uniontown Reborn Master Plan is to better integrate
transportation and land use planning and develop new ways to support economic
development along with safety and access enhancements to improve conditions
for pedestrians, bicyclists, transit users, and motorists.
Goals
The six goals listed below were developed to support a new land use and
transportation plan that facilitate all modes of travel and support Uniontown’s
character and future investment.
1. Strengthen the livability and economic vitality of the study area.
2. Create a balanced and efficient multimodal transportation system.
3. Develop a complete land use plan and supportive transportation plan.
2
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4. Build on previous planning and visioning work conducted for the study area
and surrounding area.
5. Facilitate the execution of the Astor-West Urban Renewal Plan.
6. Actively engage community stakeholders in a thorough visioning process.”
Proposed Land Use and Zoning Map amendment will include identifying the boundaries
of the Uniontown Overlay Zone (UTO) and subareas:

Proposed Development Code text amendments will include:
The UTO zone is modeled on two other overlay zones—Bridge Vista Overlay Zone
(BVO) and the Urban Core Overlay Zone (UCO)—in order to ensure that a consistent set
of standards and requirements are applied to achieve similar goals in different areas of
the City. Both overlay zones are currently being amended or created, so there is a need
to track these changes and align the standards across the overlay zones, where needed,
to ensure consistency among the zones and with current City policy direction. This draft
of the UTO is based on the following versions of these zones:



Bridge Vista Overlay Zone, draft amendment pending review at the
September 30, 2019 meeting of the Astoria City Council
Urban Core Overlay Zone, draft amendments, dated April 16, 2019
(currently under review by City staff)
3
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Proposed Comprehensive Plan and Development Code text amendments, and Zoning
Map amendments will include:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
III.

Adopt the Uniontown Reborn Master Plan as a background document.
Adopt the Uniontown Reborn Master Plan Addendum to the 2014 Astoria
Transportation System Plan.
Amend CP.037 to CP.038, Port-Uniontown Overlay Area and Policies
Adopt CP.077 to CP.078, Uniontown Overlay Area and Policies.
Amend CP Figure 1.2, Uniontown Overlay Area map.
Amend Astoria Land Use and Zoning Map pertaining to the designation of the
Astoria Uniontown Overlay zone and sub areas
Amend Develoment Code to add design standards for non-residential
development.

PUBLIC REVIEW AND COMMENT
A.

Astoria Planning Commission
A public notice was mailed to Neighborhood Associations, various agencies, and
interested parties on July 15, 2019. In accordance with ORS 227.186(5), a notice
was mailed on July 15, 2019 to all property owners within the area and within 250’
of the area proposed for the code and map amendments advising that “. . . the City
of Astoria has proposed a land use regulation that may affect the permissible
uses. . .” of their or other property. In accordance with Section 9.020, a notice of
public hearing was published in the Astorian on July 27, 2019. The proposed
amendment is legislative as it applies district wide.

B.

State Agencies
Although concurrence or approval by State agencies is not required for adoption of
the proposed amendments, the City has provided a copy of the draft amendments
to representatives of the Oregon Departments of Transportation (ODOT), Land
Conservation and Development (DLCD) and Department of State Lands (DLS) as
part of the planning process.

C.

City Council
A public notice was mailed to Neighborhood Associations, various agencies, and
interested parties on September 6, 2019. A public notice was mailed to all
property owners within 250 feet pursuant to Section 9.020 on September 6, 2019.
In accordance with Section 9.020, a notice of public hearing was published in the
Astorian on September 21, 2019. The proposed amendment is legislative as it
applies district wide.

IV.

FINDINGS OF FACT
A.

Development Code Section 10.020.A states that “an amendment to the text of the
Development Code or the Comprehensive Plan may be initiated by the City
4
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Council, Planning Commission, the Community Development Director, a person
owning property in the City, or a City resident.”
Development Code Section 10.020.B states that “An amendment to a zone
boundary may only be initiated by the City Council, Planning Commission, the
Community Development Director, or the owner or owners of the property for
which the change is proposed.”
Finding: The proposed amendments to the Development Code, Comprehensive
Plan, and Astoria Land Use and Zoning Map are being initiated by the Community
Development Director. The City Council has identified implementation of the
Uniontown Reborn Master Plan in their annual goals.
B.

Section 10.050.A states that “The following amendment actions are considered
legislative under this Code:
1.

An amendment to the text of the Development Code or Comprehensive
Plan.

2.

A zone change action that the Community Development Director has
designated as legislative after finding the matter at issue involves such a
substantial area and number of property owners or such broad public policy
changes that processing the request as a quasi-judicial action would be
inappropriate.”

Finding: The proposed amendment is to amend the text of the Astoria
Development Code Article 14 concerning Overlay Zones. The amendment would
create new overlay zone standards. The proposed amendment is also to amend
the text of the Comprehensive Plan relative to the adoption of the Uniontown
Reborn Master Plan, TSP addendum for Uniontown, amend the Port-Uniontown
Overlay Area and Policies, and add the new Uniontown Overlay Area and Policies.
The proposed amendments are applicable to a large area of the City and
represent a relatively broad policy change. Processing as a legislative action is
appropriate.
C.

Section 10.070.A.1 concerning Text Amendments, requires that “The amendment
is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.”
1.

CP.005.5, General Plan Philosophy and Policy Statement states that local
comprehensive plans “Shall be regularly reviewed, and, if necessary,
revised to keep them consistent with the changing needs and desires of the
public they are designed to serve.”
Finding: The City initiated the Uniontown Reborn Plan in 2017 as a longrange planning framework to address the changing needs and desires of
the citizens concerning area wide development in terms of land use and
transportation. The City Council directed staff to initiate Comprehensive
Plan Policy and Development Code amendments to implement the Plan
recommendations.
5
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2.

CP.010.2, Natural Features states that “The City will cooperate to foster a
high quality of development through the use of flexible development
standards, cluster or open space subdivisions, the sale or use of public
lands, and other techniques. Site design which conforms with the natural
topography and protects natural vegetation will be encouraged. Protection
of scenic views and vistas will be encouraged.”
Finding: The amendments include recommendations for transportation
improvements, implementation of design standards for all development,
landscaping, protection of views and vistas, and other improvements.

3.

CP.015.1, General Land & Water Goals states that “It is the primary goal of
the Comprehensive Plan to maintain Astoria's existing character by
encouraging a compact urban form, by strengthening the downtown core
and waterfront areas, and by protecting the residential and historic
character of the City's neighborhoods. It is the intent of the Plan to promote
Astoria as the commercial, industrial, tourist, and cultural center of the
area.”
Finding: The amendments will protect the unique character of Uniontown
National Register Historic District in promoting a high quality of design and
restoration. Uniontown will continue as the western gateway to the City,
with a mixture of commercial, residential, and other uses.

4.

CP.025.2, Policies Pertaining to Land Use Categories and Density
Requirements, states that “Changes in the land use and zoning map may
be made by boundary amendment so long as such change is consistent
with the goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan.
Factors to be considered when evaluating requests for zoning amendments
will include compatibility with existing land use patterns, effect on traffic
circulation, adequacy of sewer, water and other public facilities, contiguity to
similar zones, proposed buffering, physical capability including geologic
hazards, and general effect on the environment.”
Finding: Consistency with the goals and policies of the Comprehensive
Plan are addressed in this Section of the Findings of Fact. The factors
concerning transportation are addressed in Sections D, E, & F below in the
Findings of Fact.
The intent of the Uniontown Reborn Master Plan and implementing
ordinance is stated as follows: “The purpose of the Uniontown Reborn
Master Plan is to better integrate transportation and land use planning and
develop new ways to support economic development along with safety and
access enhancements to improve conditions for pedestrians, bicyclists,
transit users, and motorists.” The C-3 Zone is not proposed to be
changed, but the UTO would add design standards to improve development
of the area and the traffic patterns along West Marine Drive. New setback
and landscaping standards would promote a more cohesive and aesthetic
6
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development. Water, sewer, and other public facilities are available in this
area including the Astoria Fire Department Fire Station 2 at 301 West
Marine Drive. The C-3 Zone is adjacent to shoreland zones on the north
and residential zones on the south. The residential zones are not proposed
to be impacted. Most of the shoreland zones to the north are within the
Bridge Vista Overlay Zone and the proposed amendments are intended to
be compatible with the standards for the BVO.
There are known geologic hazards in the Uniontown area that are identified
on the Astoria Geologic Hazard Map. However, the area within the UTO is
relatively flat except for a few parcels on the south side of West Marine
Drive. Any development in the UTO would need to address any known
geologic hazards. The proposed amendments would not negatively impact
the ability of the City to regulate any geologic hazard impacts.
5.

CP.037, Port-Uniontown Overlay Area, and CP.038, Port-Uniontown
Overlay Area Policies.
Finding: The intent of the proposed amendment is to amend the PortUniontown Overlay Area and Policies and add the new Uniontown Overlay
based on the new Uniontown Reborn Master Plan concepts. The existing
sections of the Comprehensive Plan will no longer be applicable.
Comprehensive Plan Figure 1.2 identifying the Port-Uniontown Overlay
area will be replaced with the Uniontown Overlay Area map.

6.

CP.204.3 & CP.204.4, Economic Development Goal 5 and Goal 5 Policies,
Goal states “Encourage the preservation of Astoria's historic buildings,
neighborhoods and sites and unique waterfront location in order to attract
visitors and new industry.” The Policies state:
3.

4.

Encourage the growth of tourism as a part of the economy.
a.
Consider zoning standards that improve the attractiveness of
the City, including designation of historic districts, stronger
landscaping requirements for new construction, and Design
Review requirements.
Protect historic resources such as downtown buildings to maintain
local character and attract visitors.”

CP.250.1, Historic Preservation Goals states that “The City will Promote
and encourage, by voluntary means whenever possible, the preservation,
restoration and adaptive use of sites, areas, buildings, structures,
appurtenances, places and elements that are indicative of Astoria's
historical heritage.”
CP.200.6, Economic Development Goals states that the City will
“Encourage the preservation of Astoria's historic buildings, neighborhoods
and sites and unique waterfront location in order to attract visitors and new
industry.”
234
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CP.205.5, Economic Development Policies states that “The City
encourages the growth of tourism as a part of the economy. Zoning
standards which improve the attractiveness of the city shall be considered
including designation of historic districts, stronger landscaping requirements
for new construction, and Design Review requirements.”
Finding: The proposed amendments will adopt design standards to allow
for development that is consistent with the historic character of the
Uniontown area. The division of the Overlay Zone into two segments, the
Core Area and the Gateway Area, will distinguish between their character
and allow different forms of development.
7.

CP.470.1, Citizen Involvement states that “Citizens, including residents and
property owners, shall have the opportunity to be involved in all phases of
the planning efforts of the City, including collection of data and the
development of policies.”
Finding: Throughout the process of drafting the proposed ordinance, the
City has provided extensive public outreach, including four public meetings
that were widely advertised, four STAC meetings, and extensive press
coverage of the process. The City’s website has provided ongoing
documentation of the process, including drafts of the background
information and maps.

Finding: The request is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.
D.

Section 10.070.A.2 concerning Text Amendments requires that “The amendment
will not adversely affect the ability of the City to satisfy land and water use needs.”
Section 10.070.B.2 concerning Map Amendments requires that “The amendment
will: a. Satisfy land and water use needs; or . . .”
Finding: The proposed amendments will satisfy land use needs in that it will allow
for the development of private properties while protecting the character of
Uniontown. The proposed amendment limits the allowable building height in this
area thereby reducing some of the impacts associated with a more intensive
development.

E.

Section 10.070.B.2 concerning Map Amendments requires that “The amendment
will. . .
b.
Meet transportation demands. The amendment shall be reviewed to
determine whether it significantly affects a transportation facility pursuant to
Section -0060 of Oregon Administrative Rule (OAR) 660-012, the
Transportation Planning Rule (TPR). When the City, in consultation with the
applicable roadway authority, finds that a proposed amendment would have
a significant effect on a transportation facility, the City shall work with the
roadway authority and applicant to modify the request or mitigate the
impacts in accordance with the TPR and applicable law; or
c.

Provide community facilities and services.”
8
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Finding: The lane reconfiguration is a major component of the Uniontown Reborn
Master Plan. After extensive analysis by the transportation engineering team at
DKS, the preferred alternative from the Astoria Roundabout to Columbia Avenue
consists of reduction of four lanes to three, with a center turn lane. The analysis
indicates that the lane reduction will increase pedestrian and bicycle safety while
reducing vehicle crashes significantly. It will also meet ODOT goals for vehicular
movement, including freight, in the foreseeable future.
F.

Oregon Administrative Rules Section 660-012-0060 (Plan and Land Use
Regulation Amendments) states that:
1.

“(1)

If an amendment to a functional plan, an acknowledged
comprehensive plan, or a land use regulation (including a zoning
map) would significantly affect an existing or planned
transportation facility, then the local government must put in place
measures as provided in section (2) of this rule, unless the
amendment is allowed under section (3), (9) or (10) of this rule. A
plan or land use regulation amendment significantly affects a
transportation facility if it would:
(a)

Change the functional classification of an existing or
planned transportation facility (exclusive of correction of
map errors in an adopted plan);”

Finding: The proposed Plan and Land Use and Zoning Map amendment
does not propose or necessitate changes to the functional classifications.
2.

“(b) Change standards implementing a functional classification system;
or. . .”
Finding: Section 6 of the Astoria TSP establishes design guidelines,
spacing standards, and mobility targets for City streets based on functional
classification. The proposed Land Use and Zoning Map amendment does
not propose or necessitate changes to these guidelines, standards, or
targets.

3.

“(c) Result in any of the effects listed in paragraphs (A) through (C) of
this subsection based on projected conditions measured at the end of
the planning period identified in the adopted TSP. As part of evaluating
projected conditions, the amount of traffic projected to be generated
within the area of the amendment may be reduced if the amendment
includes an enforceable, ongoing requirement that would demonstrably
limit traffic generation, including, but not limited to, transportation
demand management. This reduction may diminish or completely
eliminate the significant effect of the amendment.
(A)

Types or levels of travel or access that are inconsistent with the
functional classification of an existing or planned transportation
facility;
9
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(B)

Degrade the performance of an existing or planned transportation
facility such that it would not meet the performance standards
identified in the TSP or comprehensive plan; or. . .”

Finding: The proposed Land Use and Zoning Map amendment only
affects the US Highway 30 (West Marine Drive). It would reduce the
allowable uses limiting some of the more intense commercial uses
currently allowed in certain areas such as the Uniontown Core, such as
the elimination of auto-oriented uses. In general, as proposed, the
amendment would allow similar uses or uses that are not expected to
generate any more trips than existing zoning. The number of trips
generated would be expected to decrease. Therefore, the proposed
map amendment should not significantly change the character of land
use and zoning in the area and, thus, the changes in zoning would not
affect the types and levels of travel and performance of transportation
facilities.
4.

“(C) Degrade the performance of an existing or planned transportation
facility that is otherwise projected to not meet the performance
standards identified in the TSP or comprehensive plan.”
Finding: A primary purpose of the Uniontown Reborn study is to
evaluate and recommend improvements to transportation needs of US
Highway 30 or West Marine Drive in terms of pedestrian, bicycle, and
vehicular traffic. The improvements recommended and chosen by the
community will improve the performance of the facility in accordance
with the TSP.

Finding: The proposed amendments comply with the Oregon Administrative Rules
Section 660-012-0060 (Plan and Land Use Regulation Amendments)
requirements.
G.

ORS 197.303 and ORS 197.307 relate to State required standards for certain
housing in urban growth areas. The ORS state the following:
“ORS 197.303, Needed Housing Defined.
(1)

As used in ORS 197.307 (Effect of need for certain housing in urban growth
areas), “needed housing” means all housing on land zoned for residential
use or mixed residential and commercial use that is determined to meet the
need shown for housing within an urban growth boundary at price ranges
and rent levels that are affordable to households within the county with a
variety of incomes, including but not limited to households with low
incomes, very low incomes and extremely low incomes, as those terms are
defined by the United States Department of Housing and Urban
Development under 42 U.S.C. 1437a. “Needed housing” includes the
following housing types:
(a)
Attached and detached single-family housing and multiple family
housing for both owner and renter occupancy;
10
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(b)
(c)
(d)

(e)

Government assisted housing;
Mobile home or manufactured dwelling parks as provided in ORS
197.475 (Policy) to 197.490 (Restriction on establishment of park);
Manufactured homes on individual lots planned and zoned for singlefamily residential use that are in addition to lots within designated
manufactured dwelling subdivisions; and
Housing for farmworkers.”

“ORS 197.307, Effect of need for certain housing in urban growth areas
• approval standards for residential development
• placement standards for approval of manufactured dwellings
(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

The availability of affordable, decent, safe and sanitary housing
opportunities for persons of lower, middle and fixed income, including
housing for farmworkers, is a matter of statewide concern.
Many persons of lower, middle and fixed income depend on government
assisted housing as a source of affordable, decent, safe and sanitary
housing.
When a need has been shown for housing within an urban growth boundary
at particular price ranges and rent levels, needed housing shall be
permitted in one or more zoning districts or in zones described by some
comprehensive plans as overlay zones with sufficient buildable land to
satisfy that need.
Except as provided in subsection (6) of this section, a local government
may adopt and apply only clear and objective standards, conditions and
procedures regulating the development of housing, including needed
housing. The standards, conditions and procedures:
(a)
May include, but are not limited to, one or more provisions regulating
the density or height of a development.
(b)
May not have the effect, either in themselves or cumulatively, of
discouraging needed housing through unreasonable cost or delay.
The provisions of subsection (4) of this section do not apply to:
(a)
An application or permit for residential development in an area
identified in a formally adopted central city plan, or a regional center
as defined by Metro, in a city with a population of 500,000 or more.
(b)
An application or permit for residential development in historic areas
designated for protection under a land use planning goal protecting
historic areas.
In addition to an approval process for needed housing based on clear and
objective standards, conditions and procedures as provided in subsection
(4) of this section, a local government may adopt and apply an alternative
approval process for applications and permits for residential development
based on approval criteria regulating, in whole or in part, appearance or
aesthetics that are not clear and objective if:
(a)
The applicant retains the option of proceeding under the approval
process that meets the requirements of subsection (4) of this section;
(b)
The approval criteria for the alternative approval process comply with
applicable statewide land use planning goals and rules; and
238
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(c)

(7)

The approval criteria for the alternative approval process authorize a
density at or above the density level authorized in the zone under the
approval process provided in subsection (4) of this section.
Subject to subsection (4) of this section, this section does not infringe on a
local government’s prerogative to:
(a)
Set approval standards under which a particular housing type is
permitted outright;
(b)
Impose special conditions upon approval of a specific development
proposal; or
(c)
Establish approval procedures.”

Finding: State regulations require cities and counties to zone for all types of
housing. The ORS defines “needed housing” to include affordable, low
income, and very low-income housing types. ORS 197.307 addresses the
determination of needed housing, allowable standards, and a clear process for
design review. The City of Astoria conducted a Buildable Lands Inventory
which was adopted in 2011. The report noted that there was surplus land
zoned for medium and high-density residential development but a deficit of lowdensity residential land for an overall deficit of land zoned for residential use.
There have been minor zone amendments since 2011 but the overall surplus
and deficit is about the same. Multi-family residential use is also allowed in
some non-residential zones allowing for more high-density residential
development. The proposed amendments would still allow for multi-family
dwellings in the commercial zone and would not reduce the “residentially
zoned” land supply.
Estimated Net Land Surplus/(Deficit) by Zoning Designation, Astoria UGB, 2027
Type of Use
Land Need
Land Supply
Surplus/(Deficit)

R1
115.4
25.20
(90.20)

R2
51.2
74.99
23.79

R3
67.0
119.18
52.18

AH-MP
2.7
1.49
(1.21)

Total
236.3*
220.86
(15.44)*

Source: Wingard Planning & Development Services
* Note: Scrivener’s Error in actual figure. BLI shows 236.4 and (15.54) but should be 236.3 and (15.44).
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Estimated Net Land Surplus/(Deficit) by Zoning Designation, Astoria UGB, 2027
Growth
Scenario
Medium
Surplus/(Deficit)

Type of Use

Commercial
(Office/Retail)
38.2
17.1
(21.1)

Land Need
Land Supply
Surplus/(Deficit)

Industrial/Other

Total

11.5
39.3
27.8

49.7
56.4
6.7

Source: Cogan Owens Cogan

The area included in this amendment is zoned C-3 and IN. Single-family and
two-family dwellings are not allowed except above, below, or behind
commercial facilities in commercial buildings in the existing Development
Code. This not proposed to be changed. Therefore, the proposed amendment
does not include the addition of “clear and objective standards” for residential
development.
The proposed amendments would be in compliance with the above noted ORS
requirements relative to housing.
V.

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION
The request is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and Development Code. The
Planning Commission recommends that the City Council adopt the proposed
amendments.
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ORDINANCE NO.
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE ASTORIA DEVELOPMENT CODE PERTAINING TO
IMPLEMENTATION OF THE ASTORIA UNIONTOWN REBORN MASTER PLAN
THE CITY OF ASTORIA DOES ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS:
Section 1. Astoria Development Code Sections 14.145 to 14.163 pertaining to
Uniontown Overlay Zone is hereby added to read as follows:
“UTO: UNIONTOWN OVERLAY ZONE
14.145.

PURPOSE.

The purpose of the Uniontown Overlay Zone is to implement the land use principles of
the Astoria Uniontown Reborn Master Plan, dated [plan adoption date] and address
policy direction from the Astoria Planning Commission and City Council for this area.
The Uniontown Overlay (UTO) Zone is intended to meet and balance multiple
objectives, including creating an attractive western gateway into the City; developing a
pedestrian-friendly commercial district; expanding the tree canopy and enhancing site
landscaping; encouraging design of new or rehabilitated buildings that respects the
character of the City and the Uniontown-Alameda National Register Historic District;
and allowing a mix of uses that support a vibrant commercial corridor, new investment,
and employment opportunities. The boundaries of the UTO Zone are depicted on the
City’s Zoning Map.
14.147.
A.

APPLICABILITY AND REVIEW PROCEDURES.

Applicability
The provisions in Sections 14.145 to 14.163 apply to all uses in all areas of the
Uniontown Overlay Zone unless indicated otherwise in the code.
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Figure 14.147-1: Overlay Zone Boundaries and Subareas
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The provisions of the Uniontown Overlay Zone shall apply to all new construction or
major renovation, where “major renovation” is defined as construction valued at 25% or
more of the assessed value of the existing structure, unless otherwise specified by the
provisions in this Section. Applications in the Uniontown Overlay Zone shall be reviewed
in a public design review process subject to the standards and guidelines in Sections
14.145 to 14.163.
B.

Historic Design Review
When a development proposal is required to be reviewed by the Historic
Landmarks Commission due to its proximity adjacent to a designated historic
building, structure, site, or object, the Historic Landmarks Commission shall
include review of the Uniontown Overlay sections relative to historic compatibility.
If the proposed development is not "adjacent" to a historic property (as defined in
Section 1.400) and not subject to review by the Historic Landmarks Commission,
then the historic review of the Uniontown Overlay Zone shall be completed by the
Design Review Commission.

14.149.

PERMITTED USES.

The following uses and activities and their accessory uses and activities are permitted
outright in the Uniontown Overlay Zone, in addition to uses permitted outright in the base
zone identified in Article 2, and subject to the other appropriate development provisions
of this Section.
1.

Existing motels and their expansion and reconstruction if destroyed.

2.

Dwellings in a new or existing structure:

3.

a.

Located above or below the first floor with commercial facilities on the first
floor of the structure.

b.

Located in the rear of the first floor with commercial facilities in the front
portion of the structure.

Light manufacturing with a retail component.
a.

Facilities of maximum 2,000 square feet shall have a retail
component of minimum 60 square feet;

b.

Facilities greater than 2,000 square feet shall have a retail
component of minimum 144 square feet.

4.

Residential Home.

5.

Residential Facility.
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14.150.
A.

USES PROHIBITED.

West Gateway Subarea.
The following uses and activities and their accessory uses and activities are
prohibited in the West Gateway Subarea (Figure 14.147-1) in the Uniontown
Overlay Zone. Permitted uses are identified in the base zones in Article 2 and in
Section 14.105.A of this ordinance.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

B.

Light manufacturing without a retail component.
Communication service establishment.
Construction service establishment.
Transportation service establishment.
Recycling establishment.
Wholesale trade or warehouse establishment.
Motel, hotel, bed and breakfast, inn or other tourist lodging facility and associated
uses
Automotive sales.

Core Subarea.
The following uses and activities and their accessory uses and activities are
prohibited in the Core Subarea (Figure 14.147-1) in the Uniontown Overlay Zone.
Permitted uses are identified in the base zones in Article 2 and in Section
14.105.A of this ordinance.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.

14.152.

Automotive sales and services.
Drive-through facilities.
Gasoline services stations.
Repair service establishment not allowed as an Outright Use.
Light manufacturing without a retail component.
Construction service establishment.
Communication service establishment.
Transportation service establishment.
Recycling establishment.
Wholesale trade or warehouse establishment.
Motel, hotel, bed and breakfast, inn or other tourist lodging facility and associated
uses
DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS.

The following development standards apply to development in the Uniontown Overlay
Zone.
A.

Height.
1.

Maximum building height is 35 feet except as noted in subsection A.2 of
this section.
4
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B.

2.

Building height up to 45 feet is permitted when building stories above 28
feet are stepped back at least 10 feet in accordance with Section
14.152.C.

3.

Exceptions to building height restrictions may be granted through
provisions in Section 3.075.

Setbacks.
Setback standards apply only to new development approved as of January 1,
2020 or additions to existing buildings.
1.

West Gateway Subarea.
a.

No minimum or maximum front setback standards apply to
developments in the West Gateway Subarea.

b.

Where buildings are set back from the street more than 5 feet, the
setback area:

c.

1)

Shall be landscaped according to the standards of Section
14.160; and/or

2)

Shall include a pedestrian walkway, plaza, courtyard, or
other pedestrian-oriented amenity or public gathering space
(see Figure 14.
-_).

Adjacent to the River Trail.
1)

The minimum setback adjacent to the River Trail shall be 10
feet on the south side of the trail

2)

The setback area shall be landscaped according to the
standards of Section 14.160; and/or shall include a
pedestrian walkway, plaza, courtyard, or other pedestrianoriented amenity or public gathering space.
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Figure 14.152-1: Building Setbacks in the West Gateway Subarea

2.

Core Subarea.
a.

The maximum setback for yards fronting W Marine Drive in the Uniontown
Overlay Zone shall be five (5) feet (see Figure 14.152-2).

b.

Allowed Extensions of Maximum Setbacks.
The maximum setback for yards fronting a public right-of-way in the
Uniontown Overlay Zone may be extended to 20 feet for up to 50% of the
building facade if the setback is used for a walkway, plaza, courtyard, or
other pedestrian-oriented amenity or public gathering space.
Figure 14.152-2: Building Setbacks in the Core Subarea
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C.

Stepbacks.
1.

Purpose.
The purpose of a stepback is to allow for less obstructed views from above
the building and to create a less imposing building scale as viewed from
the right-of-way or parallel/adjacent trail. A stepback is also designed to
allow more light down to the adjacent or fronting right-of-way, sidewalk, or
trail.

2.

Additional Building Height.
Where the height of a building or building addition is proposed to exceed
35 feet, at least that portion of the building exceeding 28 feet or two
stories, whichever is less, shall provide a stepback of at least 10 feet from
the plane of the proposed building or building addition that faces the rightof-way or River Trail (see Figure 14.152.-3).
Balcony railings constructed to a maximum height of 28’ are not encroachments
when the building facade above the top of rail is stepbacked 10’.
For construction adjacent to the River Trail, balconies and/or fixed awnings shall not
encroach into the required 10-foot stepback area; buildings shall be stepped back
further in order to accommodate balconies and/or fixed awnings.
Figure 14.152-3: Building Stepbacks
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14.155.

UNDERGROUND UTILITIES

This provision shall apply only to utility lines to be installed for new construction. Utility lines,
including, but not limited to, electricity, communications, street lighting and cable television, shall be
required to be placed underground. Appurtenances and associated equipment such as surfacemounted transformers, pedestal-mounted terminal boxes and meter cabinets may be placed above
the ground, and shall be screened by sight obscuring fences and/or dense landscape buffers. The
Design Review Committee may waive the requirements of this section if topographical, soil, or other
conditions make such underground installations or screening of above ground equipment
unreasonable or impractical. The applicant shall make all necessary arrangements with the serving
utility or agency for underground installations provided hereunder; all such installations shall be
made in accordance with the tariff provisions of the utility, as prescribed by the State Public Utilities
Commission.
14.158.
A.

DESIGN STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES
Applicability and Review.

The following design standards and guidelines apply to all new construction or major
renovation, where “major renovation” is defined as construction valued at 25% or more of
the assessed value of the existing structure. Applications in the Uniontown Overlay Zone
shall be reviewed in a public design review process subject to the standards and
guidelines in Sections 14.145 to 14.163.
Some of the following design standards and guidelines apply to all uses. Other standards
and guidelines are differentiated by non-industrial uses and industrial uses. For the
purposes of these Sections, industrial uses include the following as further defined in
Section 1.400 of the Development Code:
1.

Light manufacturing with a retail component.

Non-industrial uses include all other uses that are permitted outright or conditionally in
the C-3 zone in the Uniontown Overlay Zone.
B.

Building Style and Form.
1.

Standards for All Uses.
a.

Projecting wall-mounted mechanical units are prohibited where they
are visible from a public right-of-way or the River Trail. Projecting
wall-mounted mechanical units are allowed where they are not
visible from a public right-of-way or River Trail.

b.

Solid waste disposal, outdoor storage, and utility and mechanical
equipment shall be enclosed and screened from view (Figure
14.158-1). A cover shall be required if screened items can be
viewed from above. Rooftop equipment shall be screened from
view by a parapet wall, a screen made of a primary exterior
finish building material used elsewhere on the building, or by a
8
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setback such that it is not visible from adjacent properties and
rights-of-way up to approximately 100 feet away. Also see
Section 3.215, Outdoor Storage Areas and Enclosures.
Figure 14.158-1: Screening Waste Disposal, Outdoor Storage, and
Utility/Mechanical Equipment

2.

Guidelines for All New Construction.
a.

The design of new construction should respect significant original
characteristics, scale and massing of adjacent structures that are
visible from the public right-of-way within three blocks of the
development site. Buildings should be designed so that they are not
substantially different in character from adjacent structures, in terms
of size, mass, or architectural form. Also see Section 14.002.C,
Resolving Conflicts within the Code.

b.

New construction should respect significant characteristics of
composition and material of adjacent structures that are visible
from the public right-of-way within three blocks of the development
site. Also see Section 14.002.C, Resolving Conflicts within the
Code.

c.

Building forms should be simple single geometric shapes, e.g.
square, rectangular, triangular (Figure 14.158-2).
Figure 14.158-2: Geometric Building Form
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3.

4.

Guidelines for All Existing Buildings.
a.

Distinctive stylistic features or examples of skilled craftsmanship of
existing buildings and/or structures proposed for renovation,
alteration, and/or additions should be treated with sensitivity. All
buildings should be respected and recognized as products of their
time.

b.

Renovations, alterations, and/or additions to existing buildings
should respect significant original characteristics of adjacent
structure scale and massing for the entire structure, and should be
designed so that they are not substantially different in terms of
size, mass, or architectural form. Also see Section 14.002.C,
Resolving Conflicts within the Code.

c.

Renovations, alterations, and/or additions should retain and/or
respect significant original characteristics of the existing structure
composition and material, for the entire structure. Also see Section
14.002.C, Resolving Conflicts within the Code.

d.

Building forms should be simple single geometric shapes, e.g.
square, rectangular, triangular (Figure 14.158-2).

e.

Mid-century “slip covers” which are not part of the original
historic design should be removed when possible.

f.

Incompatible additions or building alterations using contemporary
materials, forms, or colors on building facades are discouraged.

Standards for Non-Industrial Uses.
a.

Facade Variation.
All non-industrial buildings shall incorporate design features such
as offsets, balconies, projections, window reveals, or other similar
elements to preclude large expanses of uninterrupted building
surfaces in areas which are visible to the public. Design features
shall occur at a minimum of every 30 feet for all building facades
visible from a public right-of-way or River Trail. (Figure 14.158-3)
The facade shall contain at least two (2) of the following features:
1)

Recess (e.g., deck, patio, courtyard, entrance, or similar
feature) that has a minimum depth of six (6) feet;

2)

Extension (e.g., floor area, deck, patio, entrance, or similar
feature) that projects a minimum of two (2) feet and runs
horizontally for a minimum length of four (4) feet;
10
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3)

Offsets or breaks in roof elevation of two (2) feet or greater
in height;

4)

Outdoor seating area, plaza, or other interactive landscaped
area adjacent to the building that is specifically identified
and/or covered, and approved by the review authority; and/or

5)

Other similar facade variations approved by the review
authority.
Figure 14.158-3: Facade Variation

b.

Base, Middle, and Top of Building.
All non-industrial buildings shall have a clear and distinct base, middle and
top to break up vertical mass (Figure 14.158-4). All facades visible from a
right-of-way or River Trail shall utilize horizontal bands and/or changes in
color, material, form and/or pattern to differentiate the base, middle, and top
of the building, subject to the following requirements:
1)

Horizontal bands or other changes in pattern or material shall be a
minimum of 8 inches high (the length of a standard brick) and shall
project a minimum of one (1) inch from the building face.

2)

Changes in building massing and form may also be used to
differentiate a building’s base, middle, and top. This may include
architectural setbacks or projections, measuring a minimum of three
(3) inches.
Figure 14.158-4: Base, Middle & Top of Building
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c.

Parking Location.
Parking and vehicle maneuvering areas shall not be located between the
front building facade and the front property line, or between a building facade
facing the River Trail and the property line adjacent to the River Trail.
Parking shall be permitted between a building and an interior lot line that is
not a rear lot line, provided the following standards are met:

4.

1)

Where surface parking or maneuvering areas are located adjacent to
a right-of-way or the River Trail, a minimum 5-foot-wide landscaped
strip shall be provided between the parking and maneuvering area
and the right-of-way or River Trail. The landscaped strip shall be
planted with trees spaced not more than 30 feet on center and with a
mix of shrubs and ground cover. Additional standards for landscaping
in parking areas are found in Section 3.120, 7.170, and 14.120.B.

2)

Parking and maneuvering areas, including accessways and
driveways, must not exceed 40 percent of a lot frontage.

Guidelines for Non-Industrial Uses
a.

Compatibility with Historic Buildings.
1)

The massing, scale, and configuration of non-industrial
buildings should be similar to historic structures that are
visible from the public right-of-way within three blocks of the
development site.

2)

Non-Industrial buildings should be compatible with the
vertical proportions of historic facades and the simple
vertical massing of historic structures that are visible from
the public right-of-way within three blocks of the
development site.

3)

The location, size, and design of windows and doors in non12
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industrial buildings should be compatible with historic
structures visible from the public right-of-way within three
blocks of the development site.
4)

C.

Development should be designed so that structures are not
substantially different in character from adjacent buildings, in
terms of size, mass, or architectural form.

Roof Form and Materials.
1.

Roof Form Standards for All Uses.
The following roof forms are prohibited:

2.

a.

False mansard or other applied forms; and

b.

Dome skylights.

Roof Materials Standards for All Uses.
a.

Buildings shall be constructed or reconstructed with one of the
following roofing materials:
1)

Cedar shingle (Figure 14.158-5);

2)

Composition roofing (Figure 14.158-5); or

3)

Materials cited in Section 14.158.C.4 or Section 14.158.C.6.
Figure 14.158-5: Roofing Materials

b.

The following roofing materials are prohibited for all types of
buildings:
1)

High profile standing seam metal roof (Figure 14.158-6); and

2)

Brightly colored roofing material.
13
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Figure 14.158-6: Low (3/8” x 1”) and High (1/4” x 1-1/4”) Roof Seams

c.

3.

Roofing materials shall be gray, brown, black, deep red, or another subdued
color.

Roof Form Standards for Non-Industrial Uses
Buildings for non-industrial uses shall include one of the following roof
forms:
a.

Single gable with low pitch; or

b.

Repetitive gable with steep pitch; or

c.

Flat or gable roof behind parapet wall (Figure 14.158-7).

Figure 14.158-7: Non-Industrial Building, Flat Roof Behind Parapet Wall

4.

Roof Materials Standards for Non-Industrial Uses.
Buildings for non-industrial uses shall be constructed or reconstructed with one of
the following roofing materials:

5.

a.

Materials cited in Section 14.158.C.2; or

b.

Built-up roofing materials.

Roof Form Standards for Industrial Uses.
254
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Buildings for industrial uses shall include the following roof forms:
a.

Single gable with low pitch; or

b.

Repetitive gable with steep pitch (Figure 14.158-8 and Figure
14.158-9); and

c.

Shallow eaves (Figure 14.158-9).

Figure 14.158-8: Roof Pitches

Figure 14.158-9: Industrial Building, Multiple Gables, Monitor Roof, and Shallow Eaves

6.

Roof Materials Standards for Industrial Uses.
Buildings shall be constructed or reconstructed with one of the following roofing
materials:
a.

Materials cited in Section 14.158.C.2; or

b.

Galvanized corrugated metal; or

c.

Low profile standing seam, metal roof (Figure 14.158-6); or
255
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d.
7.

Roll down.

Roof Form Guidelines for Non-Industrial Uses.
Buildings for non-industrial uses may also include the following roof forms or
features:
a.

Structural skylights

b.

Shallow eaves behind parapet wall

8.

Roof Form Guidelines for Industrial Uses.

Buildings for industrial uses may also include one or more of the following
roof forms or features:

D.

a.

Small shed roof dormers

b.

Monitor roof on ridge line (Figure 14.158-9)

c.

Flat panel skylights or roof window

Doors.
1.

Standards for All Uses.
The following types of doors and door treatments are prohibited:

2.

a.

Automatic sliding doors;

b.

Primary entry doors raised more than three feet above sidewalk
level;

c.

Doors flush with building facade;

d.

Clear anodized aluminum frames; and

e.

Reflective, opaque, or tinted glazing.

Guideline for All Uses.
Building lighting should emphasize entrances.

3.

Standards for Non-Industrial Uses.
a.

Solid metal or wood doors with small or no windows are prohibited.

b.

Doors with a minimum of 50% of the door area that is glass are
16
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required.
4.

Guidelines for Non-Industrial Uses.
a.

Doors should be recessed (Figures 14.158-10 and 14.158-11).

b.

Large cafe or restaurant doors that open the street to the interior by pivoting,
sliding, or rolling up overhead are encouraged (Figure 14.158-10).

c.

Well-detailed or ornate door hardware is encouraged (Figure 14.158-11).

d.

Contemporary hardware should be compatible with the design of the door.

e.

Transom, side lites, or other door/window combinations are
encouraged (Figure 14.158-11).

f.

Doors combined with special architectural detailing are encouraged.

g.

Double or multiple door entries are encouraged (Figure 14.158-11).
Figure 14.158-10: Roll-Up Doors and Recessed Doors
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Figure 14.158-11: Recessed Doors, Contemporary Door Hardware, Single/Double Doors,
Side Lites, and Transom Windows

E.

Windows.
1.

Coverage Standards for All Uses.
a.

All building facades visible from a public right-of-way or the River Trail shall
have windows or other openings in the facade, except as noted in subsection
E.1.b of this section. Blank walls on any facades visible from the right-of-way
or River Trail for any type of use are prohibited.

b.

Exception for elevator shafts.
An exception to the window coverage percentage standard may be allowed
for the portion of a building facade that includes an elevator shaft with the
inclusion of architectural detail / design features in amounts equal to the
minimum window coverage requirement. Such architectural details shall
include but not be limited to a change in material, horizontal projections,
engaged columns or pilasters, belt course, moldings, clock, or other similar
features to avoid blank walls.

2.

Design Standards for All Uses.
a.

Window detailing. Windows shall have casings/trim, sills, and crown
moldings. Window detailing shall meet the following requirements.
1)

Casings/trim shall have minimum dimensions of 5/4 inch x 4 inch and
shall extend beyond the facade siding. Exceptions may be granted.

2)

Windows shall be recessed a minimum distance of two (2) inches
from the facade siding surface to ensure a shadow line/effect.
18

C:\Users\EASYPD~1\AppData\Local\Temp\BCL Technologies\easyPDF 8\@BCL@80050011\@BCL@80050011.docx

258

3)

The bottom of the sill shall be a minimum of 18 inches above the
ground or floor elevation.

Figure 14.158-12: Window Detailing – Trim and casement location and dimensions

b.

c.

Window types. Windows shall be one of the following types:
1)

Ground floor windows that provide a view into the use, whether fixed
or operable;

2)

Upper story windows that open into the interior of the building;

3)

Transom windows, fixed or operable, located above doors or windows
directly below them;

The following types of windows or window treatments are
prohibited:
1)

Residential-styled window bays;

2)

Half-round windows;
19
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3.

3)

Tinted and/or reflective glass;

4)

Sliding windows;

5)

Vinyl windows; and

6)

Blocked-out windows; and

7)

Windows that extend beyond the plane of the building
facade.

Design Guidelines for All Uses.
a.

Windows, including transoms on existing buildings, should retain
their original size and location as part of renovation activities.

b.

Windows that open by pivoting, casement, single hung, or other
shuttering are encouraged.

c.

Painted wood or stucco panels or tile clad panels below windows
are encouraged (Figure 14.158-13).

d.

Clear glass is encouraged.

e.

True divided lites are encouraged (Figure 14.158-13). Simulated
divided lites shall have exterior muntins to create exterior shadow
lines.

f.

Boldly articulated window and storefront trim are encouraged.

Figure 14.158-13: Transom Windows, Panels Below Windows, and True Divided Lites

4.

Coverage Standards for Non-Industrial Uses.
a.

West Gateway Subarea.
At least 40% of the ground-floor facades of non-industrial uses
visible from a right-of-way and/or River Trail shall be covered by
windows. At least 30% of the upper-floor facades visible from a
right-of-way and/or River Trail shall be covered by windows, except
20
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as noted in subsection E.4.c of this section.
b.

Core Subarea.
At least 50% of the ground-floor facades of non-industrial uses
visible from a right-of-way and/or River Trail shall be covered by
windows. At least 30% of the upper-floor facades visible from a
right-of-way and/or River Trail shall be covered by windows, except
as noted in subsection E.4.c of this section.

c.

Exception for elevator shafts.
An exception to the window percentage may be allowed for the
portion of a building facade that includes an elevator shaft with the
inclusion of architectural detail / design features in amounts equal to
the minimum window coverage requirement. Such architectural
details shall include but not be limited to change in material,
horizontal projections, engaged columns or pilasters, belt course,
moldings, clock, or other similar features to avoid blank walls.

5.

F.

Coverage Standards for Industrial Uses.
a.

All facades of buildings for industrial uses in the Uniontown Overlay Zone
that are visible from a public right-of-way and/or River Trail, and/or the
Columbia River shall have windows. However, buildings for industrial uses
are not subject to minimum window area requirements.

b.

Buildings for industrial uses are not required to have ground floor windows
but shall have, at the least, clerestory or transom windows on the upper story
facades or above a height of 14 feet.

Siding and Wall Treatment.
1.

Standards for All Uses.
The following types of siding and wall materials and treatments are prohibited:
a.

Cladding materials such as corrugated metal panels or spandrel glass;

b.

Panels that are poorly detailed or do not have detailing;

c.

Neon or other fluorescent colors;

d.

Bright or primary wall colors for the entire wall surface;

e.

Flagstone, simulated river rock, or other similar veneer cladding;

f.

Painted brick; and
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2.

g.

Non-durable materials such as synthetic stucco or shingles at the ground
floor.

h.

Textured fiber cement siding. Smooth fiber cement siding is allowed.

Guidelines for All Uses.
a.

Variations in wall cladding materials and patterns consistent with historic
patterns are encouraged (Figure 14.158-14).

b.

Natural or subdued building colors are encouraged (Figure 14.158-14).

c.

Bright colors may be used for accent trim, not to exceed 15% of the area of
any facade.

d.

Durable materials such as brick, stucco, granite, pre-cast concrete, board
and batten, or horizontal wood siding should be used (Figure 14.158-14).
These materials include galvanized corrugated metal on buildings for
industrial uses.

e.

Architectural wall features such as belt courses, pilasters, and medallions
are encouraged.

Figure 14.158-14: Siding Variety and Compatible Materials and Colors

G.

Awnings.
1.

Standards for Types of Awnings and Treatments.
a.

Awnings over building entries shall be a minimum of 5 feet deep. Awnings
over windows shall be a minimum of 3 feet deep. The bottom of all awnings
shall be 8 to 12 feet above grade.

b.

The following types of awnings and awning treatments are prohibited:
1)

Fixed “bubble shaped” awnings (Figure 14.158-15); and

2)

Awnings lit internally.
22
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2.

Guidelines for Types of Awnings and Treatments.
a.

Vinyl or other non-compatible material awnings are discouraged
(Figure 14.158-15).

Figure 14.158-15: Prohibited and Discouraged Awning Types and Treatments

3.

Standards for Awning locations Along River Trail and North/South Rights- of-Way.
Awnings are generally discouraged and shall not project into the setback and/or
stepback areas.

H.

Lighting.
1.

Standards for Lighting Types and Treatments for All Uses.
The following lighting types or treatments are prohibited:

2.

a.

Neon silhouette accent lighting;

b.

Fluorescent tube lighting;

c.

Security spotlight;

d.

Signs lit by lights containing exposed electrical conduit, junction
boxes, or other electrical infrastructure; and

e.

Up-lighting that shines into the sky or light that shines into other
properties or rights-of-way.

Standards Regarding Lighting Glare for All Uses.
All uses shall comply with applicable lighting standards in Section 3.128.

3.

Guidelines Regarding Wall-Washing Light.
Wall-washing lighting fixtures should be concealed and integrated into the
design of buildings or landscape walls and stairways (Figure 14.158-16).
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Wall-washing lighting should be designed to minimize light directed
upwards into the night sky.
4.

Guidelines for Lighting Types and Treatments for Non-Industrial Uses.
The following lighting types or treatments are encouraged.

5.

a.

Decorative lighting integrated with architecture.

b.

Historic street lamps along walks and parking lots.

Guidelines for Lighting Types and Treatments for Industrial Uses.
The following lighting types or treatments are encouraged.
a.

Industrial pan light with goose neck.

b.

Low bollard lighting.

Figure 14.158-16: Downward and Diffused Lighting, Wall-Washing Lighting

I.

Signs.
Signs in the Uniontown Overlay Zone are subject to the requirements in Article 8 (Sign
Regulations) of the Astoria Development Code. The following additional standards and
guidelines apply to signs in the Uniontown Overlay Zone.
1.

Sign Standards for All Uses.
a.

Monument signs (Figure 14.158-17) are allowed up to a maximum of 32
square feet.

b.

Monument signs shall be a maximum of five (5) feet tall.

c.

Monument signs shall be constructed from materials that are consistent with
the historic character of the area, including wood, brick, stone, and metal.

d.

Freestanding signs are prohibited (Figure 14.158-17).
264
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2.

Sign Guidelines for All Uses.
The following sign types are encouraged.
a.

Hanging blade signs.

b.

Signs painted on building facade.

c.

Signs applied to building facade.

d.

Front lit.

e.

Graphics historic in character.
Figure 14.158-17: Monument Signs and Freestanding Signs

Freestanding

Monument

14.160.

LANDSCAPING.

Landscaping is required in the Uniontown Overlay Zone in accordance with the provisions in this
Section and those in Sections 3.120 to 3.125, and 7.170. The provisions in this Section apply to
new construction or exterior renovations with a value of at least 20% of the assessed value of
the structure, or in the event of installation of new parking areas.
A.

Minimum Landscaped Area.
1.

2.

West Gateway Subarea.
a.

A minimum landscaped area of 15 percent of the total lot area shall be
provided in the West Gateway Subarea in accordance with according to the
standards of Section 14.160.B.

b.

Landscape areas must be visible from the public right-of-way and/or River
Trail to count toward the minimum landscape area requirement.

Core Subarea.
No minimum landscaped area shall be required in the Core Subarea. Parking lots
shall be landscaped in accordance with Section 7.170 and Section 3.105 through 265
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3.120.
B.

Landscape Standards.
Where landscaping is provided, the following minimum planting and coverage standards
shall apply. These standards apply in addition to the landscaping standards of Section
3.105 and Section 3.125.
1.

One (1) tree shall be provided for every 600 square feet of required landscaped
area.

2.

One (1) evergreen shrub having a minimum mature height of 48 inches shall be
provided for every 400 square feet of required landscaped area.

3.

All landscape areas, whether required or not, that are not planted with trees and
shrubs or covered with allowable non-plant material, shall have ground cover plants
that are sized and spaced to achieve plant coverage of not less than 75 percent at
maturity.

4.

Bark dust, chips, aggregate, or other non-plant ground covers may be used, but
shall cover not more than 25 percent of any landscape area. Non-plant ground
covers cannot be a substitute for required ground cover plants.

5.

Adjacent to the River Trail - Land Side or Upland Standards
The following standards apply to landscaping along the frontage of parcels
abutting the River Trail to the south.
a.

b.

6.

Maximum spacing of trees.
1)

20 feet on center for non-industrial uses

2)

15 feet on center for industrial uses

Maximum spacing of shrubs
1)

Five (5) feet on center for non-industrial uses

2)

Three (3) feet on center for industrial uses

c.

Ground cover landscaping is required in between shrubs and trees.

d.

Trees shall not exceed 35 feet in height at maturity

Landscaping Credits for Non-Vegetation Features.
a.

The Community Development Director may approve non-vegetative features
to account for up to 25% of required landscaping when the features consist 266
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of the following:
1)

Hardscaped pedestrian-oriented areas (e.g., courtyards, plazas);
and/or

2)

At least one of the following amenities meeting the City approved
design within the public right-of-way:
a)

bike rack

b)

bench

c)

table

d)

drinking fountain

e)

directional or interpretive/information signage

f)

trash or recycling container

g)

lighting

h)

restroom

Permeable paving and other stormwater management techniques are
encouraged in the design of these areas.

C.

b.

An application proposing more than 25% of required landscaping be credited
by non-vegetative features is subject to approval in accordance with
procedures in Article 9 and Article 12.

c.

Non-vegetative features allowed in the public right-of-way in lieu of required
landscaping shall be maintained by the applicant. There shall be a
maintenance agreement or other City approved agreement. Failure to
maintain or loss of the non-vegetative feature will result in the requirement
for installation of the landscaping in accordance with the Code at the time of
the loss.

Street Trees.
Street trees shall be planted within the right-of-way along both sides of the street on all
streets in the Uniontown Overlay Zone in accordance with the provisions in this Section
14.160.C.
1.

Spacing should be 30 feet on center, depending on species and branching habit.

2.

Minimum size of deciduous trees should be 2" caliper, with an upright form.
267
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3.

Mature branching height should be a minimum of 15 feet.

4.

Required street trees shall be maintained by the adjacent property owner and/or
other identified entity. There shall be a maintenance agreement or other City
approved agreement.

14.163.

OFF-STREET PARKING.

In the Uniontown Overlay Zone, the following provisions apply to parking requirements
established in Article 7 of this Code.
A.

Reductions.
Minimum number of parking spaces required in Section 7.100 may be reduced by 50% or
by 10 spaces, whichever is less, for uses with less than 5,000 square feet of gross floor
area. Reductions meeting these requirements shall be processed as a Type I
Administrative Permit.

B.

Exceptions.
Exemptions from minimum number of parking spaces required in Section 7.100 are
permitted under the following conditions:
1.

Existing buildings that cover the majority area of the site with insufficient open area
for off-street parking spaces; and/or

2.

Building expansions of 10% or less which do not decrease available off-street
parking spaces on the site; and

3.

Exemptions shall be processed as a Type I Administrative Permit. Exceptions from
off-street parking that do not meet the above criteria shall be processed as a
Variance in accordance with Article 12.”

Section 2. Effective Date. This ordinance and its amendment will be effective 30 days following
its adoption and enactment by the City Council.
ADOPTED BY THE COMMON COUNCIL THIS ____ DAY OF ______________, 2019.
APPROVED BY THE MAYOR THIS ______ DAY OF ____________________, 2019.

ATTEST:

________________________________
Mayor

______________________________
Brett Estes, City Manager
268
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ROLL CALL ON ADOPTION:
Commissioner

YEA

NAY

ABSENT

Rocka
Brownson
Herman
West

Mayor Jones
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ORDINANCE NO.
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE ASTORIA COMPREHENSIVE PLAN PERTAINING
TO ADOPTION OF THE ASTORIA UNIONTOWN REBORN MASTER PLAN AS A
BACKGROUND PLAN AND STUDY AND IMPLEMENTATION POLICIES
THE CITY OF ASTORIA DOES ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS:
Section 1. Astoria Comprehensive Plan Section CP.028.K pertaining to Uniontown
Reborn Master Plan is hereby added to read as follows:
“K.

Astoria Uniontown Reborn Master Plan, adopted by the City Council on **** by Ordinance
No. **.
Master Plan attached and incorporated as part of this Ordinance.

Section 2. Astoria Comprehensive Plan Section CP.028.L pertaining to Uniontown Reborn
Master Plan addendum to the Astoria Transportation System Plan, adopted by the City Council
on April 21, 2014 by Ordinance 14-02, is hereby added to read as follows:
“L.

Uniontown Reborn Master Plan Addendum to the 2014 Astoria Transportation System
Plan, adopted by the City Council on **** by Ordinance No. **.”
Addendum document attached and incorporated as part of this Ordinance.

Section 3. Astoria Comprehensive Plan Section CP.037 pertaining to Port-Uniontown Overlay
Area is hereby amended to read as follows.
CP.037.

Port-Uniontown Overlay Area.

The Port-Uniontown Overlay Area is generally located along the west Astoria Waterfront. The
District boundaries generally extend from Youngs Bay to Portway Street, and the properties
fronting on the south side of Industry Street to the Columbia River pierhead line. the Smith Point
Roundabout to the Columbia/Bond intersection, from properties fronting on the south side of
West Marine Drive (US 101/US 30) to and including the Columbia River. The exact area is shown
in Figure 1.2, and was originally created to coincide with the boundaries of the Astor-West Urban
Renewal Area, created in late 2002, but was reduced in area when the Uniontown Overlay Area
was created in 2019.
The Port-Uniontown Overlay Area is defined by the Columbia River waterfront and Port of Astoria
West Marine Drive. Existing uses associated with the riverfront include Port of Astoria operations,
three piers, and offices, other marine industrial sites, seafood processors, log export, a marina, a
hotel, and the River Trail shared-use path. Existing uses associated with West Marine Drive
feature a mix of single- and multi-family residences, commercial services (including gas stations,
bars and restaurants, hotels, and a market), and institutional uses such as a fire station and an
ODOT facility.
Between the years of 2001 and 2006, areas of the Port-Uniontown Overlay Area (an area that
included both the Port Area and the Uniontown Overlay Area) were the subject of a series of
1
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planning efforts by the Port of Astoria. These earlier plans divided the waterfront into two districts:
the western industrial-oriented Marine Service Center District and the eastern visitor and
recreation-oriented Marina District. They envisioned development of a conference center in
conjunction with the existing motel site (400 Industry), which, in part, spurred the formation of the
Astor-West Urban Renewal Area. The Port/Uniontown Transportation Refinement Plan was
adopted by Ordinance 07-01 on February 20, 2007.
The Astor-West Urban Renewal Plan, adopted in December 2002, was created to support
redevelopment of former industrial sites within Uniontown, development of a conference center,
and transportation and recreation improvements including extending the River Trail,
reconstructing trolley tracks, building streets for more connectivity, and enhancing streetscapes
with lighting, seating, and landscaping. The Port-Uniontown City of Astoria Comprehensive Plan
CP.038 Area Descriptions, and Policies - 3 Transportation Refinement Plan, adopted in February
2007, developed transportation, access, and circulation improvements for roads and paths in the
Overlay Area, with particular focus on West Marine Drive. The land use vision that evolved from
the Refinement Plan process is was the basis for the Port-Uniontown Overlay Area. One of the
Port-Uniontown Overlay Area Policies was to “develop a set of design standards for the PortUniontown Overlay Area that address building massing and orientation, architecture, access and
parking, streetscape, landscaping and other elements.” In 2018-2019, the City went through a
new planning process to develop the Uniontown Reborn Master Plan which would address
similar issues in a more confined area. This Plan included a portion of the area previously known
as the Port-Uniontown Overlay Area. With its adoption in 2019, the remaining portions of the
Port area not included in this new Master Plan were redefined as the Port Area.
The Port-Uniontown Overlay Area is comprised of eight subdistricts with distinct character largely
reflected in their names. The first two subdistricts are waterfront subdistricts identified in earlier
plans, and the other six subdistricts focused around West Marine Drive were products of the
visioning process conducted for the Port/Uniontown Transportation Refinement Plan. The eight
subdistricts include:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Marine Service Center District
Marina District
Tourist/Visitor Oriented District
Neighborhood/Visitor Services District
Marine Services/Industrial District
Neighborhood Corridor District
Gateway/Open Space District
Highway Corridor District

Section 4. Astoria Comprehensive Plan Section CP.038 pertaining to Port-Uniontown Overlay
Area Policies is hereby amended to read as follows:
“CP.038.

Port-Uniontown Overlay Area Policies.

1.

Refer to shorelands/estuary, housing, parks and recreation, geologic hazards, and
transportation policies.

2.

Support redevelopment of former industrial sites and vacant and underutilized lots.
2
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3.

Provide improved safety and direct access to the River Trail for new developments.

4.

Establish visual and physical linkages within and around the Port-Uniontown Overlay Area,
with emphasis on the Columbia River waterfront.

5.

Enhance existing primary uses, such as Port of Astoria facilities, the marina, visitor
services, open space, and trails.

1.

The City will use the vision established in the Port/Uniontown Transportation Refinement
Plan (2007) to direct future development in the Port- Uniontown Overlay Area. The overall
Comprehensive Plan Policies are to:
e.

Promote development that complements the surrounding areas of Downtown and
the West End.

b.

Enhance existing primary uses, such as Port of Astoria facilities, the marina, visitor
services, open space, trails, and small businesses and neighborhoods.

c.

Support redevelopment of former industrial sites and vacant and underutilized lots

d.

Stimulate development interest by establishing complementary surrounding land
uses and quality development and design, and by improving transportation
conditions through road construction and connections, circulation plans, and access
management plans.

e.

Establish visual and physical linkages within and around the Port-Uniontown
Overlay Area, with emphasis on the Columbia River waterfront.

f.

Create a pedestrian-friendly environment through the District by increasing
connectivity throughout the Port-Uniontown Overlay Area, orienting buildings
toward adjacent streets and pathways, extending the River Trail, adding and
improving sidewalks, and enhancing the streetscape with landscaping, humanscale lighting, seating, and other amenities.

2.

The City will implement the Port-Uniontown Overlay Area element of the Comprehensive
Plan through its Design Review process and amendments to the Development Code that
provide design and development standards.

3.

The City, through the Development Code, will develop a set of design standards for the
Port-Uniontown Overlay Area that address building massing and orientation, architecture,
access and parking, streetscape, landscaping and other elements. These standards will
apply to development projects in the District as defined in the Development Code.

4.

To the extent possible, the design and development standards are intended to be clear
and objective so that most proposed development can be evaluated administratively. The
Design Review Committee, created and enabled by the Development Code, will review
appeals of administrative decisions and proposals that vary from the standards and yet
may still embody the spirit of the Port-Uniontown Overlay Area.
272
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5.

The City encourages public and private owners in the Port-Uniontown Overlay Area,
especially large landowners such as the Port of Astoria, to continue to participate and
collaborate with the City in implementing the objectives and visions established in the
Port/Uniontown Transportation Refinement Plan.

Section 5. Astoria Comprehensive Plan Section CP.077 pertaining to Uniontown Overlay Area is
hereby added to read as follows:
“CP.077. Uniontown Overlay Area.
The Uniontown Overlay Area extends from Smith Point to Columbia Avenue for the properties
fronting the south side of West Marine Drive, and from Smith Point to Portway Street for the
properties fronting the north side of West Marine Drive. Located along the Columbia River, in the
northwest corner of the City of Astoria, the Uniontown Neighborhood is both a gateway into the
City and an important industrial and commercial activity center. The City’s iconic 4.1-mile-long
Astoria-Megler Bridge is located in Uniontown, which brings people across the Columbia River
from Washington. People from the Oregon coast access Uniontown by crossing the New Young’s
Bay Bridge from the west. The historic past of a thriving cannery and seafood port is still apparent
today in Uniontown with the location of the Port of Astoria along the waterfront.
The Uniontown Area It slightly overlaps with the West End General Land Use Area, an
established residential neighborhood addressed in Sections CP.030 through CP.035. There is
also overlap with the Uniontown-Alameda Historic District, placed on the National Register of
Historic Places in 1988, which extends roughly from West Marine Drive south to West Exchange
Street and between Hull Avenue on the west and Hume Avenue on the east. The Area is
adjacent to the Astoria Riverfront Vision Plan “Bridge Vista” area which extends along the
Riverfront from Pier 1 to approximately 2nd Street. However, the Uniontown Overlay zone does
not overlap with the Bridge Vista Overlay zone.
In 2018-2019, the City went through a planning process to develop the Uniontown Reborn Master
Plan which was adopted by the City Council on ****. This Plan included a portion of the area
previously known as the Port-Uniontown Overlay Area. With its adoption in 2019, the portions of
the Port area not included in this new Master Plan were redefined as the Port Area. The
Uniontown Reborn Master Plan focuses on the portion of West Marine Dr. from Smith Point to
Bond St. in the City of Astoria. The area includes land adjacent to West Marine Dr. as well
as land to the north and in the Port of Astoria that is designated for commercial, industrial, and
mixed-use development.
A.

The existing conditions in the area are summarized below:
1.

Land Use Conditions:
The Uniontown area includes a diverse range of land uses. The existing land uses
can be broadly categorized as industrial, commercial, and residential. The area
includes a range of types of uses within these three categories, particularly
commercial and industrial uses.

2.

Economic Conditions:
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Uniontown’s economic conditions are based on both industrial employment and
tourism-related and retail businesses. Housing affordability is a challenge for
Uniontown and preserving the historic character of the neighborhood is a top
priority among the community.
3.

Transportation Conditions:
West Marine Drive is a major, auto-oriented commercial corridor in Astoria, that
runs right through Uniontown. High traffic volumes provide Uniontown with lots of
visitors and people passing through daily, however. Sidewalks and bicycle facilities
exist, but in spots they are narrow or uncomfortable to use. Transit service also
exists along this corridor. As West Marine Drive moves east, closer to downtown
Astoria, the transportation environment transforms into a more pedestrian friendly
street.

Uniontown’s historic character and central location are key attributes of the neighborhood, but
due in part to a lack of a unifying vision and a coherent set of plans to guide public investments
and support redevelopment activity, investment has not made its way into Uniontown like it has
for other historic areas of Astoria.
The purpose of the Uniontown Reborn Master Plan is to better integrate transportation and land
use planning and develop new ways to support economic development along with safety and
access enhancements to improve conditions for pedestrians, bicyclists, transit users, and
motorists. The project will lay the groundwork for design and construction of streetscape and lane
reconfigurations improvements on West Marine Drive/U.S. 101, along with potential land use and
development code refinements to foster community-supported future development.
The Uniontown Reborn Master Plan was developed through a process of identifying and
considering multiple alternatives for land uses, transportation, and public improvements. The
community and a Stakeholder and Technical Advisory Committee (STAC) provided input and
weighed the alternatives against a set of evaluation criteria. The preferred alternative for the plan
is summarized below.
B.

The preferred alternatives for the Plan are summarized below.
1.

Land Use Preferred Alternative.
The preferred alternative for land uses in the area focuses change along the West
Marine Drive corridor. The alternatives vary across two subareas. The West
Gateway Subarea extends from Smith Point to Portway Street on both sides of
West Marine Drive. The plan envisions that this subarea will incrementally
transition from an auto-oriented environment into a more pedestrian-oriented and
walkable form. The Core Subarea extends from Portway Street to Columbia
Avenue, on the south side of West Marine Drive. The plan envisions that the
traditional urban pattern of this area will be preserved and strengthened as
properties are improved and new buildings are added in the area. The land use
alternative is implemented through the Uniontown Overlay zone, which modifies
development code provisions related to use regulations, setbacks, landscaping, 274
building height and massing, and design standards and guidelines.
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2.

Transportation Preferred Alternative.
The preferred alternative for transportation envisions that West Marine Drive would
be reconfigured to create an environment that is more pedestrian- and bicycle
friendly and a safer street with fewer motor vehicle accidents, while continuing to
meet ODOT mobility targets. The alternative includes improvements to pedestrian
and bicycle facilities, such as widening sidewalks and adding or upgrading bike
lanes. The preferred transportation alternative does not designate specific transit
enhancements but includes recommendations for providing safe and comfortable
access to and from current and future transit stations.

3.

Public Improvements Preferred Alternative.
Seven public improvements have been identified by the public to help achieve the
vision for Uniontown. These additional improvements support the land use and
transportation alternatives of the Plan and are important to creating a safer and
more inviting neighborhood for both residents and businesses. The improvements
include enhanced pedestrian crossings, lighting improvements, pedestrian and
bicycle connections, wayfinding, transit stop improvements, potential off-street
parking locations, and gateway opportunities.”

Section 6. Astoria Comprehensive Plan Section CP.078 pertaining to Uniontown Overlay Area
Policies is hereby added to read as follows:
“CP.078.
1.

2.

UNIONTOWN OVERLAY AREA POLICIES.

The City will implement the land use vision and goals of the Uniontown Reborn Master
Plan by directing future development to:
a.

Create an attractive western gateway into the City through high-quality site and
building design.

b.

Develop a pedestrian-friendly commercial district by orienting buildings to the street
and creating interesting and comfortable street frontages.

c.

Expand the tree canopy and provide attractive and environmentally friendly site
landscaping.

d.

Design new or rehabilitated buildings to respect the historic patterns and character
of the City and the Uniontown-Alameda National Register Historic District.

e.

Provide a mix of land uses that support a vibrant commercial corridor, new
investment, and a range of employment opportunities.

The City will implement the transportation vision and goals of the Uniontown Reborn
Master Plan to:
a.

Reconfigure the cross-section of West Marine Drive to create a more pedestrian
6
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and bicycle-friendly street while maintaining mobility and reliability for drivers.

3.

b.

Upgrade pedestrian and bicycle facilities throughout the plan area to provide a
more comfortable and safer environment for all users.

c.

Support improvements that provide safer and more comfortable access to and from
current transit stops in the area.

The City will implement public improvements in the Uniontown area to:
a.

Enhance the safety of pedestrian crossings and the connectivity of pedestrian and
bicycle routes throughout the plan area.

b.

Improve street lighting to increase visibility while preserving the historic patterns
and character of the area.
Create a more inviting commercial district and neighborhood by installing a
wayfinding system that guide people to points of interest and important
destinations.

c.

4.

d.

Actively seek out opportunities to develop public, off-street parking facilities in the
district in order to reduce reliance on private off-street parking lots and on-street
parking.

e.

Design and install gateway elements to welcome visitors to the City of Astoria and
contribute to Uniontown’s “working waterfront” history and identity.

Refer to shorelands/estuary, housing, parks and recreation, geologic hazards, and
transportation policies.”

Section 7. Comprehensive Plan Figure 1.2, Port-Uniontown Overlay Map, is deleted in its
entirety and replaced as “Figure 1.2, Uniontown Overlay Area” as follows:
See attached Figure 1.2
Section 8. Effective Date. This ordinance and its amendment will be effective 30 days following
its adoption and enactment by the City Council.
ADOPTED BY THE COMMON COUNCIL THIS ____ DAY OF ______________, 2019.
APPROVED BY THE MAYOR THIS ______ DAY OF ____________________, 2019.

ATTEST:

________________________________
Mayor

______________________________
Brett Estes, City Manager
276
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ROLL CALL ON ADOPTION:
Commissioner

YEA

NAY

ABSENT

Rocka
Brownson
Herman
West

Mayor Jones
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Uniontown Overlay Area

Figure 1.2

Map Added by Ordinance 14-02, dated 4-21-14;

CITY OF ASTORIA
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

CITY OF ASTORIA COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
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ORDINANCE NO.
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE ASTORIA LAND USE AND ZONING MAP
PERTAINING TO DESIGNATION OF THE ASTORIA UNIONTOWN OVERLAY ZONE
THE CITY OF ASTORIA DOES ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS:
Section 1. Astoria Land Use and Zoning Map is hereby amended by the addition of the
Uniontown Overlay Zone as follows:
West Gateway Subarea
Location: Generally, north and south side of West Marine Drive / Highway 101, Portway Street to
Youngs Bay at the Roundabout
Map T8N R10W Section 13, Tax Lots 200, 400,402, 1400, 1401
Map T8N R9W Section 7CC, Tax Lots 2600, 2800, 2900, 3100, 3400, 3500, 6900, 7000, 7100,
7300, 7400, 7600, 7700, 7800, 7900, 8000, 8100, 8200, 8201, 8300, 8500, 8900, 9100,
9200, 9300, 9400, 9500
Unplatted lots fronting Block 8, Taylor
Lots 19 to 36, Block B, Taylor
Lots 1 to 22, 27 to 34, north 50’ Lots 35 to 36, Block 6 Taylor
North portion Lots 5 to 8, Block 5, Taylor
Lots 1 to 24, Block 3, Taylor
Rights-of-way and vacated rights-of-way within the Overlay Zone boundary
Core Subarea
Location: Generally, the south side of West Marine Drive from Portway Street to Columbia
Avenue
Map T8N R9W Section 7CA, Tax Lots 3000, 3200, 3300, 3400, 3500, 3700, 3800, 3900, 4000,
4100, 4200, 4201
Map T8N R9W Section 7CC, Tax Lots 6300, 6500, 6700, 6800
North portion of Lots 1 to 4, Block 5, Taylor
Lots 1 to 22, Block 2, Taylor
Rights-of-way and vacated rights-of-way within the Overlay Zone boundary
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Section 2. Effective Date. This ordinance and its amendment will be effective 30 days following
its adoption and enactment by the City Council.
ADOPTED BY THE COMMON COUNCIL THIS ____ DAY OF ______________, 2019.
APPROVED BY THE MAYOR THIS ______ DAY OF ____________________, 2019.

________________________________
Mayor

ATTEST:
______________________________
Brett Estes, City Manager
ROLL CALL ON ADOPTION:
Commissioner

YEA

NAY

ABSENT

Rocka
Brownson
Herman
West

Mayor Jones
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ASTORIA

Uniontown Reborn Master Plan

Creating a Great Pacific Northwest Gateway to Astoria
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Plan Purpose and Project Goals

Purpose
Located along the Columbia River, in the northwest corner of the City of Astoria, the Uniontown Neighborhood
is both a gateway into the City and an important center of industrial and commercial activity. Uniontown’s
historic character and central location are key attributes of the neighborhood, but due in part to a lack of a
unifying vision and a coherent set of plans to guide public investments and support redevelopment activity,
investment has not made its way into Uniontown like it has for other historic areas of Astoria.
The purpose of the Uniontown Reborn Master Plan is to better integrate transportation and land use planning
and develop new ways to support economic development along with safety and access enhancements to
improve conditions for pedestrians, bicyclists, transit users, and motorists.
Goals
The six goals listed below were developed to support a new land use and transportation plan that facilitate all
modes of travel and support Uniontown’s character and future investment.

1. Strengthen the livability and economic vitality of the study area.
2. Create a balanced and efficient multimodal transportation system.
3. Develop a complete land use plan and supportive transportation plan.
4. Build on previous planning and visioning work conducted for the study area and surrounding area.
5. Facilitate the execution of the Astor-West Urban Renewal Plan.
6. Actively engage community stakeholders in a thorough visioning process.

Study Area and Existing Conditions

Study Area
The Uniontown Reborn Master Plan study area (Figure 1) is the portion of West Marine Drive from Smith Point
to West Bond Street in the City of Astoria. The study area includes land adjacent to West Marine Drive as well
as land to the north that is designated for commercial, industrial, and mixed-use development.
Existing Conditions
• Land Use Conditions: The Uniontown Reborn study area includes a diverse range of land uses. The
existing land uses can be broadly categorized as industrial, commercial, and residential. The study area
includes a range of types of uses within these three categories, particularly industrial and commercial
uses.
•

Economic Conditions: Uniontown’s economic conditions are based on both industrial employment and
businesses related to tourism and retail. Housing affordability is a challenge for Uniontown and
preserving the historic character of the neighborhood is a top priority among community members.

•

Transportation Conditions: West Marine Drive is a major, auto-oriented commercial corridor in
Astoria that runs through Uniontown. High traffic volumes provide Uniontown with lots of visitors and
people passing through daily. Sidewalks and bicycle facilities exist, but in spots they are narrow or
uncomfortable to use. Bus transit service also exists along this corridor. As West Marine Drive moves
east, closer to downtown Astoria, the street transforms into a more pedestrian-friendly environment.
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Land Use Recommendation Summary

The land use recommendation was identified through a process of creating multiple land use alternatives and
facilitating stakeholder and community discussion. Land use alternatives focused on key aspects of the design
and character of future development, including the height and location of buildings, location and configuration
of parking and landscaping, and architectural design of buildings consistent with the historic character of
Astoria. The following text provides the key elements of the land use recommendation.
Uniontown Overlay Zone and Subareas
Establishing a new Uniontown Overlay Zone (UTO) enables the City of Astoria to apply proposed code changes
to specific areas within the plan area. The City has commonly used overlay zones to implement subarea plans,
so this approach is consistent with past practice. The Uniontown Reborn Master Plan calls for the UTO to be
divided into two subareas to address the distinct existing land uses and development patterns throughout the
West Marine Drive corridor:
•

West Gateway Subarea: The West Gateway Subarea is predominantly an auto-oriented commercial
corridor that benefits from the high traffic volumes and visibility of West Marine Drive. The Plan envisions
this subarea will incrementally transition into a more pedestrian-oriented and walkable form.

•

Core Subarea: The Core Subarea represents the historic core of Uniontown, which is more akin to the
pedestrian-oriented development of downtown Astoria than the auto-oriented West Gateway Subarea.
The Plan envisions the preservation of this historic character which will strengthen the identity of the area
as a traditional commercial “Main Street.”

Uniontown Overlay Zone Code Recommendations

The land use recommendation addresses five topic areas identified through public involvement and input from
the STAC and City Staff. Below are the proposed land use concepts associated with each topic area.
Allowed and Prohibited Land Uses
In the West Gateway Subarea new industrial uses (except for light manufacturing with a retail component) and
automotive sales would be prohibited. However, auto-oriented commercial uses would continue to be
allowed.
In the Core Subarea, industrial uses also would be prohibited (except for light manufacturing with a retail
component), as would automotive sales, gasoline service stations, automotive service and repair, and drivethrough facilities.
Setback and Landscaping
The Gateway and Core Subarea proposed setbacks and landscaping standards differ, but in both areas they
promote improved landscaping and setbacks that create a pedestrian-friendly and attractive urban design.
Building Height and Massing
Proposed building height and massing standards would allow for a maximum height of 45 feet throughout the
area, requiring any part of the building above 28 feet to step back from the main façade by a minimum of 10
feet. As described below, this approach balances the goal of preserving views and view corridors with the goal
of allowing development levels that support economic feasibility for new development, including potential
new workforce housing.
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Off-Street Parking
Off-street parking would continue to be required for most new development but new standards would allow
for reductions and exemptions to address situations where it may be difficult or infeasible to provide the
amount of parking currently required.
Design Standards and Guidelines
Proposed design standards and guidelines would prohibit architectural elements and styles that would be
inconsistent with the predominant architectural elements of the buildings in the area. Compliance with the
standards and guidelines is administered through a design review process.

Transportation Recommendation Summary

The vision for this area is to significantly enhance facilities for bicyclists and pedestrians while maintaining a
reasonable level of mobility for drivers. The vision includes the following key elements:
•
•
•

•
•

Continuous bicycle facilities
Wider sidewalks and safer facilities for crossing Marine Drive for pedestrians
Amenities that improve the appearance, comfort and function of the street, particularly for
pedestrians, including better lighting, wayfinding signage, street furnishings, enhanced landscaping
and other features (described in more detail in the “Public Improvements” section)
Improved, more formalized transit facilities
A roadway design that improves efficiency and safety for drivers

The transportation recommendation was developed as part of a set of alternatives that focused on vehicles
and bicycles on the roadway, followed by alternatives that included elements such as sidewalks, buffer strips,
on-street parking, raised medians, enhanced pedestrian crossings, streetscapes, and driveways. The evaluation
criteria used to determine the best transportation alternative reflect community-identified concerns, STAC
feedback, and input provided by the City of Astoria on travel conditions by different mode, developed in the
Baseline Transportation Conditions Memorandum (Appendix E). The following section describes the key
elements of the transportation recommendation.
Preferred West Marine Drive Reconfiguration
• A four-lane cross-section throughout Uniontown: two westbound lanes, one eastbound lane, and a
center two-way left turn (TWLT) lane between the Smith Point Roundabout and the Columbia
Avenue/West Bond Street intersection. Changes to the cross-section would also include westbound
and eastbound bike lanes and segments of on-street parking.
•

This reconfiguration would bring safety benefits to the corridor. Spot locations could experience a
crash reduction as high as 27 percent, depending on site-specific crash patterns and the specific lane
configuration.

•

Most Uniontown intersections are expected to meet their mobility targets in 2035, meaning people
will be able to efficiently get where they need to go. The intersection of West Marine Drive/Columbia
Avenue/West Bond Street is forecasted to operate slightly over the Oregon Department of
Transportation (ODOT) mobility target.

Preferred Pedestrian Facility Improvements
Improvements to pedestrian facilities focus on sidewalks and improved crossings throughout the corridor by:
•

Widening sidewalks to a minimum of 6 feet.
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•

Adding a planting strip buffer between the roadway and sidewalk where feasible.

•

Upgrading crossings and curb ramps and improving lighting.

Preferred Bicycle Facility Improvements
Improvements to bicycle facilities along West Marine Drive focus on better connectivity and bicycle access
along both sides of the roadway by:
•

Adding a new eastbound bike lane between Smith Point Roundabout and 6th Street.

•

Adding green paint treatment to the westbound bike lane approaching the US Highway 101 (US 101)
bridge to improve visibility and driver compliance.

•

Constructing or upgrading bike lanes in both directions to 6 feet in width, where possible.

Preferred Transit Facility Improvements
This Plan does not designate specific transit enhancements as part of the recommendation; however,
improvements should be made to increase safe and comfortable access to and from current and future transit
facilities by:
•

Developing formalized and branded bus stops with pullouts, shelters, and other amenities.

•

Encouraging new developments or redevelopments, and proposed land use changes to support transit
and enhance multimodal character of the corridor.

Preferred Driving Facility Improvements
The preferred driving facilities along West Marine Drive focus on overall capacity through lane
reconfigurations, and improving traffic flow and improving safety by:
•

Removing the eastbound lane between Smith Point Roundabout and 8th Street and maintaining the
right turn lane at US 101 bridge.

•

Adding a 14-foot-wide center two-way left turn (TWLT) lane along most of the corridor.
o The two-way left turn lane would be removed between Portway Street and the US 101
bridge to accommodate bridge columns in median and to provide pedestrian median
refuge and left turns at Bay Street.

•

Removing the two-way left turn lane between Basin Street and Columbia Avenue/West Bond Street to
retain on-street parking.

Public Improvements Summary

Seven public improvements have been identified by the public to help achieve the vision for Uniontown. These
improvements support the land use and transportation recommendations and are important to creating a
safer and more inviting neighborhood for both residents and businesses.
Enhanced Pedestrian Crossings
Improving pedestrian safety along West Marine Drive is a critical aspect of this Plan. Community members,
businesses, and City staff all indicated a need for enhanced pedestrian crossings that would include signage,
lighting, striping, and a pedestrian island refuge in certain locations.
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Lighting Improvements
Portions of Uniontown lack enough street lighting. Lighting could be decorative or more industrial, but the
community desires that it improve visibility and fit the neighborhood character.
Improved Pedestrian and Bicycle Connections
Improving pedestrian and bicycle connections is a key element of the Uniontown Reborn Master Plan. Cyclists
visit the area via the Oregon Coast Bicycle Route and access to the multiuse trail or businesses along the river
often requires passage through Uniontown.
Wayfinding Improvements
Community members desire a more inviting neighborhood for residents and visitors. One way to do this is
through a wayfinding program that would guide people to nearby points of interest or community
destinations.
Transit Stop Improvements
Ensuring that access to transit and the transit stop facilities are welcoming is an important topic among
Uniontown community members. Amenities such as bus shelters, benches, lighting, trash receptacle, and
arrival information were all cited as needed improvements to current transit stops. These improvements
would require coordination with Sunset Empire Transportation District.
Potential Off-Street Parking
The land use recommendation addresses minimum requirements for off-street parking, but discussion among
the public and City staff led to the community’s interest in creating public parking areas in unused or
underutilized lots to replace potentially lost on-street parking.
Gateway Opportunities
One element of the Uniontown Reborn Master Plan is to consider gateway opportunities that are welcoming
to the City of Astoria. Uniontown is often the first neighborhood people pass through as they enter Astoria.
Adding a welcoming gateway provides an opportunity to create a memorable entry into the City that embodies
Uniontown’s working waterfront history.
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Plan Description

Located along the Columbia River, in the northwest corner of the City of Astoria (City), the Uniontown
Neighborhood is both a gateway into the City and an important industrial and commercial activity center.
Uniontown boasts the Astoria-Megler Bridge, the City’s iconic 4.1-mile-long bridge spanning the Columbia
River, bringing people to and from Washington. People from the Oregon coast access Uniontown by crossing
the New Young’s Bay Bridge from the west. Uniontown has a historic past as a thriving cannery and seafood
port which is still apparent today when visiting the Port of Astoria along the waterfront.
Uniontown’s historic character and central location are key attributes of the neighborhood, but due in part to
a lack of a unifying vision and a coherent set of plans to guide public investments and support redevelopment
activity, investment has not made its way into Uniontown like it has for other historic areas of Astoria.
The purpose of the Uniontown Reborn Master Plan is to better integrate transportation and land use planning
and develop new ways to support economic development along with safety and access enhancements to
improve conditions for pedestrians, bicyclists, transit users, and motorists. The project will lay the groundwork
for design and construction of streetscape and lane reconfiguration improvements on West Marine Drive/US
101, along with potential land use and development code refinements to foster community-supported future
development.

Plan Goals and Vision

The following goals were established in coordination with the City and stakeholder feedback to guide the
development of a new land use plan and supportive transportation plan that facilitate all modes of travel and
support Uniontown’s character and future investment.

•

Strengthen the livability and economic vitality of the study area by identifying opportunities and
removing barriers to development and redevelopment, enhancing walkability, improving bicycle and
transit infrastructure, improving neighborhood aesthetics with landscape and streetscape elements,
and enhancing access from adjacent neighborhoods.

•

Create a balanced and efficient multimodal transportation system that better accommodates a
variety of modes to offer attractive options to driving for those who live, shop, and travel through the
study area.

•

Develop a complete land use plan and supportive transportation plan.

•

Build on previous planning and visioning work conducted for the study area and surrounding areas,
including the Astoria Riverfront Vision Plan, Transportation System Plan, Bridge Vista Code
Amendments, and other relevant efforts and plans. Create an attractive and welcoming entry to
Oregon and City by using signage, art, landscaping, and other public improvements.

•

Facilitate the execution of the Astor-West Urban Renewal Plan, which includes part of the study area,
to help fund the project.

•

Actively engage community stakeholders in a thorough visioning process to encourage their support
of the project and its conclusions and to spur private investment in the study area.

296

8

City of Astoria Uniontown Reborn Master Plan
Study Area and Map

The Uniontown Reborn Master Plan study area (Figure 1) is the portion of West Marine Drive from Smith Point
to West Bond Street in the City of Astoria. The study area includes land adjacent to West Marine Drive, as well
as land to the north that is designated for commercial, industrial, and mixed-use development. The Plan
considers improved connections between West Marine Drive and residential areas to the South. It does not
address the residential area beyond the homes adjacent to West Marine Drive.
Figure 1: Study Area

Existing Conditions
Land Use Existing Conditions
The Uniontown Reborn study area includes a diverse range of land uses. The existing land uses can be broadly
categorized as industrial, commercial, and residential. The study area includes a range of types of uses within
these three categories, particularly commercial and industrial uses. Existing land uses were classified according
to Clatsop County tax assessor data and are mapped in Figure 2.
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Figure 2: Existing Land Uses

A land use assessment was conducted to identify and understand the current land use conditions within the
study area. The assessment analyzed eight different land use components comprising existing land uses,
property ownership, development capacity, zoning and use regulations, development standards, architectural
design standards, landscaping standards, and off-street parking standards. A findings summary for each land
use component is provided below. Please refer to the Land Use Conditions Memorandum located in Appendix
D for more detail.
•

Existing land uses: Existing land uses in the study area are diverse and include industrial, commercial,
and residential uses. Uniontown features several larger “anchor uses,” notably the industrial and
commercial tenants in the Port of Astoria, the West Basin Marina, two hotels, and two motels. A
variety of commercial uses generally front West Marine Drive and multiple residential uses are also
adjacent to this arterial on lots that are zoned commercial.

•

Property ownership: Property ownership is relatively fragmented in the study area, with the exception
of the Port of Astoria that owns a substantial portion north of West Marine Drive, and several other
single property owners that control large sites suitable for development or redevelopment.

•

Development capacity: Based on analysis of the ratio of improvement values to land values, a number
of parcels in the study area are either vacant or minimally improved and have potential to redevelop.
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Clusters of these developable parcels are located on the west end of Marine Drive, along Portway
Street, and along Basin Street.
•

Zoning and use regulations: Most of the on-land areas of the study area are zoned General
Commercial (C-3), General Shorelands Development (S-2), Marine Industrial (S-1), or High Density
Residential (R-3). Use regulations in the key zones are generally flexible and consistent with the
purpose of the zone; however, appropriate locations for some specific uses may be reconsidered as
part of this plan.

•

Development standards: Most development standards are appropriate for the context and level of
anticipated development. Maximum setback standards in the Bridge Vista Overlay Zone (BVO) may be
appropriate for a wider segment of Marine Drive. Maximum height standards may be a barrier to new
development on certain sites.

•

Architectural design standards: The BVO establishes a comprehensive set of design standards and
guidelines rooted in the historic patterns in the area. This project may consider refining or expanding
the applicability of the BVO and/or these design standards.

•

Landscaping standards: Citywide landscaping standards that apply in the study area are relatively easy
to meet and may leave room for low-quality landscape design.

•

Off-street parking standards: Minimum off-street parking requirements are typical for a smaller city.
Several methods exist in the Development Code for reducing minimum parking requirements to
encourage smaller infill projects and accommodate reuse of older sites that may not be able to meet
current parking minimums. Because parking requirements oftentimes hold the key to project feasibility
for redevelopment and/or small new development, there may be opportunities to further reduce this
barrier for projects that meet the goals of this Plan and the City.

Economic Development Conditions
An economic conditions assessment was conducted as part of the Uniontown Reborn Master Plan to describe
potential development and business activity. The following list summarizes key findings of the Economic
Conditions Memo. Please refer to the Economic Development Existing Conditions Memorandum in Appendix
G.
•

Employment in Astoria is likely to grow by approximately 1 percent annually, adding around 1,400
total new jobs by 2040. This employment growth could require ~125 acres of developable and
redevelopable land in Astoria. Some rezoning and intensification may be required to accommodate
these new jobs, and as a mixed-use area, Uniontown may accommodate some of the growth.

•

Citywide, educational services, health care, and social assistance are Astoria’s primary employers.
Uniontown’s employer profile differs from the city, with a cluster of seafood processing and other
manufacturers as its main economic drivers. In the coming years, the Port of Astoria will continue to
drive Uniontown’s economy and future industries might include industrial-flex or light manufacturing.

•

Uniontown contains a cluster of tourism-related and retail businesses that are important to the area’s
identity. Improvements to Uniontown, which is already a primary gateway for tourists entering the city
from the north and the south, may enhance Astoria’s appeal as a destination and, with other tourismsupportive investment, increase tourism spending in Astoria.
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•

Preserving the historic character of Uniontown ranked as the most important economic development
priority in the survey administered by the City of Astoria in 2018, which indicates a continuing
preference for legacy businesses along the US 101 corridor in Uniontown.

•

Housing affordability is a challenge for Uniontown and Astoria and is a key economic development
priority. Anecdotal evidence suggests that many Astorians find it difficult to obtain housing aligned
with their income. Meanwhile, land constraints and market conditions make new housing construction
challenging.

•

Adaptive reuse of buildings in Uniontown is a priority among the community. Infill, small-scale
redevelopment and rehabilitation of existing properties may be helpful strategies to demonstrate
development feasibility and create local momentum and interest.

Transportation Existing Conditions
Transportation improvements throughout the study area and specifically along West Marine Drive are a critical
component of the Uniontown Reborn Master Plan. An in-depth inventory and qualitative review of pedestrian,
bicycle, transit, and driving facilities was conducted as part of the Baseline Transportation Conditions
assessment. The sections below provide a general overview of each transportation facility in Uniontown.
Please refer to the Baseline Transportation Conditions Memorandum in Appendix E.
Pedestrian Facilities
Sidewalk facilities exist on both the north and south sides of West Marine Drive for the entire study corridor,
although the quality varies. Sidewalk widths range from 6 to 14 feet; the typical sidewalk is 8 feet wide. Street
lights, utility poles, signage, and driveway access are often located in the sidewalk, blocking the walkway and
effectively reducing the total width. Nondecorative lighting is provided along West Marine Drive, increasing
pedestrian comfort, but street trees and landscaping are limited near the sidewalk throughout the corridor.
Bicycle Facilities
A westbound bike lane is provided along West Marine Drive from Columbia Avenue to the Smith Point
Roundabout and bike lanes in both directions are provided in downtown Astoria east of 6th Street. However,
an eastbound bike lane gap exists between Columbia Avenue and the Smith Point Roundabout and in both
directions between Columbia Avenue and 6th Street. Existing bike lanes range from 5 to 7 feet wide and are
painted on-street with no physical separation from traffic. High corridor traffic volumes, frequent driveways,
and heavy right-turning traffic are all potential conflicts with bicyclists along West Marine Drive. Challenging
intersection geometry, including five-way intersections and the conversion of West Marine Drive to a one-way
couplet, can make cycling difficult in downtown Astoria.
Transit Facilities
Transit service is provided in Astoria through the Sunset Empire Transportation District. Daily bus service is
provided throughout Astoria, connecting to Warrenton, Hammond, Seaside, Cannon Beach, and Rainier. The
Pacific Connector route connects Astoria to Cannon Beach and Tillamook on the weekends, and additional bus
service connects Astoria to Portland and Longview. Transit stops are located along the study corridor at the
Holiday Inn Express (Columbia Avenue and West Marine Drive) and the Astoria Transit Center (9th Street and
West Marine Drive). The Astoria Transit Center provides a comfortable waiting experience for users including a
waiting area, information, and bathrooms, along with public parking.
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Driving Facilities
West Marine Drive is a major, commercial corridor in Astoria, serving both local traffic and regional traffic by
providing a key connection to the Oregon coast and the State of Washington. It connects to major highways in
US 101 and OR 202, as well as key local streets throughout the corridor. As a major commercial street, West
Marine Drive is a four-lane cross-section (i.e., two through lanes in each direction) with left turn lanes provided
in certain sections to improve traffic flow. The posted speed on West Marine Drive decreases as vehicles travel
east along the corridor towards downtown Astoria from 30 miles per hour to 20 miles per hour.

Plan Process

In May 2018, the City of Astoria launched the Uniontown Reborn Master Plan, “Creating a Great Pacific
Northwest Gateway to Astoria.” The Plan is part of ODOT’s community planning process funded through the
State of Oregon’s Transportation and Growth Management (TGM) Program. The Plan process was divided into
five sections: initial reconnaissance and project kickoff, existing conditions analysis, draft land use and
transportation alternatives, evaluation and refinement of draft alternatives, and final draft plan/City adoption.
A key aspect of the Plan process included input from the joint Stakeholder and Technical Advisory Committee
(STAC), and community engagement milestones that helped to refine the recommended alternatives.

Public Involvement

Development of the Uniontown Reborn Master Plan began in May 2018. Over the past 13 months, the project
team worked with the Uniontown community through a variety of outreach activities (Appendix M). The City
of Astoria and ODOT committed to an outreach approach that accomplished four key goals.
1. Provided early and ongoing opportunities for the community to engage in the process;
2. Encouraged inclusion of all who desired to participate, regardless of race ethnicity, age, disability,
income, or primary language.
3. Promoted fair treatment so that no one group would bear a disproportionate share of negative
environmental impacts from plan recommendations.
4. Ensured that the concerns and feedback from all participants would be considered in the decisionmaking process.

Outreach Summary
Below is a summary of the key public involvement and outreach activities that City staff and project consultant
team members conducted during the project.
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Stakeholder Interviews
Six stakeholder interviews were conducted to identify key issues of concern, obtain input on the vision and
goals for the study area, and determine how the stakeholders or their organizations would like to be involved
in the project.
•

Stakeholder Groups:
o

Chamber of Commerce

o

Historic Landmarks Commission

o

Astoria Planning Commission

o

Design Review Commission

o

Astoria Downtown Historic District Association

o

Local business owners along Hwy 30

o

People with disabilities

o

Title VI populations

Stakeholder Mailings
A mailing list based on stakeholder interviews and other interested individuals identified through public events
and the project website was maintained for project mailings and communications. The project team
maintained the mailing list, updated it before events, and collected and responded to all public comments
received during the project.
Project Website
A project website was developed for the Uniontown Reborn Master Plan to provide an additional project
resource for community members to access. The project website allowed the public to view upcoming
meetings and provide comments, either online or by contacting city staff by phone, email, or mailed letters.
The website also included a project overview, project schedule, ways to get involved, and a resource page with
project memos and other materials.
Property and Business Owner Survey
From July 3-20th, 2018, the City of Astoria conducted a public survey to share information and generate
feedback on the initial phase of the Uniontown Reborn Master Plan. The Uniontown Reborn survey was
targeted toward citizens, businesses and property owners located in Uniontown, and made accessible to the
Astoria community at large. It asked the community to provide input on transportation, land use, economic
development, and design aesthetics. The City of Astoria developed a press release with a link to the survey
that was circulated by The Daily Astorian. A total of 129 people completed the survey. Among all survey
respondents, the following categories of business and organizations were represented:
•

Tourism-related business – 23%

•

Restaurant/food service – 20%

•

Retail – 16%

•

Utility/Government – 13%

•

Maritime industrial – 7%
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•

Food processing – 6%

•

General industrial – 6%

•

Automotive-related – 3%

•

Chamber of Commerce – 3%

Joint Stakeholder and Technical Advisory Committee (STAC)
The project team coordinated a joint STAC for the Uniontown Reborn Master Plan. STAC met a total of four
times to review project deliverables and provide guidance on the specific tasks. Each meeting was open to the
public and advertised on the project website.
Public Community Events
The City of Astoria hosted three public events during the plan process:
•

Community Event #1 – November 7, 2018: Attendees provided dozens of comments on key topics of
transportation, land use, and economic development. The feedback emphasized the historic
importance of Uniontown and set the stage for the development of a unified vision and investment
strategy to revitalize a unique and historic working waterfront community.

•

Community Event #2 – February 6, 2019: Attendees provided approximately 55 comments on plan
concepts – the first phase of the draft recommendation development process.

•

Community Event #3 – May 22, 2019: Attendees provided feedback on the land use and
transportation preferred alternatives, as well as potential public improvements.
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LAND USE RECOMMENDATIONS

• Introduction of Land Use Recommendation
• Uniontown Overlay Zone Summary
• Uniontown Overlay Zone Code Concepts
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Introduction of the Land Use Recommendation

The land use recommendation was identified through a process of creating multiple land use alternatives and
facilitating stakeholder and community discussion. It was developed as part of an initial screening of the Land
Use and Transportation Alternatives Memorandum (Appendix I). The land use regulations that were evaluated
to develop the recommendation addressed five topic areas: allowed uses, building heights and massing,
landscaping and setbacks, off-street parking, and design guidelines. Two to three alternative approaches are
described for each topic.
The project team used feedback from the STAC and community to help identify the alternatives that best
addressed the land use vision, and community goals. These alternatives were then evaluated against the
project evaluation criteria that were developed from the Evaluation Criteria Memorandum (Appendix H).

Uniontown Overlay Zone Summary

A key concept of the preferred land use recommendation is to establish a new Uniontown Overlay Zone (UTO)
within the study area. The proposed land use and urban design concepts cannot easily be implemented
through amending the existing base zone in the area—the C-3 General Commercial Zone—because that zone
applies to many other locations in the city. An overlay zone will enable the city to apply the proposed code
changes to specific areas within the plan area. The City of Astoria has commonly used overlay zones to
implement subarea plans, so this approach is consistent with this practice.

Boundary
The proposed boundary of the UTO is illustrated in Figure 3. The boundary of the UTO is focused on the West
Marine Drive corridor, because the community desires that this corridor serve as an important gateway into
Astoria for travelers entering the city from the west – from Warrenton and other coastal communities to the
south. The community also desires to preserve the character of the historic buildings and development pattern
of the Uniontown-Alameda National Register Historic District located in the center of the study area.

Subareas
The Uniontown Reborn Master Plan calls for the UTO to be divided into two subareas (Figure 3) to address the
varying existing land uses and development patterns throughout the West Marine Drive corridor. The two
subareas will allow for variations in allowed uses and development and design standards.
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Figure 3. Proposed Uniontown Overlay Zone (UTO)
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West Gateway Subarea

Size: Approximately 16 acres
Characteristics: The Uniontown West Gateway Subarea is predominantly a commercial corridor that benefits
from the high traffic volumes and visibility of West Marine Drive. Many existing commercial uses are
automobile-oriented (fuel station, quick lube, drive-through coffee kiosk). There are a limited number of
residential properties, several vacant buildings, underutilized plots of land, limited landscaping, and large
building setbacks, and many of the sites have substantial impermeable paved surface areas. The right-of-way is
relatively wide along this corridor and vehicle speeds are high, contributing to a relatively uncomfortable
pedestrian experience.
Land Use Vision: The Uniontown Reborn Master Plan envisions that this subarea will incrementally transition
into a more pedestrian-oriented and walkable form. New buildings or building additions would be placed
closer to the street frontage to create a more comfortable and interesting pedestrian experience. Where
buildings do not directly front the sidewalk, landscaping or plazas would provide for an attractive streetscape.
Parking lots fronting the sidewalk would be discouraged, prohibited, or required to be screened with
landscaping. Automobile-oriented uses, which generally detract from the pedestrian experience, would be
prohibited or subject to special design standards to ensure area walkability. New development or
redevelopment to the area would respect and strengthen the historic character of the area.
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Core Subarea

Size: Approximately 10 acres
Characteristics: The Uniontown Core Subarea includes the properties on the south side of West Marine Drive
between Portway Street to the west and Columbia Avenue to the east. The area includes two-story historic
commercial and residential buildings that are built close to the sidewalk as well as more recently developed
single-story commercial buildings with parking fronting the street. This section of West Marine Drive
represents the historic core of the Uniontown area, with a traditional development pattern of storefront
commercial buildings, many of which embody the historic character that led to the formation of the
Uniontown-Alameda National Register Historic District. This existing development pattern is more similar to
the pedestrian-oriented form of downtown Astoria than the more auto-oriented West Gateway Subarea.
Land Use Vision: The Uniontown Reborn Master Plan envisions that the traditional urban pattern of the Core
Subarea will be preserved and strengthened as properties are improved and new buildings are added in the
area. New developments or redevelopments, where appropriate, will extend the essential features of this
historic character and strengthen the identity of the area as a traditional commercial “Main Street.” These
features include buildings that front the street, storefront facades with generous windows, and historicallyappropriate architectural elements.

Uniontown Overlay Zone Code Concepts
The land use recommendations for the Uniontown Reborn area address each topic area below by providing
background information and the recommended approach to implementing the vision for the area. The five
topic areas were identified through public involvement, and input from the STAC and City Staff. Because two
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subareas are proposed as part of the Uniontown Overlay Zone (UTO), recommendations for certain topic areas
are to be tailored to each subarea.

Use Regulations
Background: Existing use regulations along the West Marine Drive corridor allow some commercial and
industrial uses that do not contribute to the goal of creating a walkable, pedestrian-friendly, commercial
district. Auto-oriented commercial businesses, drive-through businesses, and some industrial uses are
generally not conducive to a pedestrian-friendly environment due to heavy traffic volumes, a high number of
vehicle access points, and large buildings with few windows, long blank walls, and heavy truck traffic.
Recommendation: The existing uses and anticipated demand for future uses varies by subarea in the UTO.
•

West Gateway Subarea: Some existing auto-oriented commercial uses and similar uses are anticipated
given the location and the lack of alternative places for these uses in the city. The West Gateway
Subarea concept prohibits industrial uses (except for light manufacturing with a retail component) and
automotive sales but continue to allow other auto-oriented commercial uses.

•

Core Subarea: Very few industrial and auto-oriented uses currently exist in the Core Subarea due to its
proximity to downtown and tourist-oriented development along the riverfront. Future demand will be
for more commercial uses; therefore, the Core Subarea concept prohibits industrial uses (except for
light manufacturing with a retail component), automotive sales, gasoline service stations, automotive
service and repair, and drive-through facilities.

Setbacks and Landscaping
Background: Current zoning along the West Marine Drive corridor does not establish setback regulations but
does require a minimum of 10 percent landscaping on each lot. The community has expressed a strong desire
for improved landscaping along the corridor on both public and private properties. Most buildings in the West
Gateway Subarea are set back from the street and have parking, vehicle circulation, or landscaping in between
the building and the street. Most buildings in the Core Subarea directly front the sidewalk and occupy most or
all of the lot with minimal landscaping, consistent with the historical development patterns of storefront
commercial buildings.
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Recommendation:
•

West Gateway Subarea:
o
o

o

o

o

•

No maximum or minimum setback.
Parking lots may not be located between
the building and the street (must be to the
side or rear).
Where buildings are set back from the
street more than 5 feet, a landscape strip
or pedestrian plaza must be provided
between building and street.
Require at least 15 percent of lot area to
be landscaped and require the landscaping
to be visible from the public right-of-way.
Establish enhanced minimum planting
requirements to require minimum areas of
live ground cover and minimum density of
trees and/or shrubs in landscaped area.

Core Subarea:
o

o

Establish a maximum setback of 5 feet, with
exceptions for certain situations, including
presence of an easement or utilities or the
creation of a pedestrian plaza or wider
walkway.
Do not require a minimum landscaped area
or a maximum lot coverage. Continue to
require parking lots be landscaped
according to Section 7.170 and Section
3.105 through 3.120.

Building Height and Massing
Background: Zoning in the study area currently allows for a maximum building height of 45 feet (a three- to
four-story building) with no requirements for stepbacks or other special massing standards. There is potential
for taller buildings blocking views of the river in certain locations, but generally, river views will continue to be
present in areas where it is currently most visible south and east. Allowing for slightly taller buildings improves
the likelihood of new development and redevelopment in the corridor for the following reasons:
•

Higher-development intensities allow for more rentable space, generating higher revenues, and
making development projects more feasible.

•

A height limit of 28 feet will limit buildings to two stories. Two-story mixed-use development is
uncommon in the marketplace and therefore could be difficult to finance. Two-story single-use
buildings such as offices or apartments may be feasible but are also less common than three- or fourstory buildings.
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•

A height limit of 35 feet could allow for a three-story mixed-use building but presents a difficult height
limit to work within. Ground floor retail typically requires higher floor-to-floor heights than other uses,
meaning that a 35-foot height limit allows little room to maneuver for architects.

•

Many developers rely primarily on the residential portion of a mixed-use development to make the
development financially feasible. Lenders sometimes treat ground-floor retail in mixed-use buildings as
a loss-leader and, as such, underwrite development projects on the basis of the residential program
exclusively. Therefore, for mixed-use projects, allowing additional residential stories above groundfloor-commercial generally increases project feasibility. This also will help the city meet goals for
increasing the supply of housing in this area and in the city generally.

Recommendation: Allow for a maximum height of 45 feet throughout the UTO but require any part of the
building above 28 feet to be stepped back from the main façade by a minimum of 10 feet. The increased
height limit of 45 feet will improve economic feasibility of new development and allow for more intensive uses,
while the stepback requirement will help to break up the massing of a larger building and may preserve view
corridors.

10’ step back
required above 28’

45’
28’

Off-Street Parking
Background: The Astoria Development Code requires a minimum amount of off-street parking spaces be
provided with new development, redevelopment, and buildings that change uses. The community identified
that on-street parking can be difficult to find during peak hours, and that future development should continue
to provide off-street parking. However, depending on lot size, location, and cost, off-street parking can quickly
become a significant barrier to new businesses, expansions, or new development.
Recommendation (Gateway and Core Subareas): Continue to require off-street parking for most new
development but allow for reductions and exemptions to the standards where it may be difficult or infeasible
to provide off-street parking. The following reductions and exemptions would apply throughout the UTO:
•

Minimum parking space requirements may be reduced by 50 percent for uses with less than 5,000
square feet of gross floor area.

•

Exemptions from minimum parking space requirements permitted under the following conditions:
o

Existing buildings that cover the maximum allowable area of the site.

o

Building expansions of 10 percent or less.
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Design Standards and Guidelines
Background: Current zoning regulations along the corridor do not require a design review process and do not
establish any specific design standards or guidelines for new buildings, except for historic design review if the
construction is adjacent to a historic property. Most of the properties included in the proposed UTO are
located in the Uniontown-Alameda National Register Historic District, which was designated as a historic
district in 1989. The district includes 132 contributing buildings, constructed between 1883 and 1938. 1 To
preserve the historic character, the City established design standards and guidelines as part of the BVO to
prohibit inconsistent design and building elements.
Recommendation: Apply the BVO design standards and guidelines to the UTO, but with slight flexibility
tailored specifically to the Uniontown Reborn area. Community members in Uniontown have expressed strong
support for preserving the historic character of the Uniontown area as new buildings develop and older
buildings are renovated. The design standards and guidelines that apply in the BVO are intended to preserve
the historic character within this part of the study area. The historic patterns of buildings outside the BVO and
within the UTO are similar to the patterns within the BVO; therefore, it is appropriate to apply a similar set of
design standards and guidelines. This will ensure that consistent standards and guidelines are applied within
the Uniontown-Alameda Historic District and the broader Uniontown Reborn plan area.
The standards and guidelines would be applied uniformly throughout the UTO to all new construction and
major renovations (defined as construction valued at more than 25 percent of the assessed value of existing
structure). The standards and guidelines would be modeled on the standards and guidelines of the BVO but
may be modified to address features or conditions that are unique to the UTO area. The standards and
guidelines would address the following topics:
•

Building Form and Style

•

Roof Form and Materials

•

Doors

•

Windows

•

Siding and Wall Treatment

•

Awnings

•

Lighting

•

Signs

Source: National Historic District nomination form, available at
http://heritagedata.prd.state.or.us/historic/index.cfm?do=main.loadFile&load=NR_Noms/88001311.pdf

1
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• Roadway Reconfiguration
• Transportation Recommendations by
Mode
• Reconfiguration Benefits and Impacts
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Roadway Reconfiguration
Transportation Recommendation
The preferred transportation alternative in the Uniontown segment of West Marine Drive would provide a
four-lane cross-section with two westbound lanes, one eastbound lane, a center two-way left turn lane, and
bicycle lane in both directions, between the Smith Point Roundabout and the Columbia Avenue/West Bond
Street intersection. See Figure 4, Preferred Transportation Alternative, below.
This roadway reconfiguration emerged as the preferred alternative in prior planning work, including the
Astoria Transportation System Plan and the Tier 1 Alternative evaluation. An opening year for this potential
lane reconfiguration project has not been identified although this alternative is expected to be constructed by
2035. Analysis of the preferred Uniontown alternative assumes that West Marine Drive is reconfigured to a
three-lane cross-section with one westbound lane, one eastbound lane, and a center two-way left turn lane
between the Columbia Avenue/West Bond Street intersection and 8th Street.
Figure 4. Preferred Transportation Alternative

5-6’

12-14’

5-6’

The cross-section would include westbound and eastbound bike lanes and segments of on-street parking. The
reconfiguration of the West Marine Drive corridor would also include updated pedestrian and transit facilities
to comply with the specifications in the ODOT Highway Design Manual and to facilitate a multimodal
transportation environment consistent with future land uses along the corridor. Specific elements of the
recommendation, detailed below, to facilitate a multimodal environment on the corridor were identified
through the Tier 2 evaluation process.
The analysis assumed the preferred cross-section would repurpose the existing curb-to-curb pavement width
with new striping and median treatments and no roadway widening would occur. For the Uniontown segment,
this will require several ODOT design exceptions for vehicle lane width and missing elements such as landscape
strip. The benefit of this approach is to minimize project construction costs, retain the compact form of the
corridor and minimize potential impacts to fronting properties.
Owing to the wide range of available curb-to-curb widths, the Tier 2 analysis identified six unique crosssections for West Marine Drive. Proposed roadway cross-sections for both the Downtown and Uniontown
portions of the study area can be seen in Appendix J cross sections A through F and in Figure 5 below.
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Figure 5: Marine Drive Cross Section Alternatives
For the Uniontown segment, there is an opportunity along several segments of the corridor to construct minor
roadway widening to meet, or come closer, to ODOT design standards. These opportunity segments are
fronted by property that are vacant or with development located away from Marine Drive. Minor widening
could be implemented to provide wider vehicle lanes, wider sidewalks and landscape strips. The conceptual
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design process that follows the master planning work would further evaluate the detailed design of the
corridor.

Cross Section Alternatives Considered
The preferred roadway reconfiguration was identified through public involvement activities and project team
expertise. The community weighed in on options for various roadway and streetscape elements, including instreet bicycle improvements, sidewalks, buffer strips, on-street parking, raised medians, enhanced pedestrian
crossings, streetscapes, and driveway curb-cuts.
The evaluation criteria used to determine the best transportation alternative reflect community-identified
concerns, STAC feedback, input provided by the City of Astoria on travel conditions by travel mode, including
safety, comfort, and accessibility for people walking, biking, riding transit, or driving, and the movement of
freight, developed in Baseline Transportation Conditions Memorandum (Appendix E). Evaluation of
alternatives was a qualitative process that assessed the extent to which potential alternatives met the vision
for Uniontown.

Transportation Recommendations by Mode
Recommended Pedestrian Facilities
Improvements to pedestrian facilities focus on sidewalks and improved crossings throughout the corridor.
Sidewalks currently exist along West Marine Drive, but they are narrow, obstructed by public utilities and
driveways, and fail to comply with Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) standards. Crossings are limited and
where they do exist, elements to improve safety and pedestrian comfort are needed.
Proposed Pedestrian Improvements:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Widen sidewalks to minimum of 6 feet.
Where feasible, add a 4-foot-minimum planting strip buffer between roadway and sidewalk.
Locate obstructions (for example, utilities) in planting strip – not sidewalk.
Upgrade curb ramps for ADA compliance and improve conditions for all users.
Add street lighting at Hamburg Avenue and West Marine Drive (an unsignalized intersection).
Add center median refuge at Bay Street and West Marine Drive to enhance protected pedestrian
crossing, while still allowing left turns.

Recommended Bicycle Facilities
Improvements to bicycle facilities along West Marine Drive focus on better connectivity and bicycle access
along both sides of the roadway, and safety elements to address high traffic volumes and frequent rightturning movements from both drivers and freight vehicles.
Proposed Bicycle Improvements:
•
•
•

Add new eastbound bike lane between Smith Point Roundabout and 6th Street and widen to six (6)
feet where possible within the existing curb-to-curb width.
Apply green paint treatment for the westbound bike lane approaching the US 101 bridge to protect
cyclists and increase their visibility to reduce potential conflicts with right-turning vehicles
Construct the bike lanes in both directions or upgrade to be 6 feet wide, where possible, consistent
with the ODOT Highway Design Manual for urban areas.
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Recommended Transit Facilities
The preferred transportation alternative does not designate specific transit enhancements as part of the
recommendation; however, as the Sunset Empire Transportation District plans for future additional service,
improvements can be made to increase safe and comfortable access to and from current and future transit
facilities.
Proposed Transit Improvements:
•
•
•
•

Develop formalized and branded bus stops with pullouts, shelters, and other amenities.
Enhance pedestrian and bicycle facilities along West Marine Drive to improve access to transit.
Consider implementing median refuges, sidewalk buffers, lighting, and ADA-compliant ramps to
enhance safety and access to transit.
Encourage new developments or redevelopments and propose land use changes to support transit and
enhance multimodal character of the corridor.

Recommended Driving Facilities
The preferred driving facilities along West Marine Drive focus on overall capacity through lane
reconfigurations, improving traffic flow by minimizing delay, improving safety by adding a center turn lane and
median refuge, and retaining on-street parking where possible.
Proposed Driving Improvements:
•
•
•
•

•
•

Remove the eastbound lane between Hamburg Avenue and Columbia Avenue/Bond Street and
maintain the right turn lane at the US 101 bridge.
Consider obtaining exception to ODOT design standards for travel lanes of less than 12 feet because
West Marine Drive is a State-designated freight route.
Add a center two-way left turn lane along most of corridor.
Bay Street intersection design and development considerations must include:
o Providing public parking to offset any spaces removed.
o Eastbound left turns onto Bay Street allowed until TSP project to connect Basin Street and
Bay Street is completed.
o Enhanced pedestrian crossing with raised median near Bay Street.
o Maintaining acceptable levels of congestion.
Remove center turn lane between Basin Street and Columbia Avenue/West Bond Street to retain onstreet parking.
The City shall mitigatedisplaced on-street parking by securing off-street parking spaces for public use
before any lane configurations are constructed. Additional off-street parking areas should be in close
proximity to the area where the on-street parking was lost.

Reconfiguration Benefits and Impacts

The existing conditions assessment and community input helped identify the key improvements needed to
achieve the preferred alternatives. The section below describes possible outcomes from the improvements
that were identified as part of the preferred alternatives.

Recommended Pedestrian Travel Conditions
A pedestrian level of service (LOS) was developed to evaluate the pedestrian network along West Marine
Drive. The LOS assessed the presence of sidewalk or pathway, a buffer zone (i.e., bike lane, shoulder,

317

29

City of Astoria Uniontown Reborn Master Plan
landscape strip, or on-street parking), street lighting, and the number of travel lanes and vehicle speeds of the
roadway. The LOS measured pedestrian conditions on a scale of excellent to poor. An excellent rating requires
that there be a sidewalk on both sides of the street, with a landscape buffer. A poor rating denotes gaps within
the sidewalks along the corridor. Traffic speeds, volumes, and sidewalk widths were also included in the LOS
rating.
Currently, West Marine Drive is a high-stress pedestrian environment creating an uncomfortable walking
environment for most users, driven by narrow or obstructed sidewalks with no buffer next to a major arterial
and the lack of ADA-compliant ramps at all study intersections. Improvements such as minimum 6-foot-wide
sidewalks and 4-foot-wide landscaping strips that include trees would greatly improve the pedestrian
conditions. In addition, upgrading pedestrian ramps to meet ADA standards, improved pedestrian lighting, and
crosswalk enhancements would increase the pedestrian LOS to an excellent or good rating and create a
comfortable environment for most pedestrians.

Recommended Bicycle Travel Conditions
A bicycle level of traffic stress (LTS) was conducted to evaluate bicycle conditions along the corridor. The LTS
evaluation estimated the potential of West Marine Drive to develop into a multimodal corridor by measuring
how current facilities will operate in the future against new facilities in the future. The LTS is measured on a
scale of 1 to 4, with 4 being a high-stress environment and 1 being low-stress environment.
Currently, West Marine Drive is a stressful environment for most bicyclists. Eastbound LTS is measured at a 4
for the entire study area and westbound travel ranges from 1 to 4 depending on the road segment. This type
of environment can deter all but the most determined cyclists from traveling by bike. To improve this corridor
for bicyclists in the future, providing a 6-foot, on-street bike lane for both eastbound and westbound travel
would reduce the bicycle LTS to 2 for most of the corridor, while spots would remain at an LTS 3. These
improvements would make cycling more manageable and more likely for the community. Future no build and
build bicycle LTS can also be found in Appendix J.

Motor Vehicle Safety
The proposed lane reconfiguration would provide left-turn storage at most intersections and driveways along
West Marine Drive. This would improve safety along the corridor by minimizing speed differentials between
through and turning vehicles and reducing the likelihood of rear-end collisions.
Reducing the number of lanes on a roadway provides an expected reduction in crashes of nearly 30 percent. A
similar crash reduction could be observed in the future when West Marine Drive is converted to the preferred
alternative cross-section between Columbia Avenue/West Bond Street and the Smith Point Roundabout.
However, there is not enough research available on the safety impacts of this specific reconfiguration, and
thus there are no documented Crash Reduction Factor values available to quantify the precise crash reduction.
The preferred alternative will have safety benefits along the entire corridor, including the key intersections of
Hamburg Avenue and Portway Street. Spot locations could see a crash reduction as high as 27 percent,
depending on site-specific crash patterns and lane configuration.

Future Mobility Targets and Intersection Impacts
The 2035 traffic operations were analyzed for the West Marine Drive corridor under the preferred alternative
(Appendix J). This analysis included the preferred alternative for the Astoria Uniontown study area and
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assumed that West Marine Drive was reconfigured to a four-lane cross-section between the Smith Point
Roundabout and Columbia Avenue/West Bond Street. The analysis found that:
•

Most intersections in the study area would operate at volume/capacity (v/c) ratio of 0.65 or better
during 2035 PM peak hour (increase of approximately 0.3 compared to 2023 baseline).

•

Mobility targets would be marginally exceeded at West Marine Drive/Columbia Avenue/Bond Street
intersection:
o

The increased v/c ratio is the result of reducing eastbound and westbound through traffic to
one lane in each direction in combination with a complex, multiapproach intersection that
reduces green signal time for east-west traffic.

o

Mitigations could include a longer signal cycle, left turn restrictions, or intersection approach
closure, but not recommended because of minimal benefit to operations.

•

Overall, drivers would experience a slight delay of up to 3 minutes on West Marine Drive during the
busiest summer weekends in 2035. Traffic volume to create this type of delay does not represent the
average conditions along the corridor.

•

The lane reconfiguration, however, would reduce pedestrian and bicycle conflicts, making the roadway
environment more comfortable for all road users, and creating a more inviting environment for both
businesses and residents.
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• Recommended Public Improvements
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Recommended Public Improvements

Throughout the development of the Plan, community members identified public improvements that they
would like to see in Uniontown, which included enhanced pedestrian crossings, lighting improvements,
improved pedestrian and bicycle connections, wayfinding improvements, transit stop improvements, potential
off-street parking, utility relocation, and gateway opportunities. These additional improvements support the
land use and transportation alternatives of the Plan and are important to creating a safer and more inviting
neighborhood for both residents and businesses. Figure 6 below provides a map highlighting location and type
of public improvement.

Figure 6: Public Improvements Map

Enhanced Pedestrian Crossings
Improving pedestrian safety along West Marine Drive is a critical aspect of this Plan. Enhanced pedestrian
crossings are needed along Marine Drive in locations where crossings currently do not exist or where crossings
need enhancements to increase safety for pedestrians. Enhanced crossings for Uniontown could include highly
visible striping, signage, a pedestrian refuge island in the middle of the roadway, and a pedestrian-actuated
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signal such as rectangular rapid flash beacons. The proposed locations for five enhanced crossings have been
identified: eastbound and westbound approaches of the West Marine Drive roundabout, West Marine Drive
and Portway Street, West Marine Drive east of the Astoria Fire Station, and West Marine Drive and Bay Street.

Lighting Improvements
Portions of Uniontown lack sufficient street lighting. Lighting could be ornamental or more industrial, but the
community desires that it be pedestrian-scale, improve visibility, and fit the neighborhood character. Lighting
would improve visibility and safety, thereby improving the pedestrian environment. Four locations for
improved lighting have been identified: West Marine Drive and Hamburg Avenue, West Marine Drive between
Hamburg Avenue and Portway Avenue, West Marine Drive crossing near the Astoria-Megler Bridge, and the
crossing at West Marine Drive east of the Astoria Fire Station. Additional lighting should also be considered
throughout the study area, as community feedback indicated a desire for consistent lighting throughout
Uniontown and along West Marine Drive to enhance visibility and safety at night.
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Improved Pedestrian and Bicycle Connections
Because the Uniontown corridor is a gateway many pass through daily, connections in this area are critical,
especially for pedestrians and cyclists. Cyclists visit the area via the Oregon Coast Bicycle Route and access to
the multiuse trail or businesses along the river often requires passage through Uniontown. Astoria’s hills and
steep slopes create connectivity challenges for pedestrians and bicyclists in certain locations; however, there is
opportunity to connect existing trails and pathways to improve connections. Three locations have been
identified for future connections:
Connection of river trail to
pedestrian crossing east of the
Smith Point roundabout

Connection from Kingston Avenue

Connection from Melbourne Avenue

Wayfinding Improvements
Community members desire a more inviting neighborhood for both residents and visitors. One way to do this
is through a wayfinding program that would guide people to nearby points of interest or community
destinations using signage, maps, and matrix bar codes (commonly known as QR codes) for use with a mobile
device. Seven locations have been identified for wayfinding: two wayfinding locations near Smith Point
Roundabout, two at the West Marine Drive and Portway Street crossing, two at the West Marine Drive
crossing near the Astoria-Megler Bridge, and one near the Motel 6 close to the Bridge along West Marine
Drive.
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Transit Stop Improvements
While this Plan does not guide current or future transit service, ensuring that access to transit and the facilities
while waiting for transit are welcoming is an important topic among Uniontown community members.
Amenities such as a bus shelter, a bench, lighting, a trash receptacle, and stop information are elements that
were cited as needed improvements to current transit stops. These improvements would require coordination
with Sunset Empire Transportation District. Four transit stops have been identified: eastbound and westbound
on West Marine Drive at Portway Street and eastbound and westbound on West Marine Drive near the Astoria
Fire Station.

Potential Off-Street Parking
The land use alternative addresses off-street parking regulations, but discussion among the public and City
staff led to the community’s interest in creating public parking areas in unused or underutilized lots. Off-street
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parking can be an additional expense for developers and at times a barrier for new development or
redevelopment projects. To ensure ample parking availability, one solution is to create public parking lots in
unused lots or in currently underutilized parking areas. Off-street parking lots shall be created to replace lost
on-street parking before any lane configurations are constructed that would reduce on-street parking. Any
new parking lot should be in close proximity to the area where the on-street parking was lost.

Utility Relocation
The Uniontown Reborn Master Plan does not commit to burying utility lines, but the community has indicated
that clearing space to create accessible sidewalks and pathways for all pedestrians is important for future of
Uniontown. Relocating utility poles to achieve more accessible walkways could be possible, as well as
consolidating utility lines to lessen the number of walkway obstructions. City design standards and funding
efforts will determine the ultimate feasibility and potential locations for these efforts in more detail. Burying of
utility lines is encouraged when feasible.

Gateway Opportunities
The Uniontown Reborn Master Plan is intended to create a “Great Pacific Northwest Gateway to Astoria,” and
one element of this Plan is to consider physical gateway opportunities. Uniontown is often the first
neighborhood people pass through as they enter into Astoria from the coast or from Washington and this
improvement is an opportunity to create a gateway that embodies Uniontown’s
working waterfront history. Two gateway locations to be considered are located at the Smith Point
Roundabout and the Astoria-Megler Bridge toll plaza.
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Smith Point Roundabout Gateway Concept

Astoria-Megler Bridge Toll Plaza Gateway Concept
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APPENDIX A: Stakeholder Interview
Summary Memorandum
Subject

Stakeholder Interviews
Summary Memorandum

Attention

Mike Morgan, City of Astoria
David Helton, ODOT

From

Scott Richman, Jacobs
Brooke Jordan, Jacobs

Date

April 26, 2018

Copies to

Michael Duncan, ODOT

This memorandum outlines the purpose of the stakeholder interviews, a preliminary list of stakeholder groups,
and draft interview questions. The purpose of the stakeholder interviews is to identify key issues of concern,
obtain input on their vision and goals for the Study Area, and determine how they or their organizations want
to be involved in the project. The consultant team will conduct six interviews with small groups or individual
stakeholders and provide a summary of the interviews once they are completed.
Stakeholder Groups:
•

Chamber of Commerce

•

Historic Preservation Review Committee

•

Astoria Downtown Historic District Association

•

Local business owners along Hwy 30, including Workers Tavern and others

•

People with disabilities

•

Title VI populations

Interview format
Project staff provided an overview of the purpose and benefits of the Astoria Uniontown Reborn Master Plan
and asked a series of questions. An overview is detailed below. Interviews explored certain questions more
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than others dependant upon the stakeholder and their specific background and interest in the Uniontown
Reborn Master Plan
Project overview
The Uniontown neighborhood serves as gateway to Astoria and is an important center for industrial and
commercial activity. The study area spans a portion of West Marine Dr. from Smith Point to Bond St. and
includes land adjacent to West Marine Dr. plus land to the north that is designated for commercial, industrial,
and mixed-use development. Although the Uniontown neighborhood has a central location and historic
character, it has not experienced the same level of investment as downtown Astoria.
The Uniontown Reborn Project will develop a unifying vision for Uniontown and surrounding lands to maintain
the area’s distinct historic aesthetic, coordinate land use and transportation improvements, and identify
economic opportunities. The Project will recommend changes to the City’s plan designations, zoning and land
use regulations; develop design standards to encourage pedestrian-friendly, transit-friendly development and
redevelopment; and develop a set of recommended public investments to support the vision and planned land
uses, including investments in the transportation system to support multiple modes of travel.
Stakeholder questions:
•

Tell us about you and your organization. What is your interest in the Uniontown area?

•

Given the purpose and objectives of this project, what is your organization’s vision for the Uniontown
area?

•

Based on this vision, what are some examples of successfully achieving this vision?

•

What are the most important elements for this project to achieve?

•

What do see as potential challenges to achieving this vision?

•

How would your organization like to be involved in this project?

Interview #1 Tues 4/10 10:30 AM with Robert (aka “Jake”) Jacobs and Donna Quinn – Cannery Pier Hotel
•

Jake owns the Cannery Pier Hotel. He is an architect and led the hotel development, along with being
instrumental a key player in getting the riverfront trolley in operation. He also owns the Atomic
(former Lamplighter) Motel on W. Marine Drive, directly east of Uniontown.

•

Jake’s desired vision is to revitalize and increase activity in Uniontown, including a vibrant marina
village with hotel, restaurant, and conference/meeting space. There is opportunity to increase the
variety of local businesses to serve more people living in the area. He noted SE Clinton, SE Division and
parts of NE Alberta mixed use/business districts as successful examples of redevelopment in Portland.

•

Astoria needs a critical mass of housing to address demand and affordability, and to support economic
development.

•

In 2002-03, the City initiated the Astoria West Urban Renewal District (URD). The City applies a 2%
lodging tax dedicated to public improvements. URD has been catalyst for John Englund and other new
buildings built in the area.
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•

Jake used to own the dock in front of NW Natural, and he expects the large Astoria warehousing
property just east of Uniontown will be sold to a developer. He expressed concern that it could be a
hotel (“Kleenex box on edge with windows”). He suggested expanding the study area to include the
warehousing along W. Marine Drive to leverage more compatible development.

•

Dave Webber owns the Holiday Inn and the former Café Uniontown building to be used for meeting
space. Eric Brouchard, who owns the Albatross restaurant downtown, recently purchased the historic
Finnish bathhouse building.

•

Mark Hollander (from Seattle) is developing a Marriott east of Uniontown, and his development group
also acquired property east of the Red Building for a new hotel.

•

Uniontown has lost some historic buildings. The River Theatre and Shanghai Theater used to be in
Uniontown. Remaining historic that contribute to its unique identity and are relics of the Finnish
history, e.g., Suomi Hall, need to be preserved.

•

Within the URD, we need to look at Uniontown in more detail. Jake supports the Bornstein proposal to
expand their seafood processing facility to incorporate a “visitor experience” (similar to the Tillamook
Cheese Factory). Mike noted that in San Diego, fishermen have organized to sell to visitors direct by
the docks. Nowhere here can you see live salmon, so this could be an opportunity to connect people
with the working waterfront.

•

Donna directs sales and marketing for the Cannery Pier Hotel, and she is also the Oregon Coast Visitors
Association Director. Parts of the OR Coast are grappling with "overtourism". Cannon Beach is a poster
child for overtourism during peak Summer months. The OCVA is trying to promote agritourism and
promoting areas off Highway 101 that are accessible from other roads and don’t required people to
drive through the more congested parts of communities. The OCVA is also focused on completing the
OR Coast Trail.

•

Regarding transportation, Jake is generally OK with Marine Drive. However, if someone develops and
reduces access, it could be problematic. Bond needs be repaired to be 2-way. The bigger traffic
problem on Marine Dr. is around Safeway east of the Maritime Museum. The real problem is what are
we doing with the historic and new buildings, and the neighborhood.

•

Jake and Donna want to be involved in the Uniontown Reborn process. There is a community
leadership void in Uniontown since Rae Goforth passed away. This study could help revive the
Uniontown Association of community members with vested interests including people with roots here.
People need to knock on doors to get Uniontown people engaged in working together to plan and
implement improvements. They support holding smaller, focused meetings. Donna would be at
meetings and keeping Jake informed.

Interview #2: Tuesday, April 10th at 11:30 AM with Teresa Brownlie — NW Natural Gas
•
•
•
•
•
•

Clatskanie to Cannon Beach is Teresa’s service area as Community Affairs Manager
NW Natural is ~1.5 years from selling property just west of the Port warehouses
Site currently houses multiple trucks and two crew trucks.
United Way Office used to be in building basement (until 9/11)
Teresa is a Chamber Ambassador and NW Natural is a member of Uniontown; interested in
participating moving forward
Site hosted 2011 Oregon Chamber Ambassador Convention
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•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•

Traffic congestion in the summer is very bad. Would like some way to move more people and ease
congestion.
Pedestrian crossing by the coffee shop is an issue as drivers don’t always stop; RRFB or other
treatment needed, could consider grade separation for pedestrian safety
Support landscaping improvements in public ROW; site to east of NW Natural is unsightly; Daniel
Sturgill does NW Natural landscaping
Talk with NW Natural in Portland for future use as philanthropic; NW Natural cannot sell for a profit
Would like to see a family oriented place without taking away from the working port
NW Natural site is in Bridge Vista Overlay Zone
Will be important to look at and integrate Tsunami Zone Mapping; Teresa attended Oregon Emergency
Management event in Sunriver; local geologist Tom Horning may have insight
Red Lion — interest in renovation and affordable housing Red Lion
Supports re-opening Bond street (MM $300-400k project)

Interview #3: Tuesday, April 10th at 2:00 PM with Diana Kirk – Workers Tavern owner
•
•
•
•

Workers Tavern has served as café or bar since 1926
Uniontown was thriving area in the 1960s, started dying in 1980s.
Area is older than downtown; renter friendly environment
A lot of Worker Tavern patrons live in Uniontown on Alameda Ave

•
•

Speed of traffic, lack of safe turning area onto Marine Drive, and limited on-street parking
Driveways on Marine Driveway are scary and can be blocked by parked cars; Doughboy Monument
blocks visibility for driving westbound on Marine from downtown.
Pedestrian crossing near Tavern is hard to see due to being in bridge shadow and not easy to cross
Proponent of signal and connecting Bay Street; it would be a lot safer
Vision: two lanes of traffic with a 15-foot sidewalk with room for planers and on-street parking; better
access from Bay and more inviting environment for all users

•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Desire for “friendliness—looks like there’s life”; Alameda Street has some younger residents
A lot of empty buildings; Red Lion has awesome potential
Festival space of some kind — Downtown Astoria does not have large public festival space
Finnish Boarding House — apartments being evacuated
Potential for condos and other housing
Neon lighting was used in the 1960s
Need for a grocery; a lot of Worker Tavern patrons live on Alameda Ave
Apartment on west end turning into laundromat

•
•
•

Ron — owns NW Wild Products in Marina
Chester — owns Riverwalk Inn
Floyd Holcomb —owns Pier 39, grew up in Uniontown
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•
•
•

David — owners of hair salon by Golden Luck, has a lot of ideas
Talk with Bridgewater Bistro owner
Talk with M & N Workwear owner

Interview #4: Tuesday, April 10th at 4:00 PM with Tom and Than Tussing – Astoria EcoWash
•

The Tussings own the Astoria EcoWash and former fuel station property with the taco truck, plus the
adjacent Dutch Bros and Fast Lube & Oil properties. They primarily work with and lease properties to
automotive-oriented businesses.

•

Their properties are space-constrained and they have considered purchasing the "old Bartlett
property" for an auto repair business. Delphia Oil owns the old fuel station and the site of a former
marijuana dispensary that exploded directly north of the former fuel station.

•

Several other properties surrounding their businesses along W. Marine Drive and north of them –
between Hamburg and Portway have been neglected for a long time and have contamination. The
Tussings only purchase clean properties. The Bartlett property is supposed to have a DEQ No Further
Action, but Tom has not seen this. The old gas station site (vacant) on the NW corner of W. Marine
and Portway could be an improved access opportunity.

•

They want to maintain vehicle access to their properties. There is a lot of traffic in and out of Dutch
Bros and the EcoWash/taco truck lots. They are creating more permanent barriers between the Dutch
Bros and Fast Lube properties for safe vehicle circulation. Old gas station - not clear on ownership, but
could be access opportunity.

•

Traffic backs up on W. Marine Drive, especially westbound. The lift span on the bridge to Warrenton
causes congestion when it is raised for trawlers destined to J&H Boat Works. Traffic signals that have
been added in Warrenton cause queuing back into Astoria. Typically, there are not too many
eastbound traffic backups at the west end of Astoria, but there are at the east end around Safeway.

•

The vertical curve at Hamburg is an issue for low boys.

•

W. Marine Drive has a bike lane, but there was a bicyclist fatality within the last two years on the south
side of the highway. Than suggested that the Old 101 route may be better for bicycling, and Mike
added that it may be better to have the designated bike route through Lewis & Clark vs Warrenton.

•

E-mail (than@fastlubeandoil.com) is the best way to communicate and to keep Tom and Than engaged
in the process.

Interview #5: Wednesday, April 11th at 10:00 AM with Jim Knight, Port of Astoria Director (the following
notes are in addition to notes shown below from the 3/19 meeting with Jim).
•

Jim’s top priority is the Pier 3 Expansion, including rebuilding the southwest side which is dilapidated
pilings. Bergson Construction facilities are moving out, and the Port wants to expand the area for
logging operations. Only use is small area for fishing and pleasure craft. Logs currently moved from
Pier 3 to Pier 1. Homeland Security is requiring more security of the Port cargo areas.

•

Pier 2 is Da Yang and Bornstein seafoods operations. Bornstein "Seafood Factory" could be at the
south end to take up most of their current parking. The areas south of Piers 2 and 3 are ripe for
development. The Riverwalk Hotel will be under new operation in November. The Port is tying the
building directly east of the Hotel into the new operator’s lease. The Port will sell the Chinook Building
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located to the east of that building. The parking lot south of the Chinook building is Port owned and it
is fee parking. Mostly for fishing customers. Vision for Marina Village and trigger will be sale of
Riverwalk Hotel.
•

The Port will be leasing site E. of Port warehousing to Astoria Forest Products. Basin Street, which is
already used for the Red Building and the Cannery Pier Hotel, will be getting a lot more use because it
will serve the future Marriott and future Chinook building use (restaurant) plus marina village.

•

Jim would expand cruise ship facilities to add dock area and fill in water areas to expand cruise ship
amenities.

•

The Port would like better access off of the highway roundabout for large trucks that serve the Port.
Most log trucks access at Hamburg.

•

Portway does not function well, particularly for large vehicles that need to make very wide turns to
access W. Marine Drive from Portway. The whole area between Portway and Hamburg on N. side is big
"area of concern". A lot of underground fuel contamination. Jim would remove old buildings and get
sites cleaned up. How would the City zone this? Jim does not think Uniontown needs more
motels/hotels.
The Port does not like the public parking lot that Business Oregon and the City developed. This lot
requires access through the logging truck operations area, and the Port closed this access after a
woman stopped her car under logging equipment that was holding large logs over her vehicle. The lot
is isolated, hidden and it is not well lit, since people have vandalized and stolen copper wiring from
light fixtures. People use the lot for illicit activities. He would like to see this lot removed and relocated
to a more safe and visible location – possibly closer to Englund Marine could be better.

•

Interview on March 19th:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Port of Astoria operations: Vessels are either cargo (primarily logging exports) and Cruise Ships
Pier numbers go up heading west. Port of Astoria office on Pier 1
Pier 1: Logging: Doug Fir and Hemlock — primarily exports to China
Pier 2: Fish Processors — Da Yang and Borstein are large seafood processors
Pier 3: Rebuild is plan for more logging and cruise ship capacity
Log operations export is largest Port employer and revenue generator

•

•
•

Cruise ships all stop here to and from Seattle; currently 2,500 to 3,500 passengers; future could be
3,500 to 6,00 in the future
Cruise ships create heavy traffic, with busses, motor vehicles, and pedestrians; 100 “Cruise Host”
volunteers
Stop from ~ 8am to 5 pm; tour groups typically go south to Tillamook or north to Mount St. Helens
Tourist go south to Tillamook and north to Mt. St. Helens; Sundial Travel coordinates most onshore
tours and Cruise the West is cruise provider
Astoria Trolley carries 40-50 people; Port and cruise hosts run circulator shuttle that runs to 17th and
Marine Drive
Visitors are mostly older demographic and some are foreign (typically from Asia)
Disney Cruise Ship coming for first time in Fall 2018

•

Only two access points to the Port: Portway and West Access

•
•
•
•
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•
•
•
•

Safety and ease of traffic are important, especially for logging trucks
Portway is a narrow street — constrained ROW
Access to Hwy 101 was planned near Best Western, which could have been a potential solution
There was a fatality near Portway ~2 years ago

•

Potential sale of hotel and redevelopment to east of Red Building. Astoria warehousing uses could
change: e.g. river cruises, beer distribution, etc.
Bornstein Seafoods— potential similar to Tillamook Cheese Factory
Need for better jobs and housing without compromising new corridors; family wage jobs are
preferable to service industry jobs
Potential Portway east through Central Waterfront
Gas station – could be redevelopment. Mostly used as Portway Tavern parking
Minimal restaurants serving Port workers and surrounding area

•
•
•
•
•

Interview #6: Wednesday, April 11th at 2:00 PM with Rachel Jensen, Lower Columbia Preservation Society
•

Rachel is a 4th generation Astorian and she has lived here most of her life.

•

The LCPS is a 20 year-old 501 c (3) organization that a group of historic homeowners started. One
original member donated property to LCPS that they have sold and which has provided funding for
staff (Rachel). She had been LCPS President for 3 years and she is their first staff member.

•

Uniontown has largely retained its historic working class neighborhood character since she's been
here. Her vision is to maintain the historic character and provide better ways for people to identify
properties that are historic. She is interested in the study looking at means to preserve historic
buildings, including overlay zoning.

•

The LCPS Board is concerned about historic structure demolitions in Astoria, including in the
Uniontown neighborhood. The building next to the Triangle Tavern was demolished. It was historic but
had been altered.

•

Buildings on the corner by the Doughboy monument are in the historic district but are not historic or
adjacent historic properties. Some buildings could go through the City’s Historic Landmarks
Commission to bring back to historic status.

•

The LCPS has discussed doing a conditions assessment, which could be 6-8 month process.

•

Most residences are apartment buildings. Some larger boarding houses have been for sale. There are
some distressed properties that have been neglected. The scale of some larger residential buildings is
hard to maintain, but would not want to lose the historic integrity.

•

The Maritime Memorial could be more visible and accessible.

•

John Goodenberger is a Historian and prominent faculty person at Clatsop Community College. He
consults with the City, including on the repairs/renovations to the Doughboy monument, and the
Finnish Boarding House. Lucien Swerdloof is the Dean of CCC’s Historic Preservation Program.

•

Last weekend there was a Siekh monument rededication event. Former Siekh building in Uniontown
and monument was stolen several years ago. They plan to have a gathering event there every July.
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•

City has Historic Landmark Commission and Design Review Commission. Society is interested in code
development. Rachel wants to know what is going on, and she is open to serving on the Study Advisory
Committee.

Interview #7: April 13th via telephone with Raven Brown – Helping Hands
•

Helping Hands is a 501 c(3) that was founded 16 years ago to serve people in need, including homeless
people.

•

HH serves up to 190 homeless people a night, and operates facilities in four counties in 11
communities. The former Finnish boarding house in Uniontown will be HH’s 12th facility and 3rd
building that they have purchased. Of HH’s 12, the Uniontown building will be the best equipped and
in the most central location with good access.

•

HH is halfway through a 90-day waiting period to complete the property transaction. There are four
occupied apartment units in the building. HH is working with the NW OR Housing Authority on getting
these tenants relocated.

•

Less than 40% of HH tenants have drug or alcohol addictions. All staff are HH graduates. People in HH
program are required to do drug/alcohol testing and mandatory volunteer hours. HH makes sure
residents have WIC and food stamps. There is a concerning increase in the number of children in need
of HH housing. HH does not serve sex offenders or people not ready to change their lives. Work with
case management.

•

65-70 people will reside in the Uniontown facility. The basement has wheelchair access and
commercial kitchen. 2-3 floors are boarding house style for re-entry program. Six months-1 year is
duration of residency because of the lack of affordable housing/workforce housing in and around
Astoria.

•

First floor emergency shelter with 4-day max. And can continue to live there while waiting (wait list)
for re-entry. HH welcomes people contacting them with questions. They have a lot of public safety
measures and have great relationship with law enforcement. Community Action has difficulty keeping
tabs on people and they submit info

•

HH asked Columbia Pacific to host a community forum in Astoria. They did at CCC and it was a great
event. HH is already serving a lot of people from Astoria. It will be referral only for tenants. Hospitals,
warming center, fire/police, DHS and others can refer people to HH.

•

For the building, HH will make repairs/renovations thar are compliant with City building and historic
preservation code. They will repair exterior damages from the 2007 storm and some interior repairs,
plus all windows will be replaced. Going to see if CCC historic craftman class could partner with them.
Tillamook building is also historic. HH has been working with City.

•

For the Uniontown planning study, HH’s emphasis will be that the plan needs to meet the needs of
people HH is serving. HH is in communication with Jeff Hazen with the Sunset Empire Transit District,
and he offered to put SETD stop in front of facility. He is in Rotary with Raven. Pedestrian safety is very
important. Affordable food options, including a grocery store, would be very beneficial.
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APPENDIX B: Property and Business
Owner Survey Summary Memorandum
Subject

Property and Business Owner Survey Summary

Attention

Mike Morgan and Brett Estes,
City of Astoria

From

Scott Richman, Brooke Jordan, and Drew DeVitis, Jacobs

Date

July 25, 2018

Copies to

Michael Duncan, ODOT

Introduction
From July 3-20th, 2018, the City of Astoria conducted a public survey to share information and generate
feedback on the initial phase of the Uniontown Reborn Master Plan. This Plan will develop a unifying vision for
Uniontown and adjacent lands to maintain the area’s distinct historic aesthetic, coordinate land use and
transportation improvements, and identify economic opportunities. Feedback collected from the Uniontown
neighborhood and Astoria community at large is key to success of the plan and will inform future public policy
and investment decisions in Uniontown.
The Uniontown Reborn survey was targeted toward citizens, businesses and property owners located in
Uniontown, and made accessible to the Astoria community at large. The City of Astoria developed a press
release with a link to the survey at tiny.cc/uniontownrebornsurvey, which was circulated by the The Daily
Astoria on July 3rd and by the City to property owners in the Astoria study area. A total of 129 people
completed the survey. Among all survey respondents, the following categories of business and organizations
were represented:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Tourism-related business – 23%
Restaurant/food service – 20%
Retail – 16%
Utility/Government – 13%
Maritime industrial – 7%
Food processing – 6%
General industrial – 6%
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•
•

Automotive-related – 3%
Chamber of Commerce – 3%

The following sections discuss results from the survey. Charts are used to summarize the results received from
both outreach methods. A supplementary report is also attached, which provides compiled results from survey
responses.

Uniontown Today and the Ideal Future
Members of the public to provide feedback were asked to use three words to describe the Uniontown area
today and the ideal future of Uniontown. These questions illuminated how the public currently sees
Uniontown, and the community’s vision for the future of area. For illustration, Figures 1. and 2. Below show
the most common words utilized by survey respondents.
Figure 1. Words Describing Uniontown Today

As
seen
in

Figure 1., public feedback recognized the historic and industrial character of Uniontown today. However, a
significant number comments addressed the aesthetics of the area; using words such as rundown, neglected,
shabby, tired, uninviting, and unwelcoming. At the same time, comments addressed the potential in
Uniontown, and see the neighborhood as an interesting, affordable area that serves as a gateway and
commercial hub.
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Figure 2. Words Describing the Ideal Future of Uniontown

When

describing the ideal future of Uniontown, members of the public emphasized the preserving historic nature of
the area, while improving the aesthetic character. Comments expressed the desire for a vibrant, welcoming,
walkable neighborhood that provides a unique, attractive, affordable, and interesting sense of place.

Uniontown Reborn Goal Areas
The survey also asked members of the public to identify their priorities for addressing three key Uniontown
goal areas:
1) Create a balanced and efficient transportation system that better accommodates a variety of travel
modes to offer attractive options for those who live, shop, and travel through the Study Area;
2) Identify design standards and streetscape improvements, improve neighborhood aesthetics, and
create an attractive and welcoming entry to Astoria; and
3) Establish a community vision to support development of regulations and strengthen the livability and
economic vitality of the area.
Specifically, the survey asked for public feedback on each goal area, enabling respondents to rate potential
issues to address on a scale of: Very Important, Important, Somewhat Important, or Not Important

Transportation System
Out of five potential topics to address, the top three priorities identified by the public for improving the
transportation system were:
•

Safety, comfort, and access for walking and biking (55% Very Important, 28% Important),
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•
•

Traffic Congestion: (42% Very Important; 40% Important)
Freight and port/maritime access (43% Important; 34% Very Important)

The results show that the public values balancing the safe and efficient movement of vehicles, freight and port
access, and people walking and bicycling. Public feedback suggested that lack of on-street parking in
Uniontown and connections with shuttles and transit service are less important consideration

Neighborhood Design and Aesthetics
Out of nine potential topics to address, the top five priorities identified by the public for improving
neighborhood design and aesthetics were:
•
•
•
•
•

Architectural design standards for new buildings for consistency with historic character (68%)
Façade improvements (56%)
Public landscaping amenities such as plantings in the public right of way (52%)
Public art (45%)
Landscaping standards for private development, such as parking lot landscaping (43%)

The priorities identified are consistent with public feedback about the ideal vision of Uniontown to maintain
the historic character of the area, while creating a more vibrant, attractive, welcoming environment. Feedback
indicated less of a priority for signage and wayfinding, a clear, distinct Uniontown brand, or gateway feature at
the Astoria Megler Bridge or Young’s Bay Bridge. More illustrative examples may be necessary to convey these
concepts to the public.

Economic Development
Out of eight potential topics to address, the top four priorities identified by the public for economic
development and vitality were:
•

Preserve the historic character of Uniontown (80%)

•

Encourage adaptive reuse of buildings and warehouses (73%)

•

Support the working port and maritime industries (65%)

•

Encourage family wage jobs (53%)

Similarly, the priorities identified are consistent with public feedback about the ideal vision of Uniontown to
maintain the historic character of the area, while supporting the adaptive reuse of buildings and the working
port and maritime industries. Feedback indicated less of a priority for entrepreneurial co-working space and
incubators, expanding housing opportunities, and flexibility in the application of development code. More
specific examples through the economic analysis of the study area may be helpful to illustrate these ideas.

U.S. 101 – West Marine Drive
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As U.S. 101 – West Marine Drive serves as the major arterial corridor through the Uniontown, a key project
focus is creation of alternative street design cross sections within the West Marine Drive public right-of-way in
City to better accommodate and encourage use of a variety of transportation options and improve safety,
access, and connectivity. The survey asked members of the public to prioritize seven potential improvement
opportunities along the West Marine Drive corridor, and the top priorities identified were:
•
•
•
•

Safety, comfortable pedestrian facilities, such as an enhanced mid-block crossing (47% Very Important,
31% Important),
Safety, access, and connectivity for travel and turning movements onto and off West Marine Drive (45%
Very Important, 34% Important)
Freight and/port maritime access improvement (26% Very Important, 39% Important)
Safe comfortable bicycle facilities (33% Very Important, 21% Important)

Similar to public feedback about the overall public transportation system, the West Marine Drive responses
reveal the importance of solutions that balance the safe and efficient movement of vehicles, freight and port
access, and people walking and biking on West Marine Drive. While the responses revealed that safe,
comfortable bicycle facilities were identified as less of a high priority that pedestrian facilities, it is important to
note that U.S. 101 – West Marine Drive coincides with the Oregon Coast Bike Route (OCBR).
ODOT is leading a planning effort to examine and identify opportunities to increase the safety, accessibility and
enjoyment local community members and travelers on the OCBR, and a recent survey found that a substantial
majority of recreational bicyclists start the route in Astoria. Transportation analysis to be completed for the
Plan in the Fall of 2018 will address a proposed reconfiguration of West Marine Drive between the roundabout
at the east end of the Young’s Bay Bridge and the western terminus of the one-way couplet through
downtown Astoria. This concept would change the existing four-lane section with two traffic lanes in each
direction, to a three-lane section with one through travel lane in each direction and a center two-way left-turn
lane center two-way left-turn lane. This modified section is intended to facilitate better safety, mobility, and
access for vehicles and freight movement, enhanced crossings for people walking and bicycling.
Public feedback through the survey indicated that connections with transit service, a gateway feature at the
Astoria Megler Bridge or Young’s Bay Bridge and landscaping amenities and design standards in the public
right-of-way are less important priorities. As recommended above, more illustrative examples may be
necessary to convey these concepts to the public.
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APPENDIX C: Plan Assessment
Memorandum

Subject

Draft Memorandum #1: Plan Assessment

Attention

Mike Morgan, City of Astoria

From

Jamin Kimmell and Matt Hastie, APG
Scott Richman and Brooke Jordan, Jacobs

Date

April 26, 2018

Copies to

David Helton, ODOT

Purpose and Overview
The purpose of this memorandum is to summarize key aspects of currently adopted plans, related documents,
ongoing projects, and previous planning efforts that will inform the development of the Astoria Uniontown
Reborn Master Plan (“Uniontown Reborn”). The memorandum is organized around each of the key documents
that were reviewed:
•

Astoria Comprehensive Plan

•

Astoria Development Code

•

Advance Astoria: Economic Development Strategy (2017)

•

Astoria Affordable Housing Study (2015)

•

Astoria Transportation System Plan (2013)

•

Astoria Port/Uniontown Transportation Refinement Plan (2006)

•

Trails Master Plan (2013)

•

Sunset Empire Transportation District Long-Range Comprehensive Transportation Plan (2016)

•

Astoria Historic Preservation Plan (2008)

•

Rehab Astoria Right (2013)

•

Astoria Buildable Lands Inventory (2011)

•

Astoria Riverfront Vision Plan (2009)

•

Astor-West Urban Renewal Plan (2002)

•

Astor West Urban Renewal District Storefront Improvement Program (2016)
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•

Astoria Gateway Area Transportation and Growth Management Plan (1999)

•

Astoria Gateway Master Plan (1997)

An inventory of documents, data, and other information is detailed in the Background Information
Memorandum, which is included as an attachment to this memorandum (see Attachment A). A brief review of
each document and an assessment of its relevance to the Uniontown Reborn plan is included below.

Astoria Comprehensive Plan
The City of Astoria Comprehensive Plan, originally adopted in October 1979 and amended as recently as July
2016, provides policies and implementation recommendations related to long-term development and growth
management of the city. These policies and strategies are organized into plan elements according to goals. As
an acknowledged plan, these goals, policies, and recommendations have been found to be consistent with
County and State land use planning goals and policies. Plan elements include:
•

Land and Water Use

•

Columbia River Estuary Land and Water Use

•

General Development

•

Urban Growth

•

Economy

•

Housing

•

Historic Preservation

•

Parks, Recreation, and Open Space

•

Transportation

•

Air, Water, and Land Quality

•

Geological and Flood Hazards

•

Energy Conservation

•

Forest and Natural Resources

•

Procedures and Participation

The following policies are relevant to and may inform the development of the Uniontown Reborn Plan.

General Development Policies (CP.010 - CP.028)
General Land and Water Use Goals (CP.010 - CP.028), Policy 1. It is the primary goal of the Comprehensive
Plan to maintain Astoria's existing character by encouraging a compact urban form, by strengthening the
downtown core and waterfront areas, and by protecting the residential and historic character of the City's
neighborhoods. It is the intent of the Plan to promote Astoria as the commercial, industrial, tourist, and
cultural center of the area.
This policy emphasizes the primacy of retaining and enhancing the existing historic character of the City’s
neighborhoods and waterfront areas to the City’s overall development goals. This is a central goal of the
Uniontown Reborn plan.
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Area Descriptions & Policies (CP.030 - CP.105)
These sections of the Comprehensive Plan establish special areas or districts within the City and outline
policies to guide development in that area. Three areas are relevant to the current plan:
West End Area Policies (CP.035). As shown in Figure 1, the West End area encompasses the residential areas in
the hills to the south and upland of the study area. A portion of the study area overlays the West End area,
between Alameda Avenue and Marine Drive on the north side of the area. Policies associated with the West
End generally emphasize preserving the quiet residential character of the area, consideration of landslide
hazards and stormwater management due to steep slopes, and stable residential zoning. There may be
opportunities to enhance connections between the West End and the Uniontown area. Additionally, the plan
will need to consider any impacts of commercial or industrial land uses on this adjacent residential
neighborhood.
Figure 3: General Land Use Areas (Comprehensive Plan)

Port-Uniontown Overlay Area (CP.037). This overlay area coincides with the boundaries of the Uniontown
Reborn study area. The overlay was adopted to implement the Port-Uniontown Transportation Refinement
Plan (2006) (“Refinement Plan”). The policies associated with the overlay area generally call for the City to
implement the recommendations of the Port-Uniontown Transportation Refinement Plan.
•

Policy 1 in this section defines six policies that relate to desired outcomes for development and
improvement in the area. The Uniontown Reborn plan may consider incorporating and amending this
overall policy framework.

•

Policies 2-5 in this section are directives for City-led implementation of the plan. The status of these
implementation steps and relevance to the current plan are reviewed in the section below that
addresses the Refinement Plan.

This section of the Comprehensive Plan should be updated, or completely replaced, as part of the
implementation of Uniontown Reborn in order to clarify the goals and policies that apply to this area.
Astoria Riverfront Vision Overlay Area Policies (CP.068). This section implements the Astoria Riverfront Vision
Plan (2009) (“Riverfront Vision Plan”). The Riverfront Vision Plan was developed to address a series of land use,
transportation, and scenic, natural, and historic resource issues along the Columbia riverfront in the City. The
plan integrated four subareas: Bridge Vista Area, Urban Core Area, Civic Greenway Area, and Neighborhood
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Greenway Area. The Bridge Vista Area overlaps the study area for the Uniontown Reborn plan; a more detailed
assessment of this area is provided in the section on the Riverfront Plan below. Additionally, the Uniontown
Reborn plan should consider how the goals and objectives of the plan relate to the overall goals and objectives
of the Riverfront Vision Plan, as defined by the policies in this section of the Comprehensive Plan.

Additional Goals and Policies
The following additional goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan are relevant to Uniontown Reborn:
Urban Growth (CP.110 - CP.125). This chapter summarizes the findings of the City’s Buildable Lands Inventory
(BLI) and defines associated growth management policies. A review of the City’s BLI is provided in the relevant
section below.
Aquatic and Shoreland (CP130 - CP.186). This chapter demonstrates conformance with Statewide Planning
Goals 16 (Estuarine Shorelands) and 17 (Coastal Shorelands). A substantial portion of the study area, primarily
within the Port of Astoria, is designated for aquatic or shorelands uses and development. Significant changes
to land uses in these areas is not envisioned as part of the Uniontown Reborn plan; however, any proposed
changes will need to continue to conform to the requirements established by this section of the
Comprehensive Plan.
Economic Element (CP.190 - CP. 210). This chapter describes the economic conditions and trends affecting the
City and defines policies and goals to guide economic development. Astoria is an evolving economy
experiencing a gradual shift away from natural resource-based industries to trade, tourism, and other
industries. Large institutions in the City provide a base of professional-level jobs. The policies in this section
generally emphasize strengthening the economy through diversification; support for downtown Astoria,
historic preservation and placemaking; and continual evaluation of land dedicated for water-dependent
development.
Historic Preservation (CP.240 - CP.255). This chapter establishes goals and policies for historic preservation.
The Uniontown Reborn study area includes the Uniontown-Alameda National Historic District.
Parks, Recreation & Open Space (CP.260 - CP.275). This chapter emphasizes the importance of access to the
river and the River Trail as a recreational amenity for the entire City. More information on the River Trail is
provided in the section on the Trails Master Plan (2013) below. This chapter includes a specific reference to
public access to the river within the Port of Astoria; the Uniontown Reborn plan may consider how proposed
improvements will impact this policy objective.
Policy 15. The City will cooperate with the Port of Astoria to provide public access in the Port Docks area
consistent with security considerations. Efforts should be made to maintain vehicle access to the ships
docked along Pier 2. A fishing access area should be provided on the breakwater of the mooring basin
when it has been completed.
Transportation (CP.345 - CP.370). This chapter establishes a policy framework for transportation in the City.
This policy framework was updated as part of implementation of the Transportation System Plan in 2014.
More information on the policies and projects of the Transportation System Plan is presented in the section
below.
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Astoria Development Code
The City of Astoria Development Code implements the Comprehensive Plan by promoting land uses and
development forms that are consistent with overall city goals and policies. The Uniontown Reborn plan will
include an in-depth evaluation of zoning, development, and design standards as part of the existing conditions
analysis. The plan will also ensure consistency with the Transportation Planning Rule and Goal 12 of the
statewide planning goals, as noted in the summary review of state plans and regulatory documents. For the
purposes of this memo, key Articles of the Development Code that will be relevant to the current plan are
highlighted below:
•

Article 2: Zoning. This article defines zoning designations, permitted and conditional uses, and basic
development standards such as setbacks, height, and lot coverage. Zones that are located within the
Uniontown Reborn study area are depicted in Figure 2 and the general purpose of each zone is
summarized in Table 1.

•

Article 3: Additional Use and Development Standards. This article establishes additional development
standards, including transportation, access and circulation, and landscaping. The article also addresses
regulations concerning special uses. The Uniontown Reborn plan will need to consider the
relationship of existing development and design standards to any proposed design standards or
guidelines.

•

Article 4: Columbia River Estuary and Shoreland Regional Standards. This article establishes special
regulations for development in aquatic areas and shorelands. These standards apply to properties in
the Port of Astoria and the S1, S2, A1, and A2A zones. Revisions to these standards are not anticipated
as part of the current planning effort; however, they do impact the types of uses and development
that can occur in these zones.

•

Article 6: Historic Properties. This article defines regulations and protections that apply to Historic
Landmarks in the City. Properties in the Uniontown-Alameda Historic District that are designated as
“primary” or “secondary” contributing structures are considered historic landmarks and are subject to
these regulations. Exterior alteration, demolition, or moving of these structures—or new
development adjacent to the structure—is subject to review by the Historic Landmarks Commission.

•

Article 14: Miscellaneous Overlay Zones: The Bridge Vista Overlay Zone covers a portion of the
Uniontown Reborn Study Area. The overlay zone establishes design guidelines and standards for new
development in the area. The current plan will need to consider the relation of any new proposed
designs standards or guidelines to these existing requirements.

Figure 4: Study Area Zoning
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Table 1: Purpose Statements of Study Area Zones
Zone

Purpose Statement

A-1: Aquatic One Development

The purpose of the Aquatic One Development Zone (A-1) is to provide
for the maintenance, enhancement and expansion of areas, activities
and structures needed for navigation and for water-dependent
industrial, commercial and recreational uses

A-2A: Aquatic Two-A Development

The purpose of the Aquatic Two-A Development Zone is to provide for
its redevelopment as a mixed-use area while permitting exclusive office
use on piling supported structures. The mix of uses shall provide for
public access where feasible.

S-1: Marine Industrial Shorelands

The purpose of the Marine Industrial Shorelands Zone is to manage
shorelands in urban and urbanizable areas especially suited for waterdependent uses and to protect these shorelands for water-dependent
industrial, commercial and recreational use. The Marine Industrial
Shorelands Zone includes areas with special suitability for waterdependent development.

S-2: General Development
Shorelands

The purpose of the S-2 Zone is to provide an area where a mixture of
industrial, commercial, residential, public and recreational uses can
locate. Uses which are water-dependent or water-related and other
uses which would benefit from a water-front location are preferred.

C-3: General Commercial

This zone is primarily for a wide range of commercial businesses,
including most of those allowed in other commercial zones. Compared
to the C-4 Zone, the C-3 Zone is more appropriate for uses requiring a
high degree of accessibility to vehicular traffic, low intensity uses on
large tracts of land, most repair services, and small warehousing and
wholesaling operations. Unlike the C-4 Zone, there are maximum lot
coverage, landscaping, and off street parking requirements for all uses.

IN: Institutional

This zone is intended to facilitate uses such as parks, public works,
schools, museums, open space, and similar activities on property which
is presently committed to such uses.

R-3: High Density Residential

The purpose of the R-3 Zone is to provide an area for high density
residential development not exceeding an average density of 26 units
per net acre, accessory uses, and certain public uses.

Advance Astoria: Economic Development Strategy (2017)
Advance Astoria is a 5-year economic development strategy for the City. The strategy is rooted in a community
vision for Astoria’s future economy:
Astoria is the North Coast center for economic development and international commerce and seeks to
be the sustainable leader to support family wage jobs, entrepreneurs, and private investment. Astoria
will work with its partners to grow 200 high wage jobs by 2021 and expand economic opportunities
and prosperity for all Astorians.
The strategy reviews global, national, and local trends that are affecting Astoria’s economy, including the
slowing of the Chinese economy, continued decline or resource-based industries, a strong “meds and eds”
cluster in the City, and the need for new industries to support growth. The strategy notes that land supply for
economic development is sufficient; however, select rezoning may be needed to accommodate particular uses.
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The following actions identified in the plan are generally relevant to the Uniontown Reborn project:
•

Action 4.1: Zoning Flexibility. Continue to provide flexibility in the interpretation and application of
zoning requirements to encourage adaptive reuse and compatible commercial / industrial
development

•

Action 4.4: Shovel-Ready Certification. Develop a "Shovel-Ready" certification to focus interest and
resources on key industrial and commercial development sites in Astoria. The Port Cargo Yard is
identified as one potential site.

•

Action 5.1: Neighborhood Centers. Continue to build on retail and service provision in Astoria's
Uniontown and South Slope neighborhoods

•

Action 5.3: Façade Improvement. Expand Astoria’s “extreme makeover” matching grant program for
continued façade improvement in Astoria’s commercial centers

•

Action 10.1: Maritime Expansion. Identify zoning and infrastructure-related challenges to the
expansion of maritime and supporting uses on appropriate lands in Astoria

In addition to general economic development strategies, the plan outlines strategies to specifically support
certain industry clusters (or “batches” as they are referred to in the plan). These batches are Craft Beverage &
Fermentation; Education, Medicine & R&D; Maritime; Microenterprise; and Seafood Processing. Several
specific uses or developments are identified that would support these industry batches. There may be an
opportunity to explore potential sites for these uses in the Uniontown Reborn study area or to revise
permitted land uses to support the following types of development. Identification of specific development
potential and potential development code amendments should ensure local requirements such as access
management, coordinated land use review procedures, and transportation facility standards and requirements
are consistent with TPR requirements.
•

Action 1.3: Seasonal Co-Housing. Explore the feasibility of private sector co-housing programs and
other extended stay lodging options for seasonal or specialty workers in resource and related
industries.

•

Action 7.4: Commercial Kitchen. Facilitate a partnership to assess the feasibility of finding or
developing a shared commercial kitchen for local value-added producers.

•

Action 8.2: Lease this Brewery. Support a shared-equipment incubator concept or “lease this
brewery” model to support the creation and growth of new craft beverage establishments

•

Action 11.3: Astoria Co-Working Space. Support the creation of a co-working space in Astoria that
allows employees and entrepreneurs to grow and work untethered.

Astoria Affordable Housing Study (2015)
The purpose of the Astoria Affordable Housing Study (2015) was to develop a broad picture of the state of
affordable housing in the City, and to help identify and analyze existing and projected affordable housing
needs through analysis of Census data, local and regional data, including market data from local realtors and
property managers, and interviews with a broad spectrum of other stakeholders.
The data analyzed in the study and input from the community indicate that affordable housing at a range of
price levels is a pressing need in the City. The following conclusions are recommendations of the study may
inform the Uniontown Reborn plan:
•

The perceived shortage of housing options is real and persistent, particularly for people with lower
incomes.

348

60

City of Astoria Uniontown Reborn Master Plan
•

New development of market rate housing is economically viable in many areas of the City.

•

The City’s Buildable Land Inventory (BLI) may need to be revisited, as the study showed a surplus of
land available for housing, but market factors indicate otherwise.

Given this context, the Uniontown Reborn plan could consider the role of the study area in meeting Citywide
housing needs and the potential role for housing in meeting the goals and objectives of the plan. Much of the
study area is designated for commercial and industrial development; however, there may be opportunities for
specific types of residential development—particularly vertical mixed use—that would contribute to local
housing needs and to the economic revitalization of the area.

Astoria Transportation System Plan (2013)
The Astoria Transportation System Plan (TSP) provides a long-term guide for City transportation investments
by incorporating the vision of the community into an equitable and efficient transportation system. The plan
evaluates the current transportation system and outlines policies and projects that are important to protecting
and enhancing the quality of life in Astoria through the next 20 years. The TSP represents a collection of past
and current ideas, incorporating projects, decisions and standards from past plans into a single document.
Three elements of the TSP are directly relevant to the Uniontown Reborn plan: goals and policies, planned
improvements, and street designs standards.

Goals and Policies
Goals and policies of the TSP can provide a framework for evaluating transportation investments that are
identified in the Uniontown Reborn plan. The text of each goal is provided below.
1)

Health and Safety: Develop a transportation system that maintains and improves individual health
and safety by maximizing active transportation options, public safety and service access, and safe and
smooth connects for all modes.

2)

Equity: Develop and maintain a well-connected transportation system that offers travel choices,
reduces travel distance, improves reliability, and manages congestion for all modes.

3)

Economic Vitality: Support the development and revitalization efforts of the City, Region, and State
economies and create a climate that encourages growth of existing and new businesses.

4)

Livability: Customize transportation solutions to suit the local context while providing a system that
supports active transportation, promotes public health, facilitates access to daily needs and services,
and enhances the livability of the Astoria neighborhoods and business community.

5)

Sustainability: Provide a sustainable transportation system that meets the needs of present and
future generations that is environmentally, fiscally, and socially sustainable.

6)

Fiscal Responsibility: Plan for an economically viable transportation system that protects and
improves existing transportation assets while cost-effectively enhancing the total system and
pursuing additional transportation funding.

7)

Compatibility: Develop a transportation system that is consistent with the City’s Comprehensive Plan
and that coordinates with County, State, and Regional plans.
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Planned Improvements
Planned improvements identified in the TSP should be incorporated into the Uniontown Reborn plan. The TSP
groups improvements into three categories: Driving Solutions, Walking and Biking Solutions, and Biking
Solutions. Clipped maps of each of these sets of improvements, focusing on the project study area, are
provided below, as well as descriptions of the projects found in the TSP.
Figure 5: Planned Driving Solutions Map (TSP)

Project D2. US 101-US 30 Coordinated Signal Timing: Optimize the existing traffic signals by implementing
coordinated signal timing plans, upgrading traffic signal controllers or communication infrastructure or
cabinets (Medium Term Likely Funded Plan).
Project D19. US 101/Hamburg Avenue/34th Street Safety Enhancement: Restrict access to left-in, right-in, rightout only or install a traffic signal and allow full access (Long-Term Phase 3 Aspirational Plan).
Project D21. Reconfigure Marine Drive to three lanes. Relocate the traffic signal from Commercial/9th Street to
Commercial/10th Street (Short-term Likely Funded Plan).
Project D23. Bond Street Two Way. Re-open Bond Street to two-way travel and implement traffic calming
(Long-Term Phase 1 Likely Funded Plan).
Project D24. Industry Street Extension: Extend Industry Street from Basin Street to the Bay Street extension as
an Mixed-use local street (Long-Term Phase 1 Likely Funded Plan).
Project D25. Bay Street Extension: Extend Bay Street to the Industry Street extension as an Mixed-use local
street (Long-Term Phase 1 Likely Funded Plan).
Project D34. Portway Street Capacity Enhancement: Improve to a Commercial/Industrial collector street crosssection. Move Portway Street centerline to the west to accommodate trucks making westbound right turns;
requires right-of-way acquisition from parcel at northwest corner of intersection. Modify the approach to US
101 to include separate left and right turn lanes (Long-Term Phase 3 Aspirational Plan).
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Project D35. Bay Street Upgrade: Improve to a Mixed-use local street cross-section (Long-Term Phase 3
Aspirational Plan).
Figure 6: Planned Walking and Biking Solutions Map (TSP)

Project CR01. US 30 and Bay Street Crossing Enhancements: Upgrade existing crossing to the highest-level
pedestrian actuated beacon approved by ODOT (Long-Term Phase 1 Likely Funded Plan).
Project CR17. Roundabout Enhancements: Provide additional signage at roundabout to clarify expected
behavior for bicyclists or consider alternate route using Taylor Avenue (Long-Term Phase 1 Likely Funded Plan).
Project P6. Alameda Avenue Community Based Solution: Develop a Community Based Solution (Long Term
Phase 4 Aspirational Plan). Community Based Solutions are alternative (non-standard) improvements to
walking or biking conditions that utilize community participation to guide project design. They are appropriate
for areas where standard improvements are not feasible.
Project P7. Bond Street Sidewalk Infill: Complete sidewalk gaps on both sides of the street (Long-Term Phase 1
Likely Funded Plan).
Figure 7: Planned Biking Solutions Map (TSP)
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Project B14. Alameda Avenue (North) Shared Roadway Enhancements Add wayfinding and shared lane
markings (Short Term Likely Funding Plan).
Project B52. W. Marine Drive Bike Lanes: Re-stripe roadway to include bike lanes (Short Term Likely Funding
Plan).
Project S1. Middle School Connector Bicycle and Pedestrian Trail: Develop Multi-Use Trail (Long term Likely
Funded Plan).

Street Design Standards
As shown in Figure 6, the TSP designates functional classifications for streets in the Uniontown Reborn study
area. Streets are designated as either Commercial/Industrial Collector, Commercial/Industrial Local, Mixed Use
Collector, or Mixed Use Local. Optimum street design standards (cross-sections) for each of these
classifications is defined in the TSP. The Uniontown Reborn Plan should use the optimum design standards as a
starting point for any designs for specific streets that are defined as part of the plan.
The TSP did not specify a cross-section for Marine Drive in the study area; however, alternative cross-section
designs were evaluated as part of the planning process. The alternatives included:
•

Option A: Do Nothing. No improvements are constructed. US 101/US 30 would maintain four travel
lanes.

•

Option B: Reconfigure US 101/US 30 to three travel lanes. US 101/US 30 would be reconfigured to
three travel lanes (one lane in each direction with a center turn lane/median).

•

Option C: Reconfigure US 101/US 30 to four travel lanes
•

Option C1: US 101/US 30 would be reconfigured to four travel lanes (one westbound travel lane,
two eastbound travel lanes, with a center turn lane/median).

•

Option C2: US 101/US 30 would be reconfigured to four travel lanes (one eastbound travel lane,
two westbound travel lanes, with a center turn lane/median).
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•

Option D: Widen US 101/US 30 to five lanes US 101/US 30 would be widened to five travel lanes (two
lanes in each direction with a center turn lane/median.

•

Option E: Widen US 101/US 30 to five lanes only at signalized intersections

Option C2, D, and E ranked the highest in an alternatives scoring process. For more information, see TSP
Volume 2, Memorandum #9 (pp. 32-33).
It should be noted that Marine Drive to the west of the Astoria-Megler Bridge Ramp,is classified as a Oregon
Scenic Byway; any plans and projects on highways with this designation should consider impacts to the scenic
qualities of the roadway. To the east Marine Drive is classified as an Oregon Highway Plan Freight Route; any
local plans and projects should adhere to the Oregon Freight Plan to proactively protect and preserve
identified strategic corridors, and consider capacity constraints, congestion, reliability, and geometric
deficiencies.
Figure 8: Street Classification Map (TSP)

Astoria Port/Uniontown Transportation Refinement Plan (2006)
The objective of the Port of Astoria/Uniontown Transportation Refinement Plan (2006) (“Refinement Plan”) is
to provide an integrated multimodal transportation plan that addresses circulation and access needs in and
surrounding the Port of Astoria/Uniontown area over a future 20-year (2025) planning horizon. The plan also
addresses access management on Marine Drive and proposes a land use vision for the study area. The study
area coincides with the boundaries of the City’s Astor-West Urban Renewal Area and with the current
Uniontown Reborn study area.
The Refinement Plan is divided into four distinct plans:
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•

Roadway Circulation

•

Pedestrian and Bicycle Circulation

•

Access Management Plan

•

Vision Strategy Plan

Each of the plans is summarized below and an initial assessment of the applicability of the recommendations is
provided. It is important to note that the recommendations of the Refinement Plan are based on very specific
assumptions about land uses and development activity that were anticipated at the outset of the plan in 2005,
including a conference center, theater, several retail developments, and a residential development. Some of
these developments were constructed, but many were not; thus, the associated transportation
recommendations to support these developments may no longer be relevant. The 2013 TSP considered these
recommendations and, as described below, modified or replaced many of the proposed improvements.

Roadway Circulation
The Roadway Circulation plan proposes improvements to enhance connectivity and mobility in the study area.
The improvements are either designated for implementation in the short-term (5-10 years) or long-term (1020 years). The improvements are listed below and assessed for their relevance to the Uniontown Reborn plan.
Marine Drive: The plan proposes widening Marine Drive from Hamburg Avenue to Columbia Avenue /Bond
Street. As shown in Figure 7 and Figure 8, the cross-section would be wider in the segment from Hamburg
Avenue to the Astoria-Megler Bridge (108’) and narrower in the segment from the Astoria-Megler Bridge to
Columbia Avenue /Bond Street (94’). The plan also proposes a minimum cross-section to be applied where
buildings would be impacted by right-of-way acquisitions. The minimum cross-section is achieved by reducing
travel lane or sidewalk widths and eliminating on-street parking on one or both sides.
The 2013 TSP Update evaluated a similar cross-section (Option D in the Alternatives Evaluation Memo);
however, the TSP did not identify a preferred cross-section. The Uniontown Reborn Plan should assess the
feasibility and desirability of this cross-section and alternative designs. In addition, the Uniontown Reborn Plan
should ensure adherence to state plans and regulatory documents, such as state mobility mobility targets, the
Oregon Freight Plan, and Intersection Safety Plan. For all state facilities in the Uniontown project area, the
planning process should consider the Transportation Safety Action Plan priorities for making state highway
system intersections in the project area safer.
Figure 9: Marine Drive (US 101) between Hamburg Avenue and Astoria-Megler Bridge

Figure 10: Marine Drive (US 30) between Astoria-Megler Bridge and Columbia Avenue /Bond Street
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Hamburg Avenue Intersection: The plan defines short-term and long-term improvements to the intersection of
Hamburg Avenue and Marine Drive. The short-term proposal is to restrict movements out of Hamburg Avenue
to Marine Drive to right-out only. This restriction would encourage traffic heading eastbound on Marine Drive
from the Port to use Portway Street. The plan also proposed closing off the east end of Taylor Avenue where it
currently connects to Hamburg Avenue. In the long term, the plan proposes either full signalization of the
intersection or a new north leg to the Smith Point Roundabout. The north leg would be one-way, providing an
alternative route for exiting the Port. This route would require a westbound extension of Industry Street.
The 2013 TSP incorporated the proposed improvement to the Hamburg Avenue intersection but did not
specify if the project would be a turn-restriction or full signalization (Project D19). The TSP did not incorporate
the proposed north leg to the Smith Point Roundabout or the proposal to close off the east end of Taylor
Avenue. The Alternatives Evaluation (Memorandum #9) concluded that a new roundabout leg was infeasible
due to insufficient spacing and constraints associated with the adjacent wetlands. The Alternatives Evaluation
noted that the closing of Taylor Avenue at Hamburg Avenue would be included in the TSP, but the project is
not identified in the final plan.
Portway Street Intersection: The Refinement Plan proposes a series of improvements to Portway Street at the
intersection with Marine Drive, including modifications to the cross-section and shifting the street centerline.
These improvements were incorporated into the 2013 TSP (Project D34).
Astoria-Megler Bridge and Basin Street Intersections: The plan proposes a roundabout at the intersection with
the bridge and associated changes to the Basin Street intersection. The Alternatives Evaluation for the 2013
TSP concluded that this project was not feasible due to cost and topographical constraints.
Bay Street Extension: The plan proposes extending Bay Street, which currently terminates at the railroad
tracks, north to connect to a new east-west route created through an extension and realignment of Industry
Street. This project was incorporated into the 2013 TSP (Project D25); however, the scope of the associated
Industry Street extension was modified (see below).
Industry Street Extension: The plan proposes relocating Industry Street south of the railroad tracks between
Basin Street and Portway Street, to the location currently used by the RiverWalk Trail. The RiverWalk Trail
would be relocated north of the railroad tracks. The 2013 TSP limited the scope of this project to a connection
between Bay Street and Basin Street (Project D24). The area between Basin Street and Portway Street would
continue to be served by the existing roadway that aligns with Gateway Ave. and runs through several parking
areas. The Alternatives Evaluation for the TSP does not specify why the scope of the street extension was
shortened in comparison to the recommendation of the Refinement Plan.
Columbia Avenue / Bond Street Intersection: The plan proposes to create two approach lanes from Bond
Street by removing the floating right-turn island and removing parking on the eastern side of Bond Street near
the throat of the intersection. The Alternatives Evaluation for the 2013 TSP concluded that this project should
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be reviewed as part of the design process for the reconfiguration of US 30 from four to three lanes between
this intersection and 9th Street (Project D21).
Hamburg Avenue Extension: Hamburg Avenue currently terminates at Gateway Avenue/Portway Drive. The
Refinement Plan proposes to extend Hamburg Avenue west across Pier 3 to connect to a public parking lot
associated that serves the River Trail. An unimproved access drive currently provides this connection. The 2013
TSP did not evaluate or identify this project. The Uniontown Reborn project may consider the feasibility and
desirability of improving this roadway.

Pedestrian and Bicycle Circulation
The Pedestrian and Bicycle Circulation plan can be separated into recommendations related to on-street
improvements and those related to the River Trail. The Uniotown Reborn Master Plan should consider these
elements of the Astoria alongside relevant statewide plans and policies such as the Bicycle and Pedestrian
Safety Implementation plan in order to consider pedestrian and bicycle safety in the selection and
prioritization of transportation projects impacting state facilities.
On-Street Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities: The Refinement Plan proposes improvements to sidewalks on
Marine Drive, Hamburg Avenue, Portway Street, Basin Street, and Bay Street. The 2013 TSP only identifies
Portway Street (from Marine Drive to Industry Street) and Bay Street for publicly-funded construction of
sidewalk and bike lane improvements, as part of upgrading these street to the design standards established by
the TSP. A street design standard is identified for Hamburg Avenue and Basin Street, but an improvement
project is not identified in the TSP.
River Trail: The primary recommendation for the River Trail is to shift the alignment of the trail between Basin
Street and Portway Street to align with Gateway Avenue/Portway Drive and construct associated crossing
improvements. Alternatively, the trail was extended along the alignment with Industry Street and the railroad
tracks. The 2013 TSP identifies this existing alignment and does not propose any specific extensions of the trail
in the study area. The Refinement Plan identified several potential “River Trail Spurs” that would extend off
the main River Trail and connect to the riverfront. Some of these spurs look to have been implemented.
Extensions that were not implemented may be considered by the Uniontown Reborn plan; however, the plan
may consider defining more conceptual connections in lieu of specific alignments to account for uncertain
configuration of future developments in the area.

Access Management Plan
The Refinement Plan includes a detailed analysis of existing accesses on Marine Drive from Hamburg Avenue
to Columbia Avenue/Bond Street. The plan identifies short-term (0-5 years), medium-term (5-10 years), and
long-term (10-20 years) actions to close, consolidate, or improve existing accesses. The plan included
discussions with property owners about the use of various accesses. This information is a valuable input to the
Uniontown Reborn project. The current plan should closely review the access management recommendations,
update information with existing conditions, and identify methods of implementing the plan through both the
development review process and City-led projects in partnership with ODOT and affected property owners.
Access management recommendations should also consider TPR requirements as is necessary.
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Vision Strategy Plan
The Refinement Plan also included a vision for future land uses and development. The land use vision focuses
on the Marine Drive corridor and does not propose modifications to land uses in the Port area. The vision
establishes six different land use designations. See below for a summary of each designation and the
associated map.
•

Tourist/Visitor-Oriented: Preferred land uses include hotels, restaurants, museums, entertainment
venues, and boutique retail.

•

Neighborhood/Visitor Services: Preferred land uses include retail, residential, and services.

•

Marine Services/Industrial: Preferred land uses include small manufacturing, lighting industrial, and
marine-oriented services.

•

Neighborhood Corridor: Preferred land uses include retail, commercial, office, and services.

•

“Gateway” Open Space: Reserved for open space.

•

Highway Corridor: Preferred land uses include auto-oriented commercial and residential.

Figure 11: Vision Strategy Land Use Framework

The distinctions between the types of uses permitted in each district are subtle, and some are quite
prescriptive. A set of development standards was identified for each district in the study area, with some
variation in the type of standards that would apply in each district. The vision strategy included recommended
amendments to the City’s development code and zoning map. Generally, the strategy recommended
eliminating the C-2 (Tourist Commercial) zone and rezoning properties to C-3 (General Commercial) or C-4
(Central Commercial). All of the commercial properties along Marine Drive are currently zoned C-3 (General
Commercial).
The Refinement Plan also included draft language for a Port/Uniontown Overlay Zone. The overlay zone would
implement the development standards recommended by the vision strategy and additional design standards.
The design standards address a wide range of issues, include building orientation, massing, windows,
materials, lighting, landscaping, roof forms, and signs. The overlay zone was not adopted.
The land use framework of the vision strategy and the associated zoning and development code amendments
may provide initial ideas for the land use strategy of the Astoria Reborn Plan. These ideas will be evaluated in
light of the plan goals, existing conditions, and subsequent planning efforts, including the adoption of the
Bridge Vista Overlay Zone.
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Trails Master Plan (2013)
The Trails Master Plan (2013) is intended to establish an overall vision for trails within the City of Astoria. The
plan provides guidance on needed trail improvements and provides recommendations for new trails within
Astoria’s City Limits. Specifically, the plan sought to achieve the following goals:
•

Identify & prioritize maintenance needs on existing trails,

•

Define a plan for maintenance of the trail system,
Identify desired amenities for trails (signage, benches, etc.),

•

Define some “loose” design standards for each trail type,

•

Identify & prioritize new trails and trail connections,

•

Determine appropriate trail uses,

•

Identify new codes or code amendments needed based on project outcome,

•

Determine who is responsible for actions proposed in this Plan, and

•

Create a public trails map.

The plan does not identify any new trails or trail extensions in the Uniontown Reborn study area. However,
one of the top priorities for extensions of the River Trail is south from the Smith Point Roundabout and along
Young’s Bay/Highway 202. This extension has potential to increase pedestrian traffic on the trail segments in
the Port/Uniontown area as users travel through the area.
Additionally, the plan defines actions the City will take to maintain and improve existing trails. The following
actions are relevant to the River Trail in the Uniontown Reborn study area:
•

Action 1.3.5: Prioritize the following trail improvements to the River Walk:
•

Work with Police Department to increase patrolling of trail,

•

Increase signage to encourage good trail etiquette, and

•

Develop a plan to manage invasive species.

•

Action 2.3: Expansion of the River Walk along Young's Bay (along Hwy 202) to Williamsport Road.

•

Action 3.2.6: Future posts/bollards installed along the River Walk should include reflectors or lights.

•

Action 3.2.7: When designing extensions of the River Walk, account for both bike and pedestrian
safety measures. When feasible, include bike friendly surfaces.

The Uniontown Reborn plan may consider proposing new trails or trail extensions in the study area. This may
include new extensions or connections to the River Trail or new trails that would connect the residential
neighborhoods along and above Alameda Avenue directly to Marine Drive and the Port.

Sunset Empire Transportation District Long-Range Comprehensive Transportation
Plan (2016)
The Sunset Empire Transportation District (SETD) serves the main population centers of Clatsop County along
the US 30 and US 101 corridors, and provides connections to Columbia and Tillamook Counties. SETD operates
five fixed routes, ADA paratransit, and Dial-A-Ride service. The Long-Range Comprehensive Transportation Plan
sets out goals and objectives and a long-term vision for future transit service in the district over a 20-year
planning horizon. SETD operates two transit routes in Astoria: Route 101, which provides service between
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Astoria and Seaside, and Route 10, which provides a local service on a loop route within Astoria. The long-term
vision for these routes is described below and depicted in 10.
Figure 12: Long-Term Service Concept, SETD

Route 101 (Astoria-Seaside): Minimize travel times (primarily through improving the directness of the route)
on this regional, productive route to attract new riders.
•

In Astoria, run along northern W. Marine Drive to the Transit Center, then operate a short round trip
to Clatsop Community College. Eliminating the loop pattern in Astoria enhances legibility and provides
opportunity for the bus to utilize U.S. Business 101 to avoid summer congestion on Youngs Bay
Bridge. The northern W. Marine Drive routing means this detour will not skip any stops.

•

Serve the developing Ensign Lane/SE 19th Street/SE Huckleberry Street area with local Route 15
Warrenton/Hammond rather than regional Route 101.

•

Run Route 101 at hourly headways all day.

Route 10 (Astoria Local): Break up into two short, focused routes. Serve eastern Astoria via 10 East, return to
the transit center, then circulate through western Astoria on 10 West. Add service to the interior of Astoria,
potentially in conjunction with new service on U.S. Business 101. Brand all Route 10 service in
Warrenton/Hammond as Route 15. Consider viability of transitioning local Route 10 E/W to flex-route service,
allowing deviations from the route.
The SETD long-range plan demonstrates that transit service along the Marine Drive corridor will continue to be
available and will be enhanced in the future. The Uniontown Reborn plan should consider pedestrian
connectivity to transit stops in the study area, transit-supportive land uses, development standards that
require or incentivize buildings to be oriented toward transit stops, and requirements to provide transitrelated improvements, where appropriate.

Astoria Historic Preservation Plan (2008)
The Astoria Historic Preservation Plan (2008) outlines goals and actions to enhance and expand the City’s
historic preservation program. The program includes Comprehensive Plan policies in support of historic
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preservation, development code standards, procedural requirements related to historic preservation (Articles
6 and 9 of the Astoria Development Code), and designated historic resources.
The Uniontown-Alameda District includes a substantial portion of the Uniontown Reborn study area. The
District includes 132 contributing properties and 82 noncontributing properties. A review of these properties
will be included in the existing conditions analysis of this project.
The plan defines four goals and a series of associated implementing actions:
•

Goal 1: Improve and Clarify the Development Code and Design Standards

•

Goal 2: Survey and Inventory Additional Resources within Astoria

•

Goal 3: Provide Economic Incentives to Historic Property Owners

•

Goal 4: Provide Education to Public and Historic Property Owners

Goals 1 and 2 were designated for short-term implementation and are not directly applicable to the current
plan. Goals 3 and 4 involve ongoing programs aimed at incentivizing and educating properties owners to most
effectively achieve preservation and rehabilitation goals. The Uniontown Reborn plan should consider
strategies for leveraging existing City incentives and programs established as part of this plan in order to
achieve preservation and rehabilitation goals for the study area.

Rehab Astoria Right (2013)
Rehab Astoria Right (2013) is a public-oriented guide for the rehabilitation of historic residential properties.
The goal of the guide is to provide direction and resources for property owners considering renovations or
additions to a historic residence. The guide is not intended to be comprehensive or a legal interpretation of the
City’s development code, particularly Article 6, Historic Properties. The guide addresses the following types of
questions:
•

What gives each house its historic character?

•

How do I retain or enhance the historic feel of my building?

•

What should I consider when I place an addition on my house?

•

How do I design a new house within a traditional historic neighborhood?

•

What should residential garages or accessory buildings look like?

•

What should I consider when constructing new porch elements?

A number of historic residential properties are located in the Uniontown Reborn study area, primarily along
the north side of Marine Drive. The Rehab Astoria Right guidelines may provide useful direction for any design
guidelines or standards that are proposed to apply to renovations of these properties or other new
development in the vicinity. These residential properties contribute strongly to the character of the district,
and the Rehab Astoria Right guidelines provide a clear articulation of the key elements of this character.

Astoria Buildable Lands Inventory (2011)
The City of Astoria conducted an Employment and Housing Buildable Lands Inventory BLI between 2007 and
2011. The purpose the BLI is to comply with State requirements and to ensure that Astoria has a sufficient
supply of residential and employment land within its Urban Growth Boundary to the 20-year demand for land
in the City. A summary of the findings of the BLI is provided below.

360

72

City of Astoria Uniontown Reborn Master Plan
•

Employment Land: The analysis found an overall surplus of industrial and other employment lands of
6.7 acres. However, there existed a surplus of land for industrial uses and a slight deficit of land for
commercial uses, particularly retail.

•

Residential Land: The analysis found an overall deficit of residential lands of 15.5 acres. Specifically,
there is a deficit of land in the R-1 zoning designation (low density) and a surplus of land in the R-2
and R-3 zoning designation (medium and high density). However, the surplus was partly driven by a
large share of land zoned for R-3 in the Emerald Heights subdivision, and land in this area was
constrained by several factors.

The Uniontown Reborn plan should consider this land supply context when assessing potential zoning map
changes or amendments to permitted uses in existing zones. The land supply findings will need to be evaluated
considering current market conditions and trends.

Astoria Riverfront Vision Plan (2009)
The Astoria Riverfront Vision Plan (2009) is a comprehensive plan for Astoria’s riverfront areas. The plan
addresses land uses, design and development principles, transportation improvements, and natural features.
The Astoria Riverfront Vision Plan was developed in part due to citizen concerns related to changes in the built
environment, including developments in downtown and along the riverfront, and how these may affect the
local population and the future of the riverfront area. The plan is built around five vision principles:
•

Promote physical and visual access to the river.

•

Encourage a mix of uses that supports Astoria's "'working waterfront" and the City's economy.

•

Support new development that respects Astoria's historic character.

•

Protect the health of the river and adjacent natural areas.

•

Enhance the River Trail.

The following is a summary of the key recommendations of the plan:
•

Plan for lower scale and reduced future overwater development, particularly in the Civic Greenway
and Neighborhood Greenway areas to maintain views of the river and a sense of open space and
connection to the natural landscape along the riverfront.

•

Development should maintain a sense of openness along the River Trail by setting buildings back from
the trail, stepping back the upper stories of buildings and creating opportunities for passageways,
courtyards and other open areas within new developments.

•

Create a design review process and/or new design review standards to ensure that new development
respects the community’s unique character.

•

Create opportunities for a modest scale residential neighborhood on land between Mill Pond and
Safeway that is set back from the River Trail, incorporates open areas, is characterized by a modest
scale of development and is targeted to working families and other full-time Astoria residents.

•

Continue to improve the River Trail.

Given the large study area of the plan (approximately 4 miles wide, covering most of the Astoria riverfront),
the plan area was divided into four distinct but interrelated areas:
•

Bridge Vista

•

Urban Core
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•

Civic Greenway

•

Neighborhood Greenway

The Uniontown Reborn study area overlaps a portion of the Bridge Vista area. Transportation improvements
identified in the plan were evaluated as a part of the 2013 TSP update and incorporated into that plan.

Astor-West Urban Renewal Plan (2002)
The study area of the Uniontown Reborn plan roughly coincides with the boundaries of the Astor-West Urban
Renewal Plan Area. The area is roughly 205 acres on the west side of the city, extending from Columbia
Avenue to Smith Point. The area includes some frontage on the south side of Marine Drive and reaches north
to the pierhead line and aquatic areas. The Urban Renewal Plan satisfies state legal requirements for the
formation of an urban renewal district and the utilization of associated tax-increment financing. The plan
establishes five goals and a series of implementing objectives:
•

Public facilities

•

Private development

•

Streets, streetscapes, trolley tracks and open spaces

•

Utility improvements

•

Rehabilitate building stock

The plan identifies general actions that may be undertaken to implement the plan, including property
acquisition and assembly, demolition, public improvements, and property disposition or management. The
plan describes these actions generally and does not prescribe actions related to specific properties, streets, or
facilities, with the exception of identifying a specific project to construct a conference center somewhere along
the riverfront in the plan area. The conference center development is envisioned as a central project that
would catalyze private development—lodging, in particular—and generate tax increment revenue for the
district.
The conference center project has not been realized; however, funds from the urban renewal district have
supported numerous improvements in the area. The Uniontown Reborn plan should assess the capacity of the
district to provide funding for public investments or facilitation of private development. Secondly, the plan
may also consider the impact of proposed land use changes or development activity on tax increment revenue.

Astor West Urban Renewal District Storefront Improvement Program (2016)
The City of Astoria Development Commission (ADC) created a Storefront Improvement Program for businesses
in the Astor-West Urban Renewal District in 2016. The program provides matching funds—either grants or
loans—on a first come, first serve basis. The goal of the program is to enhance the appearance of exterior
facades in the area in order to support economic revitalization, preservation of the area’s historic character,
and a more consistent aesthetic for the commercial district.
The program is limited to exterior rehabilitation or renovation of commercial, industrial, mixed-use live/work,
and multi-family (four or more units) buildings. Applications are generally reviewed by the ADC, while some
projects may require additional review by the Design Review Committee or Historic Landmarks Commission.
The ADC has developed a detailed set of guidelines for the design of storefront improvement projects. The
design guidelines provide a framework for review of project proposals and ensure improvements that are
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attractive in their own right while contributing to the historic character of the Uniontown area. The guidelines
address basic building style/elements, roofs, doors, windows, siding and wall treatment, awnings, lighting,
signs, pedestrian orientation and circulation, and landscaping. The guidelines are not intended to be rigid or
prescriptive. Projects that are located within the Bridge Vista Overlay Zone are also subject to the design
standards and guidelines of that zone.
The Uniontown Reborn plan can primarily leverage the storefront improvement program in two ways:
•

Identify properties in the district that may be suitable for a storefront improvement project and
develop strategies for the City to engage those property owners.

•

Incorporate the design guidelines established for the program, where appropriate, into design
standards or guidelines that apply to all new development and redevelopment in the area.

Astoria Gateway Area Transportation and Growth Management Plan (1999)
The Astoria Gateway Transportation Growth Management Plan developed a concept plan for Marine Drive
(Highway 30) between 16th Street and 33rd Street. The concept plan recommended various improvements to
the corridor to balance transportation assets, business needs and pedestrian amenities with right-of-way
widths. The transportation improvements recommended by the plan were evaluated in the 2013 TSP update
and, where appropriate, incorporated into the plan. Two specific improvements that may be relevant to the
Uniontown Reborn Plan are:
•

Project D31. US 30 Safety Enhancement: Add a center turn lane/median and remove some on-street
parking between 27th Street and Franklin Avenue. This project highlights a location where the City
elected to pursue a safety improvement at the cost of removing some on-street parking.

•

Project D3. Marine Drive Coordinated Signal Timing Plans: Optimize the existing traffic signals by
implementing coordinated signal timing plans, upgrading traffic signal controllers or communication
infrastructure or cabinets. This same improvement is being applied to the segment of Marine Drive in
the Uniontown Reborn study area, between Portway Street and Columbia Avenue.

Astoria Gateway Master Plan (1997)
The Astoria Gateway Master Plan (1997) was a comprehensive concept planning effort for a district just east of
Downtown Astoria and centered on Marine Drive and the riverfront. The plan defined land uses,
transportation enhancements, redevelopment strategies and tools, and design guidelines. The plan was
centered on seven objectives:
1) Support Downtown Astoria
2)

Enhance Major Existing Land Uses

3)

Promote New Land Uses

4)

Link Land Use

5)

Create a Pedestrian-Friendly Environment

6)

Create Investor Interest

7)

Develop Implementation Tools

Objective 1 is particularly relevant to the Uniontown Reborn plan, which is also near downtown Astoria. The
plan should consider how proposed land uses relate to and compliment downtown. Objective 7 resulted in the
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development of detailed design review guidelines for the area, implemented through the Gateway Overlay
Zone (Article 14 of the Astoria Development Code). The Uniontown Reborn plan should consider the
effectiveness of these design guidelines in achieving desired outcomes and the applicability of the
recommended design elements to the character of the Uniontown area.
More broadly, the Gateway Master Plan demonstrates a similar effort to plan for a distinct subarea outside of
Downtown Astoria and centered on Marine Drive. Given that the plan was completed over 20 years ago and
significant implementation has occurred, the Uniontown Reborn plan may consider lessons learned from the
successes and challenges of implementing the Gateway Master Plan.
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APPENDIX D: Land Use Memorandum
Memorandum 2: land use conditions
ASTORIA UNIONTOWN REBORN MASTER PLAN

Attention

Mike Morgan, City of Astoria

From

Jamin Kimmell and Matt Hastie, APG
Scott Richman and Brooke Jordan, Jacobs

Date

June 22, 2018 (Revised)

Copies to

Michael Duncan, ODOT

The purpose of this draft memorandum is to assess the existing land use and development patterns of the
Uniontown Reborn Study Area. Additionally, the memo examines the existing zoning and development code
regulations that govern development in the study area.

Summary
Key findings of this land use assessment are summarized as follows:
•

Existing land uses: Existing land uses in the study area are diverse and include industrial, commercial,
and residential uses. Uniontown features several larger “anchor uses”, notably the industrial and
commercial tenants in the Port of Astoria, the West Basin Marina, two hotels and two motels. A variety
of commercial uses generally front West Marine Drive and multiple residential uses are also adjacent to
this arterial on lots that are zoned commercial.

•

Property ownership: Property ownership is relatively fragmented in the study area, with exception of the
Port of Astoria that owns a substantial portion north of West Marine Drive, and several other single
property owners that control large sites suitable for development or redevelopment.

•

Development capacity: Based on analysis of the ratio of improvement values to land values, a number
of parcels in the study area are either vacant or minimally improved and have potential to redevelop.
Clusters of these developable parcels are located on the west end of Marine Drive, along Portway
Street, and along Basin Street.

•

Zoning and use regulations: Most of the on-land areas of the study area are zoned either General
Commercial (C-3), General Shorelands Development (S-2), Marine Industrial (S-1), or High Density
Residential (R-3). Use regulations in the key zones are generally flexible and consistent with the
purpose of the zone; however, appropriate locations for some specific uses may be reconsidered as
part of this plan.
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•

Development standards: Most development standards are appropriate for the context and level of
anticipated development. Maximum setback standards in the Bridge Vista Overlay Zone (BVO) may be
appropriate for a wider segment of Marine Drive. Maximum height standards may be a barrier to new
development on certain sites.

•

Architectural design standards: The BVO establishes a comprehensive set of design standards and
guidelines rooted in the historic patterns in the area. This project may consider refining or expanding
the applicability of the BVO and/or these design standards.

•

Landscaping standards: Citywide landscaping standards that apply in the study area are relatively easy
to meet and may leave room for low-quality landscape design.

•

Off-street parking standards: Minimum off-street parking requirements are typical for a smaller city.
Several methods exist in the Development Code for reducing minimum parking requirements. Given
that meeting these requirements are often a barrier to new development, there may be opportunities to
further reduce this barrier.

The remainder of this memorandum presents the detailed analysis of existing land use patterns and
development code regulations. The memo identifies potential strategies and recommendations to explore as
part of the alternatives analysis phase of the project.

Existing Land Uses and Development Patterns
Land Uses
The Uniontown Reborn study area includes a diverse range of land uses. Generally, existing land uses can be
divided into three broad categories: industrial, commercial, and residential. The study area includes a range of
types of uses within these three categories, particularly commercial and industrial uses. Existing land uses were
classified according to Clatsop County tax assessor data and are mapped in Figure 1. An analysis of the
characteristics of these existing land uses is presented below.

Industrial
Many of the industrial uses in the study area operate on lands controlled by the Port of Astoria. The Port
operates three piers. Pier 1 includes the administrative offices of the Port and a large timber shipping operation.
The north face of Pier 1 functions as a cruise ship berth and a critical gateway for tourists that visit the city. Pier
2 is primarily developed for seafood processing industries. Pier 3 primarily serves as a debarking facility and log
storage yard for the timber industry; logs are transported from Pier 3 to Pier 1 when a vessel arrives for export
shipping. Inland from the piers, the Port owns land north of the Astoria Riverwalk/Riverfront Trolley and Industry
St. These lands are developed with a range of general industrial uses, including warehouses. Spectrum
Communications has a large operations facility in this area. Outside the Port of Astoria, industrial uses are
primarily limited to warehousing and distribution, and are generally located on the south frontage of the Astoria
River Trail/Industry St., on the west side of the study area.

Commercial
Commercial uses in the study area include retail stores, auto service uses, eating and drinking establishments,
lodging, and offices. Retail stores are generally small and distributed throughout the study area; however, a
small concentration are in the Uniontown/Alameda Historic District on the east side of the study area. Englund
Marine and Industrial Supply operates a large retail outlet off Hamburg Avenue on the west side of the study
area, on land owned by the Port of Astoria. Eating and drinking establishments are also generally concentrated
on the east side of the study area, in the Uniontown/Alameda Historic District and along the riverfront. Auto
service uses—including both fuel stations and equipment repair—are concentrated on the west end of the study
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area, with frontage on Marine Drive. Lodging uses are prominent in the study area and are generally
concentrated on the east side of the study area or the riverfront, except for the Best Western Bayfront Hotel /
Lincoln Inn, which is located at the far west end of the study area. Lodging uses are key activity generators in
the area. Office uses are limited in the study area except for Englund Marine, which has a company
headquarters in the study area, and the Port of Astoria Administrative Offices. ODOT offices also are located in
the area at the foot of the Megler Bridge ramp. Minor office uses that are accessory to industrial uses are likely
distributed throughout the study area. The Port of Astoria also operates the West Mooring Basin Marina, located
just east of Pier 1, which is home both recreational and commercial vessels. The Marina generates activity and
attracts customers for commercial uses in the area.

Residential
Residential properties in the study area are located primarily on the hillsides south of Marine Drive. Most of
these properties have frontage on Marine Drive or on Alameda Avenue, one block south and uphill. The
properties are generally single-family residential dwellings, but some properties are classified as multi-family
uses. These multi-family uses are likely historic single-family structures that were converted to duplexes or
triplexes. The residential properties that front Marine Drive face greater challenges associated with access and
traffic noise than properties fronting other streets south of the study area. Some of these properties have been
converted to commercial uses. Residents living on the hillsides south of the study area may find it difficult to
walk or bike to the commercial or industrial areas in the study area due to steep topography and a limited
number of street connections. A few informal trails and stairways provide this connection, an indication that
residents desire to be able to walk to destinations in the commercial and industrial areas along the riverfront.
Helping Hands also is preparing to open a new homeless shelter and re-entry program facility in the study area.
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Figure 13. Existing Land Uses
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Property Ownership
With the exception of a few major property owners, property ownership is relatively fragmented amongst
approximately 180 property owners in the study area. Major property owners (whom own more than half an
acre) are presented in Table 1. The Port of Astoria is the single largest property owner with over 15 acres under
Port control. The City of Astoria is the second largest property owner; however, almost all of this property is
dedicated to the right-of-way for the River Trail and Trolley right-of-way (Figure 2). The Oregon Department of
Transportation (ODOT) owns substantial property in the study area, but most looks to be associated with rightof-way acquisition for the Astoria-Megler Bridge. The three largest private property owners are operators of the
Holiday Inn Express, Cannery Pier Hotel, and the Best Western Bayfront Hotel / Lincoln Inn (Genesis Astoria,
LLC). Many of the remaining private property owners control large parcels of land or multiple small parcels.
These owners may be strategic partners in coordinating redevelopment and achieving plan implementation
goals.
Table 2. Major Property Owners
Owner Name
Port of Astoria
City of Astoria
Blue Heron Hotel Properties LLC
Cannery Pier Hotel LLC
Genesis Astoria LLC
Oregon State Dept Of Transport
Northwest Natural Gas Co
Pier 1 Properties LLC
Ocean Beauty Holdings Inc
Sea Level Investments LLC
Shree Siddhi Vinayak LLC
Jackson & Son Distributors
Haggren, Joseph Michael
Journeys End Espresso
Rong, Guo Lian
Outfront Media LLC
Tussing, Kileen M
Bee Line Roofing Co
BFP LLC
Clatsop County
GFM Properties LLC
Pig N Pancake Inc
Wauna Federal Credit Union
White, Robert J

Acres
15.00
8.40
7.40
4.90
3.10
2.30
1.30
0.90
0.80
0.80
0.80
0.80
0.70
0.70
0.60
0.60
0.60
0.50
0.50
0.50
0.50
0.50
0.50
0.50
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Figure 14. Property Ownership
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Development Capacity
Land and improvement valuations—based on Clatsop County assessor data—were analyzed in order to
understand the potential capacity for new development or redevelopment in the study area. Taxlots in the study
area can be divided into four categories based on a comparison on the real market value of improvements to
real market value of land (“I:L ratio”):
•

Vacant land (with no improvements value)

•

Minimal improvement value (with I:L ratio of less than 0.5)

•

Moderate improvement value (with I:L ratio of between 0.5-1.0 )

•

High improvement value (with I:L ratio of 1.0+)

The I:L ratios of taxlots in the study area are depicted in Figure 3. Vacant parcels are distributed throughout the
study area. Development on some upland vacant parcels, in the residential areas on the south end of the study
area, may be constrained by steep slopes. Several vacant parcels in the study area likely have strong
development potential (see Figure 1).
Additionally, many parcels are minimally improved or moderately improved, and these parcels may have
potential for redevelopment in the short- to mid-term future. Concentrations of these parcels occur along the
West Marine Drive corridor at the following locations:
•

West end of Marine Drive: A continuous cluster of properties are on the west end of Marine Drive
(between Hamburg Avenue and Portway Street) with I:L ratios below 1.0. These parcels are improved
with structures, but most are relatively small or in poor condition. Some parcels to the north (fronting
Industry Street) are also underdeveloped, presenting the opportunity for assembling larger
development sites.

•

Portway Street: A concentration of vacant or underdeveloped parcels front Portway Street between
Marine Drive and the south end of the Port of Astoria. This cluster includes land within and surrounding
the parking areas of the Astoria Riverwalk Inn.

•

Basin Street: A large parking lot at the intersection of northwest Basin Street and Marine Drive may
present a development opportunity. Three additional vacant or undeveloped parcels are located just
east of Basin Street. One of these parcels is completely vacant and has frontage on Marine Drive; this
site is a key opportunity for a high-quality development near the east gateway to the district.

•

ODOT Offices: An ODOT office is located in the half-circle shaped property created by the ramp for the
Astoria-Megler Bridge (see label on Figure 3). This property is classified as right-of-way for the bridge
rather than a separate taxlot. However, in the long term, this property may have the potential for
redevelopment if ODOT relocates their offices to another site.
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Figure 15. Development Capacity
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Zoning and Development Code Standards
The City of Astoria has a “one-map” system where Comprehensive Plan and Zoning district designations are the
same. The following is a summary of zoning designations and standards within the study area as illustrated in
Figure 4. Zoning Designations
Table 3. Purpose Statements of Study Area Zones
Zone

Purpose Statement

A-1: Aquatic One Development

Provide for the maintenance, enhancement and expansion of areas,
activities and structures needed for navigation and for waterdependent industrial, commercial and recreational uses

A-2A: Aquatic Two-A Development

Provide for its redevelopment as a mixed-use area while permitting
exclusive office use on piling supported structures. The mix of uses
shall provide for public access where feasible.

S-1: Marine Industrial Shorelands

Manage shorelands in urban and urbanizable areas especially suited
for water-dependent uses and to protect these shorelands for waterdependent industrial, commercial and recreational use.

S-2: General Development
Shorelands

Provide an area where a mixture of industrial, commercial, residential,
public and recreational uses can locate. Uses which are waterdependent or water-related and other uses which would benefit from a
water-front location are preferred.

C-3: General Commercial

Primarily for a wide range of commercial businesses, including most of
those allowed in other commercial zones. The zone is more
appropriate for uses requiring a high degree of accessibility to
vehicular traffic, low intensity uses on large tracts of land, most repair
services, and small warehousing and wholesaling operations,
compared to the C-4 zone.

IN: Institutional

Intended to facilitate uses such as parks, public works, schools,
museums, open space, and similar activities on property which is
presently committed to such uses.

R-3: High Density Residential

Provide an area for high density residential development not
exceeding an average density of 26 units per net acre, accessory
uses, and certain public uses.

BVO: Bridge Vista Overlay Zone

Implement the land use principles of the Astoria Riverfront Vision Plan
for the Bridge Vista Area and serve objectives including supporting
water-dependent and water-related uses and new uses consistent with
Astoria’s working waterfront; encouraging design that is compatible
with the area’s historic and working waterfront character; protecting
views of and access to the Columbia River; enhancing open space
and landscaping, particularly adjacent to the River Trail; strengthening
the pedestrian orientation and gateway characteristics of the area; and
allowing for commercial and residential uses that complement the
Downtown core and support other planning objectives for the area.
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Figure 16. Zoning Designations

374

86

City of Astoria Uniontown Reborn Master Plan
Use Regulations
The zoning districts within the study area allow a wide range of uses, with allowed uses differing significantly
among aquatic and non-aquatic zones. Table 3 summarizes uses allowed in in the key commercial, shoreland,
and residential zones in the study area (C-3, S-2, and R-3).
Table 3 also notes those uses which are prohibited or only allowed conditionally in the Bridge Vista Overlay
(BVO) zone. The BVO zone applies to a portion of the study area located north of West Marine Drive. It was
developed to implement the Astoria Riverfront Vision Plan and modifies allowed uses and development
standards within this area. Some of the main objectives of this zone are to maintain visual and physical access
to the Columbia River, protect and enhance the use of the River Trail, and conserve the historic character of the
area.
Table 4. Allowed Uses in Study Area Zones
C-3

S-2

R-3

Permitted Outright
1. Business service establishment.
2. Commercial laundry or drycleaning establishment.
3. Commercial or public off-street
parking lot.3
4. Communication service
establishment.3
5. Construction service
establishment.1
6. Eating and drinking establishment.
7. Educational service establishment.
8. Family day care center in singlefamily, two-family, or multi-family
dwelling.
9. Home occupation in existing
dwelling.
10. Motel, hotel, bed and breakfast,
inn, or other tourist lodging facility
and associated uses.
11. Multi-family dwelling (limited to
upper floor units in the PedestrianOriented District of the BVO).
12. Personal service establishment.
13. Professional service
establishment.
14. Public or semi-public use.
15. Repair service establishment, not
including automotive, heavy
equipment, or other major repair
services (permitted conditionally in
the Pedestrian-Oriented District of the
BVO).
16. Residential facility. 1
17. Retail sales establishment.
18. Single-family and two-family
dwelling in a new or existing
structure:

Permitted Outright
1. Charter fishing office.
2. Cold storage and/or ice
processing facility.
3. Marina and high intensity waterdependent recreation.
4. Marine equipment sales
establishment.
5. Petroleum receiving, dispensing
and storage for marine use.1
6. Seafood receiving and
processing.
7. Ship and boat building and repair.
8. Maintenance and repair of
existing structure or facility.
9. Navigation aide.
10. Temporary dike for emergency
flood protection subject to State and
Federal regulations.
11. Shoreline stabilization.
12. Public park or recreation area.
13. Water-dependent industrial,
commercial and recreational use.
14. Manufactured Dwelling in an
approved park. 1
15. Transportation facilities.

Permitted Outright
1. Single-family dwelling.
2. Two-family dwelling.
3. Multi-family dwelling.
4. Accessory dwelling unit.
5. Family day care center.
6. Home occupation, which
satisfies requirements in Section
3.095.
7. Home stay lodging.
8. Manufactured dwelling in an
approved park.
9. Manufactured home.
10. Residential facility.
11. Residential home.
12. Transportation facilities

Permitted Conditionally
1. Active restoration/resource
enhancement.
2. Automobile sales and service
establishment.1
3. Contract construction service
establishment.
4. Educational establishment.
5. Gasoline service station.1
6. Housing which is secondary to
another permitted use, such as

Permitted Conditionally
1. Bed and breakfast, or inn.
2. Boarding or rooming house, or
other group housing, not
mentioned above.
3. Congregate care facility.
4. Day care center.
5. Manufactured dwelling park.
6. Nursing home.
7. Public or semi-public use.
8. Restaurant as an accessory
use to an Inn.
9. Temporary use meeting the
requirements of Section 3.240.
10. Cluster development meeting
the requirements of Section
11.160. 1
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a. Located above or below the first
floor with commercial facilities on
the first floor of the structure.
b. Located in the rear of the first
floor with commercial facilities in
the front portion of the structure.1
19. Transportation service
establishment.3
20. Conference Center.3
21. Indoor family entertainment or
recreation establishment.1
Permitted Conditionally
1. Animal hospital or kennel.3
2. Automotive sales or service
establishment.1
3. Day care center.
4. Gasoline service station.1
5. Hospital.3
7. Light Manufacturing.4
8. Recycling establishment.
9. Repair service establishment not
allowed as an Outright Use.
10. Temporary use meeting the
requirements of Sections 3.240.
11. Wholesale trade or warehouse
establishment.3

security guard's or proprietor's
quarters.1
7. Log storage/sorting yard.
8. Manufactured Dwelling Park
which satisfies requirements in
Section 11.120.1
9. Single-family residence where
such use occupies no more than
25% of a structures gross floor
area.1
10. Multi-family dwelling (limited to
upper floor units in the PedestrianOriented District of the BVO).1
11. Public or semi-public use.
12. Utility.
13. Business service establishment.
14. Communication service
establishment.
15. Personal service establishment.
16. Professional service
establishment.1
17. Repair service establishment.
18. Research and development
laboratory.
19. Shipping and port activity.
20. Wholesale trade, warehouse,
and/or distribution establishment
(including trucking terminal).
21. Eating and drinking
establishment.
22. Retail sales establishment.
23. Hotel, motel, inn, bed and
breakfast.2
24. Indoor amusement,
entertainment and/or recreation
establishment.1
25. Wood processing. 1
26. Light manufacturing.4
27. Temporary use meeting the
requirements of Section 3.240.
28. Water-related industrial,
commercial and recreational uses.
29. Conference Center.1

Notes:
1. Prohibited in BVO zone.
2. Prohibited generally in the BVO zone, but permitted in the Pedestrian-Oriented District.
3. Prohibited in the Pedestrian-Oriented District of the BVO zone, but permitted in the BVO zone generally.
4. Prohibited in the BVO zone unless there is a retail component.

The use regulations within the zones in the study area are generally consistent with the stated purposes of the
zones. The BVO zone and the Pedestrian-Oriented District within the BVO zone work together with the base
zones to modify the use regulations to implement the goals of the Astoria Riverfront Vision Plan. Generally, the
BVO zone use regulations were intended to preserve the “working waterfront” character of the riverfront. As
such, residential uses, offices, and tourist-oriented commercial uses—such as hotels or convention centers—
are prohibited or limited to the Pedestrian-Oriented District within the BVO. Additionally, auto-oriented
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commercial uses are prohibited (gas stations, auto repair shops) in order to preserve walkability along the
riverfront.
This assessment highlights several uses that are relevant to the objectives of the Uniontown Reborn project and
should be considered in the land use alternatives analysis:
•

Mixed use residential: Vertical residential mixed-use development (housing above commercial) is
permitted outright everywhere except for the S-2 zone, outside of the Pedestrian-Oriented District. In
the S-2 zone, multi-family dwellings are permitted as a conditional use. As identified in the development
capacity analysis, several parcels in the S-2 zone may be attractive development sites. Given the
benefits of mixed-use development and the potential market demand, this project may consider if it is
appropriate for this type of development to be permitted outright in the S-2 zone.

•

Ground floor residential: Residential development on the ground floor (multi-family or single-family) is
permitted outright in the C-3 and R-3 zones and conditionally in the S-2 zone outside of the BVO.
Single-family or two-family development is prohibited in the C-3 zone in the BVO. Ground floor
residential uses can detract from the commercial, storefront character of the street. There may be an
opportunity to reevaluate the most appropriate locations for ground-floor residential.

•

Lodging: Hotels and motels are permitted outright in the C-3 zone and conditionally in the S-2 zone
generally. Hotels and motels are generally prohibited in the S-2 zone in the BVO but permitted in the
Pedestrian-Oriented District. Hotel development may not be consistent with the “working waterfront”
vision for these areas. Given known market demand and potential economic benefits, this project may
consider if lodging uses are appropriate as an allowed use in the S-2 zone outside the BVO.

•

Offices: Office uses (termed “professional service uses”) are permitted outright in the C-3 zone and
conditionally in the S-2 zone but are prohibited in the BVO. Some types of office uses may be desirable
in the S-2 zone both inside and outside the BVO, particularly mixed-use development with retail or
commercial uses on the ground floor and office on the upper floors. Two growing submarkets in the
office category include “creative office” (designed to appeal to high tech or creative industries) and “coworking spaces” (offices that lease individual working spaces and provide common amenities). It may
be appropriate to allow for certain office uses in certain locations in the S-2 zone and BVO. The code
may also distinguish between medical offices and other types of offices.
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Development Standards
Table 4 summarizes standards related to height, setbacks and minimum lot coverage or building size in the
study area zones. As indicated in Table 4, standards within the BVO zone supersede and differ from a number
of base zone standards. In addition, the BVO includes design standards that do not apply elsewhere in the
base zones.
Table 5. Development Standards
Zone

Maximum Height

Setbacks

Maximum Lot
Coverage

Notes

A-1

None

None listed

None listed

Columbia River Estuary
Shoreland and Aquatic Area
Use and Activity Standards
(Article 4)*

A-2A

28’

Buildings sited no closer
than 25’ to a line extending
from intersection of City
right-of-way and shoreline
to the pierhead line
Buildings sited as close to
bankline as practical

None listed

Columbia River Estuary
Shoreland and Aquatic Area
Use and Activity Standards
(Article 4)*
Buildings should relate to or
connect with adjacent street
ends or public access points

C-3

45’

None listed
Except 5-foot “buffer” when
adjacent to a lot in a
residential zone

90%
Minimum 10%
landscaped area.

Astor-West Urban Renewal
District Plan**

R-3

35’

Front yard: 20’ minimum
Side yard: 5’ minimum,
except corner lots 15’
Rear yard:15’ minimum,
except corner lots 5’

50%

Astor-West Urban Renewal
District Plan**

S-1

None

None listed

None listed

Columbia River Estuary
Shoreland and Aquatic Area
Use and Activity Standards
(Article 4)*
Columbia River Estuary
Shoreland Overlay District***

S-2

28’

None listed

None listed

Columbia River Estuary
Shoreland and Aquatic Area
Use and Activity Standards
(Article 4)*
Columbia River Estuary
Shoreland Overlay District***

Bridge
Vista
Overlay
(BVO)
Zone

0’ in overwater
limitation areas
35’ in overwater
non-limitation areas
35-45’ (with stepback) on land

Maximum 5’ adjacent to
Marine Dr.
10’, 20’ minimum along
River Trail
70’ view corridor along
north/south streets

4,000 sf
enclosed
building area in
over-water
limitation areas
30,000 sf on land

Additional standards for
access to river, roof forms &
materials, doors, windows,
wall treatment, signs, lighting,
landscaping, street trees and
off-street parking
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Notes
* Columbia River Estuary Shoreland and Aquatic Area Use and Activity Standards in Article 4 do not provide additional
height, setback, and lot coverage standards for zones and uses in the study area. The standards address issues like access,
vegetation, and parking.
** The Astor-West Urban Renewal District Plan suggests general site and building design guidelines; some of these
guidelines have been incorporated into standards applied within the BVO zone.
*** Columbia River Estuary Shoreland Overlay (CRESO) zoning applies to S-1, S-2, S-2A, S-3, and S-4 zones, and refers to
Columbia River Estuary Shoreland and Aquatic Area Use and Activity Standards (Article 4) for development standards; it
does not include any additional development standards.

The development standards of the study area zones and the BVO are generally consistent with the intended
uses and character of the zones. However, there may be opportunities to address potential barriers to
development or improve site design:
•

Setbacks: Setback standards in the base zone are relatively flexible. The C-3 zone only requires a 5foot buffer with a residential property and the R-3 zone has typical standards for a residential zone. The
BVO establishes a number of specific setback standards with the primary intent of preserving view
corridors to the river and a sense of openness along the River Trail. The minimum setback standards
pertaining to these goals are well-developed and important to maintain. The BVO also establishes a
maximum setback of 5 feet for properties fronting Marine Drive. The intent of this standard is to
continue the historical pattern of storefronts that directly front the street. This standard, or a similar
standard intended to limit the visual impact of parking lots on the streetscape, may be appropriate for
properties in the C-3 zone outside the BVO, on the south side of Marine Drive or further west in the
study area.

•

Height: Maximum building height is 45 feet in the C-3 zone and 28 feet in the S-2 zone. In the BVO,
maximum height in “non-limitation areas” is 45 feet, provided that any portion of the building above 24
feet are stepped back 10 feet. Some areas of the S-2 zone are outside the BVO in the study area. In
these areas, building heights are limited to 28 feet, or about two stories. This limit may be a barrier to
redevelopment on some sites, where greater density is needed to achieve economic feasibility. At the
same time, there was significant discussion about and analysis of the potential visual impacts of
different building heights within the BVO as part of the Astoria Riverfront Vision process and BVO code
adoption.

•

Size: In the BVO, buildings in over-water limitation areas are limited to 4,000 square feet and on-land
buildings are limited to 30,000 square feet. The over-water limitation is an important method of
protecting views of the river. The on-land limitation has a similar intent and was also intended to limit
the size and bulk of individual uses in the area, in part to maintain walkability and also to reduce the
potential for competition with commercial uses in the downtown area. However, the size limitation may
be a barrier to new development, particularly when this standard is combined with the requirements for
maximum height, view corridor setbacks, and River Trail setbacks.

•

Landscaping: The C-3 zone requires at least 10% of the site be landscaped according to the general
landscape standards of Sections 3.105 through 3.120. As described below, these standards ensure a
basic level of landscape design but do not address density of plantings and composition of trees and
shrubs to ground cover. The BVO provides more specific standards for landscaping adjacent to the
River Trail.

Architectural Design Standards: Bridge Vista Overlay Zone
In addition to the development standards identified above, the Bridge Vista Overlay Zone establishes a
comprehensive set of standards and guidelines aimed at preserving and enhancing the historic character of the
area. The standards and guidelines address building style, roof forms and materials, window and door design,
exterior materials, and awnings. The standards and guidelines are rooted in the historic patterns established by
buildings in the area, particularly buildings in the Uniontown-Alameda Historic District. Given that these
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standards were developed recently and are based on local historic character, major amendments to the
standards are not likely to be recommended as part of this project. However, minor amendments to improve the
clarity of the standards, make them easier to administer, or remove ineffective provisions may be appropriate.
The BVO covers the eastern half of the Uniontown Reborn study area, north of Marine Drive. Given that the
historic architectural patterns in other areas of the study area do not differ significantly from areas within the
BVO, it may be appropriate to extend the applicability of the design standards in the BVO to other locations in
the study area. These areas may include the C-3 zoned areas on the south side of Marine Drive between
Columbia Avenue and Hamburg Avenue, the C-3 zoned areas on the north side of Marine Drive between
Portway Street and Hamburg Avenue, and perhaps even the remainder of the properties zoned S-2 in the Port
of Astoria. The industrial character and uses of the developments in the S-1 zoned areas within the Port of
Astoria may not be suitable for the standards and are less visible to the public.

Landscaping Standards
All properties in the study area are subject to the City’s general landscaping standards in Article 3 - Additional
Use and Development Standards. The bulk of the standards are presented in Section 3.120. There may be
opportunities to enhance the standards to ensure higher-quality landscape design:
•

Maximum spacing: The provisions set a minimum size for trees, shrubs, and a minimum size and
maximum spacing standard for ground cover plantings. There is no maximum spacing standard or
density standard for trees or shrubs; therefore, it is possible to meet the minimum landscape area
standard with a planting area that is mostly or entirely ground cover. This level of landscaping does not
provide the diversity of plant life to be visually interesting.

•

Parking lot screening: The standard pertaining to landscaping of the perimeter of parking lots, adjacent
to the public right-of-way, is general and easy to satisfy. A more specific standard that requires a
certain level of screening and maximum spacing of trees may be more effective.

•

Native plants: The standards pertaining to the use of native plants specifies only applies to
developments in the Riverfront Vision Plan Overlay Areas. There may be an opportunity to apply these
standards more widely.

Off-Street Parking Standards
All properties in the study area are subject to the City’s general off-street parking requirements in Article 7. Offstreet parking can require a significant portion of the developable area of a site and, in some cases, minimum
off-street parking requirements can act as a barrier to new development. The minimum parking space
requirements (Section 7.100) are typical for a smaller City with a limited transit system. The minimum parking
space may be adjusted for properties in the study area through multiple means:
•

Exemption from the requirement for developed sites (7.062.A)

•

Reduction for provision of facilities for alternative modes (7.062.B)

•

Joint use with another property (7.070)

In the BVO, minimum parking requirements may be reduced by 50% for uses with less than 5,000 square feet of
floor area. Additionally, existing buildings that use the maximum area of the site or building additions of less than
10% are exempt from the standards.
These exemptions, reductions, and joint use provisions are important strategies for ensuring that minimum
space requirements do not function as a barrier to new development or redevelopment. There may be an
opportunity to further expand these provisions, such as:
•

Allowing for a reduction in the minimum requirements for uses over 5,000 square feet in the BVO.
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•

Providing a general reduction in minimum requirements as a strategy for incentivizing a particular use.

•

Lowering the procedural requirements for requesting a modification of a parking requirement.
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APPENDIX E: Baseline Transportation
Conditions Memorandum
MEMORANDUM
DATE:

November 30, 2018

TO:

Astoria Uniontown Reborn Master Plan Team

FROM:

Reah Flisakowski, DKS Associates
Kevin Chewuk, DKS Associates
Rochelle Starrett, DKS Associates

SUBJECT:

Astoria Uniontown Reborn Master Plan
Technical Memo 3 – Baseline Transportation Conditions

P18061-000

Executive Summary

The Astoria Uniontown Reborn Master Plan team has conducted a transportation conditions analysis for
existing and future conditions for the West Marine Drive corridor in Astoria, Oregon. Table 1 summarizes
operational results for the existing (2018) and future baseline (2023 and 2035) scenarios.

Table 1: Summary of Existing and Future Intersection Operations

1
2

Location
West Marine Dr/OR 202/US 101
Business (Smith Point
Roundabout)
West Marine Dr/Hamburg Ave

Existing
2018
Conditions

Future 2023
Conditions

Future 2035
Conditions

Mobility Target

Volume/
Capacity*

Volume/
Capacity*

Volume/
Capacity*

0.90 v/c

0.72

-

0.77

Highway movements - 0.90 v/c,
Non-highway movements - 0.95 v/c

0.43/0.67

-

0.46/1.05

0.90 v/c

0.51

-

0.56

3

West Marine Dr/Portway St

4

West Marine Dr/US 101 Bridge

0.85 v/c

0.71

-

0.81

5

West Marine Dr/Basin St

0.85 v/c

0.49

-

0.53

6

West Marine Dr/Columbia Ave

0.85 v/c

0.51

-

0.61

0.44/0.31

0.45/0.32

0.46/0.36

0.34/0.11

0.34/0.11

0.35/0.13

0.34/0.13

0.34/0.13

0.35/0.15

7
8
9

West Marine Dr/Hume Ave
West Marine Dr/2nd St
West Marine Dr/3rd St

Highway movements - 0.85 v/c,
Non-highway movements - 0.95 v/c
Highway movements - 0.85 v/c,
Non-highway movements - 0.95 v/c
Highway movements - 0.85 v/c,
Non-highway movements - 0.95 v/c
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10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17

West Marine Dr/4th St
West Marine Dr/5th St
West Marine Dr/6th St
West Marine Dr/Astor St/7th St
West Marine Dr (Westbound)/8th
St
West Marine Dr (Eastbound)/8th
St
West Marine Dr/9th St
Commercial St/8th St

Highway movements - 0.85 v/c,
Non-highway movements - 0.95 v/c
Highway movements - 0.85 v/c, Nonhighway movements - 0.95 v/c
Highway movements - 0.85 v/c,
Non-highway movements - 0.95 v/c
Highway movements - 0.85 v/c,
Non-highway movements - 0.95 v/c
Highway movements - 0.85 v/c,
Non-highway movements - 0.95 v/c
Highway movements - 0.85 v/c,
Non-highway movements - 0.95 v/c

0.33/0.40

0.34/0.42

0.34/0.36

0.33/0.19

0.33/0.20

0.34/0.20

0.32/0.30

0.32/0.32

0.33/0.32

0.31/0.25

0.31/0.26

0.32/0.27

0.41/0.02

0.42/0.01

0.43/0.02

0.39/0.22

0.39/0.23

0.41/0.24

0.85 v/c

0.48

0.48

0.50

Highway movements - 0.85 v/c,
Non-highway movements - 0.95 v/c

0.54/0.10

0.55/0.10

0.59/0.08

Note: * At signalized locations the V/C ratio reported as intersection average, and at un-signalized locations, the V/C ratio
reported as worst major/ minor movement.

The following memorandum summarizes the existing (2018) and baseline (2023 and 2035) transportation
conditions for the Astoria Uniontown Reborn Master Plan and West Marine Drive study area in greater detail.
Included is an inventory of the existing transportation facilities, a safety evaluation of the roadways and
intersections, a qualitative review of the pedestrian and bicycle networks, and a motor vehicle operational
analysis of study intersections.

Study Area

The transportation assessment includes two study areas, Uniontown and Downtown. The Uniontown
assessment includes intersections in the immediate Astoria Uniontown Reborn Master Plan study area and is
generally bounded by the Columbia River to the north, West Marine Drive to the south, Columbia Avenue to
the east, and Youngs Bay to the west. The Uniontown analysis will provide a traffic operational analysis for
both existing (2018) and baseline (2035) scenarios to determine potential improvement needs triggered with
build out of the Astoria Uniontown Reborn Master Plan study area. The following locations have been
identified as study intersections for the Uniontown assessment, with their intersection control listed:
1. OR 202/US 101 Business/West Marine
Drive (roundabout)

6. Columbia Avenue/West Marine Drive
(signalized)

2. Hamburg Avenue/West Marine Drive
(unsignalized)
3. Portway Street/West Marine Drive
(signalized)
4. US 101 Bridge/West Marine Drive
(signalized)
5. Basin Street/West Marine Drive
(signalized)
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The Downtown assessment includes intersections along Marine Drive and Commercial Street between
Columbia Avenue and 9th Street. The Downtown analysis will provide a traffic operational analysis for
the potential reconfiguration of Marine Drive along this segment for existing (2018) and baseline (2023
and 2035) scenarios. The following locations have been identified as study intersections for the
Downtown assessment, with their intersection control listed:
7. Hume Avenue/West Marine Drive
(unsignalized)
8. 2nd Street/West Marine Drive
(unsignalized)
9. 3rd Street/West Marine Drive
(unsignalized)
10. 4th Street/West Marine Drive
(unsignalized)
11. 5th Street/West Marine Drive
(unsignalized)

13. 7th Street/Astor Street/West Marine
Drive (unsignalized)
14. 8th Street/West Marine Drive
(Westbound)
15. 8th Street/West Marine Drive
(Eastbound) (unsignalized)
16. 9th Street/West Marine Drive
(signalized)
17. 8th Street/Commercial Street
(unsignalized

12. 6th Street/West Marine Drive
(unsignalized)

Current Facilities

The existing transportation system includes a range of facilities for people who walk, ride bikes, use
transit, or drive.

Pedestrians

Pedestrian and bicycle access is provided throughout the study area, as shown in Table 2. Sidewalk
facilities exist on both the north and south sides of West Marine Drive for the entire study corridor,
although the quality of these sidewalk facilities varies. Sidewalk widths range between 6 and 14 feet,
with the highest being in downtown Astoria. The typical sidewalk width along the project corridor is 8
feet. Despite this width, the sidewalk is frequently blocked due to street light and utility poles, signing,
or driveway accesses along the corridor, reducing the effective sidewalk width. Along portions of West
Marine Drive, the sidewalk is separated from traffic by either a bike lane or on-street parking, but this
separation is limited. While non-decorative lighting is provided along West Marine Drive, increasing
pedestrian comfort, few street trees are located near the sidewalk throughout the corridor to provide
shade and additional comfort for pedestrians.
Generally, less than 50 pedestrians were observed during the PM peak hour at study intersections.
Pedestrian volumes tend to be highest in downtown Astoria or in other areas with more commercial
activities, such as the area near the intersection of West Marine Drive/Columbia Avenue. The
intersection of 9th street and West Marine Drive has the highest pedestrian volumes with 88 pedestrians
recorded during the PM peak hour.
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Signalized intersections at Portway Street, US 101 Bridge, Basin Street, Columbia Avenue, and 9th Street
provide the best opportunities for pedestrians to cross West Marine Drive. These intersections have at
least one marked crosswalk, in addition to featuring pedestrian signals and intersection lighting. Some
unsignalized intersections along this study corridor also have striped pedestrian crossings or lighting to
increase pedestrian comfort. Most crosswalks are open along the corridor with curb ramps provided at
most intersections. Curb extensions are not utilized at intersections in the study area.

Bicyclists

A westbound bike lane is provided along West Marine Drive from Columbia Avenue to the Smith Point
Roundabout and bike lanes in both directions are provided in downtown Astoria east of 6th Street (see
Table 2). However, an eastbound bike lane gap exists between Columbia Avenue and the Smith Point
Roundabout and in both directions between Columbia Avenue and 6th Street. The bike lanes, if available,
range from 5 to 7 feet wide and are painted on-street with no physical separation for traffic. High
corridor traffic volumes, frequent driveways and heavy right turning traffic are all potential conflicts
with bicyclists along West Marine Drive. Furthermore, challenging intersection geometry, including fivelegged intersections and the conversion of West Marine Drive to a one-way couplet, can also make
cycling difficult in downtown Astoria.
Bicycle volumes are low throughout the study corridor, with less than 10 bicycles observed at study
intersections during the PM peak hour. The 7th Avenue/West Marine Drive/Astor Street intersection has
the highest bicycle volume, with 9 observed during the PM peak hour. The Astoria Riverwalk multi-use
trail that runs parallel to West Marine Drive, one block to the north, may explain the lower bicycle
volumes along the study corridor. This trail is wide enough (8 to 12 feet) to support multiple uses and
provides a scenic and calm environment compared to West Marine Drive for both bicyclists and
pedestrians. All study intersections along West Marine Drive provide a local street connect to the trail,
except for the US 101 Bridge and the 8th Street/Commercial Street intersection. The signalized study
intersections and the Smith Point Roundabout provide the best West Marine Drive crossing
opportunities for trail users. These intersections also connect the Astoria Riverwalk trail to other
destinations and attractions within Astoria.

Table 2: Existing Pedestrian and Bicycle Characteristics
Roadway (limits)
West Marine Drive (Smith Point
Roundabout to Columbia Avenue)
West Marine Drive (Columbia Avenue to
6th St.)
West Marine Drive (6th St. to 8th St.)
West Marine Drive (8th St. to 9th St.)
8th St. (West Marine Drive to
Commercial St.)

Pedestrian
Facilities
Sidewalks on both
sides
Sidewalks on both
sides
Sidewalks on both
sides
Sidewalks on both
sides
Sidewalks on both
sides

Walk
Score*
47

Bike Facilities
Bike lane on north side; none on
south side

59

None

87

Bike lanes on both sides

87

Bike lanes on north side; none on
south side

87

Bike lane on west side
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Commercial St. (8th St. to 9th St)

Sidewalks on both
sides

87

Bike lane on south side; none on
north side

*Source: Walk Score, July 2018. Score is representative of the corridor

Transit Users

Transit service is provided in Astoria through the Sunset Empire Transportation District. This system
provides service through Astoria, in addition to providing daily bus service connecting to Warrenton,
Hammond, Seaside, Cannon Beach, and Rainier. Transit stops are located along the study corridor at the
Holiday Inn Express (Columbia Avenue and West Marine Drive) and the Astoria Transit Center (9th Street
and West Marine Drive). The Astoria Transit Center provides a comfortable waiting experience for users
including a waiting area, information, and bathrooms, along with public parking.
Transit service is provided to Warrenton and Hammond daily between 6 AM and 7 PM. Hourly buses run
during the week, and six buses run during the weekend. During the week, hourly bus service is also
provided south to Seaside between 6 AM and 10 PM. These routes also serve stops throughout Astoria.
The Pacific Connector route connects Astoria to Cannon Beach and Tillamook on weekends with five
daily trips. Transit service also connects Astoria to Portland and Longview with twice daily bus service.

Drivers

West Marine Drive is a major, commercial corridor in Astoria, serving both local traffic and regional
traffic by providing a key connection to the Oregon coast and Washington state. Consequently, West
Marine Drive is designed to provide a high-capacity corridor through Astoria. A four-lane cross section
(i.e., two through lanes in each direction) is maintained through the study area, although in some
sections left turn lanes are provided to further facilitate traffic flow. The posted speed on West Marine
Drive decreases as vehicles travel east along the corridor towards downtown Astoria from 30 miles per
hour west of 2nd Street to 25 miles per hour between 2nd Street and 7th Street. Within downtown Astoria
(east of 7th Street), the posted speed is 20 miles per hour.
Within the study area, West Marine Drive also connects to major highways, including US 101 and OR 202
and key local streets at traffic signals throughout the study corridor. US 101 connects West Marine Drive
and Astoria to Washington state to the north and the Oregon coast to the west, while OR 202 travels
southeast from Astoria. Other local streets connect West Marine Drive to the neighborhoods to the
south. The remaining roadways in the study corridor serve local traffic needs or business access and
primarily connect with West Marine Drive at two-way stop-controlled intersections. Characteristics of
the major roadways in the study area are summarized in Table 3.

Table 3: Study Area Roadway Characteristics
Roadway (limits)

Functional Classification*

Cross Section

Posted Speed

Statewide

4 to 5 lanes

30 mph

West Marine Drive
OR 202 to Columbia Avenue
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Columbia Avenue to 2nd Street

4 to 5 lanes

30 mph

Statewide

4 lanes

25 mph (2 St. to 7th St.), 20
mph (7th St. to 9th St.)

OR 202

Statewide

3 lanes

35 mph

US 101

Statewide

2 lanes

55 mph

Portway Street

Commercial/Industrial
Collector

2 lanes

25 mph

Basin Street

Mixed-Use Local Street

2 lanes

25 mph

Columbia Avenue

Mixed-Use Local Street
(north of West Marine
Drive), Residential Local
Street (south of West
Marine Drive)

2 lanes

25 mph

Residential Collector

2 lanes

25 mph

Mixed-Use Local Street

2 lanes

20 mph

2nd Street to 9th Street

Bond Street
9th Street

Statewide

nd

*Source: Oregon Highway Plan and Astoria Transportation System Plan, Retrieved July 2018.

Travel Conditions

This section summarizes the existing and future travel conditions for the study area.

Intersection Safety Evaluation

Safety of the intersections in the study area was assessed through historic crash data to identify
deficiencies. Intersection crash data was reviewed to identify potential patterns for motor vehicle,
pedestrian, and bicyclist crashes. Crash data from the past five years (January 2012 through December
2016) was obtained from ODOT for West Marine Drive and intersecting roadways in the study area.
Over the past five years, 171 crashes occurred at the 17 study intersections. Nearly one-third of the
crashes occurred at the Smith Point Roundabout (52 of 171 crashes), while the remaining intersections
had less than 20 recorded crashes each. Most of the crashes occurring at the roundabout were either
sideswipe, rear end, or turning movement crashes. Many of the crashes at other study locations were
rear end crashes. One exception is the intersection of 8th and Commercial which has a high volume of
turning movement crashes, likely due to the hard-left turn of US 30 from southbound 8th Street to
eastbound Commercial Street.
While many crashes occurred at the study intersections, they were generally not severe; 98 of 171
crashes were property damage only. Most of the remaining crashes did not involve serious injuries. Over
the last five years, only one fatality was recorded at the intersection of West Marine Drive and Portway
Street. This crash occurred at dusk when a vehicle disregarded the traffic signal while turning left in
front of oncoming traffic. Two severe injuries occurred when drivers hit pedestrians at 6th Street and 8th
Street, and 19 other crashes resulted in moderate injuries.
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Pedestrian Safety
There were 23 reported crashes involving pedestrians over the past five years; a pedestrian was struck
by a vehicle in nine of these crashes. Pedestrian crashes were more common in the downtown Astoria
study area (19 of 23 crashes) compared to the Astoria Uniontown study area. Within downtown, nine of
the crashes involving pedestrians occurred at the intersection of West Marine Drive and 6th Street. The
intersections of West Marine Drive with OR-202 (Smith Point Roundabout), 7th Street, 8th Street
(westbound), and 8th Street (eastbound) each recorded two pedestrian involved crashes. One pedestrian
involved crash was recorded over the past five years at the intersections of Portway Street, Basin Street,
Hume Avenue, 3rd Street, 4th Street, and 5th Street.
Pedestrians sustained injuries in all nine reported pedestrian crashes where they were struck by a
vehicle. Two of these crashes involved severe injuries for pedestrians, both of which were in downtown
Astoria at 6th Street and 8th Street. The remaining crashes all resulted in moderate injuries to
pedestrians.
Drivers failed to yield to pedestrians in 35% of crashes involving pedestrians; failure to yield was a factor
in 78% of crashes when drivers struck a pedestrian. Inattention also played a role in 33% of crashes
involving pedestrians. One crash involved a pedestrian illegally in the roadway, and one crash, where a
pedestrian was struck, involved alcohol. Most of the crashes involving pedestrians occurred during the
day (78%). Most (87%) of the pedestrian crashes took place during dry conditions, often with clear skies.
Two crashes occurred at night without street lighting with wet roadway conditions. Pedestrian crashes
were most common in both summer (22%) or fall (43%); 17% of pedestrian crashes occurred in both
winter and spring.

Bicycle Safety
Two reported crashes involved bicyclists over the past five years at Hamburg Street and Basin Street,
intersections with on-street bike lanes along westbound West Marine Drive. One crash resulted in
severe injuries and the other crash led to moderate injuries for each bicyclist. In both accidents, drivers
failed to yield to each bicyclist while turning either left or right. One crash occurred during daylight with
a dry roadway while the other crash occurred at night without streetlights during rainy conditions.

Motor Vehicle Safety
Crash rates provide an additional perspective on intersection safety and identify locations where people
have a higher risk of being involved in a crash. Crash frequencies (the number of crashes in a period of
time) tend to increase with higher vehicle traffic. With more exposure to vehicles, there are more
opportunities for crashes to occur. Crash rates consider the amount of crashes relative to the traffic
volume at the intersection and are expressed in units of crashes per million entering vehicles. Study
intersections are divided into groups of similar intersections for this analysis, called “Intersection
Populations.”
Crash rates for the study intersections were calculated and evaluated using two methods: the critical
crash rate method from the Highway Safety Manual and by comparison to statewide 90th percentile
crash rates published by ODOT. The critical crash rate method compares an intersection’s crash history
to that of other similar intersections in Astoria, adjusting for volume at the intersection. The 90th
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percentile crash rate compares an intersection’s crash history to that of other similar intersections
across Oregon. Where an intersection’s crash rate is greater than either of these two thresholds, it is an
indication that a problem might exist, and that further study is warranted.
The Excess Proportion of Specific Crash Types method from the Highway Safety Manual was used as an
additional analysis tool at locations with high crash rates. This method identifies the types of crashes
that are over-represented at an intersection, when compared to other similar intersections.
Additionally, each study intersection was compared with the 2016 Top 10% Safety Priority Index System
(SPIS) list to further identify intersections that have potential safety issues.
The collision rates calculated (based on the past five years of crash data) for the study intersections,
excess proportion of crashes, and 2016 SPIS sites can be seen in Table 4. Both the critical crash rate and
the 90th percentile crash rates were exceeded at the Basin Street/West Marine Drive intersection, 6th
Street/West Marine Drive intersection, 8th Street/West Marine Drive (south) intersection, and 8th
Street/Commercial Street intersection. Additionally, both the Smith Point Roundabout and the 8th
Street/Commercial Street intersection were flagged as top 10% SPIS sites for 2016.
■

The Smith Point Roundabout is a two-lane roundabout at the junction of two
highways. While this site was not included in the critical crash rate or excess proportion
analysis, it has the highest crash rate of al study intersections, and it experiences a high
portion of turning movement, side-swipe, and rear end crashes. These crashes could
arise from lane changes in the roundabout as vehicles navigate towards their desired
exit or aggressive driver behavior since it provides the last passing opportunity for
westbound vehicles before entering a long, two-lane bridge. Poor visibility of both lanes
for entering vehicles, through either vehicle occlusion or the trees included as part of the
center island landscaping, could lead to more crashes at this site. These issues could be
compounded by drivers who are less familiar with operations at this location, as this
roundabout is located along a major tourist route.

■

The Basin Street intersection experiences a high volume of rear-end crashes,
particularly for westbound traffic, which could be due to its close proximity to the US
101 bridge. There was also one bike and pedestrian crash at this intersection.

■

The West Marine Drive and 6th Street intersection had several rear-end and nine
pedestrian crashes over the last five years, including three crashes where a pedestrian
was struck by a motor vehicle. These crashes could arise from queuing spillback or
turning movements in downtown Astoria, especially since this area has limited sight
distance following a curve. The pedestrian crashes could occur for similar reasons,
especially with limited locations for pedestrians to cross West Marine Drive.
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■

The 8th Street (Eastbound) intersection experiences predominantly rear end and angle
collisions. These crashes could arise from traffic exiting westbound West Marine Drive
to downtown Astoria, which must stop at this intersection, or from vehicles slowing due
to the curve for eastbound West Marine Drive at this site.

■

The 8th and Commercial Street intersection experiences a high proportion of turning
movement crashes. This site has a unique intersection configuration where West Marine
Drive transitions to a one-way couplet through downtown Astoria. Eastbound traffic
along West Marine Drive must turn left at this intersection to continue along
Commercial Street; approximately 40% of these turning movement crashes could
actually be sideswipe overtaking crashes because the vehicle movement patterns follow
the eastbound West Marine Drive alignment. One-third of crashes at this site involved a
truck, including and half of the turning movement crashes that could be sideswipe
crashes involved trucks at this location. Existing standard 12-foot lanes and typical
urban turn radii make it especially challenging for freight traffic to navigate this turn,
leading to a higher number of crashes.

Table 4: Intersection Crash Summary

1

2

3

4

5
6

Location
OR 202/US 101
Business//West
Marine Drive
(Smith Point
Roundabout)
Hamburg
Avenue/West
Marine Drive
Portway Street/
West Marine
Drive
US 101
Bridge/West
Marine Drive
Basin
Street/West
Marine Drive
Columbia
Avenue/West

Reference
Population

Total
Collisions
(2012 to
2016)

Observed
Crash
Rate (per
MEV)

Critical
Crash
Rate
(per
MEV)

Over
Critical
Crash
Rate

90th
Percentile
Rate (per
MEV)

Over 90th
Percentile
Rate

Excess
Proportion
Crash Types

Top
10%
SPIS

--

52

1.50

--

--

--

--

--

Yes

Urban 4ST

6

0.19

0.43

Under

0.408

Under

None

No

Urban 3SG

11

0.36

0.45

Under

0.509

Under

None

No

Urban 3SG

10

0.30

0.44

Under

0.509

Under

None

No

Urban 3SG

19

0.65

0.45

Over

0.509

Over

None

No

Urban 4SG

13

0.46

0.71

Under

0.86

Under

None

No
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7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14

15
16
17

Marine Drive
Hume Avenue/
West Marine
Drive
2nd Street/West
Marine Drive
3rd Street/West
Marine Drive
4th Street/West
Marine Drive
5th Street/West
Marine Drive
6th Street/West
Marine Drive
7th Street/West
Marine Drive
8th Street/West
Marine Drive
(Westbound)
8th Street/West
Marine Drive
(Eastbound)
9th Street/West
Marine Drive
8th Street/
Commercial
Street

Urban 3ST

3

0.11

0.27

Under

0.293

Under

None

No

Urban 4ST

2

0.08

0.45

Under

0.408

Under

Rear-End

No

Urban 4ST

4

0.15

0.45

Under

0.408

Under

None

No

Urban 4ST

4

0.15

0.45

Under

0.408

Under

Turning
Movements

No

Urban 4ST

1

0.04

0.45

Under

0.408

Under

None

No

Urban 4ST

12

0.46

0.45

Over

0.408

Over

Pedestrian,
Rear-End

No

Urban 4ST

10

0.38

0.45

Under

0.408

Under

None

No

Urban 3ST

3

0.23

0.34

Under

0.293

Under

None

No

Urban 3ST

6

0.42

0.32

Over

0.293

Over

None

No

Urban 4SG

0

0.00

0.80

Under

0.86

Under

None

No

Urban 4ST

15

1.04

0.52

Over

0.408

Over

Turning
Movements

Yes

Per MEV = Crashes per million entering vehicles

Segment Safety

Safety of the roadway segments in the study area was assessed through historic crash data to identify
deficiencies. Crash data from the past five years (January 2012 through December 2016) was obtained
from ODOT for West Marine Drive and intersecting roadways in the study area. Crashes that occurred at
intersections or were likely intersection-related were analyzed as part of the preceding intersection
safety analysis; these crashes are not included in this safety analysis of segments. Segment crash data
was reviewed to identify potential patterns for motor vehicle, pedestrian, and bicyclist crashes.
Over the past five years, 59 crashes occurred along the West Marine Drive study corridor on roadway
segments between study intersections. Nearly half of these crashes occurred between the Basin Street
and Columbia Street intersections (23 of 79 crashes), while the remaining roadway segments had five or
fewer crashes each. Over half of the crashes occurring between Basin Street and Columbia Street were
identified as intersection crashes at Bay Street and West Marine Drive which was not included in this
study. This intersection partially explains the high number of crashes between the Basin Street and
Columbia Street study intersections.
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Generally, the segment crashes were not severe; 37 of 59 crashes were property damage only. Over the
last five years, one fatality was recorded at the intersection. This crash occurred on a wet night when a
vehicle struck a power pole between Columbia Street and Hume Street.

Pedestrian Safety
There were 3 reported crashes involving pedestrians over the past five years; these three crashes all
occurred at the Bay Street and West Marine Drive intersection where a signalized pedestrian crossing is
installed. All pedestrian crashes that occurred on roadway segments led to at least one non-fatal injury.
Drivers failed to yield to pedestrians in all pedestrian crashes at this site. Two of these crashes involved
alcohol. Two of the three pedestrian crashes occurred at night with street lights (67%), and two of the
pedestrian crashes occurred during dry conditions with clear skies (67%). All of these pedestrian crashes
occurred during the spring.

Bicycle Safety
One reported crash involved a bicyclist over the past five years at the Bay Street and West Marine Drive
intersection, a location with on-street bike lanes along westbound West Marine Drive, which led to a
non-fatal injury. In this incident, a driver failed to yield to a bicyclist. This crash occurred during daylight
with a dry roadway.

Motor Vehicle Safety
Crash rates can also be used to identify segments where individuals have a higher risk of being involved
in a crash. Crash frequencies (the number of crashes in a period of time) tend to increase with higher
vehicle traffic and longer roadway segments. With more exposure to vehicles, there are more
opportunities for crashes to occur. Crash rates consider the amount of crashes relative to the traffic
volume and length of a segment and are expressed in units of crashes per million entering vehicles.
Study segments are divided into groups of similar segments based on roadway functional classification
for this analysis, called “Segment Populations.”
Crash rates for the study segments were calculated and evaluated using the critical crash rate method
from the Highway Safety Manual. The critical crash rate method compares a segment’s crash history to
that of other similar segments in Astoria, adjusting for volume and segment length. When a segment’s
crash rate is greater than this threshold, it is an indication that a problem might exist, and that further
study is warranted.
The collision rates calculated (based on the past five years of crash data) for the study segments, and
2016 SPIS sites can be seen in Table 5. The critical crash rate was exceeded between the Basin Street
and Columbia Street intersections, although this is likely due to the inclusion of the Bay Street
intersection on this segment.
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Table 5: Segment Crash Summary

1
2
3
4
5
6

Location
Smith Point Roundabout –
Hamburg Ave
Hamburg Ave – Portway
Street
Portway Street – US 101
Bridge
US 101 Bridge – Basin Street
Basin Street – Columbia
Avenue
Columbia Avenue – Hume
Avenue

Total
Collisions
(2012 to
2016)

Observed
Crash
Rate (per
MEV)

Critical
Crash
Rate
(per
MEV)

Over
Critical
Crash
Rate

2

0.40

2.42

Under

UOPA

4

0.81

2.43

Under

UOPA

4

0.79

2.42

Under

UOPA

2

1.47

3.50

Under

UOPA

23

3.49

2.29

Over

UOPA

4

1.19

2.67

Under

Reference Population
Urban, Other Principal
Arterial (UOPA)

7

Hume Avenue – 2nd Street

UOPA

5

0.87

2.35

Under

8

2nd Street – 3rd Street

UOPA

1

0.77

3.56

Under

9

3rd Street – 4th Street

UOPA

3

2.33

3.57

Under

10

4th Street – 5th Street

UOPA

2

1.95

3.88

Under

11

5th Street – 6th Street

UOPA

2

1.56

3.58

Under

12

6th Street – 7th Street

UOPA

3

2.37

3.59

Under

UOPA

0

0.00

4.48

Under

UOPA

0

0.00

4.70

Under

UOPA

2

3.13

4.70

Under

UOPA

0

0.00

11.28

Under

UOPA

2

3.17

4.72

Under

13
14
15
16
17

7th Street – West Marine Drive
(EB)/8th Street
7th Street – West Marine Drive
(WB)/8th Street
West Marine Drive (WB)/8th
Street – 9th Street
West Marine Drive (EB)/8th
Street – 9th Street
8th Street/Bond Street – 8th
Street/Commercial Street

Per MEV = Crashes per million entering vehicles

Driving Conditions

Study intersections are compared to mobility targets and standards intended to maintain a minimum
level of efficiency for motor vehicle travel. Two methods to gauge intersection operations include
volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratios and level of service (LOS).
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■

Volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio: A decimal representation (between 0.00 and 1.00) of the
proportion of occupied capacity (capacity defined as the theoretical maximum vehicle
throughput in a given time frame) at a turn movement, approach leg, or intersection. It
is the peak hour traffic volume divided by the hourly capacity of a given intersection or
movement. A lower ratio indicates smooth operations and minimal delays. A ratio
approaching 1.00 indicates increased congestion and reduced performance. A ratio
greater than 1.00 indicates the turn movement, approach leg, or intersection is
oversaturated, which usually results in excessive queues and long delays.

■

Level of service (LOS): A “report card” rating (A through F) based on the average delay
experienced by vehicles at the intersection. LOS A, B, and C indicate conditions where
traffic moves without significant delays over periods of peak hour travel demand. LOS
D and E are progressively worse operating conditions. LOS F represents conditions
where average vehicle delay has become excessive and traffic is highly congested.

Intersection mobility targets vary by jurisdiction of the roadways. All of the study intersections are under
state jurisdiction and must comply with the v/c ratios in the Oregon Highway Plan (OHP). The ODOT v/c
targets are based on highway classification and posted speeds. The applicable mobility targets at each
study intersection are identified in Table 6. Study intersections that do not meet the mobility targets
shown will require mitigation strategies to be identified.

Existing Motor Vehicle Volumes
Motor vehicle traffic volumes at study intersections were collected in the summer of 2018. 2 The count
data obtained suggests that systemwide peak volumes occur at most of the study intersections between
4:15 p.m. and 5:15 p.m., which therefore will be applied as the peak hour of traffic to compare to ODOT
mobility targets for current and future conditions.
The existing peak hour volumes at the study intersections were adjusted to represent the 30th highest
annual hour of traffic (30 HV) volumes, based on the methodology summarized in the Traffic
Methodology and Assumptions Memorandum included in the Appendix. The factors resulted in a six
percent increase to the counts to adjust for seasonal variations in traffic, replicating 30 HV conditions.
The final existing 30 HV peak hour volumes for the study intersections are displayed in Figures 1a and
1b.
The existing traffic volumes includes freight vehicles. Freight through traffic along the US 30/Marine
Drive corridor accounts for 2.5% of all through traffic, on average, during the PM peak, although this
value can be higher for turning movements at specific intersections. Freight traffic for most movements
at cross-streets along this corridor is less than 5% with most minor street approaches seeing no freight
vehicles during the PM peak hour. Movements with a higher proportion of freight traffic include the

2

Based on counts conducted July 10th, and July 11th, 2018 by ODOT.
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turning movements to and from the US 101 bridge, which range from 1 to 6%. These heavy vehicle
percentages are lower than those recorded by the nearby automated traffic recorder, located on the US
101 bridge, which indicates US 101 has 12% heavy vehicles. However, they are in line with the average
heavy vehicle percent on the day the traffic count was collected which ranged from 3-7% heavy vehicles.
The slightly lower values during the PM peak could arise from heavier freight traffic during the morning
and increased passenger car traffic during the PM. Other turning movements that provide access to the
industrial areas north of West Marine Drive between 2nd Avenue and Astoria’s downtown also have a
higher proportion of heavy vehicles.
However, many of these turning movements are on low-volume approaches which could inflate the
heavy vehicle percentage.
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Figure 1a: Existing Motor Vehicle Volumes
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Figure 1b: Existing Motor Vehicle Volumes
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Existing Intersection Operations
The motor vehicle performance evaluation utilized Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) 6th Edition
methodology 3 for un-signalized study intersections and HCM 2000 for signalized study intersections. All
study intersections operate below their mobility standards in the existing 2018 analysis year (see Table
6).

Table 6: 2018 Study Intersection Traffic Operational Analysis

1
2

Location
West Marine Dr/OR 202/US 101
Business (Smith Point Roundabout)
West Marine Dr/Hamburg Ave

Mobility Target

Existing 2018 Conditions
Delay
Volume/
(seconds)
Level of
Capacity*
*
Service *

0.90 v/c

0.72

4.2

A

Highway movements - 0.90 v/c,
Non-highway movements - 0.95 v/c

0.43/0.67

12.2/63.3

B/F

3

West Marine Dr/Portway St

0.90 v/c

0.51

5.7

A

4

West Marine Dr/US 101 Bridge

0.85 v/c

0.71

31.7

C

5

West Marine Dr/Basin St

0.85 v/c

0.49

3.6

A

6

West Marine Dr/Columbia Ave

0.85 v/c

0.51

15.9

B

0.44/0.31

10.6/38.3

B/E

0.34/0.11

11.9/45.3

B/E

0.34/0.13

11.1/30.2

B/D

0.33/0.40

10.8/50.1

B/F

0.33/0.19

10.8/44.9

B/E

0.32/0.30

10.6/48.1

B/E

0.31/0.25

10.9/42.9

B/E

0.41/0.02

0.0/12.7

A/B

0.39/0.22

0.0/14.2

A/B

7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17

West Marine Dr/Hume Ave
West Marine Dr/2nd St
West Marine Dr/3rd St
West Marine Dr/4th St
West Marine Dr/5th St
West Marine Dr/6th St
West Marine Dr/Astor St/7th St
West Marine Dr (Westbound)/8th St
West Marine Dr (Eastbound)/8th St

Highway movements - 0.85 v/c,
Non-highway movements - 0.95 v/c
Highway movements - 0.85 v/c,
Non-highway movements - 0.95 v/c
Highway movements - 0.85 v/c,
Non-highway movements - 0.95 v/c
Highway movements - 0.85 v/c,
Non-highway movements - 0.95 v/c
Highway movements - 0.85 v/c,
Non-highway movements - 0.95 v/c
Highway movements - 0.85 v/c,
Non-highway movements - 0.95 v/c
Highway movements - 0.85 v/c,
Non-highway movements - 0.95 v/c
Highway movements - 0.85 v/c,
Non-highway movements - 0.95 v/c
Highway movements - 0.85 v/c,
Non-highway movements - 0.95 v/c

West Marine Dr/9th St

0.85 v/c

0.48

10.9

B

Commercial St/8th St

Highway movements - 0.85 v/c,
Non-highway movements - 0.95 v/c

0.54/0.10

9.8/10.0

A/B

Note: * At signalized locations the V/C ratio, LOS and delay reported as intersection average, and at un-signalized
locations, the V/C ratio, LOS and delay reported as worst major/ minor movement.

3

Highway Capacity Manual, 6th Edition. Transportation Research Board. Washington, DC. 2016.
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Baseline Transportation System Improvements
The starting point for the 2035 operations analysis relied on a list of street system improvement projects
contained in the Astoria Transportation System Plan (2013). These projects represent only those that are
expected to be reasonably funded, and therefore can be included in the 2035 Baseline scenario.
Roadway
Several roadway enhancements are identified in Astoria’s TSP which directly impact the study corridor
or could affect circulation and traffic patterns. Notably, the TSP includes a road reconfiguration project
for West Marine Drive between Columbia Avenue and 9th street which is assumed to happen in the
short term. This project includes reducing West Marine Drive to three travel lanes and adding bike lanes.
While this project has been identified in the TSP, additional analysis is needed, so this project will only
be included in future build scenarios for both 2023, the expected opening year, and 2035. The TSP also
recommends coordinated signal timing from Portway Street to Columbia/Bond Street on West Marine
Drive as a medium-term project. Since this project will likely be implemented by 2035, signal timings in
this section of the corridor will be optimized for the 2035 baseline model.
Other projects are expected to occur near the study corridor as part of the TSP, however, these projects
are not included in the 2035 baseline model due to their limited impacts to the study corridor. These
projects include a proposal to convert Bond Street to two-way traffic with traffic calming measures
between Hume and 7th Avenue. As a parallel route to West Marine Drive, converting Bond Street to twoway traffic could re-route some drivers to this facility, reducing volumes along West Marine Drive.
However, it is more conservative to assume drivers do not re-route from West Marine Drive to
understand possible traffic impacts from the proposed road reconfiguration. Additionally, with
appropriate traffic calming measures, Bond Street would be maintained for local traffic rather than as an
alternative through route. Local connectivity enhancements are also identified in the TSP for the
industrial area north of West Marine Drive off Bay Street.
Pedestrian and Bicycle
The Astoria TSP identified many pedestrian and bicycle improvements near the project corridor.
Pedestrian projects include sidewalk infill along Bond Street between Hume and 2nd Street and
additional crossing enhancements at West Marine Drive and Bay Street, 6th Street, 8th Street, and at
Commercial Street/8th Street. The bicycle plan includes completing the existing bike lane gaps along
West Marine Drive and additional shared roadway and wayfinding improvements on 6th Street and Bond
Street. Additional wayfinding guidance will also be provided at the Smith Point Roundabout. These
enhancements will improve existing bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure along the corridor.
Transit
The Sunset Empire Transportation District long-range plan identifies several expansions to their existing
service. Daily transit service will be provided in Astoria through an east and west route to replace
existing transit service provided by regional transit routes. The Astoria routes will operate with hourly
headways during the week from 5:45 AM and 10 PM and from 7 AM to 10 PM on weekends. These
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improvements will be coupled with additional bus stop amenities provided throughout the City of
Astoria as part of the TSP. Regional transit connections will still be provided to Seaside and Warrenton
between 6 AM and 10 PM daily 7 AM to 10 PM on weekends. Service will be provided every 30 minutes
during weekly peak periods on 60 minutes otherwise; headways of up to two hours will be used during
the weekend. Service to Portland via regional routes will also be expanded to four daily trips with two
additional shorter trips.

Future Motor Vehicle Volumes
Future 2023 and 2035 baseline traffic volumes were forecasted at the study intersections based on
the Astoria-Warrenton regional travel demand model. The forecast was based on the 2002 base and
2035 baseline future Astoria-Warrenton Regional travel demand model and the 2002 and 2035 baseline
Astoria window-area travel demand model to be consistent with the forecasted volumes for the 2013
TSP (as documented in the Traffic Methodology and Assumptions Memorandum included in the
Appendix). The 2035 baseline model assumes the existing roadway network with additional future
growth to provide an accurate picture of future baseline transportation conditions. The model volumes
were post-processed following the NCHRP 765 methodology which includes estimating link level growth
to estimate future turning movement volumes in the future analysis year. Traffic volumes were forecast
to 2023 for the downtown Astoria portion of the study area, to understand project impacts during the
anticipated opening year, and to 2035 for the entire corridor. These volumes are summarized below in
Figures 2a, 2b, 3a and 3b.
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Figure 2a: 2023 Motor Vehicle Volumes
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Figure 2b: 2023 Motor Vehicle Volumes
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Figure 3a: 2035 Motor Vehicle Volumes
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Figure 3b: 2035 Motor Vehicle Volumes
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2023 Baseline Motor Vehicle Conditions (Astoria Downtown)
Baseline 2023 operations were analyzed for the portion of West Marine Drive in downtown Astoria to
provide a baseline for the possible roadway reconfiguration expected to occur by 2023 along this
segment. No geometric changes to West Marine Drive were assumed for the baseline analysis.
2023 Intersection Operations
The 2023 pm peak hour study intersection operations are shown in Table 7. As shown, all study
intersections would be expected to operate below the mobility target through 2023. All intersections
along West Marine Drive would operate with a v/c ratio of 0.55 or better during the p.m. peak hour.

Table 7: 2023 Study Intersection Traffic Operational Analysis

7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17

Location
West Marine Dr/Hume Ave
West Marine Dr/2nd St
West Marine Dr/3rd St
West Marine Dr/4th St
West Marine Dr/5th St
West Marine Dr/6th St
West Marine Dr/Astor St/7th St
West Marine Dr (Westbound)/8th St
West Marine Dr (Eastbound)/8th St

Mobility Target
Highway movements - 0.85 v/c,
Non-highway movements - 0.95 v/c
Highway movements - 0.85 v/c,
Non-highway movements - 0.95 v/c
Highway movements - 0.85 v/c,
Non-highway movements - 0.95 v/c
Highway movements - 0.85 v/c,
Non-highway movements - 0.95 v/c
Highway movements - 0.85 v/c, Nonhighway movements - 0.95 v/c
Highway movements - 0.85 v/c,
Non-highway movements - 0.95 v/c
Highway movements - 0.85 v/c,
Non-highway movements - 0.95 v/c
Highway movements - 0.85 v/c,
Non-highway movements - 0.95 v/c
Highway movements - 0.85 v/c,
Non-highway movements - 0.95 v/c

Forecasted Baseline 2023 Conditions
Delay
Volume/
(seconds)
Level of
Capacity*
*
Service *
0.45/0.32

10.7/40.2

B/E

0.34/0.11

12.0/47.2

B/E

0.34/0.13

11.1/30.9

B/D

0.34/0.42

10.9/53.6

B/F

0.33/0.20

10.9/47.2

B/E

0.32/0.32

10.7/50.8

B/F

0.31/0.26

10.9/45.0

B/E

0.42/0.01

0.0/12.7

A/B

0.39/0.23

0.0/14.4

A/B

West Marine Dr/9th St

0.85 v/c

0.48

11

B

Commercial St/8th St

Highway movements - 0.85 v/c,
Non-highway movements - 0.95 v/c

0.55/0.10

10.0/10.0

A/B

Note: * At signalized locations the V/C ratio, LOS and delay reported as intersection average, and at un-signalized
locations, the V/C ratio, LOS and delay reported as worst major/ minor movement.
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2023 Intersection Queuing
In addition to the intersection operations, vehicle queuing was assessed at study area intersections.
Queuing analysis was conducted using SimTraffic and Sidra (Smith Point roundabout), which estimates
the 95th percentile vehicle queue lengths, or the queue length that would not be exceeded in 95 percent
of the queues formed during the peak hour. Estimated queues at the intersection of West Marine Drive
and the US 101 Bridge could exceed storage at several approaches. This intersection is a major junction
connecting Oregon and Washington which contributes to higher traffic volumes for all approaches,
leading to longer queues. Southbound left and right turn queues generally had sufficient storage space
from the two-lane bridge approach, however, eastbound and westbound through queues spilled
through the nearby, closely spaced intersections including Basin Street and Portway street. Eastbound
left and westbound right turn queues also exceeded their available storage space.
However, queues along other portions of the study corridor were generally estimated at less than 100
feet for both the eastbound and westbound left turns and minor street approaches. Queues for the
traffic signal at 9th Street and West Marine Drive are estimated around 300 feet, but they are not
expected to spillback through the downstream signal.

2035 Baseline Motor Vehicle Conditions (Astoria Uniontown and Downtown)
Baseline 2035 operations were analyzed for the entire West Marine Drive corridor. No geometric
changes to West Marine Drive were assumed for the baseline analysis.
2035 Intersection Operations
Baseline 2035 intersection operations for all study intersections are summarized below in Table 8. In
2035, the majority of intersections along West Marine Drive are still expected to operate within their
mobility targets; however, the southbound movement at Hamburg Avenue and West Marine Drive is
expected to exceed the mobility target for non-highway approaches by 2035.

Table 8: 2035 Study Intersection Traffic Operational Analysis

1
2

Location
West Marine Dr/OR 202/US 101
Business (Smith Point
Roundabout)
West Marine Dr/Hamburg Ave

Mobility Target

Forecasted Baseline 2035 Conditions
Delay
Volume/
(seconds)
Level of
Capacity*
*
Service *

0.90 v/c

0.77

4.5

A

Highway movements - 0.90 v/c,
Non-highway movements - 0.95 v/c

0.46/1.05

12.9/153.
6

B/F

3

West Marine Dr/Portway St

0.90 v/c

0.56

7.1

A

4

West Marine Dr/US 101 Bridge

0.85 v/c

0.81

25.2

C

5

West Marine Dr/Basin St

0.85 v/c

0.53

4.4

A

6

West Marine Dr/Columbia Ave

0.85 v/c

0.61

18.7

B

7

West Marine Dr/Hume Ave

Highway movements - 0.85 v/c,

0.46/0.36

11.0/45.6

B/E
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8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17

West Marine Dr/2nd St
West Marine Dr/3rd St
West Marine Dr/4th St
West Marine Dr/5th St
West Marine Dr/6th St
West Marine Dr/Astor St/7th St
West Marine Dr (Westbound)/8th
St
West Marine Dr (Eastbound)/8th
St
West Marine Dr/9th St

Non-highway movements - 0.95 v/c
Highway movements - 0.85 v/c,
Non-highway movements - 0.95 v/c
Highway movements - 0.85 v/c,
Non-highway movements - 0.95 v/c
Highway movements - 0.85 v/c,
Non-highway movements - 0.95 v/c
Highway movements - 0.85 v/c, Non-highway
movements - 0.95 v/c
Highway movements - 0.85 v/c,
Non-highway movements - 0.95 v/c
Highway movements - 0.85 v/c,
Non-highway movements - 0.95 v/c
Highway movements - 0.85 v/c,
Non-highway movements - 0.95 v/c

Commercial St/8th St

0.35/0.13

12.2/52.8

B/F

0.35/0.15

11.3/33.8

B/D

0.34/0.36

11.0/53.1

B/F

0.34/0.20

11.0/47.7

B/E

0.33/0.32

10.8/57.3

B/F

0.32/0.27

11.0/48.8

B/E

0.43/0.02

0.0/13.0

A/B

Highway movements - 0.85 v/c,
Non-highway movements - 0.95 v/c

0.41/0.24

0.0/14.8

A/B

0.85 v/c

0.50

11.2

B

Highway movements - 0.85 v/c,
Non-highway movements - 0.95 v/c

0.59/0.08

10.4/9.9

B/A

Note: * At signalized locations the V/C ratio, LOS and delay reported as intersection average, and at un-signalized locations,
the V/C ratio, LOS and delay reported as worst major/ minor movement.

2035 Intersection Queuing
Estimated queues during 2035 along the study corridor will primarily be 100 feet or less for both the
eastbound and westbound left turns and minor street approaches. Future vehicle queues at signalized
intersections for mainline traffic on West Marine Drive are still expected to be longer with queues of up
to approximately 300 feet. Queuing continues to be an issue, even with optimized signal phase timings,
for the 2035 baseline scenario at the US 101 Bridge/West Marine Drive intersection (see Table 9).
Southbound left and right turn queues will still have sufficient storage space from the two-lane bridge
approach, however, eastbound and westbound through vehicle queues will continue to spill through
nearby, closely spaced intersections including Basin Street and Portway Street. Eastbound left and
westbound right turn vehicle queues also continue to exceed their available storage space.

Table 9: 2035 Queuing Analysis
Location

4

US 101 Bridge/West
Marine Drive

Movement

Storage
Space (ft)

95th Percentile
Queue Length (ft)

SBL

>1000

225

SBR

490

225

EBL

170*

375

EBT

780

625
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WBT

190

775

WBR

140

225

*Additional storage length available in striped two-way left-turn lane

408
120

City of Astoria Uniontown Reborn Master Plan

APPENDIX F: Methodology and
Assumption Memorandum
MEMORANDUM
DATE:

October 19, 2018

TO:

Michael Duncan | ODOT

FROM:

Reah Flisakowski | DKS
Kevin Chewuk | DKS
Rochelle Starrett | DKS
Astoria Uniontown Master Plan
Task 2.3 Methodology Memorandum

SUBJECT:

Project # 18061-000

The purpose of this memorandum is to establish the methods and assumptions to be used for the
existing and future conditions transportation analysis for the Astoria Uniontown Master Plan. This
memorandum summarizes the study intersections, describes the proposed methodology to calculate
30th highest annual hour of traffic (30HV) for 2018, forecasted 2035 volumes, and how the traffic, safety,
and qualitative multi-modal analyses will be completed.

Study Intersections

The study intersections shown in Table 1 will be analyzed for the project. The locations of the study
intersections can also be seen in Figure 1.
Table 1: Study Intersections and Data Collection

N
o
1

Location
West Marine Dr/OR 202/US 101 (Smith Point
Roundabout)

2
West Marine Dr/Hamburg Ave
3
West Marine Dr/Portway St
4
West Marine Dr/US 101 Bridge

Type
Turn Movement
Count
Turn Movement
Count
Turn Movement
Count
Turn Movement
Count

Duration
16-hour
4-hour
4-hour
16-hour
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5
West Marine Dr/Basin St
6
West Marine Dr/Columbia Ave
7
West Marine Dr/Hume Ave
8
West Marine Dr/2nd St
9
West Marine Dr/3rd St
10
West Marine Dr/4th St
11
West Marine Dr/5th St
12
West Marine Dr/6th St
13
West Marine Dr/Astor St/7th St
14
West Marine Dr (Westbound)/8th St
15
West Marine Dr (Eastbound)/8th St
16
West Marine Dr/9th St
17
Commercial St/8th St

Turn Movement
Count
Turn Movement
Count
Turn Movement
Count
Turn Movement
Count
Turn Movement
Count
Turn Movement
Count
Turn Movement
Count
Turn Movement
Count
Turn Movement
Count
Turn Movement
Count
Turn Movement
Count
Turn Movement
Count
Turn Movement
Count

4-hour
4-hour
4-hour
4-hour
4-hour
4-hour
4-hour
4-hour
4-hour
4-hour
4-hour
4-hour
4-hour
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Figure 17 Project Study Area

ODOT conducted data collection on Tuesday and Wednesday, July 10 and 11, 2018. The turn movement
counts included full vehicle classification, collected at 15-minute intervals.
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Traffic Volume Development

Study intersection traffic operations will be analyzed using estimated 30th highest hour traffic volume
(30 HV) conditions. The 30 HV development process for existing conditions includes determination of
the system peak and seasonal adjustments. The future volume development is based on the AstoriaWarrenton regional travel demand model.

Peak Hour Selection

Once count data is obtained, the system-wide peak will be determined from total intersection volumes.
If the individual intersection peak volume of all study intersections is generally within 10 percent of the
system-wide peak volume, then that peak hour will be proposed as the analysis period for existing and
future conditions.

Development of Seasonal Factors

Traffic count data was collected in July, which represents a period where traffic volumes are slightly
lower than peak summer conditions. Adjustments are required to reach the desired conditions using
methodology from the ODOT Analysis Procedures Manual (APM).
To determine when the 30th highest hour peak conditions occur, data is first examined from Automatic
Traffic Recorder (ATR) stations that record highway traffic volumes year-round. ATR #04-004 exists
within the study area on the US 101 Bridge, just north of the intersection with West Marine Drive (US
30). This ATR exhibits the coastal destination route trend and fits within the annual average daily traffic
volumes of the study area. Thus, this ATR will be used to develop a seasonal factor to adjust the newly
collected count volumes.
It should be noted that the City’s 2013 Transportation System Plan (TSP) did not use ATR 04-004, but
rather applied the coastal destination trend to develop seasonal factors along US 101 and US 30. This
trend summary approach was used because ATR 04-004 was offline during 2010 and thus the data was
incomplete and could not be used for seasonal factoring in the TSP.
Using the methodology described above and in the APM, seasonal factors were developed for the July
traffic counts. Over the past five years of available data (2012-2015), the peak month for average daily
traffic is August (137% AADT). The average daily traffic for the count month of July is 129 percent of
annual average daily traffic (AADT). The adjustment factor from July to August results in a 6 percent
increase to the count volumes to adjust for seasonal variations in traffic, replicating summer conditions.
The seasonal factor will only be applied to highway movements along West Marine Drive.

2035 Volume Forecasting
Forecasted traffic volumes will be developed using the latest Astoria-Warrenton regional travel
demand model for the 30th highest annual hour volume conditions in 2035. Future year 2035
baseline motor vehicles volumes will be developed and post-processed using National
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Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP) Report 765 4 guidelines. The resulting
volumes will be used in the future volume traffic operations analysis. Future year pedestrian and
bicycle volumes on West Marine Drive will be projected based on intersection count data and
reasonable growth rates. Future transit volume estimates will be provided by Sunset Empire
Transportation District. All traffic volume forecasts will be coordinated with forecasts developed
for the City’s 2013 TSP.

Traffic Analysis

Traffic operations (LOS and v/c) will be analyzed for all study intersections under existing (2018) and
future (2035) conditions in both Synchro and Sidra. Synchro applies the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual 5
(HCM) methodology for signalized intersection analyses and the HCM 6th Edition 6 methodology for unsignalized intersection analysis. Queuing analysis will be completed using SimTraffic microsimulation.
Sidra will be used to analyze operations and queuing at the roundabout.

Intersection Mobility Targets

All intersections under state jurisdiction must comply with the v/c ratios in the Oregon Highway Plan 7
(OHP). The ODOT v/c targets are based on highway classification and posted speeds (Table 2).
Table 2: Study Intersection Mobility Targets

Jurisdiction

Intersection
Control

Highway
Category

Mobility
Target

West Marine
Dr/OR 202/US 101
Business (Smith
Point Roundabout)

ODOT

Roundabout

Statewide,
30 mph

0.90 v/c

2

West Marine
Dr/Hamburg Ave

ODOT

Two-way Stop
Control

Statewide,
30 mph

3

West Marine
Dr/Portway St

ODOT

Signal

Statewide,
30 mph

Highway
movements
- 0.90 v/c,
Nonhighway
movements
- 0.95 v/c

Location

1

0.90 v/c

20 Year
Design
Mobility
Target
0.75 v/c

Highway
movement –
0.75 v/c, Nonhighway
movement –
0.80 v/c
0.75 v/c

4 NCHRP Report 765: Analytical Travel Forecasting Approaches for Project-Level Planning and Design. National
Cooperative Highway Research Program. 2014.
5 2000 Highway Capacity Manual. Transportation Research Board. Washington, DC. 2000.
6 Highway Capacity Manual, 6th Edition. Transportation Research Board. Washington, DC. 2016.
7 1999 Oregon Highway Plan. Oregon Department of Transportation. Updated May 2015.
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4

West Marine
Dr/US 101 Bridge

5

West Marine
Dr/Basin St

ODOT

Signal

6

West Marine
Dr/Columbia Ave

ODOT

Signal

7

8

9

10

West Marine
Dr/Hume Ave

West Marine
Dr/2nd St

West Marine
Dr/3rd St

West Marine
Dr/4th St

West Marine
11
Dr/5th St

ODOT

ODOT

ODOT

ODOT

ODOT

ODOT

Signal

Two-way Stop
Control

Two-way Stop
Control

Two-way Stop
Control

Two-way Stop
Control

Two-way Stop
Control

Statewide,
Freight,
30 mph
Statewide,
Freight,
30 mph
Statewide,
Freight,
30 mph
Statewide,
Freight,
30 mph

Statewide,
Freight,
25 mph

Statewide,
Freight,
25 mph

Statewide,
Freight,
25 mph

Statewide,
Freight,
25 mph

0.85 v/c
0.85 v/c
0.85 v/c
Highway
movements
- 0.85 v/c,
Nonhighway
movements
- 0.95 v/c
Highway
movements
- 0.85 v/c,
Nonhighway
movements
- 0.95 v/c
Highway
movements
- 0.85 v/c,
Nonhighway
movements
- 0.95 v/c
Highway
movements
- 0.85 v/c,
Nonhighway
movements
- 0.95 v/c
Highway
movements
- 0.85 v/c,
Nonhighway
movements
- 0.95 v/c

0.70 v/c
0.70 v/c
0.70 v/c
Highway
movement –
0.70 v/c, Nonhighway
movement –
0.80 v/c
Highway
movement –
0.70 v/c, Nonhighway
movement –
0.80 v/c
Highway
movement –
0.70 v/c, Nonhighway
movement –
0.80 v/c
Highway
movement –
0.70 v/c, Nonhighway
movement –
0.80 v/c
Highway
movement –
0.70 v/c, Nonhighway
movement –
0.80 v/c
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12

13

West Marine
Dr/6th St

West Marine
Dr/Astor St/7th St

West Marine Dr
14 (Westbound)/8th
St

ODOT

ODOT

ODOT

Two-way Stop
Control

Two-way Stop
Control

Two-way Stop
Control

Statewide,
Freight,
25 mph

Statewide,
Freight,
25 mph

Statewide,
Freight,
25 mph

15

West Marine Dr
(Eastbound)/8th St

ODOT

Two-way Stop
Control

Statewide,
Freight,
25 mph

16

West Marine
Dr/9th St

ODOT

Signal

Statewide,
Freight,
25 mph

17

Commercial St/8th
St

ODOT

Two-way Stop
Control

Statewide,
Freight,
25 mph

Highway
movements
- 0.85 v/c,
Nonhighway
movements
- 0.95 v/c
Highway
movements
- 0.85 v/c,
Nonhighway
movements
- 0.95 v/c
Highway
movements
- 0.85 v/c,
Nonhighway
movements
- 0.95 v/c
Highway
movements
- 0.85 v/c,
Nonhighway
movements
- 0.95 v/c
0.85 v/c
Highway
movements
- 0.85 v/c,
Nonhighway
movements
- 0.95 v/c

Highway
movement –
0.70 v/c, Nonhighway
movement –
0.80 v/c
Highway
movement –
0.70 v/c, Nonhighway
movement –
0.80 v/c
Highway
movement –
0.70 v/c, Nonhighway
movement –
0.80 v/c
Highway
movement –
0.70 v/c, Nonhighway
movement –
0.80 v/c
0.70 v/c
Highway
movement –
0.70 v/c, Nonhighway
movement –
0.80 v/c

Analysis Parameters

Parameters for traffic analysis will be gathered using various sources and methodologies. Data needed
will be gathered via field work, collected traffic volume data, aerial photos, GIS, ODOT inventory, City
inventory, and the 2013 Astoria Transportation System Plan.
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Table 3: Analysis Parameters

Parameter

Description

Intersection/
Roadway
Geometry

Peak Hour Factor

# of lanes, lane
configuration, crosssectional information
Posted speeds, intersection
control
Phasing, coordination,
timings
Peak Hour Factor

Traffic Volumes

Vehicle 30 HV

Transit Service

Service frequency, service
span, and routes

Traffic Operations

v/c, LOS, 95 percentile
queues

Collision and Safety
Data

Intersection collisions

Operational Data
Signal Timing Data

Pedestrian and
Bicycle Facilities

Source

th

Qualitative assessment of
existing walkability and
bikeability,
Multimodal Level of Service
(MMLOS) evaluation for
future alternatives only

Field work, aerial photos, TSP
Field work, aerial photos, ODOT TransGIS
TSP, City inventory
Calculated
Calculated from new counts, travel demand
model, Sunset Empire Transportation District
Sunset Empire Transportation District
Calculated using 2000 HCM methodology for
signalized intersections, HCM 6th edition
methodology for unsignalized intersections, and
SimTraffic microsimulation for queuing
ODOT Crash Data System, ODOT TransGIS, City
inventory

Field work, aerial photos, ODOT TransGIS, TSP

Safety Analysis

Collision trends will be identified by analyzing the most recent five years of available crash data for the
study area along West Marine Drive. Analysis will include calculation of critical crash rates and excess
proportion of specific crash types at all study intersections, as outlined in Chapter 4 of ODOT’s Analysis
Procedures Manual. Intersection crash rates will also be compared to the published 90th percentile crash
rates in Table 4-1 of the APM. Any intersection with a collision rate that exceeds its critical rate or the
90th percentile crash rate will be flagged for further review. This analysis will also review all intersection
locations to identify sites that are a top 5% or top 10% SPIS site. Special consideration will be given to
potential causes of collisions at locations with high bicycle/pedestrian crash frequencies. The collision
analysis will be used to identify crash patterns and suggest potential countermeasures to improve safety
along West Marine Drive.
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Multi-Modal Analysis

The pedestrian and bicycle network conditions will be assessed within the study area, using a high-level
qualitative evaluation. The comfort of people walking, biking and taking transit along West Marine Drive
will evaluated based on the following:
•

Width of sidewalks and the location of obstructions within

•

Distance from curb to travel lane

•

Location, size, and health of street trees

•

Location and character of street lighting

•

Location of open and closed crosswalks

•

Location of curb extensions

•

Locations and width of bicycle facilities

•

Location of conflicts with bicycle facilities

•

Location of transit stops and character of the stops

Accessibility of transit stopsThe findings of this evaluation will be summarized in the existing conditions
analysis with text, tables and figures.
Multimodal Level of Service (MMLOS) will be completed for only the future build alternative analysis.
Other relevant factors considered for the MMLOS evaluation will include grade, pavement quality,
intersection traffic control, and the speed of motorized traffic.

417
129

City of Astoria Uniontown Reborn Master Plan

APPENDIX G: Economic Conditions
Memorandum
City of Astoria
Uniontown Economic Conditions Memorandum
December 7, 2018

Community Attributes Inc. tells data-rich stories about communities
that are important to decision makers.

President and CEO:
Chris Mefford
Project Manager:
Elliot Weiss
Analysts:
Diana Haring
Bryan Lobel
Carrie Schaden
Community Attributes Inc.
1411 Fourth Avenue, Suite 1401
Seattle, Washington 98101
www.communityattributes.com
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Introduction
Background and Purpose

The City of Astoria is currently working to prepare the Uniontown Reborn Master Plan for the
Uniontown neighborhood, which is located in the western part of the City, and is anchored by the Port
of Astoria and the Astoria-Megler Bridge. As part of this project, the City requires an economic
conditions assessment to describe current and likely future market conditions for development and
business activity in the study area.

Planning Context
Advance Astoria
Advance Astoria is the City of Astoria’s first economic development strategy. The plan was completed in
2017 and identified industry clusters, or “batches”, for the City to target for growth opportunities. The
batches include craft beverages and fermentation, food production and retail, medical sciences and
education, and entrepreneurship. The map in Exhibit 1 illustrates the location and size (employment) of
businesses in each cluster in the Uniontown area. Employers in seafood processing located at the Port of
Astoria, including Da Yang and Bornstein Seafoods, are the largest employers in Uniontown in batches
targeted by the Advance Astoria initiative.
Existing industry clusters may offer opportunities to expand land and improve amenities for these types
of businesses. Furthermore, alignment between planning for Uniontown and the Advance Astoria
initiative may speed implementation by creating efficiencies in coordination and resource utilization.
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Exhibit 1. Advance Astoria Industry Clusters, Uniontown, City of Astoria, 2018

Source: Hoover’s; Community Attributes Inc.

The Advance Astoria report also included a custom forecast for employment growth in the City of
Astoria, as well as a buildable lands analysis that identifies the amount of land available to
accommodate new growth. The forecast indicates that employment in Astoria will grow by about 1%
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annually, adding about 1,400 net new jobs by 2040. This could require about 125 acres of developable
and redevelopable land in Astoria, which the City currently has available. Analyses included in the
Uniontown Reborn Master Plan effort indicate that several vacant and potentially redevelopable parcels
exist in Uniontown, particularly on the west end of Marine Drive, along Portway Street, and along Basin
Street.

Astoria Comprehensive Plan
According to other analyses completed as part of the Uniontown Reborn Master Plan, zoning and land
use regulations in Uniontown are supportive of a wide variety of commercial and industrial uses, with
most parcels zoned either General Commercial (C-3), General Shorelands Development (S-2), Marine
Industrial (S-1), or High Density Residential (R-3).

Property and Business Owner Survey
In July 2018, the City of Astoria a administered a property and business owner survey to the whole city.
The survey was completed by 129 respondents. The survey focused on priorities for Uniontown and
included priorities for economic development and vitality. Respondents represented a range of business
interests, with tourism-related, food service and retail businesses most heavily represented (59%
combined).
Out of eight potential topics to address, the top four priorities identified by the survey respondents
were to preserve the historic character of Uniontown, encourage adaptive reuse of buildings and
warehouses, support the working port and maritime industries, and encourage family wage jobs.

Advisory Committee and Citizen Input
Engagement efforts with citizens and other stakeholders have reinforced key themes from the Property
and Business Owner Survey. Specifically, feedback supported the importance of preserving historic
character, expanding economic drivers in tourism and industry, and developing a broad range of housing
types that are affordable to local workers. There was also some support for stronger landscaping
standards and revised parking requirements.
Citizens and stakeholders additional desire more clarity on how the Bridge Vista Overlay (BVO) impacts
the feasibility of new development. Redevelopment opportunities in Uniontown, particularly along the
Columbia River, will need to be balanced with the preservation of critical view corridors, and the BVO
may need to be revised in order to better align with citizen priorities.
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Economic Drivers
Trade Relationships

Oregon’s economic health is tied to the export market. Oregon exports totaled $21.9 billion dollars in
2017, an increase of 5% since 2014. However, federal policy proposals could potentially constrain this
growth. Given that China is the number one destination for exports from both Oregon and Astoria, any
substantial revisions to trade policy could impact the regional economy.
China is currently the predominant recipient of exports from the Port of Astoria (Exhibit 2). Out of $47.9
million dollars in exports, 91% of those commodities were sent to China. Exports to China, the UK, and
Canada declined slightly between 2016 and 2017, though exports to the Philippines and Malaysia now
account for larger shares of the Port’s exports.
Exhibit 2 Exports by Destination, 2017, Port of Astoria

Source: U.S. Census Bureau: Economic Indicators Division USA Trade Online; Community
Attributes Inc.
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While much of the direct trade from Oregon is in high-tech goods, Astoria’s exports center on wood and
timber commodities. Exhibit 3 identifies the top commodities from Astoria in 2017 as wood and timber
($43.48 million) followed by beverages and spirits ($3.76 million), with machinery and parts accounting
for just under $700 thousand.

Exhibit 3 Export Commodities by Value in Astoria, 2017

Source: U.S. Census Bureau: Economic Indicators Division USA Trade Online; Community
Attributes Inc.
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Exports from Astoria increased 1,146% from $3.4 million in 2010 to $42.2 million in 2011 (Exhibit 4). The
growth in 2011 may be partially attributed to a growing demand for rough wood commodities in China.
Exhibit 4. Total Export Value, 2005 to 2017, Port of Astoria

Source: U.S. Census Bureau: Economic Indicators Division USA Trade Online; Community
Attributes Inc.
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Natural Resource Industries

The economy of the U.S. has changed substantially between 1980 and 2017. As in many communities
throughout the Pacific Northwest, employment in industries related to resource extraction has shifted
or declined. Forestry has historically been an economic driver in Astoria and in Oregon. In the 1970’s
Oregon’s timber harvests totaled over eight billion board feet, though less than four billion board feet
were harvested in the state in 2016. While demand for wood and timber from China has led to
increases in the timber harvest in Oregon since 2011 (Exhibit 5), timber harvesting is still at historically
low levels.
Exhibit 5. Annual Timber Harvest in Board Feet, Oregon, 1991 – 2016

Source: Oregon State Library Annual Timber Harvest; Community Attributes Inc.

Several factors have negatively impacted the Oregon timber harvest in the last three decades, including
the listing of the Spotted Owl as an endangered species in 1990 and the adoption of the Northwest
Forest Plan (NWFP) in 1994 (Exhibit 5). More recently, the Great Recession also signaled a decreased
timber harvest, likely due to a weak housing market and low demand for wood products for
construction. Employment in forestry and logging in Clatsop County has remained relatively steady since
2000, but had recently fallen below 200 (Exhibit 6).
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Exhibit 6 Historical Employment in Resource-Related Industries,
Clatsop County, 2000 – 2017

Source: U.S Bureau of Labor and Statistics; Community Attributes Inc.
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Covered employment—not including sole proprietorships or partnerships—in maritime-related
industries in Oregon has slightly increased in recent years from 8,500 jobs in 2012 to 9,500 in 2017
(Exhibit 7). At a statewide level, growth has predominantly been in the sub-sectors of maritime logistics
and shipping as well as boat and ship building, repair, and maintenance.
Exhibit 7 Maritime-Related Employment by Sector, Oregon, 2012 – 2017

Source: U.S Bureau of Labor and Statistics; Community Attributes Inc.
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In 2016 Oregon fishermen landed 209 million pounds valued at almost $151 million, a slight increase in
pounds and value as compared to 2015 (Exhibit 8). Among ports in the U.S., Astoria was ranked 12th in
landings by pounds in 2016, with 93.6 million pounds landed in commercial fisheries. Since 2012
Astoria’s landings began falling from a recent high of 169.5 million pounds.
Exhibit 8. Commercial Fishery Landings, Port of Astoria 1981 to 2016

Source: National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, Fisheries Statistics Division;
Community Attributes Inc.
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Regional Labor Force and Business Activity
Trends

Consistent with national trends, Astoria’s economy is shifting away from its traditional industrial and
resource-based jobs toward a services base. In terms of total jobs by industry, Uniontown (represented
approximately by Census tract 9501) is more diversified than the two other Census tracts in Astoria
(9502, which covers downtown and central Astoria, and 9503, which covers eastern Astoria from 17th St.
to Tongue Point). While the largest portion of jobs are in services (37% of jobs), Uniontown has a higher
share of manufacturing jobs and construction and resource jobs than either of the other two Census
tracts within Astoria (Exhibit 9).
Exhibit 9. Jobs by Census Tract and Industry in Astoria, 2015

Source: LEHD LODES Work Area Characteristics; Community Attributes Inc.
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Exhibit 10 indicates that Uniontown’s largest business segments by industry, as measured by number of
establishments, are services, followed by construction/resources and retail. The City Center (Tract 9502)
is the largest employment center in Astoria with an estimated 497 businesses. Uniontown’s
manufacturing sector is characterized by fewer large establishment, as evidenced by the fact that just
four businesses (2%) account for 16% of total employment.
Exhibit 10. Businesses by Census Tract and Industry in Astoria, 2016

Source: Hoovers; Community Attributes Inc.
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Compared to other selected cities and counties in Oregon, Astoria and Clatsop County have a larger
share of the population working in the military due to the significant U.S. Coast Guard presence. The
Astoria Regional Airport serves as the headquarters for the Coast Guard sector that stretches from
coastal Oregon and southern Washington throughout the Columbia, Snake and Willamette River
systems to Idaho. 1.9% of the working age population in Astoria were employed in the Armed Forces in
2016.
Exhibit 11. Employment Status Across Select
Counties and Cities in Oregon, 2016

Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5 Year Estimates; Community Attributes Inc.
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In Census tract 9501, 26% of workers earned monthly take-home pay of less than $1,250 in 2015 (Exhibit
12). The east side of Astoria (tract 9502) had a higher proportion of jobs with monthly wages above
$3,333 compared to tract 9501.
Exhibit 12. Percent of Jobs by Tract and Monthly Wage in Astoria, 2015

Source: LEHD LODES Work Area Characteristics, 2015

In 2016 the State of Oregon enacted an annual minimum wage rate increase that varies across the state.
In July 2018, the minimum wage increased to $12.00 per hour inside the Portland urban growth
boundary, and to $10.75 per hour in Clatsop County (including Astoria). For a full-time worker earning
minimum wage the July 2018 rate increase in Astoria translates to about $1,860 per month. In Clatsop
County 6.6% of jobs paid minimum wage or less ($10.25 per hour) in the third quarter of 2017. The
minimum wage increase does not impact all jobs in Oregon, as exemptions exist for agricultural workers,
childcare providers, taxi drivers, and certain types of non-profit camps and recreation-related
employment.
The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development considers housing to be affordable if the
household spends 30% or less of gross income on housing costs. Based on these HUD guidelines for
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housing affordability, a full-time worker at minimum wage in Astoria could afford to spend less than
$600 per month on housing costs. For people living in Astoria the median household income is $43,900,
less than the median statewide level of $53,270. Between 2015 and 2016 the median household income
in Astoria declined from $44,663 to $43,919, a 1.7% decrease. Using the same HUD guidelines as above,
a median household income in Astoria would support spending about $1,100 per month on housing
costs. HUD sets income limits for Section 8 and other subsidized housing programs, which are often less
than the median household income, but the limits vary by location and family size.

Anticipated Real Estate Market Conditions

Current lease rates in Astoria are unlikely to support the development of more intensive, urban
typologies. Based on a review of current lease rates for multifamily and commercial properties in
Astoria, lease rates are below the levels generally needed to profitably develop projects that require
concrete and steel construction or structured parking. As a result, market conditions indicate that new
development will likely be limited to less intensive development products, though the specific
conditions that apply to any given property or development project may allow otherwise.

Multifamily and Mixed-Use

Lease rates per square foot for a sample of multifamily units located throughout Astoria are given in
Exhibit 14 below. Sampled units include those currently listed as available, regardless of location within
the City. Observed rates range from $1.21 to $1.57 per square foot, per month. Though the threshold
rate for developing more urban amenities, such as structured parking, varies depending on project
financing, land costs, and other factors, projects unable to garner approximately $2.00 per square foot
are generally considered unable to cover the cost of such amenities throughout the Pacific Northwest.
Exhibit 14. Multifamily Lease Rate Summary, City of Astoria, 2018

Unit
A
B
C
D
E
F
G
H
I

Lease Rate (per
Month)
$975.00
$975.00
$1,087.50
$1,162.50
$1,162.50
$975.00
$975.00
$1,147.50
$1,147.50

Square Feet
726
726
900
900
862
620
620
946
837

Lease Rate (per
Square Foot)
$1.34
$1.34
$1.21
$1.29
$1.35
$1.57
$1.57
$1.21
$1.37

Source: Apartments.com (accessed 8/18); Community Attributes Inc.

434
146

City of Astoria Uniontown Reborn Master Plan
Commercial

Observed commercial lease rates vary significantly depending on location in Astoria. Downtown
locations can obtain lease rates upwards of $30 per square foot (annually). For currently available
properties outside the downtown area, lease rates were observed between $10 and $20 per square
foot. Limited availability of commercial property, as observed in a review of current property listings,
indicates that there may be some unmet demand for commercial space in Astoria, which may suggest
the need for a variety of commercial space types.

Other Uses

Uniontown, specifically, has demonstrated favorable market conditions for hotel development, with
recent and existing interest in ground-up projects in the hospitality sector.
Industrial development may cost less than other types of commercial and residential construction and is
likely to be feasible in Uniontown given prevailing market conditions. Stakeholder interviews and other
qualitative information indicate existing demand for new industrial space.

Key Findings and Implications for Master
Planning
•

The forecast included in the Advance Astoria report indicates that employment in
Astoria will grow by about 1% annually, adding about 1,400 net new jobs by 2040.
This could require about 125 acres of developable and redevelopable land in
Astoria. Some rezoning and intensification may be required to accommodate all
new growth, and Uniontown may be able to accommodate some of the growth as
well.

•

The largest industry in Astoria, by far, is educational services, health care and social
assistance. These jobs often pay good wages, and Astoria also benefits from
relatively high levels of educational attainment. However, the composition of
Uniontown’s business community differs from other parts of Astoria and features
large industrial employers. Seafood processing and other manufacturers are
economic anchors for Uniontown and, policy variables notwithstanding, the Port of
Astoria and its tenants will continue to drive Uniontown’s economy in the coming
years. Given that the Uniontown Reborn Master Plan will not govern development
on Port properties, recommendations in the plan document should be coordinated
with the Port’s aspirations, and uses that are broadly compatible with Port
activities—such as industrial-flex or light manufacturing—may offer synergies with
other Uniontown tenants.
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•

Uniontown contains a cluster of tourism-related and retail businesses that are
important to the area’s identity. Improvements to Uniontown, which is already a
primary gateway for tourists entering the city from the north and the south, may
improve Astoria’s appeal as a destination and, with other tourism-supportive
investment, increase tourist spending in Astoria. However, tourism was not
identified as a target “batch” or sector in the Advance Astoria strategy, and
Advance Astoria does not call for the City to make a concerted effort to increase
tourism.

•

Preserving the historic character of Uniontown ranked as the most important
economic development priority in the survey administered by the City of Astoria in
2018, which indicates a continuing preference for legacy businesses along the
Highway 101 corridor in Uniontown. Some degree of auto-orientation and a robust
mix of uses are likely to be enduring characteristics of the corridor.

•

Housing affordability is a challenge for Uniontown and for Astoria. Anecdotal
evidence suggests that many Astorians find it difficult to obtain housing aligned
with their income. Meanwhile, land constraints and market conditions make new
housing construction challenging. Uniontown may offer opportunities for housing
development to meet this need, though current lease rates for multifamily housing
in Astoria indicate that new construction will likely be limited to less intensive
housing products, such as garden style apartments.

•

Adaptive reuse of buildings in Uniontown was identified as a priority in the survey.
This could indicate an opportunity to implement Advance Astoria strategies around
craft and value-added food and beverage production in Uniontown, while reducing
the need for costly new construction. Broadly, incremental, small-scale
redevelopment and rehabilitation of existing properties may be necessary
strategies to demonstrate development feasibility and create local momentum.
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APPENDIX H: Evaluation Criteria
Memorandum

Subject

Revised Evaluation Criteria Memorandum

Attention

Mike Morgan and Brett Estes,
City of Astoria

From

Scott Richman, Brooke Jordan, Jacobs

Date

January 8, 2019

Copies to

Michael Duncan, ODOT

Introduction
This memorandum presents proposed criteria for the evaluation of potential land use and
transportation improvement alternatives that could consist of regulatory changes such as existing plan
and code amendments, and public investments in the Uniontown neighborhood. The evaluation criteria
reflect community identified concerns about the impact of alternatives on livability, development or
redevelopment potential, travel conditions by different mode, including safety, comfort, and
accessibility for people walking, biking, riding transit, or driving (particularly large freight-hauling trucks),
plus historic preservation, aesthetics, and economic vitality.
Evaluation criteria will be used to qualitatively assess and compare the extent to which potential
alternatives meet the community vision for Uniontown and project objectives. Project objectives
include:
•

Strengthen livability and economic vitality;

•

Create balanced and efficient multimodal transportation system;

•

Develop a complete land use plan and supportive transportation plan;

•

Build on previous planning and visioning work;

•

Facilitate Astor-West Urban Renewal Plan implementation; and

•

Actively engage community stakeholders through visioning process.

437
149

City of Astoria Uniontown Reborn Master Plan
Based on the evaluation, each alternative will receive one of three ratings: meets or supports criteria,
does not relate to criteria (i.e., not applicable), or does not meet criteria. Table 1 details the communityidentified land use and economic development, and transportation issues and proposed criteria to
evaluate alternatives.
Table 1. Evaluation Criteria by Key Issues

Key Issues

Draft Evaluation Criteria
Land use & Economic Development

Limited Landscaping Standards

Fragmented Property Ownership
Bridge Vista Overlay Zone
Implications
Off-Street Parking Uses and
Management

Loss of Historic Character

•

Improves existing landscaping standards to reflect
community vision for the neighborhood

•

Supports sustainable landscaping design and
implementation (i.e. preserving/increasing tree canopy,
improving storm water management)

•

Encourages development types that promote a cohesive
neighborhood fabric

•

Leverages the asset of the river, views of, and connection
to the river to future development

•

Reduces burden of parking minimums for new
development

•

Leverages current and potential off-street parking in
Uniontown

•

Preserves the historic character of Uniontown

•

Emphasizes Astoria’s historic character by connecting
people to tourism-related and retail businesses

•

Addresses the changing economic landscape by supporting
new investment/employment opportunities, making
Uniontown and Marine Drive more attractive to tourists
and residents

•

Emphasizes Uniontown’s capability for light manufacturing
and other resilient industry sectors

•

Allows or promotes feasible development types

•

Development reflects market conditions/constraints

Evolving Traditional Economic Base

Low Leasing Rates Deter
Development
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Lack of Affordable Housing

Lack of Commercial Space

•

Incentivizes opportunities for increased affordable housing
or overall supply of housing that are appropriate for
prevailing wages

•

New and proposed housing developments are compatible
with adjacent neighborhoods and with current
neighborhood uses

•

Promotes the envisioned neighborhood character (i.e.
setbacks, building heights, landscaping) and allows for
feasible development

•

Allows for the repurposing of existing buildings to fill
market gap

•

Commercial development includes affordable housing

Key Issues

Draft Evaluation Criteria
Transportation

Unsafe Pedestrian Crossings on
Marine Drive

Port of Astoria Traffic Concerns

Parking on Marine Drive

Limited Access to Commercial and
Recreational Districts

Unsafe Nonmotorized Access
between Uniontown and Alameda

•

Addresses known pedestrian crossing issues on Marine
Drive

•

Improves safety at crossings for pedestrians and bicyclists
through proven treatment methods

•

Alternative measures to increase capacity and turning
movements for road users, especially Port activity

•

Preserves existing transportation system to the Port Astoria

•

Supports and improves safety for all users around the Port
of Astoria

•

Preserves parking during roadway configuration and
utilizes public parking lot opportunities

•

Mitigates impacts to existing on-street parking

•

Improve pedestrian and bicycle access

•

Improves access to and identification of commercial or
recreational areas through signage, crossings, and
wayfinding programs

•

Promotes a more walkable, safe, and accessible
transportation environment where reasonably feasible

•

Improves or creates access to/between Uniontown and
Alameda
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Problematic Traffic Patterns

Numerous and Closely Spaced
Driveways on Marine Drive

Safe and Convenient Transit

Inadequate Lighting for Pedestrians

Lack of Safe and Convenient Bicycle
Facilities including North Terminus
of Oregon Coast Bike Route (OCBR)

•

Improves facilities for people using mobility devices

•

Enhances the active transportation network

•

Addresses known access issues on state highways or major
arterials

•

Reduces personal vehicle reliance on system for shorter,
local trips

•

Improves efficiency of current transportation system

•

Supports more safe and efficient access to businesses and
residences along Marine Drive

•

Improves safety for pedestrians and bicyclists around
driveways

•

Enhances public transportation services (e.g., new routes,
more shelters, ADA compliance)

•

Improves bicycle and pedestrian connections to public
transportation stops

•

Enhances transportation options to underserved areas.

•

Improves visibility and safety, especially for those with
disabilities

•

Minimizes impacts to natural resources

•

Enhances access to and encourages use of the Oregon
Coast Bike Route (OCBR)

•

Creates connections between Marine Drive and the Astoria
Riverwalk

•

Creates enhanced east-west bicycle route accessible to
more users

440
152

City of Astoria Uniontown Reborn Master Plan

APPENDIX I: Land Use and Transportation
Alternatives Memorandum

Memorandum 6: land use and
transportation alternatives
ASTORIA UNIONTOWN REBORN MASTER PLAN
Attention

Mike Morgan, City of Astoria

From

Jamin Kimmell and Matt Hastie, APG
Reah Flisakowski and Rochelle Starrett, DKS
Scott Richman and Brooke Jordan, Jacobs

Date

January 21, 2019

Copies to

Michael Duncan, ODOT

Land Use Alternatives
The purpose of this memorandum is to propose alternative approaches for achieving the land use vision
of the Uniontown Reborn Master Plan. The alternative approaches respond to the goals and vision for the
project and are designed to work in conjunction with existing zoning regulations in the area. The
alternatives will be evaluated against the project evaluation criteria specified in Draft Memorandum #5.
Following review by the project advisory committee and input from the public, a preferred alternative will
be selected and amendments to the Astoria Development Code will be drafted to implement that
alternative.
•

This memo is organized into three sections:
1. Overview of Existing Base and Overlay Zones: This section provides an overview of the
existing zoning in the study area for context on the proposed changes and alternatives.
2. Uniontown Overlay Zone: This section reviews a proposed new overlay zone to implement the
land use vision of the Uniontown Reborn Master Plan. The new overlay zone would require an
adjustment to the boundaries of the Bridge Vista Overlay Zone.
3. Land Use Alternatives: This section provides a summary of conceptual alternatives for
implementing the land use vision through use regulations, setback and landscaping standards,
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building height standards, off-street parking requirements, and design standards and guidelines.
The alternatives are presented in a table so they can be more easily compared against each
other and to existing standards of the base zones and Bridge Vista Overlay Zone.

Overview of Existing Base and Overlay Zones
As illustrated in Figure 1, the Uniontown Reborn study area includes a mix of industrial, commercial, and
residential zoning districts; however, the plan is primarily focused on the commercial and industrial zones
that apply along the West Marine Drive Corridor. The goals and vision for the plan center on improving
the West Marine Drive Corridor both as the western gateway to the City of Astoria and the commercial
heart of the Uniontown-Alameda Historic District. The areas outside the corridor were included in the
study area for context and evaluation, but no changes are envisioned to these zones, which include the
R-3 High Density Residential zone, the Aquatic zones (A-1 through A-4), and the S-1 Marine Industrial
zone.
The two zones that apply to properties within the West Marine Drive Corridor are C-3 General
Commercial and S-2 General Development Shorelands. The purpose statements of these zones are
provided below for context:
C-3 General Commercial. Primarily for a wide range of commercial businesses, including most of
those allowed in other commercial zones. The zone is more appropriate for uses requiring a high
degree of accessibility to vehicular traffic, low intensity uses on large tracts of land, most repair
services, and small warehousing and wholesaling operations, compared to the C-4 zone
S-2 General Development Shorelands. Provide an area where a mixture of industrial, commercial,
residential, public and recreational uses can locate. Uses which are water-dependent or waterrelated and other uses which would benefit from a water-front location are preferred.
A portion of the Uniontown Reborn study area is also included in the Bridge Vista Overlay Zone (BVO).
The BVO implements the land use principles of the Astoria Riverfront Vision Plan, as they pertain to the
Bridge Vista Area. The BVO supersedes or modifies the provisions of the C-3 and S-2 zones, including
use regulations, development standards, and design standards and guidelines.

Uniontown Overlay Zone
As illustrated in Figure 2, a new overlay zone is proposed for the West Marine Drive Corridor in order to
implement the land use vision of the Uniontown Reborn Master Plan. The overlay zone is intended to
apply to most commercial and industrial properties that have street frontage on West Marine Drive
between the roundabout at the head of the New Youngs Bay Bridge/Highway 101 to the west and
Columbia Avenue to the east. This area covers many of the commercial properties in the UniontownAlameda Historic District.
Some properties on the north side of West Marine Drive within the proposed overlay zone are currently
included in the BVO. To avoid redundant overlay zones, it is proposed that these properties would be
removed from the BVO and included in the Uniontown Overlay Zone. In order to ensure that the land use
principles of the Riverfront Vision Plan continue to be implemented on these properties, the applicable
provisions of the BVO that apply today will be incorporated or otherwise applied within the new Uniontown
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Overlay Zone. The land use alternatives presented in this memo are designed to incorporate the BVO
provisions where necessary to ensure they continue to be implemented on any properties that are
removed from the BVO.

As illustrated in Figure 2, there are two potential subareas within the Uniontown Overlay Zone. The
working titles for the subareas are “Uniontown Gateway” and “Uniontown Core”. The subareas reflect
the varying existing land uses and development patterns in the West Marine Drive Corridor. To address
these conditions, some of the land use alternatives are designed to allow for variations in allowed uses
or development standards, where appropriate. The existing conditions and land use vision for each
subarea are described below, followed by the proposed land use alternatives.
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Uniontown Gateway Subarea

Zoning: C3 – General Commercial and IN - Institutional Zone
Size: Approximately 18 acres
Characteristics: The Uniontown Gateway subarea is predominantly a commercial corridor that benefits
from the high traffic volumes and visibility of West Marine Drive. The area is the western gateway to the
City of Astoria and functions as an important transition into the more intensely developed areas in the
core of the city. Many of the existing commercial uses are automobile-oriented (fuel station, quick lube,
drive-through coffee kiosk). There are a few residential properties on the south side of West Marine Drive.
Several sites include vacant buildings and several sites are underutilized and may be candidates for
redevelopment. Many buildings are set back from the street and many of the sites in this area include
substantial paved areas with little to no landscaping. The right-of-way of West Marine Drive in this
subarea is relatively wide and vehicle speeds are high, contributing to a relatively uncomfortable
pedestrian experience.

Land Use Vision: The Uniontown Reborn Master Plan envisions that this subarea will incrementally
transition into a more pedestrian-oriented and walkable form. New buildings or building additions
would be placed closer to the street frontage to create a more comfortable and interesting pedestrian
experience. Where buildings do not directly front the sidewalk, landscaping or plazas would provide for
an attractive street frontage. Parking lots fronting the sidewalk would be discouraged, prohibited, or
required to be screened with landscaping. Automobile-oriented uses, which generally detract from the
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pedestrian experience, would be prohibited or subject to special design standards to ensure they
contribute to the walkable character of the area. New developments or redevelopments would respect
and strengthen the historic character of the area.

Uniontown Core Subarea

Zoning: C-3 General Commercial and S-2 General Shorelands Development
Size: Approximately 16 acres
Characteristics: The Uniontown Core subarea includes the properties that front West Marine Drive
between Portway Street to the west and Columbia Avenue to the east. The area includes two-story
historic commercial and residential buildings that are built close to the sidewalk as well as more recently
developed single-story commercial buildings with parking fronting the street. When considered as a
corridor, this section of West Marine Drive represents the historic core of the Uniontown area, with a
traditional development pattern of storefront commercial buildings, many of which embody the historic
character that led to the formation of the Uniontown-Alameda Historic District. This existing development
pattern is more similar to the pedestrian-oriented form of downtown Astoria than the more auto-oriented
segment of West Marine Drive in the Uniontown Gateway subarea.

Land Use Vision: The Uniontown Reborn Master Plan envisions that the traditional urban pattern of the
Uniontown Core subarea will be preserved and strengthened as properties are improved and new
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buildings are added in the area. Building renovations will respect this historic character of the district.
New developments or redevelopments, where appropriate, will extend the essential features of this
historic character and strengthen the identity of the area as a traditional commercial “Main Street”.
These features include buildings that front the street, storefront facades with generous windows, and
historically-appropriate architectural elements.

Land Use Alternatives
Alternative strategies for implementing the Uniontown Overlay zone are presented in Table 1 below.
Alternatives are presented for five topic areas:
1. Use Regulations
2. Setbacks and Landscaping
3. Building Height and Massing
4. Off-Street Parking
5. Design Guidelines and Standards
For each topic area, Table 1 provides a summary of existing provisions from the base zones and the
BVO, presents alternatives for modifying the existing standard to implement the land use vision for the
Uniontown area, and describes some conceptual development code standards for each alternative. Some
alternatives propose that the standards vary in the two subareas of the Uniontown Overlay Zone and
other alternatives propose a uniform standard across the overlay.
The alternatives are discrete and intended to be selected topic-by-topic. For example, selecting
Alternative 1 for use regulations does not require selecting Alternative 1 for the other topics. The
alternatives are designed to provide options in implementing new standards while being generally
consistent with the land use vision for the Uniontown area.

Land Use Alternatives Evaluation
The evaluation of the land use alternatives is presented in Table 2 below. Evaluation criteria used in the
table reflects community identified concerns, STAC feedback, input provided by the City of Astoria on
impacts of alternatives on livability, development, economic vitality, historic preservation, and
neighborhood aesthetics, developed in Technical Memo #2. Evaluation of alternatives was a qualitative
process that assessed the extent to which potential alternatives meet the vision for Uniontown.
Each alternative received one of three ratings and used symbols to denote each rating: meets or supports
criteria (+), does not relate to criteria (i.e., not applicable) (-), or does not meet criteria (o).
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Table 1. Summary of Land Use Alternatives
Existing Standards

Alternatives

Uniontown Gateway
Conceptual Standards

Uniontown Core Conceptual
Standards

Use Regulations
C-3 Zone – Summary of
Use Regulations:
Permitted Uses: Wide
variety of commercial
uses, multi-family
residential, minor repair
services.
Conditional Uses: Auto
sales and service, major
repair services, gas
station, light
manufacturing,
warehousing, single-family
residential or duplex.
Allowed uses are modified
by the Bridge Vista
Overlay Zone to permit
additional uses outright
and prohibit some uses.
S-2 Zone – Summary of
Use Regulations:
Permitted Uses: Waterrelated or waterdependent industrial and
commercial uses.
Conditional Uses: Most
other general commercial
and industrial uses (not
water-related or waterdependent)
Allowed uses are modified
by the Bridge Vista
Overlay Zone to permit
additional uses outright
and prohibit some uses.

Alternative 1:
Prohibit autooriented
commercial or
industrial uses
and allow
additional
commercial
uses outright
throughout the
Uniontown
Overlay.

C-3 Zone – Prohibited Uses: The following uses currently
permitted in the C-3 zone would be prohibited throughout the
overlay zone (consistent with existing regulations for the
Pedestrian-Oriented District (POD) within BVO):
• Animal hospital or kennel.
• Auto sales and services.
• Commercial or public off-street parking lot.
• Conference center.
• Construction service establishment.
• Drive-through facilities.
• Gasoline service stations.
• Hospital.
• Manufacturing or light industrial without a retail
component.
• Repair service establishment not allowed as an
Outright Use.
• Transportation service establishment.
• Wholesale trade or warehouse establishment.
C-3 Zone – Additional Permitted Uses: The following uses
allowed as Conditional Uses in the C-3 zone would be
permitted outright in the C-3 zone throughout the overlay
zone (consistent with existing regulations for POD within
BVO):
• Light manufacturing with a retail component.
• Motel, hotel, or bed and breakfast
• Residential dwellings above a first-floor commercial
use.
S-2 Zone – Prohibited Uses: The following uses that are
permitted in the S-2 zone would be prohibited in the overlay
zone (consistent with existing BVO):
• Fossil fuel and petroleum product terminals.
• Auto sales and gas stations.
• Wood processing.
• Professional and medical offices.
• Indoor entertainment.
• Hotels/motels.
• Conference center.
• Residential uses.
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Existing Standards

Alternatives
Alternative 2:
Tailor use
regulations to
two subareas in
the Uniontown
Overlay:
Prohibit a limited
set of industrial
uses in the
Uniontown
Gateway
subarea, while
continuing to
allow some autooriented
commercial uses.
Apply the same
changes to use
regulations as
Alternative 1 the
Uniontown Core
subarea.

Uniontown Gateway
Conceptual Standards

Uniontown Core Conceptual
Standards

C-3 Zone – Prohibited
Uses: The following uses
currently permitted in the
C-3 zone would be
prohibited:
• Construction
service
establishment.
• Manufacturing or
light industrial
without a retail
component.
• Wholesale trade
or warehouse
establishment.
• Automotive
sales.

Apply the same modifications to
use regulations as Alternative 1,
but limited to the Uniontown Core
subarea.

C-3 Zone – Additional
Permitted Uses: The
following uses allowed
as Conditional Uses in
the C-3 zone would be
permitted outright:
• Light
manufacturing
with a retail
component.
• Residential
dwellings above
a first-floor
commercial use.

Setbacks and Landscaping
C-3 Zone:
No minimum or maximum
setback
Minimum landscaping:
10% of lot area
Maximum lot coverage:
90% of lot area
S-2 Zone

Alternative 1:
Establish a
maximum
setback and no
minimum
landscaping
throughout the
Uniontown
Overlay.

•

Establish a maximum setback of 5 feet, with exceptions
for certain situations, including presence of an easement
or utilities or the creation of a pedestrian plaza or wider
walkway.

•

Do not require a minimum landscaped area or a
maximum lot coverage. Continue to require that parking
lots be landscaped according to Section 7.170 and
Section 3.105 through 3.120.

•

Require the same setback for view corridors and River
Trail required by the BVO, where applicable. Applies only

449
161

City of Astoria Uniontown Reborn Master Plan

Existing Standards

Alternatives

Uniontown Gateway
Conceptual Standards

No minimum or maximum
setback
No minimum landscaping
requirements
Bridge Vista Overlay
Zone:
Minimum view corridor of
70 feet along north-south
rights-of-way between
West Marine Drive and
Columbia river.
Minimum setback of 10
feet from River Trail,
setback area must be
landscaped or provide
pedestrian amenities.

Uniontown Core Conceptual
Standards

to properties in the Uniontown Core subarea with frontage
on River Trail and/or north-south streets.

Alternative 2:
Tailor setback
and landscaping
requirements to
two subareas in
the Uniontown
Overlay.
Provide flexibility
in the Uniontown
Gateway subarea
while requiring
attractive street
frontages and
landscaping.
Require a
maximum setback
and no minimum
landscaping in the
Uniontown Core
subarea.

•

No maximum or
minimum setback.

•

Parking lots may not
be located between
the building and the
street (must be to the
side or rear).

•

Where buildings are
set back from the
street more than 5
feet, a landscape
strip or pedestrian
plaza must be
provided between
building and street.

•

Continue to require
at least 10% of lot
area to be
landscaped.

•

Establish minimum
planting
requirements to
require minimum
areas of live ground
cover and minimum
density of trees
and/or shrubs in
landscaped area.

•

Establish a maximum setback
of 5 feet, with exceptions for
certain situations, including
presence of an easement or
utilities or the creation of a
pedestrian plaza or wider
walkway.

•

Do not require a minimum
landscaped area or a
maximum lot coverage.
Continue to require parking
lots be landscaped according
to Section 7.170 and Section
3.105 through 3.120.

•

Require the same setback
and landscaping
requirements for view
corridors and from the River
Trail as required by the BVO,
where applicable.

Building Height and Massing
C-3 Zone: Maximum
height of 35 feet
S-2 Zone: Maximum
height of 45 feet

Alternative 1:
Allow a
maximum height
of 45 feet
throughout the
Uniontown
Overlay.

Maximum height of 45 feet (no stepback required).
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Existing Standards
Bridge Vista Overlay
Zone: Maximum height of
35 feet, except up to 45
feet when stories above
24 feet are stepped back
10 feet.

Alternatives

Uniontown Gateway
Conceptual Standards

Uniontown Core Conceptual
Standards

Alternative 2:
Allow a
maximum height
of 45 feet, but
require
stepbacks,
throughout the
Uniontown
Overlay.

•

Maximum height of 35 feet without a stepback.

•

Maximum height of 45 feet when stories above 24 feet
are stepped back 10 feet (consistent with existing BVO).

Alternative 3:
Allow a
maximum height
of 35 feet, but
require
stepbacks,
throughout the
Uniontown
Overlay.

•

Maximum height of 35 feet and stories above first floor (or
15 feet, whichever is less) are required to step back 10
feet.

Alternative 1:
Allow reductions
and exemptions
to parking
requirements
throughout the
Uniontown
Overlay.

•

Minimum parking space requirements may be reduced by
50% for uses with less than 5,000 square feet of gross
floor area.

•

Exemptions from minimum parking space requirements
permitted under the following conditions:
o Existing buildings that cover the maximum
allowable area of the site.
o Building expansions of 10% or less.

Alternative 2:
Allow reductions
and exemptions
to parking
requirements
only in the
Uniontown Core
subarea.

No reductions or
exemptions.

Off-Street Parking
C-3 and S-2 Zone:
Citywide requirements
apply, as found in Article
7.
Bridge Vista Overlay
Zone: Reductions and
exemptions from minimum
parking requirements
allowed in the PedestrianOriented District.

•

Minimum parking space
requirements may be
reduced by 50% for uses with
less than 5,000 square feet of
gross floor area.

•

Exemptions from minimum
parking space requirements
permitted under the following
conditions:
o Existing buildings
that cover the
maximum area of the
site allowable.
o Building expansions
of 10% or less.
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Existing Standards

Alternatives

Uniontown Gateway
Conceptual Standards

Uniontown Core Conceptual
Standards

Design Guidelines and Standards
C-3 and S-2 Zone: No
specific guidelines or
standards.
Bridge Vista Overlay
Zone: The BVO requires
compliance with a set of
design standards and
guidelines, administered
through a design review
process. The design
standards and guidelines
cover the following topics:
•

Building Form and
Style

•

Roof Form and
Materials

•

Doors

•

Windows

•

Siding and Wall
Treatment

•

Awnings

•

Lighting

•

Signs

Apply a set of
design
standards and
guidelines that
will ensure
developments
respect the
historic
character and
contribute to the
identity of the
Uniontown area.

•

The design standards and guidelines would be applied
uniformly throughout the Uniontown Overlay Zone.

•

The standards and guidelines would apply to all new
construction and major renovations (defined as
construction valued at more than 25% of the assessed
value of existing structure).

•

The standards and guidelines would be modeled on the
standards and guidelines of the Bridge Vista Overlay
Zone but would be modified to be appropriate for any
uses that are permitted in the Uniontown Overlay Zone.
The standards and guidelines may also be modified to
address features or conditions that are unique to the
Uniontown area, as appropriate.

•

The specific standards and guidelines will be drafted as
part of Draft Memorandum #7 (Preferred Land Use
Alternative) and Draft Memorandum #8 (Implementation
Measures).
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Table 2. Land Use Alternatives Evaluation
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Transportation Alternatives
The purpose of this memorandum is to present the transportation alternative strategies for the Uniontown
Reborn Master Plan. The alternatives respond to the goals and vision for the project and take into
consideration findings and recommendations in the Astoria Transportation System Plan. The study area
includes West Marine Drive (US 101) between the Smith Point Roundabout (OR 202) and Bond Street as
shown in Figure 1.
Figure 1: Study Area

Astoria Transportation System Plan
The 2013 Astoria Transportation System Plan provides detailed future traffic analysis of the study area
corridor. The land use that informed the TSP future year 2035 traffic forecasts was reviewed and
compared to the land use alternatives developed for the Uniontown plan. It was found the land use
(number of households and employees) growth in the Uniontown alternatives was similar to each other
and similar to the TSP estimates. Therefore, the growth in vehicle trips to the future 2035 horizon year
should also be similar.
The 2035 forecasted traffic volumes from the TSP were compared to the 2035 baseline volumes
developed for the Uniontown plan. The forecasting methodology and future land use growth were
consistent for each. There were minor differences in 2035 intersection volumes between the studies, as
shown in Figure 2.
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It was determined the future traffic analysis findings from the TSP are still valid for the Uniontown plan and are
appropriate to use to guide the transportation alternatives Tier 1 screening. An updated future traffic analysis will
be conducted to evaluate the Uniontown plan preferred alternative.
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Summary of TSP Operations Findings
The TSP evaluated six roadway options along West Marine Drive between Hamburg Avenue and
Columbia Avenue. These findings were reviewed to determine the best alternatives to carry forward into
the Uniontown analysis. The TSP roadway options and findings are summarized in Table 1.
Table 1: TSP Roadway Options and Findings
TSP West Marine Drive Options

TSP Findings and Outcome

Option A: Do nothing

This option would adequately accommodate future year 2035
travel demand. It was carried forward as a Uniontown plan
alternative to serve as the future baseline condition.

West Marine Drive would maintain
four travel lanes.
Option B: Three lanes
West Marine Drive would be
reconfigured to three travel lanes
(one lane in each direction with a
center turn lane/median).

Option C1: Four lanes reconfigured
West Marine Drive would be
reconfigured with one westbound
travel lane, two eastbound travel lanes
and a center turn lane/median.

Option C2: Four lanes reconfigured
West Marine Drive would be
reconfigured with two westbound
travel lanes, one eastbound travel lane
and a center turn lane/median.
Option D: Five lanes
West Marine Drive would be widened
to five travel lanes- two lanes in each
direction with a center turn lane/raised
median.

This option would not adequately accommodate future year 2035 travel
demand and was dropped early in the TSP alternatives analysis. Future
corridor speeds were slow with long queues. The westbound through
movements at signalized intersections required two through lanes to
meet intersection mobility targets. This option was included as a
Uniontown alternative due to the potential multimodal and safety
benefits that align with project goals.
This option would not adequately accommodate future year 2035
travel demand and was dropped early in the TSP alternatives
analysis. Future corridor speeds were slow with long queues. The
westbound through movements at signalized intersections
required two through lanes to meet intersection mobility targets.
This option was not included as a Uniontown alternative due to
the lack of westbound capacity as a fatal flaw for future year
traffic operations.
This option would adequately accommodate future year 2035
travel demand. It was carried forward as a Uniontown plan
alternative. This option scored the highest in the TSP evaluation.

This option would adequately accommodate future year 2035
travel demand. It was carried forward as a Uniontown plan
alternative. This option scored the second highest in the TSP
evaluation.
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Transportation Alternatives
The following table summarizes potential changes to the West Marine Drive roadway cross-section.
These alternatives focus on options for the vehicle lanes on the roadway. The alternatives include:
•

Alternative 0: Do Nothing

•

Alternative 1: 3-Lanes

•

Alternative 2: 4-Lanes

•

Alternative 3: 5-Lanes

Additional alternatives for providing roadway elements such as bike lanes, wide sidewalks, buffer strips,
on-street parking, raised medians, enhanced pedestrian crossings, streetscape and driveways will be
evaluated after the Tier 1 screening when future vehicle travel lanes have been determined.

Transportation Alternatives Evaluation
The evaluation of the transportation alternatives is presented in Table 1 below. Evaluation criteria used in
the table reflects identified community issues, STAC feedback, input provided by the City of Astoria on
impacts of alternatives on travel conditions by different mode, including safety, comfort, and accessibility
for people walking, biking, riding transit, or driving, and the movement of freight, developed in Technical
Memo #2. Evaluation of alternatives was a qualitative process that assessed the extent to which potential
alternatives meet the vision for Uniontown.
Each alternative received one of three ratings and used symbols to denote each rating: meets or supports
criteria (+), does not relate to criteria (i.e., not applicable) (-), or does not meet criteria (o). The rating
given for each evaluation criteria were based on several general assumptions.
•

A cross-section with a center-turn lane would create an opportunity to provide pedestrian
crossings with a median refuge for improved safety and connectivity.

•

Alternative 3 would reduce vehicle capacity and conflicts by removing two through lanes.

•

Alternative 5 would widen the corridor and reduce pedestrian crossing safety.

•

A cross-section with a center-turn lane would move left turning vehicles out of the through lane for
improved safety.

The optional eastbound bike lane was assumed to be included with the Alternative 2 and 3 crosssections for improved safety and connectivity.
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Summary of West Marine Drive Alternatives
Alternative

Description

Considerations

Alternative
0:
No Build

Retain the existing
4-lane section: 2
lanes in each
direction and left
turn lanes at
major
intersections

•

•
Approximate 66foot section
•
•

Alternative
1:
3-Lanes

Reconfigure
roadway to
provide 1 lane in
each direction
with a center turn
lane/ median area

•
•

•

Approximate 66foot section
•
•

•

•

•

Cross-section Looking East

No left turn lanes
are provided on
West Marine Drive
at Portway Street
(eastbound) and
Hamburg Avenue
(westbound)
Bike lane provided
in westbound
direction only
Retains existing 6foot wide sidewalks
Retains existing onstreet parking
Reduces vehicle
capacity
Does not
accommodate future
2035 traffic demand
Adds left turn lane
at Portway St
(eastbound) and
Hamburg Ave
(westbound)
Adds eastbound
bike lane
Reduces vehicle
conflicts and
improves safety
Provides space for
wider sidewalks and
buffer area to
encourage walking
Provides median for
landscaping and
access
management
May retains existing
on-street parking
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Alternative 2:
4-Lanes

Reconfigure
roadway to
provide 2
westbound
lanes and 1
eastbound lane

•

•

Approximate
72-foot section

•

Approximate
78-foot section
with eastbound
bike lane

•
•

Alternative 3:
5-Lanes

Reconfigure
roadway to
provide 2 lanes
in each
direction with a
center turn
lane or raised
median

•
•

•

Approximate
84-foot section

•

Approximate
90-foot section
with eastbound
bike lane

•

•

•

Reduces capacity
for eastbound
traffic
Adds left turn lane
at Portway St
(eastbound) and
Hamburg Ave
(westbound)
Reduces vehicle
conflicts eastbound
and improves
safety
Optional eastbound
bike lane
May retain existing
on-street parking
Retains capacity
for through traffic
Adds left turn lane
at Portway Street
(eastbound) and
Hamburg Avenue
(westbound)
Center turn lane
adds vehicle
capacity
Center raised
median reduces
vehicle conflicts
and improves
safety
Bike lane provided
in westbound
direction only
May retains
existing
onstreet parking
Optional eastbound
bike lane
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Table 1. Transportation Alternatives Evaluation
Astoria Uniontown Reborn Master Plan
Draft Transportation – West Marine Drive from Smith Point Roundabout to Bond Street
Alternative 0:
Alternative 1:
Alternative 2:
Evaluation Criteria
No Build – Four
Three Travel
Four Travel Lanes
Travel Lanes
Lanes
(2 WB, 1 EB)

Alternative 3:
Five Travel Lanes

Issue #1: Unsafe Pedestrian Crossings on Marine Drive
Addresses known pedestrian crossing issues
on Marine Drive
Improves safety at crossings for pedestrians
through proven treatment methods
Issue #2: Port of Astoria Traffic Concerns
Alternative measures to increase capacity and
turning movements for road users, especially
Port activity
Preserves existing transportation system to
the Port Astoria
Supports and improves safety for all users
around the Port of Astoria
Issue #3: ODOT Performance Targets
Meets ODOT intersection performance targets
during future 2035 peak periods
Issue #4: Parking on Marine Drive
Preserves parking with roadway configuration
Mitigates impacts to existing on-street parking
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Astoria Uniontown Reborn Master Plan
Draft Transportation – West Marine Drive from Smith Point Roundabout to Bond Street
Evaluation Criteria

Alternative 0:
No Build – Four
Travel Lanes

Alternative 1:
Three Travel
Lanes

Alternative 2:
Four Travel Lanes
(2 WB, 1 EB)

Alternative 3:
Five Travel Lanes

Issue #5: Limited Access to Commercial and Recreational Districts
Improve pedestrian access
Improve bicycle access
Improves access to and identification of
commercial or recreational areas through
signage, crossings, and wayfinding programs
Issue #6: Unsafe Nonmotorized Access between Uniontown and Alameda
Promotes a more walkable, safe, and
accessible transportation environment
Improves or creates access to/between
Uniontown and Alameda
Improves facilities for those using mobility
devices
Enhances the active transportation network
Issue #7: Problematic Traffic Patterns
Addresses known access issues on state
highways or major arterials
Reduces personal vehicle reliance on system
for shorter, local trips
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Astoria Uniontown Reborn Master Plan
Draft Transportation – West Marine Drive from Smith Point Roundabout to Bond Street
Evaluation Criteria

Alternative 0:
No Build – Four
Travel Lanes

Alternative 1:
Three Travel
Lanes

Alternative 2:
Four Travel Lanes
(2 WB, 1 EB)

Alternative 3:
Five Travel Lanes

Improves efficiency of current transportation
system
Issue #8: Numerous and Closely Spaced Driveways on Marine Drive
Supports more safe and efficient access to
businesses and residences along Marine Drive
Improves safety for pedestrians and bicyclists
around driveways
Issue #9: Safe and Convenient Transit
Enhances public transportation services (e.g.,
new routes, shelters, ADA compliance)
Improves bicycle and pedestrian connections
to public transportation stops
Enhances transportation options to
underserved areas.
Issue #10: Inadequate Lighting for Pedestrians
Improves visibility and safety, especially for
those with disabilities
Minimizes impacts to natural resources
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Astoria Uniontown Reborn Master Plan
Draft Transportation – West Marine Drive from Smith Point Roundabout to Bond Street
Alternative 2:
Alternative 0:
Alternative 1:
Four Travel
Evaluation Criteria
No Build – Four
Three Travel
Lanes
Travel Lanes
Lanes
(2 WB, 1 EB)
Issue #11: Lack of Safe and Convenient Bicycle Facilities

Alternative 3:
Five Travel Lanes

Enhances access to and encourages use of
the Oregon Coast Bike Route (OCBR)
Creates connections between Marine Drive
and the Astoria Riverwalk
Creates enhanced east-west bicycle route
accessible to more users
Symbol Key
Meets Criteria

Does Not Meet Criteria

Not Applicable
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APPENDIX J: Preferred Land Use and
Transportation Alternatives Memorandum
Memorandum 7: preferred land use and
transportation alternatives
ASTORIA UNIONTOWN REBORN MASTER PLAN
Attention

Mike Morgan, City of Astoria

From

Jamin Kimmell and Matt Hastie, APG
Reah Flisakowski and Rochelle Starrett, DKS
Scott Richman and Brooke Jordan, Jacobs

Date

April 29, 2019

Copies to

Michael Duncan, ODOT
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Introduction
The purpose of this memorandum is to identify and evaluate the preferred land use and transportation
alternatives for the Astoria Uniontown Reborn Master Plan. The sections below describe how the
preferred alternatives were selected, how key elements of the preferred alternatives were developed, and
how preferred alternatives were evaluated based on the project evaluation criteria.

Land Use Alternative Summary
The land use alternative section in this memorandum lays out the vision for preferred land uses. The land
use regulations evaluated address five topic areas: allowed uses, building heights and massing,
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landscaping and setbacks, off-street parking, and design guidelines. Within each topic, two to three
alternative approaches were described.
Key findings from the land use analysis include:
•

The Gateway Subarea land use vision incrementally transitions the area into a more pedestrianoriented and walkable form. Where buildings do not directly front the sidewalk, landscaping or
plazas would provide for an attractive street frontage.

•

The Core Subarea land use vision preserves the traditional urban pattern. New developments or
redevelopments would extend the essential features of this historic character and strengthen the
identity of the area as a traditional commercial “Main Street”.

•

The Gateway Subarea preferred use regulation concept would prohibit industrial uses (except for
light manufacturing with a retail component) and automotive sales, continue to allow autooriented commercial uses.

•

The Core Subarea preferred use regulation concept would prohibit industrial uses (except for light
manufacturing with a retail component), automotive sales, gasoline service stations, automotive
service and repair, drive-through facilities.

•

The Gateway and Core Subarea preferred setbacks and landscaping concept is tailored
respectively, but both promote improved landscaping and setbacks that create a pedestrianfriendly and attractive urban design.

•

Preferred building height and massing concept would allow for a maximum height of 45 feet
throughout the area, requiring any part of the building above 35 feet to be stepped back from the
main façade by a minimum of 10 feet. As described below, this approach balances the goal of
preserving views and view corridors with the goal to allow for development levels that support
economic feasibility for new development.

•

Preferred off-street parking concept would require off-street parking for most new development
but provide reductions and exemptions to the standards to address situations where it may be
difficult or infeasible.

•

Preferred design standards and guidelines would prohibit architectural elements and styles that
would be inconsistent with the predominant architectural elements of the buildings in the area.
Compliance with the standards and guidelines is administered through a design review process.

Transportation Alternative Summary
The transportation alternative lays out the evaluation for the West Marine Drive (US 101) Astoria
Uniontown study area. The transportation alternative evaluation section in this memorandum includes a
discussion of the preferred alternative roadway configuration, including multimodal facilities, a Level of
Traffic Stress evaluation for both pedestrians and bicyclists, a qualitative evaluation of potential safety
benefits for the preferred alternative, and detailed intersection operations and queuing for 2035.
Key findings from the transportation analysis include:
•

The Tier 2 evaluation carries forward the preferred alternative identified in the Tier 1 evaluation.
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•

A preferred alternative for the West Marine Drive Astoria Uniontown segment between the Smith
Point Roundabout (OR 202) and the Columbia Avenue/Bond Street intersection was identified as
an outcome of the Tier 1 evaluation process 8. The preferred alternative for West Marine Drive
Astoria Downtown segment between the Columbia Avenue/Bond Street intersection and 8th
Street was identified prior to this master planning work and is assumed to be complete for this
study.

•

The preferred alternative in the Uniontown segment would provide a four-lane cross-section with
two westbound lanes, one eastbound lane, and a center two-way left turn (TWLT) lane between
the Smith Point Roundabout and the Columbia Avenue/Bond Street intersection. The crosssection would also include westbound and eastbound bike lanes and segments of on-street
parking.

•

The analysis assumed the preferred cross-section would repurpose the existing curb-to-curb
pavement width with new striping and median treatments and no roadway widening would occur.
For the Uniontown segment, this will require several ODOT design exceptions for vehicle lane
width and missing elements such as landscape strip. For the Uniontown segment, there is an
opportunity along several segments of the corridor to construct minor roadway widening to meet,
or come closer, to ODOT design standards.

•

The preferred alternative is expected to provide safety benefits along the corridor. Spot locations
could experience a crash reduction as high as 27%, depending on site specific crash patterns
and the specific lane configuration.

•

The Uniontown segment preferred alternative was analyzed for future 2035 intersection
operations and compared to the baseline conditions. Most study intersections are expected to
meet their mobility targets in 2035. The West Marine Dr/Columbia Avenue/Bond Street
intersection is forecasted to operate slightly over the ODOT mobility target.

8 Draft Memorandum 6: Transportation Alternatives, Astoria Uniontown Reborn Master Plan, DKS Associates and Jacobs,
February 26, 2019.
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Land Use Alternative Analysis
Development of the Preferred Alternative
The preferred land use alternative was identified through a process of creating multiple land use
alternatives and facilitating stakeholder and community discussion. The preferred land use alternative
was developed as part of a set of alternatives in Memorandum #6: Tier 1 Screening of Land Use
Alternatives and Public Improvements. Five land use topics were identified: allowed uses, building heights
and massing, landscaping and setbacks, off-street parking, and design guidelines. Within each topic, two
to three alternative approaches were described.
The alternatives were presented to the STAC (at STAC Meeting #2) and to the community (at Public
Event #2). The project team used feedback from the STAC and community to help identify the
alternatives that best addressed the land use vision, community goals, and the project evaluation criteria.
The preferred alternative is a combination of the preferred approach to each of the five individual topics
presented to the STAC and community.

Uniontown Overlay Zone – Boundary and Subareas
A key concept of the preferred land use alternative is to establish a new Uniontown Overlay Zone (UOZ)
within the study area. The proposed land use and urban design concepts cannot easily be implemented
through amending the existing base zone in the area—the C-3 General Commercial Zone—because that
zone applies to many other locations in the city. An overlay zone enables the city to apply the proposed
code changes to a specific area within the plan area. The City of Astoria has commonly used overlay
zones to implement subarea plans, so this approach is consistent with this practice.

Boundary
The proposed boundary of the UOZ is illustrated in Figure 1. The boundary of the UOZ is focused on the
West Marine Drive corridor. The community has expressed a desire for this corridor to function as an
important gateway into Astoria for travelers entering the city from the west, many arriving from Warrenton
and other coastal communities to the south via the New Youngs Bay Bridge. Additionally, the community
desires to preserve the character of the historic buildings and development pattern of the UniontownAlameda Historic District that is centered on the corridor in the study area.
The UOZ does not extend north into the industrial areas in and adjacent to the Port of Astoria as it was
not identified as a priority to achieve certain land use and urban design goals for this area. The focus of
this area is to provide employment uses and support citywide economic development. Secondly, the UOZ
does not extend south into the residential neighborhoods as it was not identified as a priority to amend
any development regulations that apply in these neighborhoods. Both areas will continue to support the
commercial uses on the West Marine Drive corridor by supplying nearby employees and residents.
The UOZ will work in concert with the nearby Bridge Vista Overlay Zone (BVO). Previously, the approach
identified in Memorandum #6 and presented to the STAC and public was to modify the boundaries of the
BVO in order to re-assign some properties on the north side of West Marine Drive from the BVO to the
new UOZ. Upon identifying the preferred alternative, the project team concluded that a more effective and
efficient approach would be to preserve the existing boundaries of the BVO and apply the UOZ only to
properties on the south side of West Marine Drive that are currently outside the BVO. There are two
reasons this approach is preferred over modifying the boundary of the BVO:
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1. The preferred land use alternative for these properties (if it were to be included in the UOZ) is
largely identical to the development regulations that currently apply in the BVO, so the BVO is
consistent with and implementing the land use vision for this area as expressed in this plan.
2. Separately from this project, the City is considering code amendments to the BVO that would
apply in this area. The code amendments are intended to address evolving community goals for
the entire BVO. Preserving the boundaries of the BVO will allow these regulations to remain
consistent across all the properties within the boundaries of the existing BVO, as intended by the
code amendments.

Subareas
The UOZ is proposed to be divided into two subareas: “Gateway” and “Core”. The boundaries of the two
subareas are illustrated in Figure 1. While most of the proposed land use and urban design concepts will
apply throughout the corridor, the existing characteristics and land use vision for these two subareas vary
slightly. Thus, the areas will be identified and mapped in order to allow for variation in the development
regulations that apply in each subarea. The size, existing characteristics, and land use vision for each
subarea area described below. The specific development code concepts for each subarea, if they vary,
are presented in the “Code Concepts” section of the memo that follows.
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Gateway Subarea

Size: Approximately 16 acres
Characteristics: The Uniontown Gateway subarea is predominantly a commercial corridor that benefits
from the high traffic volumes and visibility of West Marine Drive. The area is the western gateway to the
City of Astoria and functions as an important transition into the more intensely developed areas in the
core of the city. Many of the existing commercial uses are automobile-oriented (fuel station, quick lube,
drive-through coffee kiosk). There are a few residential properties on the south side of West Marine Drive.
Several sites include vacant buildings and several sites are underutilized and may be candidates for
redevelopment. Many buildings are set back from the street and many of the sites in this area include
substantial paved areas with little to no landscaping. The right-of-way of West Marine Drive in this
subarea is relatively wide and vehicle speeds are high, contributing to a relatively uncomfortable
pedestrian experience.
Land Use Vision: The Uniontown Reborn Master Plan envisions that this subarea will incrementally
transition into a more pedestrian-oriented and walkable form. New buildings or building additions would
be placed closer to the street frontage to create a more comfortable and interesting pedestrian
experience. Where buildings do not directly front the sidewalk, landscaping or plazas would provide for an
attractive street frontage. Parking lots fronting the sidewalk would be discouraged, prohibited, or required
to be screened with landscaping. Automobile-oriented uses, which generally detract from the pedestrian
experience, would be prohibited or subject to special design standards to ensure they contribute to the
walkable character of the area. New developments or redevelopments would respect and strengthen the
historic character of the area.
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Core Subarea

Size: Approximately 10 acres
Characteristics: The Uniontown Core subarea includes the properties on the south side of West Marine
Drive between Portway Street to the west and Columbia Avenue to the east. The area includes two-story
historic commercial and residential buildings that are built close to the sidewalk as well as more recently
developed single-story commercial buildings with parking fronting the street. When considered as a
corridor, this section of West Marine Drive represents the historic core of the Uniontown area, with a
traditional development pattern of storefront commercial buildings, many of which embody the historic
character that led to the formation of the Uniontown-Alameda Historic District. This existing development
pattern is more similar to the pedestrian-oriented form of downtown Astoria than the more auto-oriented
segment of West Marine Drive in the Gateway subarea.
Land Use Vision: The Uniontown Reborn Master Plan envisions that the traditional urban pattern of the
Core subarea will be preserved and strengthened as properties are improved and new buildings are
added in the area. Building renovations will respect this historic character of the district. New
developments or redevelopments, where appropriate, will extend the essential features of this historic
character and strengthen the identity of the area as a traditional commercial “Main Street”. These features
include buildings that front the street, storefront facades with generous windows, and historicallyappropriate architectural elements.

472
184

City of Astoria Uniontown Reborn Master Plan
Uniontown Overlay Zone – Code Concepts
This section of the memo identifies the preferred land use alternative. Each subsection below addresses
one of the five topics related to land use and urban design. Within each subsection, some background on
that topic is provided and then the “preferred code concept” is identified. The preferred code concept
describes the general approach to the development code regulation that pertain to each topic.

Use Regulations
Background. A review of the existing use regulations of the base
zone along the corridor—C3 General Commercial—found that
some commercial and industrial uses are permitted in the zone
which may detract from the goal of creating a walkable,
pedestrian-friendly, commercial district. These uses include autooriented commercial businesses (such as gas stations and car
washes), drive-through businesses, and some industrial uses such
as warehouses. The auto-oriented commercial uses are generally
not pedestrian friendly because they result in high volumes of
vehicle traffic, may require multiple driveways, and do not provide
a destination or amenity for people on foot. Some industrial uses
are generally not pedestrian-friendly because people do not
typically visit them on foot, and they are difficult to design in a
manner that creates an interesting and comfortable pedestrian
experience. For example, warehouses often have few windows,
long blank walls, and high volumes of truck traffic.
Preferred Code Concept. The existing uses and anticipated demand for future uses varies by subarea in
the UOZ. The Gateway subarea includes some existing auto-oriented commercial uses and similar uses
are anticipated given the location and the lack of alternative places for these uses in the city. The Core
subarea includes very few of these uses and is expected to have greater demand for other commercial
uses given the proximity to downtown and tourist-oriented development along the riverfront. Thus, the
preferred code concept is to tailor the use regulations to the two subareas, as follows.
•

Gateway Subarea: Prohibit industrial uses (except for light manufacturing with a retail
component), continue to allow auto-oriented commercial uses.

•

Core Subarea: Prohibit industrial uses (except for light manufacturing with a retail component),
automotive sales, gasoline service stations, automotive service and repair, drive-through facilities.
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Setbacks and Landscaping
Background. The C-3 zone currently does not establish minimum or maximum setbacks. The zone does
require a minimum of 10% of the lot to be landscaped. The community has expressed a desire for
improved landscaping along the corridor, both within the public right-of-way through new plantings of
street trees and other vegetation, and on private properties that front the corridor. As with the allowed
uses, there is a recognition that building setbacks and landscaping may vary across the two subareas in
the corridor. In the Gateway subarea, most buildings are set back from the street and have parking,
vehicle circulation, or landscaping in between the building and the street. In the Core subarea, most
buildings directly front the sidewalk and occupy most or all of the lot with minimal landscaping, consistent
with the historical development patterns of storefront commercial buildings.
Preferred Code Concept. The preferred code concept is to tailor the setback and landscaping
requirements to the subareas, while instituting new standards that will help to create more pedestrianfriendly and attractive urban design.
•

•

Gateway Subarea:
o

No maximum or minimum setback.

o

Parking lots may not be located between the
building and the street (must be to the side or
rear).

o

Where buildings are set back from the street more
than 5 feet, a landscape strip or pedestrian plaza
must be provided between building and street.

o

Require at least 15% of lot area to be landscaped
and require the landscaping to be visible from the
public right-of-way.

o

Establish enhanced minimum planting
requirements to require minimum areas of live
ground cover and minimum density of trees and/or
shrubs in landscaped area.

Core Subarea:
o

o

Establish a maximum setback of 5 feet, with
exceptions for certain situations, including
presence of an easement or utilities or the creation
of a pedestrian plaza or wider walkway.
Do not require a minimum landscaped area or a
maximum lot coverage. Continue to require parking
lots be landscaped according to Section 7.170 and
Section 3.105 through 3.120.

475
187

City of Astoria Uniontown Reborn Master Plan
Building Height and Massing
Background: The C-3 zone currently allows for a maximum height of 45 feet with no requirements for
stepbacks or other special massing standards. A 45-foot height limit allows for 3-4 story buildings.
Compared to the areas with the BVO, north of West Marine Drive to the riverfront, buildings within the
proposed UOZ will have relatively fewer impacts on views of the river from the hillsides above the corridor
to the south. The properties in the Core Subarea are tucked against a steep embankment and partially
underneath the ramp of the Astoria-Megler Bridge. The properties in the Gateway subarea do not abut a
steep embankment, but the impact of taller buildings in this area may be less significant as properties to
the east because there are less direct views of the river due to the presence of the Port of Astoria.
At the same time, allowing for slightly taller buildings improves the likelihood of new development and
redevelopment in the corridor, for the following reasons:
•

For a development project to be feasible, the rentable space must generate enough revenue to
cover a developer’s costs, including land acquisition. Higher development intensities allow for
more rentable space, generating higher revenues. Where land costs are high, intensities must
allow for the development of enough rentable space to cover these higher costs.

•

A height limit of 28 feet will limit buildings to two-stories. Two-story construction is unlikely to yield
vertically-integrated mixed-use development, as two-story mixed-use development is uncommon
in the marketplace and therefore could be difficult to finance. Two-story single-use buildings such
as offices or apartments may be feasible but are also less common than three- or four-story
buildings.

•

Three-story vertically-integrated mixed-use construction is possible but is challenged at a 35-foot
height limit. Ground floor retail typically requires higher floor-to-floor heights than other uses,
meaning that a 35-foot height limit allows little room to maneuver for architects.

•

Many developers rely primarily on the residential portion of a mixed-use development for revenue
generation. Lenders sometimes treat ground-floor retail in mixed-use buildings as a loss-leader
and, as such, underwrite development projects on the basis of the residential program
exclusively. Therefore, for mixed-use projects, allowing additional residential stories above
ground-floor-commercial generally increases project feasibility.

Additionally, new development or redevelopment can fill in vacant or underutilized parcels along the
corridor, establish new uses that generate activity and interest, and contribute to urban design goals for
the area. An increased height limit would allow for more intensive land uses—whether as residential units
or commercial office space—which supports economic development in the corridor by supplying more
residents and employees.
Preferred Code Concept: Given these considerations, the preferred code concept is to allow for a
maximum height of 45 feet throughout the UOZ but require any part of the building above 35 feet to be
stepped back from the main façade by a minimum of 10 feet. The increased height limit of 45 feet will
improve economic feasibility of new development and allow for more intensive uses, while the step back
requirement will help to break up the massing of a larger building and may preserve view corridors.
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Min. 10 feet
Max. 45 feet
Max. 35 feet

Off-Street Parking
Background. The Astoria Development Code requires a minimum amount of off-street parking spaces be
provided with new development, redevelopment, and a change of use. The community has identified that
on-street parking is highly utilized and can be challenging to find during peak hours, thus, it is important
that new developments continue to be required to provide off-street parking. At the same time, providing
off-street parking can be challenging on some sites and may even become a significant barrier to a new
use occupying a building, constructing an expansion, or a development on a small site.
Preferred Code Concept: The preferred code concept is to continue to require off-street parking for most
new development, but to provide reductions and exemptions to the standards to address situations where
it may be difficult or infeasible to provide off-street parking. The following reductions and exemptions
would apply throughout the UOZ:
•

Minimum parking space requirements may be reduced by 50% for uses with less than 5,000
square feet of gross floor area.

•

Exemptions from minimum parking space requirements permitted under the following conditions:
o

Existing buildings that cover the maximum allowable area of the site

o

Building expansions of 10% or less.

Design Standards and Guidelines
Background. The C-3 zone does not currently require any type of design review process and does not
establish any specific design standards or guidelines for new buildings. A central goal of the Uniontown
Reborn plan is to identify strategies to preserve the historic character of this commercial district. Most of
the properties included in the proposed UOZ are located in the Uniontown-Alameda Historic District,
which was designated as a historic district in 1989. The district includes 132 contributing buildings,
constructed between 1883 and 1938. 9
In response to this concentration of historic buildings and the desire to preserve the character of the area,
the City established design standards and guidelines, and a design review process, as part of the Bridge
Source: National Historic District nomination form, available at
http://heritagedata.prd.state.or.us/historic/index.cfm?do=main.loadFile&load=NR_Noms/88001311.pdf
9
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Vista Overlay Zone. These design standards and guidelines are intended to prohibit architectural
elements and styles that would be inconsistent with the predominant architectural conventions of the
historic buildings in the area. The standards and guidelines are also intended to encourage buildings that
preserve and expand the architectural patterns of the historic buildings in the area. Compliance with the
standards and guidelines is administered through a design review process.
Preferred Code Concept. The community has expressed strong support for preserving the historic
character of the Uniontown area as new buildings develop and older buildings are renovated. The design
standards and guidelines that apply in the BVO are intended to preserve this historic character within this
part of the study area. The historic patterns of buildings outside the BVO and within the UOZ are very
similar to the patterns within the BVO; therefore, it is appropriate to apply a very similar set of design
standards and guidelines. This will ensure that a consistent set of standards and guidelines are applied
within the Uniontown-Alameda Historic District and the broader Uniontown Reborn plan area.
The standards and guidelines would be applied uniformly throughout the UOZ to all new construction and
major renovations (defined as construction valued at more than 25% of the assessed value of existing
structure). The standards and guidelines would be modeled on the standards and guidelines of the BVO
but may be modified to address features or conditions that are unique to the UOZ area. The standards
and guidelines would address the following topics:
•

Building Form and Style

•

Roof Form and Materials

•

Doors

•

Windows

•

Siding and Wall Treatment

•

Awnings

•

Lighting

•

Signs

Evaluation of Preferred Alternative
The preferred alternative is evaluated against the project evaluation criteria in Table 1. This evaluation is
intended to demonstrate that the preferred alternative addresses the project evaluation criteria and
facilitate discussion of potential refinements to the preferred alternative to better address the criteria.
Table 6. Evaluation of the Preferred Alternative
Criteria

Evaluation

Improves existing
landscaping standards to
reflect community vision for
the neighborhood

Properties in the Gateway subarea will be subject to enhanced
landscape planting requirements. These requirements will require a
greater proportion of landscaped areas to include live ground cover,
establish minimum planting densities of trees and shrubs, and
regulate the location of required landscaping to ensure it is highly
visible from the public right-of-way.
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Supports sustainable
landscaping design and
implementation (i.e.
preserving/increasing tree
canopy, improving storm
water management)

Encourages development
types that promote a
cohesive neighborhood
fabric

Leverages the asset of the
river, views of, and
connection to the river to
future development

The enhanced landscaping standards in the Gateway subarea will
encourage tree preservation, use of native species, and minimum
use of impervious surface areas.
The preferred alternative includes continued implementation of the
City’s parking lot landscaping standards, which are intended to
create tree canopy and improve storm water management.
The proposed changes to use regulations would prohibit autooriented and industrial uses in locations where they would be
inconsistent with the current land uses and future land use vision.
The design standards and guidelines will help to create a more
cohesive architectural identity for the area that is consistent with the
character of historic buildings.
The alternative assumes that the requirements of the BVO that are
intended to preserve views of the river and connections to the river
will be preserved. These standards include setbacks, height step
backs, and pedestrian walkway requirements.
The UOZ will require a height step back above 35 feet to preserve
views of the river.

Reduces burden of parking
minimums for new
development

The preferred alternative includes a set of reductions and
exemptions from minimum parking requirements targeted to those
developments where the burden of meeting the requirements is
greatest. This includes smaller sites, building additions, and existing
uses that occupy the entire site.

Leverages current and
potential off-street parking in
Uniontown

The reductions and exemptions for off-street parking requirements
recognizes there is an opportunity to leverage current and potential
public/shared off-street parking lots in the area, rather than require
every individual lot to provide off-street parking regardless of the
capacity of the site.

Preserves historic character
of Uniontown

The proposed design standards and guidelines will directly address
this criterion. The standards and guidelines will be consistent with
those required in the BVO to ensure a cohesive character for the
entire Uniontown area.
The proposed maximum front setback standard will help preserve
the historic pattern of storefront commercial buildings that directly
front the sidewalk in the Core subarea.
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The use regulations will prohibit industrial and auto-oriented uses
that can be inconsistent with the historic character of the area.
Emphasizes Astoria’s
historic character by
connecting people to
tourism-related and retail
businesses

Addresses the changing
economic landscape by
supporting new
investment/employment
opportunities

Emphasizes Uniontown’s
capability for light
manufacturing and other
resilient industry sectors

Allows or promotes feasible
development types

The proposed use regulations would prohibit industrial and autooriented commercial uses in some locations that would not
contribute to the goal of creating a walkable commercial district with
a concentration of destinations that people access on foot.

The proposed UOZ does not extend into the industrial areas north of
West Marine Drive in order to preserve flexibility for a wider range of
industrial uses and building design types in this area. There is a
recognition that the primary goal for these industrial areas is to
support new investment and employment.
The proposed use regulations within the commercial zone in the
UOZ will allow light manufacturing uses if they include a retail
component. This will allow for “artisanal manufacturing”
opportunities, including breweries, distilleries, art studios, and other
“maker spaces” to be permitted outright in the district if the spaces
include a retail function.
The proposed use regulations within the commercial zone in the
UOZ will allow light manufacturing uses if they include a retail
component. This will allow for “artisanal manufacturing”
opportunities, including breweries, distilleries, art studios, and other
“maker spaces” to be permitted outright in the district if the spaces
include a retail function.
The proposed use regulations allow for auto-oriented commercial
uses in the Gateway subarea. This allowance recognizes that these
types of uses are and will continue to be feasible in this location due
to the location on a high-visibility highway corridor.
The proposed maximum height standard may improve the economic
feasibility of new development by allowing for slightly taller buildings
and thus more leasable space.

Development reflects market
conditions/constraints

The proposed use regulations allow for auto-oriented commercial
uses in the Gateway subarea. This allowance recognizes that these
types of uses are and will continue to be feasible in this location due
to the location on a high-visibility highway corridor.
The proposed maximum height standard may improve the economic
feasibility of new development by allowing for slightly taller buildings
and thus more leasable space.
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Incentivizes opportunities for
increases affordable housing
or overall supply of housing
that are appropriate for
prevailing wages

The proposed use regulations will continue to allow for multi-family
housing and mixed-use development. This type of development can
help to increase the overall supply of housing in the city.
The proposed maximum height standard would allow for higher
density housing development and the creation of additional housing
units compared to the current maximum height standard, helping to
increase the overall supply of housing in the city.

New and proposed housing
development are compatible
with adjacent neighborhoods
and with current
neighborhood uses

The proposed design standards and guidelines would apply to
residential development. These standards and guidelines would
help ensure that new developments are consistent with the historic
patterns and character of existing buildings and the wider
neighborhood.

Promotes the envisioned
neighborhood character (i.e.
setbacks, building heights,
landscaping) and allows for
feasible development

The preferred alternative includes a tailored approach to use
regulations, setbacks, and landscaping standards in the two
subareas to promote the envisioned neighborhood character as it
varies within the UOZ. Further, the tailored standards for the
Gateway subarea provide additional flexibility in order to balance
urban design goals with development feasibility considerations.

Allows for repurposing of
existing buildings to fill
market gap

The preferred alternative will continue to allow a change of use or
rehabilitation of an existing building. The proposed off-street parking
provisions would provide a reduction or exemption from off-street
parking requirements for some existing buildings and building
additions in order to support the repurposing of existing buildings.

Commercial development
includes affordable housing

The proposed use regulations will continue to allow for mixed-use
development that includes commercial and residential uses, but do
not require mixed-use development or affordable housing be
included with commercial developments.

Transportation Alternative Analysis
Preferred Transportation Alternatives
The preferred alternative in the Uniontown segment would provide a four-lane cross-section with two
westbound lanes, one eastbound lane, and a center two-way left turn (TWLT) lane between the Smith
Point Roundabout and the Columbia Avenue/Bond Street intersection. This roadway reconfiguration was
emerged as the preferred alternative in prior planning work, including the Astoria Transportation System
Plan and the Tier 1 Alternative evaluation. An opening year for this potential lane reconfiguration project
has not been identified although this alternative is expected to be constructed by 2035. Analysis of the
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preferred Uniontown alternative assumes that West Marine Drive is reconfigured to a three-lane crosssection with one westbound lane, one eastbound lane, and a center TWLT lane between the Columbia
Avenue/Bond Street intersection and 8th Street which is expected to open by 2023.
The cross-section would also include westbound and eastbound bike lanes and segments of on-street
parking. The reconfiguration of the West Marine Drive corridor will also include updated pedestrian and
transit facilities to comply with the specifications in the ODOT Highway Design Manual and to facilitate a
multimodal transportation environment consistent with future land uses along the corridor. Specific
elements of the preferred alternative, detailed below, to facilitate a multimodal environment on the
corridor were identified through the Tier 2 evaluation process.
The analysis assumed the preferred cross-section would repurpose the existing curb-to-curb pavement
width with new striping and median treatments and no roadway widening would occur. For the Uniontown
segment, this will require several ODOT design exceptions for vehicle lane width and missing elements
such as landscape strip. The benefit of this approach is to minimize project construction costs, retain the
compact form of the corridor and minimize potential impacts to fronting properties.
Due to the wide range of available curb-to-curb widths, the Tier 2 analysis identified six unique crosssections for West Marine Drive. Proposed roadway cross-sections for both the Downtown and Uniontown
portions of the study area can be seen in the appendix (see Appendix Cross Sections A through F).
For the Uniontown segment, there is an opportunity along several segments of the corridor to construct
minor roadway widening to meet, or come closer, to ODOT design standards. These opportunity
segments are fronted by property that are vacant or with development located away from Marine Drive.
Minor widening could be implemented to provide wider vehicle lanes, wider sidewalks and landscape
strips. The conceptual design process that follows the master planning work would further evaluate the
detailed design of the corridor.
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Pedestrian Facilities
Sidewalks are currently provided along most of West Marine Drive although they tend to be narrow,
blocked by street light/utility poles and driveway accesses, and fail to comply with ADA standards at
intersections. Some intersections also lack roadway lighting which can facilitate a safer crossing for
pedestrians and all intersections lack medians to provide protected crossing opportunities.
As part of the preferred alternative, it is recommended sidewalks be improved to a minimum 6 feet wide
and a minimum 4-foot wide planting strip buffer be added between the existing roadway and the sidewalk.
These improvements would require roadway widening beyond the existing curb location. 10 Wider
sidewalks and planting strips with trees would benefit the pedestrian oriented district between Basin
Street and Columbia Avenue/Bond Street. This reconstruction should enhance accessibility for
pedestrians along the corridor by upgrading pedestrian ramps for ADA compliance.
Additional features to consider include installing street lighting at Hamburg Avenue (an unsignalized
intersection) and a center median refuge at Bay Street, in lieu of a TWLT lane median (Appendix Cross
Section B), to provide additional protection at the existing marked pedestrian crossing.

Bicycle Facilities
Current bike facilities along West Marine Drive lack connectivity. Designated 6-foot bike lanes are
provided in the westbound direction only for most of the corridor.
The preferred alternative would improve bicycle facilities along West Marine Drive by increasing the bike
lane width to 6 feet where possible within the existing curb-to-curb width. A short section between
Portway Street and the US 101 Bridge will only accommodate a 5-foot wide westbound bike lane due to
the existing 27 feet available between the bridge columns in the median and the sidewalk underpass
(Appendix Cross Section B).
The preferred alternative would also add a new eastbound bike lane between the Smith Point
Roundabout and Columbia Avenue/Bond Street. It is recommended the bike lanes in both directions be
constructed or upgraded to be 6-feet wide, where possible, consistent with the Highway Design Manual
for urban areas10. Green paint treatment is also recommended for the westbound bike lane approaching
the US 101 bridge to highlight the potential conflict area for right turning vehicles (Appendix Cross Section
B).

Transit Facilities
The Long-Range Comprehensive Transportation Plan for the Sunset Empire Transportation District
(SETD) identified the future vision for transit service in the study area. The concept for the West Marine
Drive corridor would be service with two bus lines: Route 101 (Astoria-Seaside) and Route 10W.
Route 101 (Astoria-Seaside) – regional, highly productive route connecting the Astoria Transit Center (at
9th Street/Marine Drive) to Warrenton, Gearhart, Seaside and Cannon Beach on US 101. The long-term
operating plan is to provide weekday service with 60-minute frequency (30-minute during peak) and
weekend service with 60 to 120-minute frequency.

10 Oregon Department of Transportation. Highway Design Manual, Table 6-3: ODOT 4R/New Urban Standards – UBAs.
2012.
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Route 10W – local circulating loop route serving western Astoria with connections to West Marine Drive in
Uniontown, Astoria Transit Center, Clatsop Community College, western Astoria neighborhoods and
Astoria High School. The long-term operating plan is to provide weekday and weekend service with 60minute frequency.
The preferred alternative does not designate specific transit enhancements to support the long-range
operations plan. Future improvements will be identified in coordination with the City of Astoria and the
SETD at a later project design phase. The need for transit enhancements would be based on several
considerations. Transit amenities, such as bus shelters, are based on the daily ridership at each stop.
SETD has established bus stop guidelines 11 for basic, major and enhanced bus stop designs. These
would be applied to bus stops within the study area to determine future enhancements.
Designated bus pull-outs could be added on West Marine Drive at stop locations with available right-ofway for widening or low priority on-street parking that could be removed. Bus pull-outs reduce potential
impacts to vehicle operations but can make it difficult for buses to merge back into the traffic flow. Without
bus pull-outs, the preferred alternative would provide two westbound lanes allowing buses to stop in the
outside lane and traffic to continue to flow in the inside lane. One eastbound lane would be provided,
requiring buses to stop in the lane and block vehicles. The planned future transit service frequency on
West Marine Drive would include three buses an hour in each direction.
While transit enhancements are not specifically identified as part of the preferred alternative, enhanced
pedestrian and bicycle facilities along West Marine Drive are expected to support future transit users on
this corridor. Additional protections for pedestrians, including median refuges, sidewalk buffers, lighting,
and ADA compliant ramps enhances safety and access to transit for all roadway users. New
developments and proposed land use changes along the study corridor could also support transit and
enhance the multimodal character of the corridor.

Driving Facilities
The preferred alternative would reduce the overall capacity of West Marine Drive by removing one
eastbound lane between the Smith Point Roundabout and 8th Street; no changes are recommended for
westbound traffic (see Appendix Cross Sections). Travel lanes widths from 11 to 12 feet were used for
through traffic to maintain the existing curb to curb width with all cross-section elements although this will
require a design exception as part of West Marine Drive is a designated freight route.10
The existing westbound right turn lane at the US 101 bridge would be maintained to facilitate traffic
crossing the bridge (Cross Section C). The preferred alternative would add a center TWLT lane
approximately 14-feet wide10 for most of the corridor which can enhance safety and minimize the delay to
through traffic from left turning vehicles (Cross Sections A, C, D, and F). The center TWLT lane will be
removed for a portion of West Marine Drive between Portway Street and the US 101 Bridge to
accommodate bridge columns in the median and to provide a pedestrian median refuge at Bay Street
(Cross Section B). The TWLT lane will also be partially eliminated between Basin Street and Columbia
Avenue/Bond Street to maintain access to the existing on-street parking (Cross Sections E and F).
The preferred alternative aimed at retaining on-street parking where possible. Parking would be
maintained in all locations except for approximately five active parking spaces on the south side of West
Marine Drive between Hamburg Avenue and Portway Street. Several parking spaces could also be
impacted between Basin Street and Columbia Avenue/Bond Street to accommodate the necessary lane

11

Long-Range Comprehensive Transportation Plan, Sunset Empire Transportation District, Figure 9-6, September 2016.
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tapers to provide a raised median at the Bay Street pedestrian crossing (Cross Section B). Approximately
15-20 inactive parking spaces could be impacted as part of the preferred alternative. However, the
current spaces are poorly marked, adjacent to off-street parking, and are observed to have low demand,
so removing these spaces to accommodate bike facilities and a center turn lane is recommended.
Specific details of these removals will be determined during the design process.

Preferred Alternative Travel Conditions

Pedestrian Level of Service
To assess the pedestrian and bicycle network conditions within the study area, a high-level qualitative
evaluation was conducted based on the ODOT Multimodal Analysis Methodology 12. For the pedestrian
network evaluation, consideration was given to the presence of a sidewalk or path, a buffer zone (i.e.,
bike lane, shoulder, landscape strip, or on-street parking) and street lighting, and the number of travel
lanes and travel speeds along the adjacent roadway. In the study area, an “Excellent” rating requires
sidewalks on both sides of the roadway, along with a landscape buffer. A “Good” rating requires a
sidewalk on at least one side of the roadway, along with a landscape buffer. A “Fair” rating is given to a
roadway with a sidewalk on at least one side, but without a landscape buffer. A “Poor” rating denotes
gaps within the sidewalks along that corridor. Additional consideration to traffic volumes and speeds were
used to adjust these ratings. Areas without lower traffic speeds, wider sidewalks, or buffer treatments that
reduce the perception of the traffic volume were decreased by one rating level.
Future baseline pedestrian level of service (LOS) was evaluated based on the existing sidewalks and
roadway configuration of West Marine Drive to provide a baseline for improvement with the preferred
alternative. Currently, West Marine Drive offers a high stress environment creating an uncomfortable
walking environment for most users, limiting pedestrian activity in this area. The high stress environment
is largely driven by narrow sidewalks with no buffer next to a major arterial and the lack of ADA compliant
ramps at all study intersections. Frequent sidewalk obstructions, including utility poles and signage further
degrade the walking environment for pedestrians. In more pedestrian-oriented areas of West Marine
Drive, including the local commercial district near Bay Street, wider sidewalks can create a marginally
better pedestrian environment.
The future build pedestrian LOS was evaluated based on the recommended pedestrian enhancements
along West Marine Drive with full implementation of the preferred alternative. Right of way or grade
restrictions could reduce the available sidewalk buffer in select locations which would reduce the
pedestrian LOS by one or more grades.
The future Build LTS analysis assumed that, at minimum, a newly constructed, 6-foot sidewalk with a 4foot landscape planting strip would be provided between the Smith Point Roundabout and Columbia
Avenue/Bond Street. All current sidewalk obstructions, such as utility poles and signs would be placed in
the landscape strip, allowing for pedestrians to use the full sidewalk width. In the pedestrian oriented
district, sidewalk widths would be increased to a minimum 8-foot with a 6-foot landscape strip. The
landscape strip should include trees within the pedestrian oriented district to enhance pedestrian comfort,
and trees could also be considered in the landscape strip approaching the Smith Point Roundabout, an
existing park-like area.

12

Analysis Procedures Manual Version 2, Oregon Department of Transportation, March 2016.
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The reconstruction of West Marine Drive could also enhance accessibility for pedestrians along the
corridor by upgrading pedestrian ramps for ADA compliance. Street lighting could be installed at Hamburg
Avenue. A raised center median refuge is recommended at Bay Street, in lieu of a TWLT lane median.
Other enhanced crossing features, such as a hybrid beacon, in-street signage, and curb extensions
should be considered during project design. The future build Pedestrian LOS analysis, based on these
assumptions, along with a comparison to the baseline pedestrian LOS are summarized below in Table 1.
The identified improvements increase the pedestrian LOS for individuals walking along West Marine Drive
to excellent or good along the entire corridor which creates a comfortable environment for most
pedestrians. However, crossing West Marine Drive would still be challenging as a pedestrian, particularly
at unsignalized intersections. The potential crosswalk enhancements at Bay Street and other signalized
intersections would provide comfortable locations for pedestrians to cross West Marine Drive. Additional
crosswalk enhancements could be considered at locations with high pedestrian demand to further
improve pedestrian comfort.

TABLE 1: PEDESTRIAN LEVEL OF SERVICE
Future
Baseline

Future Build

West Marine Drive (Smith Point Roundabout
to Basin Street)

Poor

Good

West Marine Drive (Basin Street to Columbia
Avenue/Bond Street)

Fair

Excellent

Segment

Bicycle Level of Traffic Stress
Bicycle level of traffic stress (LTS) was evaluated for future baseline and build conditions to estimate the
potential of West Marine Drive to develop into a multimodal corridor. Bicycle improvements, identified in
the Tier 1 alternative screening process, were included as part of the level of traffic stress evaluation to
identify the potential improvement in level of traffic stress if all aspects of the alternative are considered.
The existing bicycle facilities were also used to evaluate the future baseline bicycle LTS for West Marine
Drive. As a relatively high-speed and high-volume facility, West Marine Drive is a stressful environment
for most bicyclists. Existing bicycle segment LTS ranges is 4 for eastbound West Marine Drive and from 1
to 4 for westbound West Marine Drive. This difference largely arises from the presence or absence of
designated bike lanes along West Marine Drive. High traffic stress levels along this corridor can deter all
but the most determined cyclists. Future no build bicycle LTS is seen below in Figure 1A.
Providing a 6-foot, on-street bike lane for both eastbound and westbound West Marine Drive would
reduce the bicycle LTS to 2 or 2for most of the corridor which is suitable for most adult cyclists. Select
segments still have a LTS 3 rating which requires a little more caution from cyclists but is still
manageable. Future build bicycle LTS can also be seen below in Figure 1B.
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Motor Vehicle Safety
The proposed lane reconfiguration would provide left-turn storage at all intersections and driveways along
West Marine Drive. This would improve safety along the corridor by minimizing speed differentials
between through and turning vehicles and reducing the likelihood of rear-end collisions. The Highway
Safety Manual (HSM) Part D provides estimates of the crash reduction potential of safety
countermeasures for changes in the roadway configuration for intersections and segments. The HSM
reports a range of CRF values for a given treatment that represents the findings of various research
efforts. To ensure consistency in the evaluation of safety benefits, ODOT maintains a list of approved
CRF values for a wide range of safety treatments. The ODOT approved values are summarized below in
Table 2. These numbers provide only a planning-level estimate of the potential reduction in crashes
associated with the proposed road reconfiguration; the specific reduction depends on intersection-,
segment-, or driver-specific characteristics which are not captured in aggregate safety factors.

TABLE 2: POTENTIAL CRASH REDUCTION FOR PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 13
Treatment

Source

Crash
Reduction
Factor

H11: Left Turn Lane on Single Major Road Approach: Urban, Signalized
Intersection (3-leg)

ODOT CRF

7%

H48: Convert 4-Lane Roadway to 3-Lane Roadway with Center Turn
Lane (Road Diet)

ODOT CRF

29%

Provide a Left-Turn Lane on One Major Road Approach: Urban,
Unsignalized Intersection (4-leg)

HSM

27%

Reducing the number of lanes on a roadway provides an expected reduction in crash of nearly 30%. A
similar crash reduction could be observed in the future when West Marine Drive is converted to the
preferred alternative cross-section between Columbia Avenue/Bond Street and the Smith Point
Roundabout. However, there is not sufficient research available on the safety impacts of this specific
reconfiguration, and thus there are no documented CRF values available to quantify the precise crash
reduction. The preferred alternative will have safety benefits along the entire corridor, including the key
intersections of Hamburg Avenue and Portway Street. Spot locations could see a crash reduction as high
as 27%, depending on site specific crash patterns and lane configuration.

13

American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials. Highway Safety Manual Part D. 2010.
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Driving Conditions
Study intersections are compared to mobility targets and standards intended to maintain a minimum level
of efficiency for motor vehicle travel. Two methods to gauge intersection operations include volume-tocapacity (v/c) ratios and level of service (LOS). All of the study intersections are under state jurisdiction
and must comply with the v/c ratios in the Oregon Highway Plan (OHP). Study intersections that do not
meet the planning level mobility targets shown will require mitigation strategies that are also identified
below.

Future Build Motor Vehicle Volumes
Future year 2035 30th highest hour (30HV) build traffic volumes were developed at the study intersections
based on the future baseline traffic volumes 14 and estimated diversion from the corridor obtained from the
Astoria-Warrenton regional travel demand models. The 2035 Regional Financially Constrained model
was modified to estimate potential diversion resulting from the preferred alternative lane reconfiguration.
This model includes the preferred alternative reconfiguration (a four-lane West Marine Drive between
Hamburg Avenue and Columbia Avenue/Bond Street and a three lane West Marine Drive between
Columbia Avenue/Bond Street and 8th Street) and assumes Bond Street is opened to two-way traffic.
Bond Street is the only parallel route available for diverted traffic patterns east of the study area.
Approximately 100 westbound and 70 eastbound vehicles are expected to divert to Bond Street during
30th highest hour conditions. An additional 50 westbound and 80 eastbound vehicles were forecasted to
reroute to other local routes in conjunction with OR-202 by 2035. The 2035 future build volumes can be
seen below in Figure 2. The 2035 through traffic volumes are lower on West Marine Drive compared to
the existing traffic volumes and the future baseline volumes as the diverted traffic volume exceeds total
growth along the corridor.

14 Memorandum 3: Baseline Transportation Conditions, Astoria Uniontown Reborn Master Plan, DKS Associates, November
7, 2018.
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2035 Preferred Alternative Build Motor Vehicle Conditions
The 2035 traffic operations were analyzed for the West Marine Drive corridor under the preferred
alternative. This analysis included the preferred alternative for the Astoria Uniontown study area which
assumed that West Marine Drive was reconfigured to a four-lane cross-section between the Smith Point
Roundabout and Columbia Avenue/Bond Street. The build analysis also included the proposed roadway
reconfiguration between Columbia Avenue/Bond Street and 8th Street which is assumed to be constructed
by 2035. The proposed cross-section was analyzed using the 2035 build traffic volumes which included
potential diversion along the corridor from the lane reductions.

2035 Preferred Alternative Intersection Operations
Future 2035 intersection operations for the study intersections are summarized in Table 3. Most study
intersections are expected meet their mobility target by 2035, even with the proposed reconfiguration.
The intersection or movement v/c ratios again increase by approximately 0.3 at most locations compared
to baseline intersection operations. The mobility targets are still marginally exceeded at the intersection of
West Marine Drive/Columbia Avenue/Bond Street which could be mitigated through a longer cycle or turn
restrictions at this location. The southbound movement at the intersection of West Marine Drive and
Hamburg Avenue continues to operate over capacity in 2035 under the preferred alternative with a v/c
ratio of 1.55 which is largely driven by left turning vehicles. The southbound left turn lane could be
restricted at this location since left turning vehicles have the option to turn left at Portway Street. This turn
restriction was previously identified as a possible solution in the Astoria TSP. Restricting the left turn
movement would reduce the v/c ratio below the mobility target and could be considered as a solution at
this intersection in the future although it is expected that drivers would naturally select different routes as
delay at this location increased.

491
203

City of Astoria Uniontown Reborn Master Plan

TABLE 3: 2035 PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE STUDY INTERSECTION TRAFFIC OPERATIONAL
ANALYSIS
Preferred Alternative 2035
Conditions
Location

Mobility Target
Volume/
Capacity*

Delay
(seconds)*

Level of
Service *

West Marine Dr/OR 202/US 101 Business (Smith Point
Roundabout)

0.90 v/c

0.79

5.3

A

2

West Marine Dr/Hamburg Ave

Highway movements 0.90 v/c,
Non-highway
movements - 0.95 v/c

0.64/1.55

12.6/ >100

B/F

3

West Marine Dr/Portway St

0.90 v/c

0.8

10.5

B

4

West Marine Dr/US 101 Bridge

0.85 v/c

0.78

30.1

C

5

West Marine Dr/Basin St

0.85 v/c

0.68

5.3

A

6

West Marine Dr/Columbia Ave

0.85 v/c

0.89

39.5

D

1

Note: * At signalized locations the V/C ratio, LOS and delay reported as intersection average, and at un-signalized locations, the V/C
ratio, LOS and delay reported as worst major/ minor movement.

2035 Preferred Alternative Intersection Queuing
In addition to the intersection operations, vehicle queuing was assessed at study area intersections for
30th highest hour conditions. Queuing analysis was conducted using SimTraffic and Sidra (Smith Point
roundabout), which estimates the 95th percentile vehicle queue lengths, or the queue length that would
not be exceeded in 95 percent of the queues formed during the peak hour. Queuing patterns are
generally consistent between the preferred alternative and baseline transportation conditions with
additional queueing observed under the preferred alternative.
The lane reductions along West Marine Drive in tandem with expected growth in vehicle volumes are
expected to exacerbate queueing issues in 2035 compared to the baseline scenario. The 2035 baseline
and preferred alternative conditions showed queueing could exceed available storage space at the West
Marine Drive/US 101 Bridge intersection, a major junction connecting Oregon and Washington.
Southbound left and right turn lane queues generally had sufficient storage space from the two-lane
bridge approach, however, the westbound through queue spilled through the adjacent Basin Street
intersection. Queuing issues at the West Marine Drive/US 101 Bridge are only one part of larger queueing
issues along the corridor under the preferred alternative; additional queueing was observed under the
preferred alternative near the Columbia Avenue/Bond Street intersection. By 2035, eastbound queues
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extend back from the Columbia Avenue/Bond Street intersection to the Smith Point Roundabout. East of
the Columbia Avenue/Bond Street intersection, eastbound traffic flows freely towards downtown which
would help clear the queues of traffic beyond the Columbia Avenue/Bond Street intersection. Similarly,
westbound vehicle queues extend approximately from Columbia Avenue/Bond Street to 3rd Street. While
queues do become longer for eastbound traffic, this increase is largely driven through reduced storage
space for eastbound vehicles at signalized intersections between Columbia Avenue/Bond Street and the
Smith Point Roundabout. While this would decrease the effective storage length, long green times for
eastbound through vehicles and a lack of downstream traffic signals before downtown keep eastbound
vehicle queues moving, reducing the perception of queue length for drivers.
However, queues along other portions of the study corridor generally remained short despite the
proposed reconfiguration. Most eastbound left turns, westbound left turns, or minor street approaches
had queues shorter than 250 feet, and many of these movements had queues less than 100 feet,
consistent with the baseline conditions.

2035 Preferred Alternative Travel Times
Travel times provide another metric to compare the performance of two alternatives under congested
conditions. Under the preferred alternative, travel times are expected to increase approximately three
minutes for eastbound traffic between Hamburg Avenue and Columbia Avenue/Bond Street; conversely,
westbound travel times are only expected to increase by less than 30 seconds. Most of the delay for both
westbound and eastbound traffic arises from the Columbia Avenue/Bond Street intersection, a location
that is expected to slightly exceed its mobility target by 2035. Movements that are approaching their
capacity at this location contribute to greater delay and queueing along the corridor, particularly when
additional vehicle storage space for eastbound traffic is removed.
While travel times do noticeably increase for eastbound traffic through the Astoria Uniontown area, this
analysis is based on PM peak summer volumes in Astoria which do not represent average conditions
along West Marine Drive. Consequently, the expected increase in travel times is expected to be more
modest than three minutes and is not expected to be noticeable for local residents who rely on West
Marine Drive.

Evaluation of Preferred Alternative
The preferred alternative is evaluated against the project transportation evaluation criteria in Table 2. This
evaluation is intended to demonstrate that the preferred alternative addresses the project evaluation
criteria and facilitate discussion of potential refinements to the preferred alternative to better address the
criteria.
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Table 2. Evaluation of the Preferred Alternative
Criteria

Evaluation

Issue #1: Unsafe Pedestrian Crossings on Marine Drive
Addresses known pedestrian
crossing issues on Marine Drive

The preferred alternative does not identify specific
pedestrian crossing treatments but does provide
opportunities to add them in the center median area.

Improves safety at crossings for
pedestrians through proven treatment
methods

The preferred alternative provides an opportunity to include
a raised refuge in the center median at the existing Bay
Street crossing and other priority locations.

Issue #2: Port of Astoria Traffic Concerns

Alternative measures to increase
capacity and turning movements for
road users, especially Port activity

The preferred alternative would reconfigure one eastbound
travel lane to a two-way left-turn lane. This would reduce
eastbound capacity and increase left turning capacity at
intersections and driveways.

Preserves existing transportation
system to the Port Astoria

No facilities would be closed with the preferred alternative.

Supports and improves safety for all
users around the Port of Astoria

The preferred alternative includes a two-way left-turn lane
to improve safety and remove left turning vehicles from the
through travel lanes.

Issue #3: ODOT Performance Targets
Meets ODOT intersection
performance targets during future
2035 peak periods

Most study intersections are expected meet their mobility
target by 2035, even with the proposed reconfiguration.
The mobility targets are marginally exceeded at the West
Marine Drive/Columbia Avenue/Bond Street intersection.

Issue #4: Parking on Marine Drive

Preserves parking with roadway
configuration

The preferred alternative aimed at retaining on-street
parking where possible. Parking would be maintained in all
locations except for approximately five parking spaces on
the south side of West Marine Drive between Hamburg
Avenue and Portway Street. Several parking spaces could
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also be impacted between Basin Street and Columbia
Avenue/Bond Street to accommodate the necessary lane
tapers to provide a raised median at the Bay Street
pedestrian crossing (Cross Section F).
Mitigates impacts to existing onstreet parking

No mitigations to existing on-street parking have been
identified.

Issue #5: Limited Access to Commercial and Recreational Districts

Improve pedestrian access

The preferred alternative retains the existing curb-to-curb
width of the corridor. Wider sidewalks and planting strips
with trees could be added to benefit the pedestrian oriented
district between Basin Street and Columbia Avenue/Bond
Street.

Improve bicycle access

The preferred alternative maintains the existing westbound
bike lane and adds a continuous eastbound bike lane.

Improves access to and identification
of commercial or recreational areas
through signage, crossings, and
wayfinding programs

The preferred alternative does not identify specific
treatments but does provide opportunities to add them in
the center median and sidewalk areas.

Issue #6: Unsafe nonmotorized Access between Uniontown and Alameda
Promotes a more walkable, safe, and
accessible transportation
environment

The preferred alternative would provide continuous
sidewalk facilities on both sides of the corridor.

Improves or creates access
to/between Uniontown and Alameda

The preferred alternative would provide continuous
sidewalk facilities on both sides of the corridor. Wider
sidewalks and planting strip buffer could be added with
minor widening.

Improves facilities for those using
mobility devices

The preferred alternative would include reconstruction to
enhance accessibility for pedestrians along the corridor by
upgrading pedestrian ramps for ADA compliance.

Enhances the active transportation
network

The preferred alternative would provide continuous
sidewalk and bike lane facilities on both sides of the
corridor. There is an opportunity to provide enhanced
crossings with a raised refuge in the center median area.
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Issue #7: Problematic Traffic Patterns

Addresses known access issues on
state highways or major arterials

The preferred alternative does not identify specific changes
to access on West Marine Drive. The is an opportunity to
restrict turn movements at the Hamburg Avenue
intersection to improve operations and safety.

Reduces personal vehicle reliance on
system for shorter, local trips

The preferred alternative improvements for walking, biking
and transit trips would reduce vehicle trips.

Improves efficiency of current
transportation system

The preferred alternative would not affect the overall
efficiency of the transportation system.

Issue #8: Numerous and Closely Spaced Driveways on Marine Drive

Supports more safe and efficient
access to businesses and residences
along Marine Drive

The preferred alternative would reconfigure one eastbound
travel lane to a two-way left-turn lane. This is expected to
reduce crashes by removing left turning vehicles from the
travel lane at intersections and driveways.

Improves safety for pedestrians and
bicyclists around driveways

The preferred alternative would provide continuous
sidewalk and bike lane facilities on both sides of the
corridor.

Issue #9: Safe and Convenient Transit

Enhances public transportation
services (e.g., new routes, shelters,
ADA compliance)

The preferred alternative would support planned longrange transit service improvements including two
reconfigured bus routes and new shelters at high ridership
locations.

Improves bicycle and pedestrian
connections to public transportation
stops

The preferred alternative would provide continuous
sidewalk and bike lane facilities on both sides of the
corridor.

Enhances transportation options to
underserved areas.

The preferred alternative would support planned longrange transit service improvements.

Issue #10: Inadequate Lighting for Pedestrians
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Improves visibility and safety,
especially for those with disabilities

The preferred alternative could include the installation of
street lighting at both Hamburg Avenue and Hume Avenue
(both unsignalized intersections).

Minimizes impacts to natural
resources

There are no identified natural resources along the study
corridor.

Issue #11: Lack of Safe and Convenient Bicycle Facilities
Enhances access to and encourages
use of the Oregon Coast Bike Route
(OCBR)

The preferred alternative would maintain the existing
westbound bike lane and add a continuous eastbound bike
lane.

Creates connections between Marine
Drive and the Astoria Riverwalk

The preferred alternative does not include bike facilities off
the West Marine Drive corridor. It is assumed bicycles with
share the roadway with vehicles on low speed/low volume
streets between West Marine Drive and the Astoria
Riverwalk.

Creates enhanced east-west bicycle
route accessible to more users

The preferred alternative would maintain the existing
westbound bike lane and add a continuous eastbound bike
lane.
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APPENDIX K: Implementation Measures
Memorandum
ORDINANCE NO.
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE ASTORIA DEVELOPMENT CODE PERTAINING TO
IMPLEMENTATION OF THE ASTORIA UNIONTOWN REBORN MASTER PLAN
THE CITY OF ASTORIA DOES ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS:
Section 1. Astoria Development Code Sections 14.145 to 14.163 pertaining to Uniontown
Overlay Zone is hereby added to read as follows:
“UTO: UNIONTOWN OVERLAY ZONE
14.145.

PURPOSE.

The purpose of the Uniontown Overlay Zone is to implement the land use principles of the
Astoria Uniontown Reborn Master Plan, dated [plan adoption date] and address policy
direction from the Astoria Planning Commission and City Council for this area. The
Uniontown Overlay (UTO) Zone is intended to meet and balance multiple objectives,
including creating an attractive western gateway into the City; developing a pedestrianfriendly commercial district; expanding the tree canopy and enhancing site landscaping;
encouraging design of new or rehabilitated buildings that respects the character of the City
and the Uniontown-Alameda National Register Historic District; and allowing a mix of uses
that support a vibrant commercial corridor, new investment, and employment
opportunities. The boundaries of the UTO Zone are depicted on the City’s Zoning Map.
14.147.
A.

APPLICABILITY AND REVIEW PROCEDURES.
Applicability
The provisions in Sections 14.145 to 14.163 apply to all uses in all areas of the
Uniontown Overlay Zone unless indicated otherwise in the code.
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Figure 14.147-1: Overlay Zone Boundaries and Subarea

The provisions of the Uniontown Overlay Zone shall apply to all new construction or major
renovation, where “major renovation” is defined as construction valued at 25% or more of the

502
214

City of Astoria Uniontown Reborn Master Plan
assessed value of the existing structure, unless otherwise specified by the provisions in this
Section. Applications in the Uniontown Overlay Zone shall be reviewed in a public design
review process subject to the standards and guidelines in Sections 14.145 to 14.163.
B.

Historic Design Review
When a development proposal is required to be reviewed by the Historic Landmarks
Commission due to its proximity adjacent to a designated historic building, structure,
site, or object, the Historic Landmarks Commission shall include review of the
Uniontown Overlay sections relative to historic compatibility. If the proposed
development is not "adjacent" to a historic property (as defined in Section 1.400) and
not subject to review by the Historic Landmarks Commission, then the historic review
of the Uniontown Overlay Zone shall be completed by the Design Review Commission.

14.149. PERMITTED USES.
The following uses and activities and their accessory uses and activities are permitted outright
in the Uniontown Overlay Zone, in addition to uses permitted outright in the base zone
identified in Article 2, and subject to the other appropriate development provisions of this
Section.
1.

Existing motels and their expansion and reconstruction if destroyed.

2.

Dwellings in a new or existing structure:
a.
Located above or below the first floor with commercial facilities on the first
floor of the structure.
b.
Located in the rear of the first floor with commercial facilities in the front
portion of the structure.

3.

Light manufacturing with a retail component.
a.
Facilities of maximum 2,000 square feet shall have a retail
component of minimum 60 square feet;
b.
Facilities greater than 2,000 square feet shall have a retail
component of minimum 144 square feet.

4.

Residential Home.

5.

Residential Facility.

14.150. USES PROHIBITED.
A. West Gateway Subarea.
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The following uses and activities and their accessory uses and activities are
prohibited in the West Gateway Subarea (Figure 14.147-1) in the Uniontown Overlay
Zone. Permitted uses are identified in the base zones in Article 2 and in Section
14.105.A of this ordinance.

B.

1.

Light manufacturing without a retail component.

2.

Communication service establishment.

3.

Construction service establishment.

4.

Transportation service establishment.

5.

Recycling establishment.

6.

Wholesale trade or warehouse establishment.

7.

Motel, hotel, bed and breakfast, inn or other tourist lodging facility and associated uses

8.

Automotive sales.

Core Subarea.
The following uses and activities and their accessory uses and activities are prohibited
in the Core Subarea (Figure 14.147-1) in the Uniontown Overlay Zone. Permitted uses
are identified in the base zones in Article 2 and in Section 14.105.A of this ordinance.
1.

Automotive sales and services.

2.

Drive-through facilities.

3.

Gasoline services stations.

4.

Repair service establishment not allowed as an Outright Use.

5.

Light manufacturing without a retail component.

6.

Construction service establishment.

7.

Communication service establishment.

8.

Transportation service establishment.

9.

Recycling establishment.

10.

Wholesale trade or warehouse establishment.

11.

Motel, hotel, bed and breakfast, inn or other tourist lodging facility and associated uses

14.152. DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS.
The following development standards apply to development in the Uniontown Overlay
Zone.
A.

Height.
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B.

1.

Maximum building height is 35 feet except as noted in subsection A.2 of
this section.

2.

Building height up to 45 feet is permitted when building stories above 28
feet are stepped back at least 10 feet in accordance with Section 14.152.C.

3.

Exceptions to building height restrictions may be granted through
provisions in Section 3.075.

Setbacks
Setback standards apply only to new development approved as of January 1, 2020 or
additions to existing buildings.

1.

West Gateway Subarea.
a.
No minimum or maximum front setback standards apply to
developments in the West Gateway Subarea.

b.

c.

Where buildings are set back from the street more than 5 feet, the
setback area:
1)

Shall be landscaped according to the standards of Section
14.160; and/or

2)

Shall include a pedestrian walkway, plaza, courtyard, or other
pedestrian-oriented amenity or public gathering space.

Adjacent to the River Trail.
1)

The minimum setback adjacent to the River Trail shall be 10
feet on the south side of the trail

2)

The setback area shall be landscaped according to the
standards of Section 14.160; and/or shall include a
pedestrian walkway, plaza, courtyard, or other pedestrianoriented amenity or public gathering space.
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Figure 14.152-1: Building Setbacks in the West Gateway Subarea

2.

Core Subarea.

a.

The maximum setback for yards fronting W Marine Drive in the Uniontown
Overlay Zone shall be five (5) feet (see Figure 14.152-2).

b.

Allowed Extensions of Maximum Setbacks.
The maximum setback for yards fronting a public right-of-way in the Uniontown
Overlay Zone may be extended to 20 feet for up to 50% of the building facade if
the setback is used for a walkway, plaza, courtyard, or other pedestrianoriented amenity or public gathering space.

Figure 14.152-2: Building Setbacks in the Core Subarea

C.

Stepbacks.
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1.

Purpose.
The purpose of a stepback is to allow for less obstructed views from above
the building and to create a less imposing building scale as viewed from the
right-of-way or parallel/adjacent trail. A stepback is also designed to allow
more light down to the adjacent or fronting right-of-way, sidewalk, or trail.

2.

Additional Building Height.
Where the height of a building or building addition is proposed to exceed 35
feet, at least that portion of the building exceeding 28 feet or two stories,
whichever is less, shall provide a stepback of at least 10 feet from the plane of
the proposed building or building addition that faces the right- of-way or
River Trail (see Figure 14.152.-3).
Balcony railings constructed to a maximum height of 28’ are not encroachments when
the building facade above the top of rail is stepbacked 10’.
For construction adjacent to the River Trail, balconies and/or fixed awnings shall not
encroach into the required 10-foot stepback area; buildings shall be stepped back
further in order to accommodate balconies and/or fixed awnings.

Figure 14.152-3: Building Stepbacks

14.155.
UNDERGROUND UTILITIES
This provision shall apply only to utility lines to be installed for new construction. Utility lines, including, but
not limited to, electricity, communications, street lighting and cable television, shall be required to be
placed underground. Appurtenances and associated equipment such as surface-mounted transformers,
pedestal-mounted terminal boxes and meter cabinets may be placed above the ground, and shall be
screened by sight obscuring fences and/or dense landscape buffers. The Design Review Committee may
waive the requirements of this section if topographical, soil, or other conditions make such underground
installations or screening of above ground equipment unreasonable or impractical. The applicant shall
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make all necessary arrangements with the serving utility or agency for underground installations provided
hereunder; all such installations shall be made in accordance with the tariff provisions of the utility, as
prescribed by the State Public Utilities Commission.
14.158.

A.

DESIGN STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES
Applicability and Review.

The following design standards and guidelines apply to all new construction or major
renovation, where “major renovation” is defined as construction valued at 25% or more of the
assessed value of the existing structure. Applications in the Uniontown Overlay Zone shall be
reviewed in a public design review process subject to the standards and guidelines in Sections
14.145 to 14.163.
Some of the following design standards and guidelines apply to all uses. Other standards and
guidelines are differentiated by non-industrial uses and industrial uses. For the purposes of
these Sections, industrial uses include the following as further defined in Section 1.400 of the
Development Code:
1.

Light manufacturing with a retail component.

Non-industrial uses include all other uses that are permitted outright or conditionally in the C3 zone in the Uniontown Overlay Zone.

B.

Building Style and Form.
1.

Standards for All Uses.
a.

b.

Projecting wall-mounted mechanical units are prohibited where they
are visible from a public right-of-way or the River Trail. Projecting wallmounted mechanical units are allowed where they are not visible from
a public right-of-way or River Trail.
Solid waste disposal, outdoor storage, and utility and mechanical
equipment shall be enclosed and screened from view (Figure
14.158-1). A cover shall be required if screened items can be
viewed from above. Rooftop equipment shall be screened from
view by a parapet wall, a screen made of a primary exterior finish
building material used elsewhere on the building, or by a setback
such that it is not visible from adjacent properties and rights-ofway up to approximately 100 feet away. Also see Section 3.215,
Outdoor Storage Areas and Enclosures.
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Utility/Mechanical Equipment

2.

Guidelines for All New Construction.
a.

The design of new construction should respect significant original
characteristics, scale and massing of adjacent structures that are
visible from the public right-of-way within three blocks of the
development site. Buildings should be designed so that they are not
substantially different in character from adjacent structures, in terms
of size, mass, or architectural form. Also see Section 14.002.C,
Resolving Conflicts within the Code.

b.

New construction should respect significant characteristics of
composition and material of adjacent structures that are visible
from the public right-of-way within three blocks of the
development site. Also see Section 14.002.C, Resolving Conflicts
within the Code.

c.

Building forms should be simple single geometric shapes, e.g.
square, rectangular, triangular (Figure 14.158-2).
Figure 14.158-2: Geometric Building Form
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3.

4.

Guidelines for All Existing Buildings.
a.

Distinctive stylistic features or examples of skilled craftsmanship of
existing buildings and/or structures proposed for renovation,
alteration, and/or additions should be treated with sensitivity. All
buildings should be respected and recognized as products of their
time.

b.

Renovations, alterations, and/or additions to existing buildings
should respect significant original characteristics of adjacent
structure scale and massing for the entire structure, and should be
designed so that they are not substantially different in terms of size,
mass, or architectural form. Also see Section 14.002.C, Resolving
Conflicts within the Code.

c.

Renovations, alterations, and/or additions should retain and/or
respect significant original characteristics of the existing structure
composition and material, for the entire structure. Also see Section
14.002.C, Resolving Conflicts within the Code.

d.

Building forms should be simple single geometric shapes, e.g.
square, rectangular, triangular (Figure 14.158-2).

e.

Mid-century “slip covers” which are not part of the original
historic design should be removed when possible.

f.

Incompatible additions or building alterations using contemporary
materials, forms, or colors on building facades are discouraged.

Standards for Non-Industrial Uses.
a.

Facade Variation.
All non-industrial buildings shall incorporate design features such as
offsets, balconies, projections, window reveals, or other similar
elements to preclude large expanses of uninterrupted building
surfaces in areas which are visible to the public. Design features
shall occur at a minimum of every 30 feet for all building facades
visible from a public right-of-way or River Trail. (Figure 14.158-3)
The facade shall contain at least two (2) of the following features:
1)

Recess (e.g., deck, patio, courtyard, entrance, or similar
feature) that has a minimum depth of six (6) feet;
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2)

Extension (e.g., floor area, deck, patio, entrance, or similar
feature) that projects a minimum of two (2) feet and runs
horizontally for a minimum length of four (4) feet;

3)

Offsets or breaks in roof elevation of two (2) feet or greater
in height;

4)

Outdoor seating area, plaza, or other interactive landscaped
area adjacent to the building that is specifically identified
and/or covered, and approved by the review authority;
and/or

5)

Other similar facade variations approved by the review
authority.

Figure 14.158-3: Facade Variation

b.

Base, Middle, and Top of Building.
All non-industrial buildings shall have a clear and distinct base, middle and top
to break up vertical mass (Figure 14.158-4). All facades visible from a right-ofway or River Trail shall utilize horizontal bands and/or changes in color, material,
form and/or pattern to differentiate the base, middle, and top of the building,
subject to the following requirements:

1)

Horizontal bands or other changes in pattern or material shall be a
minimum of 8 inches high (the length of a standard brick) and
shall project a minimum of one (1) inch from the building face.

2)

Changes in building massing and form may also be used to
differentiate a building’s base, middle, and top. This may include
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architectural setbacks or projections, measuring a minimum of
three (3) inches.
Figure 14.158-4: Base, Middle & Top of Building

c.

Parking Location.
Parking and vehicle maneuvering areas shall not be located between the front
building facade and the front property line, or between a building facade facing
the River Trail and the property line adjacent to the River Trail.
Parking shall be permitted between a building and an interior lot line that is not
a rear lot line, provided the following standards are met:

4.

1)

Where surface parking or maneuvering areas are located adjacent to a
right-of-way or the River Trail, a minimum 5-foot-wide landscaped strip
shall be provided between the parking and maneuvering area and the
right-of-way or River Trail. The landscaped strip shall be planted with
trees spaced not more than 30 feet on center and with a mix of shrubs
and ground cover. Additional standards for landscaping in parking areas
are found in Section 3.120, 7.170, and 14.120.B.

2)

Parking and maneuvering areas, including accessways and
driveways, must not exceed 40 percent of a lot frontage.

Guidelines for Non-Industrial Uses
a.

Compatibility with Historic Buildings.
1)

The massing, scale, and configuration of non-industrial
buildings should be similar to historic structures that are
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visible from the public right-of-way within three blocks of the
development site.

C.

2)

Non-Industrial buildings should be compatible with the
vertical proportions of historic facades and the simple
vertical massing of historic structures that are visible from
the public right-of-way within three blocks of the
development site.

3)

The location, size, and design of windows and doors in nonindustrial buildings should be compatible with historic
structures visible from the public right-of-way within three
blocks of the development site.

4)

Development should be designed so that structures are not
substantially different in character from adjacent buildings,
in terms of size, mass, or architectural form.

Roof Form and Materials.
1.

Roof Form Standards for All Uses.
The following roof forms are prohibited:

2.

a.

False mansard or other applied forms; and

b.

Dome skylights.

Roof Materials Standards for All Uses.
a.

Buildings shall be constructed or reconstructed with one of the
following roofing materials:
1)

Cedar shingle (Figure 14.158-5);

2)

Composition roofing (Figure 14.158-5); or

3)

Materials cited in Section 14.158.C.4 or Section 14.158.C.6.
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Figure 14.158-5: Roofing Materials

b.

The following roofing materials are prohibited for all
types of buildings:
1)

High profile standing seam metal roof (Figure 14.158-6); and

2)

Brightly colored roofing material.

Figure 14.158-6: Low (3/8” x 1”) and High (1/4” x 1-1/4”) Roof Seams

c.

3.

Roofing materials shall be gray, brown, black, deep red, or another subdued
color.

Roof Form Standards for Non-Industrial Uses
Buildings for non-industrial uses shall include one of the following roof
forms:
a.

Single gable with low pitch; or

b.

Repetitive gable with steep pitch; or

c.

Flat or gable roof behind parapet wall (Figure 14.158-7).
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4.

Roof Materials Standards for Non-Industrial Uses.
Buildings for non-industrial uses shall be constructed or reconstructed with one of the
following roofing materials:

5.

a.

Materials cited in Section 14.158.C.2; or

b.

Built-up roofing materials.

Roof Form Standards for Industrial Uses.
Buildings for industrial uses shall include the following roof forms:

a.

Single gable with low pitch; or

b.

Repetitive gable with steep pitch (Figure 14.158-8 and
Figure 14.158-9); and

c.

Shallow eaves (Figure 14.158-9).
Figure 14.158-8: Roof Pitches
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Figure 14.158-9: Industrial Building, Multiple Gables, Monitor Roof, and Shallow Eaves

6.

Roof Materials Standards for Industrial Uses.
Buildings shall be constructed or reconstructed with one of the following roofing
materials:

7.

a.

Materials cited in Section 14.158.C.2; or

b.

Galvanized corrugated metal; or

c.

Low profile standing seam, metal roof (Figure 14.158-6); or

d.

Roll down.

Roof Form Guidelines for Non-Industrial Uses.
Buildings for non-industrial uses may also include the following roof forms or features:

a.

Structural skylights

b.

Shallow eaves behind parapet wall

8.

Roof Form Guidelines for Industrial Uses.

Buildings for industrial uses may also include one or more of the following
roof forms or features:

a.

Small shed roof dormers
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D.

b.

Monitor roof on ridge line (Figure 14.158-9)

c.

Flat panel skylights or roof window

Doors.
1.

Standards for All Uses.
The following types of doors and door treatments are prohibited:

2.

a.

Automatic sliding doors;

b.

Primary entry doors raised more than three feet above
sidewalk level;

c.

Doors flush with building facade;

d.

Clear anodized aluminum frames; and

e.

Reflective, opaque, or tinted glazing.

Guideline for All Uses.
Building lighting should emphasize entrances.

3.

4.

Standards for Non-Industrial Uses.
a.

Solid metal or wood doors with small or no windows are prohibited.

b.

Doors with a minimum of 50% of the door area that is glass
are required.

Guidelines for Non-Industrial Uses.
a.

Doors should be recessed (Figures 14.158-10 and 14.158-11).

b.

Large cafe or restaurant doors that open the street to the interior by
pivoting, sliding, or rolling up overhead are encouraged (Figure 14.158-10).

c.

Well-detailed or ornate door hardware is encouraged (Figure 14.158-11).
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d.

Contemporary hardware should be compatible with the design of the
door.

e.

Transom, side lites, or other door/window
combinations are encouraged (Figure 14.158-11).

f.

Doors combined with special architectural detailing are encouraged.

g.

Double or multiple door entries are encouraged (Figure 14.158-11).
Figure 14.158-10: Roll-Up Doors and Recessed Doors

Figure 14.158-11: Recessed Doors, Contemporary Door Hardware, Single/Double Doors, Side
Lites, and Transom Windows

E.

Windows.

518
230

City of Astoria Uniontown Reborn Master Plan
1.

Coverage Standards for All Uses.
a.

All building facades visible from a public right-of-way or the River Trail shall have
windows or other openings in the facade, except as noted in subsection E.1.b of
this section. Blank walls on any facades visible from the right-of-way or River
Trail for any type of use are prohibited.

b.

Exception for elevator shafts.
An exception to the window coverage percentage standard may be allowed for
the portion of a building facade that includes an elevator shaft with the inclusion
of architectural detail / design features in amounts equal to the minimum
window coverage requirement. Such architectural details shall include but not
be limited to a change in material, horizontal projections, engaged columns or
pilasters, belt course, moldings, clock, or other similar features to avoid blank
walls.

2.

Design Standards for All Uses.
a.

Window detailing. Windows shall have casings/trim, sills, and crown moldings.
Window detailing shall meet the following requirements.
1)

Casings/trim shall have minimum dimensions of 5/4 inch x 4 inch and
shall extend beyond the facade siding. Exceptions may be granted.

2)

Windows shall be recessed a minimum distance of two (2) inches from
the facade siding surface to ensure a shadow line/effect.

3)

The bottom of the sill shall be a minimum of 18 inches above the ground
or floor elevation.
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Figure 14.158-12: Window Detailing – Trim and casement location and dimensions

b.

c.

Window types. Windows shall be one of the following types:
1)

Ground floor windows that provide a view into the use, whether fixed or
operable;

2)

Upper story windows that open into the interior of the building;

3)

Transom windows, fixed or operable, located above doors or windows directly
below them;

The following types of windows or window treatments are
prohibited:
1)

Residential-styled window bays;

2)

Half-round windows;
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3.

3)

Tinted and/or reflective glass;

4)

Sliding windows;

5)

Vinyl windows; and

6)

Blocked-out windows; and

7)

Windows that extend beyond the plane of the building facade.

Design Guidelines for All Uses.
a.

Windows, including transoms on existing buildings, should retain their
original size and location as part of renovation activities.

b.

Windows that open by pivoting, casement, single hung, or other
shuttering are encouraged.

c.

Painted wood or stucco panels or tile clad panels below windows are
encouraged (Figure 14.158-13).

d.

Clear glass is encouraged.

e.

True divided lites are encouraged (Figure 14.158-13). Simulated divided lites
shall have exterior muntins to create exterior shadow lines.

f.

Boldly articulated window and storefront trim are encouraged.

Figure 14.158-13: Transom Windows, Panels Below Windows, and True Divided Lites

4.

Coverage Standards for Non-Industrial Uses.
a.

West Gateway Subarea.
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At least 40% of the ground-floor facades of non-industrial uses visible
from a right-of-way and/or River Trail shall be covered by windows. At
least 30% of the upper-floor facades visible from a right-of-way
and/or River Trail shall be covered by windows, except as noted in
subsection E.4.c of this section.
b.

Core Subarea.
At least 50% of the ground-floor facades of non-industrial uses
visible from a right-of-way and/or River Trail shall be covered by
windows. At least 30% of the upper-floor facades visible from a
right-of-way and/or River Trail shall be covered by windows, except
as noted in subsection E.4.c of this section.

c.

Exception for elevator shafts.
An exception to the window percentage may be allowed for the
portion of a building facade that includes an elevator shaft with the
inclusion of architectural detail / design features in amounts equal to
the minimum window coverage requirement. Such architectural
details shall include but not be limited to change in material,
horizontal projections, engaged columns or pilasters, belt course,
moldings, clock, or other similar features to avoid blank walls.

5.

F.

Coverage Standards for Industrial Uses.
a.

All facades of buildings for industrial uses in the Uniontown Overlay Zone that
are visible from a public right-of-way and/or River Trail, and/or the Columbia
River shall have windows. However, buildings for industrial uses are not subject
to minimum window area requirements.

b.

Buildings for industrial uses are not required to have ground floor windows but
shall have, at the least, clerestory or transom windows on the upper story
facades or above a height of 14 feet.

Siding and Wall Treatment.
1.

Standards for All Uses.
The following types of siding and wall materials and treatments are prohibited:
a.

Cladding materials such as corrugated metal panels or spandrel glass;

b.

Panels that are poorly detailed or do not have detailing;
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2.

c.

Neon or other fluorescent colors;

d.

Bright or primary wall colors for the entire wall surface;

e.

Flagstone, simulated river rock, or other similar veneer cladding;

f.

Painted brick; and

g.

Non-durable materials such as synthetic stucco or shingles at the ground floor.

h.

Textured fiber cement siding. Smooth fiber cement siding is allowed.

Guidelines for All Uses.
a.

Variations in wall cladding materials and patterns consistent with historic
patterns are encouraged (Figure 14.158-14).

b.

Natural or subdued building colors are encouraged (Figure 14.158-14).

c.

Bright colors may be used for accent trim, not to exceed 15% of the area of any
facade.

d.

Durable materials such as brick, stucco, granite, pre-cast concrete, board and
batten, or horizontal wood siding should be used (Figure 14.158-14). These
materials include galvanized corrugated metal on buildings for industrial uses.

e.

Architectural wall features such as belt courses, pilasters, and medallions are
encouraged.

Figure 14.158-14: Siding Variety and Compatible Materials and Colors

G.

Awnings.
1.

Standards for Types of Awnings and Treatments.
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2.

a.

Awnings over building entries shall be a minimum of 5 feet deep. Awnings over
windows shall be a minimum of 3 feet deep. The bottom of all awnings shall be
8 to 12 feet above grade.

b.

The following types of awnings and awning treatments are prohibited:
1)

Fixed “bubble shaped” awnings (Figure 14.158-15); and

2)

Awnings lit internally.

Guidelines for Types of Awnings and Treatments.
a.
Vinyl or other non-compatible material awnings are discouraged
(Figure 14.158-15).

Figure 14.158-15: Prohibited and Discouraged Awning Types and Treatments

3.

Standards for Awning locations Along River Trail and North/South Rights- of-Way.
Awnings are generally discouraged and shall not project into the setback and/or
stepback areas.

H.

Lighting.
1.

Standards for Lighting Types and Treatments for All Uses.
The following lighting types or treatments are prohibited:
a.

Neon silhouette accent lighting;

b.

Fluorescent tube lighting;

c.

Security spotlight;
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2.

d.

Signs lit by lights containing exposed electrical conduit, junction
boxes, or other electrical infrastructure; and

e.

Up-lighting that shines into the sky or light that shines into other
properties or rights-of-way.

Standards Regarding Lighting Glare for All Uses.
All uses shall comply with applicable lighting standards in Section 3.128.

3.

Guidelines Regarding Wall-Washing Light.
Wall-washing lighting fixtures should be concealed and integrated into the
design of buildings or landscape walls and stairways (Figure 14.158-16). Wallwashing lighting should be designed to minimize light directed upwards into
the night sky.

4.

Guidelines for Lighting Types and Treatments for Non-Industrial Uses.
The following lighting types or treatments are encouraged.

5.

a.

Decorative lighting integrated with architecture.

b.

Historic street lamps along walks and parking lots.

Guidelines for Lighting Types and Treatments for Industrial Uses.
The following lighting types or treatments are encouraged.
a.

Industrial pan light with goose neck.

b.

Low bollard lighting.

Figure 14.158-16: Downward and Diffused Lighting, Wall-Washing Lighting
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I.

Signs.
Signs in the Uniontown Overlay Zone are subject to the requirements in Article 8 (Sign
Regulations) of the Astoria Development Code. The following additional standards and
guidelines apply to signs in the Uniontown Overlay Zone.
1.

2.

Sign Standards for All Uses.
a.

Monument signs (Figure 14.158-17) are allowed up to a maximum of 32 square
feet.

b.

Monument signs shall be a maximum of five (5) feet tall.

c.

Monument signs shall be constructed from materials that are consistent with
the historic character of the area, including wood, brick, stone, and metal.

d.

Freestanding signs are prohibited (Figure 14.158-17).

Sign Guidelines for All Uses.
The following sign types are encouraged.
a.

Hanging blade signs.

b.

Signs painted on building facade.

c.

Signs applied to building facade.

d.

Front lit.

e.

Graphics historic in character.

Figure 14.158-17: Monument Signs and Freestanding Signs

Monument

Freestanding
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14.160. LANDSCAPING.
Landscaping is required in the Uniontown Overlay Zone in accordance with the provisions in this
Section and those in Sections 3.120 to 3.125, and 7.170. The provisions in this Section apply to new
construction or exterior renovations with a value of at least 20% of the assessed value of the structure,
or in the event of installation of new parking areas.
A.

Minimum Landscaped Area.
1.

2.

West Gateway Subarea.
a.

A minimum landscaped area of 15 percent of the total lot area shall be provided
in the West Gateway Subarea in accordance with according to the standards of
Section 14.160.B.

b.

Landscape areas must be visible from the public right-of-way and/or River Trail
to count toward the minimum landscape area requirement.

Core Subarea.
No minimum landscaped area shall be required in the Core Subarea. Parking lots shall be
landscaped in accordance with Section 7.170 and Section 3.105 through 3.120.

B.

Landscape Standards.
Where landscaping is provided, the following minimum planting and coverage standards shall
apply. These standards apply in addition to the landscaping standards of Section 3.105 and
Section 3.125.
1.

One (1) tree shall be provided for every 600 square feet of required landscaped area.

2.

One (1) evergreen shrub having a minimum mature height of 48 inches shall be provided
for every 400 square feet of required landscaped area.

3.

All landscape areas, whether required or not, that are not planted with trees and shrubs
or covered with allowable non-plant material, shall have ground cover plants that are
sized and spaced to achieve plant coverage of not less than 75 percent at maturity.

4.

Bark dust, chips, aggregate, or other non-plant ground covers may be used, but shall
cover not more than 25 percent of any landscape area. Non-plant ground covers cannot
be a substitute for required ground cover plants.

5.

Adjacent to the River Trail - Land Side or Upland Standards
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The following standards apply to landscaping along the frontage of parcels
abutting the River Trail to the south.
a.

b.

6.

Maximum spacing of trees.
1)

20 feet on center for non-industrial uses

2)

15 feet on center for industrial uses

Maximum spacing of shrubs
1)

Five (5) feet on center for non-industrial uses

2)

Three (3) feet on center for industrial uses

c.

Ground cover landscaping is required in between shrubs and trees.

d.

Trees shall not exceed 35 feet in height at maturity

Landscaping Credits for Non-Vegetation Features.
a.

The Community Development Director may approve non-vegetative features to
account for up to 25% of required landscaping when the features consist of the
following:
1)

Hardscaped pedestrian-oriented areas (e.g., courtyards, plazas); and/or

2)

At least one of the following amenities meeting the City approved
design within the public right-of-way:
a)

bike rack

b)

bench

c)

table

d)

drinking fountain

e)

directional or interpretive/information signage

f)

trash or recycling container

g)

lighting
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h)

restroom

Permeable paving and other stormwater management techniques are
encouraged in the design of these areas.

C.

b.

An application proposing more than 25% of required landscaping be credited by
non-vegetative features is subject to approval in accordance with procedures in
Article 9 and Article 12.

c.

Non-vegetative features allowed in the public right-of-way in lieu of required
landscaping shall be maintained by the applicant. There shall be a maintenance
agreement or other City approved agreement. Failure to maintain or loss of the
non-vegetative feature will result in the requirement for installation of the
landscaping in accordance with the Code at the time of the loss.

Street Trees.
Street trees shall be planted within the right-of-way along both sides of the street on all streets
in the Uniontown Overlay Zone in accordance with the provisions in this Section 14.160.C.
1.

Spacing should be 30 feet on center, depending on species and branching habit.

2.

Minimum size of deciduous trees should be 2" caliper, with an upright form.

3.

Mature branching height should be a minimum of 15 feet.

4.

Required street trees shall be maintained by the adjacent property owner and/or other
identified entity. There shall be a maintenance agreement or other City approved
agreement.

14.163. OFF-STREET PARKING.
In the Uniontown Overlay Zone, the following provisions apply to parking requirements established in
Article 7 of this Code.
A.

Reductions.
Minimum number of parking spaces required in Section 7.100 may be reduced by 50% or by 10
spaces, whichever is less, for uses with less than 5,000 square feet of gross floor area.
Reductions meeting these requirements shall be processed as a Type I Administrative Permit.

B.

Exceptions.
Exemptions from minimum number of parking spaces required in Section 7.100 are permitted
under the following conditions:
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1.

Existing buildings that cover the majority area of the site with insufficient open area for
off-street parking spaces; and/or

2.

Building expansions of 10% or less which do not decrease available off-street parking
spaces on the site; and

3.

Exemptions shall be processed as a Type I Administrative Permit. Exceptions from offstreet parking that do not meet the above criteria shall be processed as a Variance in
accordance with Article 12.”

Section 2. Effective Date. This ordinance and its amendment will be effective 30 days following its
adoption and enactment by the City Council.
ADOPTED BY THE COMMON COUNCIL THIS ____ DAY OF ______________, 2019.
APPROVED BY THE MAYOR THIS ______ DAY OF ____________________, 2019.

________________________________
Mayor

ATTEST:
______________________________
Brett Estes, City Manager

ROLL CALL ON ADOPTION:
Commissioner Rocka

Mayor Jones

YEA

NAY

ABSENT

Brownson
Herman
West
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APPENDIX L: Summary of STAC Meetings
and STAC Roster
Stakeholder and Technical Advisory Committee (STAC)
Brett Estes, City of Astoria
Mike Morgan, City of Astoria
Nathan Crater, City of Astoria
Michael Duncan, Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT)
Ken Shonkwiler, Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT)
Keith Blair, Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT)
Dorothy Upton, Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT)
Kristi Gladhill, Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT)
Jenna Berman, Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT)
Tony Snyder, Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT)
Katie Rathmell, HLC
Richard Curtis, AFD
John Edwards, City of Astoria
Brookley Henri, Astoria Planning Commission
Caroline Wuebben, Holiday Inn Express
Dan Hauer, Hauer's Lawn Care and Equipment
David Reid, Astoria-Warrenton Area Chamber
Jeff Hazen, Sunset Empire Transportation District
Jim Knight, Port of Astoria
LJ Gunderson, Historic Landmarks Commission and Design Review Commission
Nancy Montgomery, Columbia River Coffee Roasters
Jared Rickenbach, Design Review Commission
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Astoria Uniontown Reborn Master Plan
Subject

STAC #1 Meeting Summary

Attention

Mike Morgan, City of Astoria
Michael Duncan, ODOT

From

Scott Richman, Jacobs
Brooke Jordan, Jacobs

Date

November 16, 2018

Joint Stakeholder and Technical Advisory Committees (STAC)
Participants:
Mike Morgan, City of Astoria
Jeff Hazen, Sunset Transportation
Katie Rathmell, HLC
Richard Curtis, AFD
John Edwards, City of Astoria
Caroline Wuebben, Holiday Inn Express
David Reid, Astoria-Warrenton Area Chamber
Nancy Montgomery, Columbia River Coffee Roasters
Jarry Rickenbaum, Historic Landmark Commission

Meeting Summary
The City of Astoria hosted the first Stakeholder and Technical Advisory Committee (STAC) for the Astoria
Uniontown Reborn Master Plan. The meeting was held on Wednesday, November 7th, 2018 from 1:00
p.m. to 3:00 p.m. The Stakeholder Advisory Committee (SAC) and Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)
agreed to come together for combined meetings moving forward.
Project staff provided an overview of the roles and responsibilities of the SAC and TAC and then,
introduced the goals and objectives of the project and the existing conditions at the project area. The
project team shared the opportunities and constraints identified for transportation, land use, and
economic development. Project staff asked the advisory committees to review the issues and identify an
missing information that should be included. The advisory committees identified a need for more light
244
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manufacturing in the area and suggested considering LID to leverage “Uniontown Marina Village.” In
addition, the committees indicated a need for safety improvements including adding street lights and
safer transit opportunities. The list of land use, economic development, and transportation issues are
outlined below.

Land Use

1. Fragmented Property Ownership
2. BVO Zone Impacts Potential Development
3. Landscaping Standards Are Limited - Medium
Priority
4. Off-Street Parking Standards
5. Lack of Public Space
6. Traditional Economic Base Is Evolving Medium Priority
7. Low Leasing Rates Deter Development Medium Priority
8. Lack of Affordable Housing
9. Lack of Commercial Space
10. Loss of Historic Character - High Priority

Transportation

1. Limited Access to Commercial & Recreational
Districts – Medium Priority
2. Unsafe Nonmotorized Access between
Uniontown and Alameda
3. Problematic Traffic Patterns
4. Unsafe Pedestrian Crossings on Marine Drive
– High Priority
5. Port of Astoria Traffic Concerns – High
Priority
6. Driveways on Marine Drive
7. Parking on Marine Drive – Medium Priority
8. Safe Transit (added by STAC)
9. Street Lights (added by STAC)

Action items
• SAC and TAC will continue to come together for combined meetings moving forward.
•

The next STAC meeting will include time to visit key points in the project area.

•

The project team will use STAC input to develop evaluation criteria for alternatives.

•

Feedback from this STAC meeting will be applied in the next revision of project reports.

Transportation

Identified Transportation Opportunities and Constraints

1

2

Existing Constraint

Potential Opportunity

Limited Access to Commercial &
Recreational Destinations
Pedestrian and bicycle access and
wayfinding to recreational and
commercial destinations (e.g.
Astoria Riverwalk) is limited.

Pedestrian and Bicycle Treatments to
Increase Access
Improve access to recreational and
commercial destinations through
improved crossings, wayfinding, and
signage opportunities.

Unsafe Nonmotorized Access
between Uniontown and Alameda
Steep hillside with limited and
substandard stairways is a barrier
to safe nonmotorized access
between Uniontown and historic
Alameda neighborhood to south.

Improve and Formalize Pedestrian
Trails
Informal dirt paths could be
improved as accessways with
wayfinding signs.

Priority
Mid Priority
1st: 1
2nd: 2
3rd: 1
1st: 1
2nd: N/A
3rd: N/A
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US 101/Marine Drive Reconfiguration 1st: N/A
The Astoria 2ndortation System Plan 2nd: 1
and other planning efforts identify a
3rd: 2
lane reconfiguration on US
101/Marine Drive as key to creating
a more balanced, safe, and efficient
multimodal street.

3

Problematic Traffic Patterns
Traffic congestion (especially in
the summer months), speed, and
unsafe turning opportunities onto
and off US 101/Marine Drive are
problematic.

4

Unsafe Pedestrian Crossings on
Marine Drive
Unsafe Pedestrian Crossings on
Marine Drive – many drivers
ignore the mid-block pedestrian
crossing on Marine Drive, such as
those near Workers Tavern and
Columbia River Coffee Roaster.

Improve Safety with Pedestrian
Treatments
Leverage US 101 lane
reconfiguration with traffic calming
improvements to support safer
crossings.

5

Port of Astoria Traffic Concerns
Traffic related to Port operations,
between Portway St and Hamburg
Ave, is concerning.

Transportation Options for all Road
Users
The Port of Astoria is a major trip
generator and developing a strategy
to support all road users is critical.
Accommodate Business and
Residential Access
Consider how to accommodate safe
and efficient access to businesses
and residences along Marine Drive
as Uniontown redevelops.

1st: N/A

6

Driveways on Marine Drive
There is a need to balance safe
driveway access to businesses and
residences on Marine Drive with
movement of through traffic along
the corridor.

Mid Priority

Parking on Marine Drive
Parking for businesses and
residents along the south side of
Marine Drive is limited.

Provide Parking Options
Consider how to preserve parking
through 4-lane to 3-lane
reconfiguration and explore ways to
mitigate any impacts to existing onstreet parking.

7

8*
9*

High Priority
1st: 4
2nd: 3
3rd: 1

High Priority
1st: 3
2nd: 1
3rd: 4

2nd: N/A
3rd: 1

1st: 2
2nd: 3
3rd: N/A

Safe Transit
* added
Street Lights
* added

Identified Land Use & Economic Developments Opportunities and Constraints

Existing Constraint

Potential Opportunity

Priority
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Development/redevelopment
of Vacant Lots
Several parcels in the study
area are vacant or minimally
improved, leaving room for
development and/or
redevelopment.

1st: N/A

1

Fragmented Property Ownership
Aside from the Port of Astoriaowned land, property ownership
is fragmented and divided into
small parcels in much of the
study area.

Emphasize the Astoria Megler
Bridge Area
Determine how the existing
standards may impact or
restrict development. Modify
BVO design or use standards
to emphasize and preserve
visual and physical access to
the Megler Bridge Area.

1st: 1

2

BVO Zone Impacts Potential
Development
The Bridge Vista Overlay Zone
(BVO) requires specific
development standards,
potentially affecting new
development. Any significant
changes would require a
standalone public process.

Mid Priority

3

Landscaping Standards Are
Limited
City landscaping standards that
apply in the study area does not
align with the envisioned
character of Uniontown.

Update Landscaping Standards
This plan can revisit and
improve upon existing
landscaping requirements in
Uniontown and explore
funding strategies to improve
landscaping along the Marine
Drive corridor.

4

Off-Street Parking Standards
Minimum off-street parking
standards can require a
significant portion of a site to be
dedicated to parking, creating a
barrier to development. At the
same time, businesses along
Marine Drive rely on on-street
parking.

Reduce Off-Street Parking
Burden
The City’s Code has methods
to reduce the burden of
parking minimums for new
development. Explore
opportunities for joint/shared
parking.

Lack of Public Space
Lack of adequate, connected
public spaces and improved
landscaping.

Convert Underutilized Lots into
Public Space
Underutilized asphalt lots
could be reimagined into
improved public spaces (e.g.
parklets, wayfinding kiosks,
community hubs).

5

2nd: N/A
3rd: N/A

2nd: N/A
3rd: N/A

1st: 1
2nd: N/A
3rd: 2

1st: 1
2nd: N/A
3rd: N/A

1st: N/A
2nd: N/A
3rd: 2
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6

Traditional Economic Base is
Evolving
Uniontown maintains a working
waterfront with resource-based
industries such as wood products
and seafood processing.
However, citywide economic
trends indicate a shift away from
traditional resource-based
industries.

Repurpose Existing Structures
Repurposing existing buildings
could fill market gaps and
leverage future development.

1st: 1

7

Low Leasing Rates Deter
Development
Real estate market does not
support significant new
development (based on current
leasing rates).

1st: N/A

8

Lack of Affordable Housing
Housing affordability is a
challenge in Astoria. Low lease
rates in Uniontown ($1.21-1.57
per sq ft) do not support new
mixed-use
residential/commercial
development.

Small Scale Housing Projects
The current market has
potential to support less
intense development, such as
“garden-style” housing.
Restoration of rental
properties and ADUs in
residential areas south of
Marine Drive could help
accommodate housing
demand.

9

Lack of Commercial Space
Market analysis indicates a lack
of commercial development
serving residents and workers
and a demand for more diverse
commercial spaces.

Undeveloped Land Available
Undeveloped and
underdeveloped land could
provide opportunities.

Loss of Historic Character
In a 2018 community survey,
community members indicated a
concern for the loss of historic
character and existing structures
in Uniontown.

Community Support for
Historic Aesthetic
Sustain incentives to stimulate
redevelopment of historic
buildings and review
demolition code to further
protect historic character.
Emphasize Astoria’s historic
character by connecting
people to tourism-related and
retail businesses.

10

Mid Priority
Job Diversity in Uniontown
Uniontown’s diverse job mix
could support distinctive
employment and investment
opportunities to support
economic resiliency.

1st: N/A
2nd: 2
3rd: 1

Mid Priority
2nd: 1
3rd: 1

2nd: 1
3rd: N/A

1st: —
2nd: 1
3rd: —

High Priority
1st: 5
2nd: 1
3rd: —
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Astoria Uniontown Reborn Master Plan
Joint Stakeholder and Technical Advisory Committees (STAC)
Subject

STAC #2 Meeting Summary

Attention

Mike Morgan, City of Astoria
Michael Duncan, ODOT

From

Scott Richman, Jacobs
Brooke Jordan, Jacobs

Date

January 28, 2019

Participants:
STAC Members

Project Team

Jeff Hazen, Sunset Empire Transportation District

Brett Estes, City of Astoria

Caroline Wuebben, Holiday Inn Express

Scott Richman, Jacobs

Don Hauer, Resident

Brooke Jordan, Jacobs

Brookley Henri, APC

Matt Hastie, APG

Katrina Gomez, Windermere

Mike Morgan, City of Astoria

Roger Rocka, Astoria City Council

Michael Duncan, ODOT

David Reid, Astoria-Warrenton Area Chamber
Nancy Montgomery, Columbia River Coffee Roasters
Jared Rickenbach, Rickenbach Construction Inc.
Nancy Ferber, City of Astoria
Nathan Crater, City of Astoria
Jeff Harrington, City of Astoria

Welcome, Introductions, and Project Update
Brett Estes, City Manager, welcomed members of the public and STAC members. Brooke Jordan,
consultant team member, summarized public comments from the first public event and tasks completed
since the previous STAC meeting.

Review Draft Land Use Alternatives and Transportation Options
Draft Land Use Alternatives
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Matt Hastie, consultant team member, provided an overview of the land use alternatives developed for
the tier 1 screening. The project team presented a proposed Uniontown Overlay Zone, which consists of
2 subareas: Uniontown Gateway Subarea and the Uniontown Core Subarea.
Uniontown Overlay Zone
The Uniontown Overlay Zone is proposed for the West Marine Drive Corridor to implement the land use
vision of the Uniontown Reborn Master Plan. The overlay zone is intended to apply to most commercial
and industrial properties that have street frontage on West Marine Drive between the roundabout at
the head of the New Youngs Bay Bridge/Highway 101 to the west and Columbia Avenue to the east. This
area covers many of the commercial properties in the Uniontown-Alameda Historic District. Some
properties on the north side of West Marine Drive within the proposed overlay zone are currently
included in the BVO but being proposed to change into the new zone. There are two potential subareas
within the Uniontown Overlay Zone: Uniontown Gateway and Uniontown Core.
•

Uniontown Gateway (roundabout to Ilwaco Avenue)
The vision for this subarea would be to incrementally transition into a more pedestrian-oriented and
walkable form. New buildings or additions would be placed closer to the street frontage and
landscaping or public plazas would create a more attractive street life. Parking lots and autooriented uses would be screened or discouraged, and new development would respect and
strengthen the historic character of the area.

•

Uniontown Core (Ilwaco Avenue to Columbia Avenue)
The vision for this subarea would be to preserve and strengthen the traditional urban pattern of
area, even as new buildings are added. New developments or redevelopments will reflect the
historic character and identity of the area as a traditional commercial “Main Street,” including
buildings fronting the street, storefront facades with large windows, and historically appropriate
architectural elements.

Alternative Strategies
Alternative strategies for implementing the Uniontown Overlay zone are outlined below.
1. Use Regulations:
o Alternative 1: Emphasize the historic character by connecting people to tourism-related
businesses.
o Alternative 2: Feasible development types, even if not pedestrian-friendly.
2. Setbacks and Landscaping:
o Alternative 1: Emphasize specific urban development patterns but require minimal on-site
landscaping.
o Alternative 2: Allow for flexibility in placement of buildings but require more landscaping.
3. Building Height and Massing:
o Alternative 1: Promote development feasibility by allowing for more efficient use of land.
o Alternative 2: Promote development feasibility while balancing compatibility with historic
character.
o Alternative 3: Maximize views and keep development consistent with existing buildings.
4. Off-Street Parking:
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o
o

Alternative 1: Reduce burden of off-street parking and leverage utilization of existing offstreet parking.
Alternative 2: Work to achieve Uniontown Core goals but does not reduce existing parking
requirements.

5. Design Standards and Guidelines:
o Apply a set of design standards and guidelines focuses on a uniform set of developed
standards and guidelines for the area to maintain the historic character of the area. They are
modeled on the Bridge Vista Overlay but tailored to issues specific to uses in the Uniontown
Overlay Zone.

Draft Transportation Alternatives
Scott Richman, consultant project manager, provided an overview of the transportation improvements
for the Uniontown area. The alternatives respond to the goals and vision for the project and take into
consideration findings and recommendations in the Astoria Transportation System Plan. The study area
includes West Marine Drive (US 101) between the Smith Point Roundabout (OR 202) and Bond Street.
There are four alternatives:

1. Alternative 0 – No Build: Do nothing. Retain the existing 4-lane roadway, with 2 lanes in each
direction, left turn lanes at major intersections, and a bike lane provided in westbound direction
only. Alternative 0 also retains the 6 ft wide sidewalks.
2. Alternative 1 – Three Travel Lanes: Reconfigure the roadway to provide 1 lane in each direction
with a center turn lane/median area, and an eastbound bike lane to provide bicycle in each
direction. Alternative 1 also provides more space for wider sidewalks.
3. Alternative 2 – Four Travel Lanes: Reconfigure roadway to provide 2 westbound lanes, 1 eastbound
lane, and a bike lane in westbound direction only. Alternative 2 also provides more space for wider
sidewalks.
4. Alternative 3 – Five Travel Lanes: Reconfigure roadway to provide 2 lanes in each direction with a
center turn lane or raised median, and a bike lane in westbound direction only. Alternative 3 also
provides more space for wider sidewalks.

Additional Improvement Options
Along with these alternatives, Scott Richman reviewed additional transportation improvement
alternatives that were identified through stakeholder interviews and STAC meetings and public
engagement efforts.
Additional Improvements

Description
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Landscaping
Fragmented Property
Ownership
Off-Street Parking

Historic Character
Pedestrian Crossing on
Marine Drive
Port of Astoria Traffic
Bay Street Extension
Uniontown and Alameda
Access
Problematic Traffic Patterns
Driveways on Marine Drive
Safe and Convenient Transit
Improved Lighting
Improved Bicycle Facilities

Revise the City’s development code landscaping standards to enhance
aesthetics incl. along W. Marine Dr.
Purchase unused land for public uses, such as public parking or street
lane, sidewalk/landscaping areas to support a more cohesive
development pattern in Uniontown.
Purchase and utilize vacant lots in exchange for on-street parking
removal for traffic, safety, and parking on constrained W. Marine Dr.
Shared parking between multiple properties to reduce new
development parking minimums burden.
Continue Storefront Improvement Program to help restore older
buildings and preserve historic character. Strengthen historic
standards to ensure new development compatibility.
Installing improved crossings and signals and constructing curb
extensions to shorten the distance required to cross the street could
improve safety for people crossing Marine Drive.
Add right turn lane from Portway to W. Marine Dr. to reduce
congestion and improve safety for all road users - including Port of
Astoria truck egress.
Extend Bay Street to provide another connection to Astoria Riverwalk.
Utilize sections of unused right-of-way to improve pedestrian access
between Alameda Ave. and W. Marine D. Topography is challenging considering ADA compliance.
Improvements to arterials and alternative route options could create a
more efficient transportation system.
Reduce number of commercial driveways on W. Marine Dr., to reduce
potential conflicts (drivers, pedestrians, and bicyclists).
Enhance public transportation service and encourage more use by
enhancing stops amenities and accessibility, including consideration of
bus pullouts.
Install new LED streetlights and rapid flashing crosswalk lights to
improve visibility and safety.
New and enhanced north-south pedestrian and bicycle facilities to
provide safer and improved connections with the Oregon Coast Bike
Route (OCBR), plus local pathways.

Study Area Tour
STAC members toured locations in the Uniontown Study Area to consider opportunities and challenges
associated with the draft land use alternatives and transportation options presented by the project
team. The study area tour included the following stops:
•
•
•

Oregon Department of Transportation District 1 Office
Portway Street and W. Marine Drive
Best Western Holiday Inn Express

During the study area tour STAC members expressed the following concerns and opportunities:
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•
•
•

•

•
•
•
•
•

Potential safety issues associated with passing vehicles if W. Marine Drive is reconfigured to 3
lanes
There is not enough right-of-way for freight vehicles to complete a right turn on to W. Marine
Drive from Portway Street.
In addition to utility poles located in the middle of sidewalks along W. Marine Drive, overhead
utility lines are unsightly. Area residents and businesses would like to see them buried
underground. While burying the utilities would be complicated and costly, there could be
opportunity to reduce the amount of overhead lines and wires through consolidation of
conduits.
The bicycle and pedestrian crossing located directly east of the roundabout is dangerous
because many drivers who have just navigated through the roundabout are not expecting this
crossing and may not be prepared to stop while turning out of the roundabout onto eastbound
W. Marine Drive.
It is difficult to cross W. Marine Drive. The safest crossing is at the signal at Columbia and
expanding W. Marine Drive to five lanes could make crossing W. Marine Drive more difficult and
unsafe.
The existing pedestrian-activated signal is not in a location where many drivers expect to need
to stop for people to cross, and the signs and signals are not as visible to drivers as more
modern protected crossing treatment such as rapid flashing beacons.
Transit access along W. Marine Drive is difficult. A lane reconfiguration from four lanes to three
lanes could be more ideal for access to bus stops and could provide room for a safer bus pullout.
The City’s urban mural program has been successful, and could be applied in Uniontown.
The TSP project to extend Bay Street to the north to improve local access to the Maritime
Memorial and Port properties could be implemented by future development. It would require
an ODOT Rail Crossing Order due to a new access crossing the trolley track.
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Joint Stakeholder and Technical Advisory Committees (STAC)
Subject

STAC #3 Meeting Summary

Attention

Mike Morgan, City of Astoria
Michael Duncan, ODOT

From

Scott Richman, Jacobs
Brooke Jordan, Jacobs

Date

April 30, 2019

Participants
Project team
Michael Duncan, ODOT Region 2
Brett Estes, City of Astoria
Matt Hastie, APG
Brooke Jordan, Jacobs
Mike Morgan, City of Astoria
Scott Richman, Jacobs

STAC Members
Nathan Crater, City of Astoria
Jeff Harrington, City of Astoria
Dan Hauer, Hauer’s Repair
Jeff Hazen, Sunset Empire Transit District
Brookley Henri, City Planning Commission
Jim Knight, Port of Astoria
Ken Shonkwiler, ODOT Region 2
Tony Snyder, ODOT Region 2
Caroline Wuebben, Holiday Inn Express
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Welcome, Introductions, and Agenda review
Brett Estes, Astoria City Manager, welcomed STAC members and reviewed the meeting agenda. The
purpose of the meeting is to review draft preferred land use and transportation alternatives for the
Uniontown area. Ken Shonkwiler requested that the project team provide clear distinction between the
proposed land use and transportation/infrastructure modifications that will be incorporated into the
Uniontown Reborn Master Plan, and the separate ODOT project that is under development to
reconfigure the portion of W. Marine Drive between Uniontown and downtown Astoria. That project is
included in the City’s adopted Transportation System Plan (TSP) and included in the State Transportation
Improvement Program (STIP).
Project Update
Brooke Jordan, provided an overview of the work that the team has completed since the last STAC
meeting, reviewed key themes from the round of stakeholder engagement around Tier 1 land use and
transportation initial alternatives, and how the STAC can inform the refinement of the recommended
land use and transportation alternatives.
Review Draft Preferred Land Use Alternatives
Matt Hastie reviewed the preferred land use alternative that emerged during the last phase of the
project. The preferred land use alternative is organized around a Uniontown Overlay Zone (UTO) that
includes two subareas: Gateway Subarea and Core Subarea. Each subarea includes five prescriptive land
use elements, including (1) allowed uses, (2) landscaping and setbacks, (3) building heights and massing,
(4) off-street parking, and (5) design standards. Descriptions of each of the five land use elements and
how they apply to each subarea are included below.
•

•

Allowed uses
o

Gateway Subarea: Prohibit industrial uses and automotive sales but continue to allow
auto oriented commercial uses such as retail, drive-through facilities, and convenient
stores.

o

Core Subarea: Prohibit industrial uses, automotive sales, gasoline service stations,
automotive service and repair, and drive-through facilities.

Landscaping and setbacks
o

Gateway Subarea:


No maximum or minimum setbacks, except for a 5-foot minimum landscaping
strip along W Marine Drive.



Parking must be to side or rear of building, and at least 15% of lot area must be
landscaped and visible from public right of way.



Establish enhanced minimum planting requirements



Note: When recommending code changes, it is important to message to City
Council and the Planning Commission that the recommendations have been
vetted via a public process using evaluation criteria.
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o

•



Establish a maximum setback of 5-feet, with exception for of an easement or
utilities or the creation of a pedestrian plaza or wider walkway.



Do not require minimum landscaped area or lots to be landscaped according to
municipal code.

Building heights and massing
o

•

Core Subarea:

Gateway and Core Subareas: Preferred building height throughout the project area
would allow for 45-feet maximum height throughout the area, requiring any part of a
building above 35 feet to be stepped back from the main façade by a minimum of 10
feet.

Off-street parking
o

Gateway and Core Subareas:


Require off-street parking for most new development.



Provide reductions and exemptions to parking standards where reasonable.
•

•

Minimum parking space requirements may be reduced for smaller
buildings, minor building expansions, and for buildings that cover
maximum area of a site.

Design guidelines
o

Gateway and Core Subareas: Prohibit architectural elements and styles that are
inconsistent with the predominant architectural context in the area to address









Building Form and Style
Roof Form and Materials
Doors
Windows
Siding and Wall Treatment
Awnings
Lighting
Signs

The project team introduced the Implementation Measures memo to the STAC and outlined that it will
address proposed amendments to land use code to support the implementation of the preferred draft
land use alternative and UTO. The memo includes specific code language and is consistent with the
proposed land use alternative previously discussed. STAC members will receive a copy of the memo
after the meeting.
Discussion
Question: Where will people park and how can the code ensure that there is enough parking?
•

The code requires that new developments or redevelopments provide parking. However, it
includes some exceptions to support economic development. Providing parking can be very
expensive for property owners and can hinder economic development opportunities.
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Question: Is 45 feet an acceptable building height for Uniontown?
•

It is a workable height in Uniontown but building width should also be considered.

•

Allowing taller buildings is important for economic development purposes. Infill development
needs to be able to effectively utilize limited space, and taller buildings can achieve that.

•

The planning commission is considering reducing the building height to 28 feet with exceptions
for affordable housing and water-dependent uses.

Review Draft Preferred Transportation Alternatives
Scott Richman reviewed the draft Preferred Transportation Alternatives. The preferred cross-section for
West Marine Drive is a reconfiguration from four travel lanes to three travel lanes, one eastbound and
two westbound lanes, with a center two-way left turn lane. The preferred alternative includes wider
sidewalks and at least a westbound bike lane. The following four transportation elements are
recommended as part of the preferred transportation alternative.
•

•

•

•

Pedestrian improvements include the following recommendations:
o

Improve pedestrian conditions with ADA upgrades, widening sidewalks to minimum of 6
feet, adding a 4-foot minimum planting strip buffer between roadway and sidewalk
where feasible, and locating utilities in planting strip, not the sidewalk.

o

Add street lighting at Hamburg Avenue.

o

Add a center median refuge at Bay Street to enhance protected pedestrian crossing.

Bicycle improvements include the following recommendations:
o

Add a new eastbound bike lane between Smith Point Roundabout and 6th Street and
recommend widening bike lane to 6’ where possible.

o

Complete existing westbound bike lane gap between 6th Street and Columbia
Avenue/Bond Street.

o

Implement a green paint treatment for the westbound bike lane approaching the US
101 bridge to indicate potential conflict area for right turning vehicles.

Transit improvements include the following recommendations:
o

Develop formalized and branded bus stops with pullouts, shelters, and other amenities.

o

Pedestrian and bicycle improvements along W. Marine Drive would enhance access to
transit, including median refuges, sidewalk buffers, lighting, and ADA compliant ramps.

o

New developments and proposed land use changes could also support transit and
enhance multimodal character.

Driving facilities improvements include the following recommendations:
o

Remove the eastbound lane between Smith Point Roundabout and 8th Street, and
westbound lane between the Columbia Avenue/Bond Street intersection and 8th Street.

o

Add a 14-foot-wide center two-way left turn (TWLT) lane throughout corridor, providing
protected left turn storage on roadway.

o

Maintain a right turn lane at the US 101 bridge.
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o

Work with ODOT on design standards for travel lanes of less than 12 feet, and
horizontal/vertical “hole in the air” space that is sufficient to accommodate large trucks
because W. Marine Drive is State-designated freight route.

Benefits and Impacts of the West Marine Drive Reconfiguration:
•

•

Benefits:
o

The reconfiguration would create a more inviting street environment for businesses and
residents.

o

The ability to more easily make left turns would create a more comfortable driving
environment.

o

A safer roadway environment by reducing pedestrian and bicycle fatalities, and reducing
all roadway crashed by 29%.

Impacts:
o

The reconfiguration could increase travel times by up to 3 minutes by 2035. It is important
to note that this represents the absolute worst travel conditions during the peak traffic
volumes, most likely on weekends during the summer months.

Draft Public Improvements
Scott Richman also provided an overview of the proposed public improvement recommendations. These
additional improvements are recommended to support the land use and transportation alternatives,
and they are important to creating a safer and more inviting neighborhood for both residents and
businesses. They include the following elements:
•

Enhanced pedestrian crossings

•

Improved lighting

•

Improved pedestrian and bicycle connections from:
o

River trail to pedestrian crossing east of roundabout

o

Kingston Ave

o

Melbourne Ave

•

Transit stop improvements with amenities

•

Potential off-street parking areas

•

Gateway opportunities at the edges of the Uniontown Neighborhood.

STAC Discussion
Question: Would new medians be paved, brick, or include plantings?
•

Development of the medians would be determined during the design phase but the City and
ODOT will need to coordinate to ensure appropriate materials and design is being used.
o

Comment: There has been a lot of resistance from the freight community to installing
pedestrian median refuges. The main issue has to do with trucks coming off the US 101
Bridge traveling east on West Marine Drive. Staff will need to coordinate with ODOT
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staff on the design in order to move forward and address any potential issues. A
moveable and pre-cast median may be an option.
Question: How specific will this project get with potential gateway improvements?
•

Researching potential examples and coordinating with ODOT on possible treatments will be
important. For example, excessive landscaping can become an issue for ODOT maintenance and
then a question of jurisdictional responsibility. It’s important to memorialize recommendations,
constraints, and opportunities in the final master plan. If there is a gateway already developed
or if a community group would like to develop one, the final Plan can include it.
o

Comment: Include rough cost estimates for burying utility lines in plan.

Next Steps
Scott Richman wrapped up the meeting and provided the group with next steps for the project. They
include:
•

Revising and finalizing the Preferred Land Use and Transportation Alternative memo to address
STAC and City comments.

•

Revise Implementation Measures memo to address STAC and City comments.

•

Draft Uniontown Master Plan including cost-estimates and funding sources.

•

The next Public Event will be held on May 22nd from 4:30 to 6:30 p.m. at the Holiday Inn
Express.
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Astoria Uniontown Reborn Master Plan
Joint Stakeholder and Technical Advisory Committees (STAC)
Subject

STAC #4 Meeting Summary

Attention

Mike Morgan, City of Astoria
Michael Duncan, ODOT

From

Scott Richman, Jacobs
Brooke Jordan, Jacobs

Date

July 19, 2019

Participants
Project team
Michael Duncan, ODOT Region 2
Matt Hastie, APG (via telephone)
Brooke Jordan, Jacobs
Mike Morgan, City of Astoria
Scott Richman, Jacobs (via telephone)

STAC Members
Nathan Crater, City of Astoria
Jeff Harrington, City of Astoria
Dan Hauer, Hauer’s Repair
Jeff Hazen, Sunset Empire Transit District
Brookley Henri, City Planning Commission
Nancy Montgomery, Columbia Coffee Roasters
David Reid, Astoria Chamber of Commerce
Sue Transue, Port of Astoria
Caroline Wuebben, Holiday Inn Express
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Welcome, Introductions, and Agenda review
Mike Morgan, City of Astoria’s Project Manager, welcomed STAC members and reviewed the meeting
agenda. The purpose of this last STAC meeting is to review and discuss proposed land use and
transportation recommendations for the Uniontown Reborn Master Plan.
Project Update
Brooke Jordan provided an overview of the work completed since the last STAC meeting held in April.
The Project Team held the third and final Public Event #3 on May 22nd and has attempted to incorporate
input from the public received at and following that event, plus input from the City Council, into the
Project’s revised preferred land use, transportation, other public improvements, and implementation
recommendations.
Building heights continue to be an issue of interest, with feedback either supporting or challenging
allowance of up to 45-foot tall buildings along W. Marine Drive. Participants emphasized the importance
of retaining and not losing parking, and providing public parking locally for any on-street spaces that
would be displaced, slowing motorized traffic particularly in the Uniontown Core, and providing more
safe and comfortable conditions for people walking, plus improving the economic viability of adjacent
properties.
The City Council provided general support for the draft recommendations at their work session held on
June 13th. The Council requested that the proposed development code consider restricting hotels
and/or uses above the first floor or as a percentage of building floor area to office or residential uses.
Primary transportation concerns were to improve conditions including crossings for pedestrians,
retaining or increasing public parking, and reducing vehicle speeds, and concerns about the draft
recommendation to prohibit left turns from eastbound W. Marine Drive onto Bay Street.
At this point, the planned schedule is to present to the Planning Commission at their public hearing on
August 6th, complete the Final Draft Uniontown Reborn Master Plan by late August, and complete the
adoption process through the City Council in September.

Review Draft Preferred Land Use Alternative
Matt Hastie reviewed the preferred land use alternative that emerged during the last phase of the
project. The preferred land use alternative is organized around a Uniontown Overlay Zone (UTO) that
includes two subareas: Gateway Subarea and Core Subarea. Each subarea includes five prescriptive land
use elements, including (1) allowed uses, (2) landscaping and setbacks, (3) building heights and massing,
(4) off-street parking, and (5) design standards. Descriptions of each of the five land use elements and
how they apply to each subarea are included below.
•

Allowed uses
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•

o

Gateway Subarea: Prohibit industrial uses and automotive sales but continue to allow
auto oriented commercial uses such as retail, drive-through facilities, and convenient
stores.

o

Core Subarea: Prohibit industrial uses, automotive sales, gasoline service stations,
automotive service and repair, and drive-through facilities.

Landscaping and setbacks
o

o

•



No maximum or minimum setbacks, except for a 5-foot minimum landscaping
strip along W Marine Drive.



Parking must be to side or rear of building, and at least 15% of lot area must be
landscaped and visible from public right of way.



Establish enhanced minimum planting requirements



Note: When recommending code changes, it is important to message to City
Council and the Planning Commission that the recommendations have been
vetted via a public process using evaluation criteria.

Core Subarea:


Establish a maximum setback of 5-feet, with exception for of an easement or
utilities or the creation of a pedestrian plaza or wider walkway.



Do not require minimum landscaped area or lots to be landscaped according to
municipal code.

Building heights and massing
o

•

Gateway Subarea:

Gateway and Core Subareas: Preferred building height throughout the project area
would allow for 45-feet maximum height throughout the area, requiring any part of a
building above 35 feet to be stepped back from the main façade by a minimum of 10
feet.

Off-street parking
o

Gateway and Core Subareas:


Require off-street parking for most new development.



Provide reductions and exemptions to parking standards where reasonable.
•

•

Minimum parking space requirements may be reduced for smaller
buildings, minor building expansions, and for buildings that cover
maximum area of a site.

Design guidelines
o

Gateway and Core Subareas: Prohibit architectural elements and styles that are
inconsistent with the predominant architectural context in the area to address



Building Form and Style
Roof Form and Materials

550
262

City of Astoria Uniontown Reborn Master Plan








Doors
Windows
Siding and Wall Treatment
Awnings
Lighting
Signs

The project team introduced the Implementation Measures memo to the STAC and outlined that it will
address proposed amendments to land use code to support the implementation of the preferred draft
land use alternative and UTO. The memo includes specific code language and is consistent with the
proposed land use alternative previously discussed. STAC members will receive a copy of the memo
after the meeting.
Discussion
Question: Where will people park and how can the code ensure that there is enough parking?
•

The code requires that new developments or redevelopments provide parking. However, it
includes some exceptions to support economic development. Providing parking can be very
expensive for property owners and can hinder economic development opportunities.

Question: Is 45 feet an acceptable building height for Uniontown?
•

It is a workable height in Uniontown but building width should also be considered.

•

Allowing taller buildings is important for economic development purposes. Infill development
needs to be able to effectively utilize limited space, and taller buildings can achieve that.

•

The planning commission is considering reducing the building height to 28 feet with exceptions
for affordable housing and water-dependent uses.

Review Draft Preferred Transportation Alternatives
Scott Richman reviewed the draft Preferred Transportation Alternatives. The preferred cross-section for
West Marine Drive is a reconfiguration from four travel lanes to three travel lanes, one eastbound and
two westbound lanes, with a center two-way left turn lane. The preferred alternative includes wider
sidewalks and at least a westbound bike lane. The following four transportation elements are
recommended as part of the preferred transportation alternative.
•

•

Pedestrian improvements include the following recommendations:
o

Improve pedestrian conditions with ADA upgrades, widening sidewalks to minimum of 6
feet, adding a 4-foot minimum planting strip buffer between roadway and sidewalk
where feasible, and locating utilities in planting strip, not the sidewalk.

o

Add street lighting at Hamburg Avenue.

o

Add a center median refuge at Bay Street to enhance protected pedestrian crossing.

Bicycle improvements include the following recommendations:
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•

•

o

Add a new eastbound bike lane between Smith Point Roundabout and 6th Street and
recommend widening bike lane to 6’ where possible.

o

Complete existing westbound bike lane gap between 6th Street and Columbia
Avenue/Bond Street.

o

Implement a green paint treatment for the westbound bike lane approaching the US
101 bridge to indicate potential conflict area for right turning vehicles.

Transit improvements include the following recommendations:
o

Develop formalized and branded bus stops with pullouts, shelters, and other amenities.

o

Pedestrian and bicycle improvements along W. Marine Drive would enhance access to
transit, including median refuges, sidewalk buffers, lighting, and ADA compliant ramps.

o

New developments and proposed land use changes could also support transit and
enhance multimodal character.

Driving facilities improvements include the following recommendations:
o

Remove the eastbound lane between Smith Point Roundabout and 8th Street, and
westbound lane between the Columbia Avenue/Bond Street intersection and 8th Street.

o

Add a 14-foot-wide center two-way left turn (TWLT) lane throughout corridor, providing
protected left turn storage on roadway.

o

Maintain a right turn lane at the US 101 bridge.

o

Work with ODOT on design standards for travel lanes of less than 12 feet, and
horizontal/vertical “hole in the air” space that is sufficient to accommodate large trucks
because W. Marine Drive is State-designated freight route.

Benefits and Impacts of the West Marine Drive Reconfiguration:
•

•

Benefits:
o

The reconfiguration would create a more inviting street environment for businesses and
residents.

o

The ability to more easily make left turns would create a more comfortable driving
environment.

o

A safer roadway environment by reducing pedestrian and bicycle fatalities, and reducing
all roadway crashed by 29%.

Impacts:
o

The reconfiguration could increase travel times by up to 3 minutes by 2035. It is important
to note that this represents the absolute worst travel conditions during the peak traffic
volumes, most likely on weekends during the summer months.

Draft Public Improvements
Scott Richman also provided an overview of the proposed public improvement recommendations. These
additional improvements are recommended to support the land use and transportation alternatives,
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and they are important to creating a safer and more inviting neighborhood for both residents and
businesses. They include the following elements:
•

Enhanced pedestrian crossings

•

Improved lighting

•

Improved pedestrian and bicycle connections from:
o

River trail to pedestrian crossing east of roundabout

o

Kingston Ave

o

Melbourne Ave

•

Transit stop improvements with amenities

•

Potential off-street parking areas

•

Gateway opportunities at the edges of the Uniontown Neighborhood.

STAC Discussion
Question: Would new medians be paved, brick, or include plantings?
•

Development of the medians would be determined during the design phase but the City and
ODOT will need to coordinate to ensure appropriate materials and design is being used.
o

Comment: There has been a lot of resistance from the freight community to installing
pedestrian median refuges. The main issue has to do with trucks coming off the US 101
Bridge traveling east on West Marine Drive. Staff will need to coordinate with ODOT
staff on the design in order to move forward and address any potential issues. A
moveable and pre-cast median may be an option.

Question: How specific will this project get with potential gateway improvements?
•

Researching potential examples and coordinating with ODOT on possible treatments will be
important. For example, excessive landscaping can become an issue for ODOT maintenance and
then a question of jurisdictional responsibility. It’s important to memorialize recommendations,
constraints, and opportunities in the final master plan. If there is a gateway already developed
or if a community group would like to develop one, the final Plan can include it.
o

Comment: Include rough cost estimates for burying utility lines in plan.

Next Steps
Scott Richman wrapped up the meeting and provided the group with next steps for the project. They
include:
•

Revising and finalizing the Preferred Land Use and Transportation Alternative memo to address
STAC and City comments.

•

Revise Implementation Measures memo to address STAC and City comments.

•

Draft Uniontown Master Plan including cost-estimates and funding sources.
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•

The next Public Event will be held on May 22nd from 4:30 to 6:30 p.m. at the Holiday Inn
Express.
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APPENDIX M: Summary of Public Events
Astoria Uniontown Reborn Master Plan
Subject

Public Event #1 Summary

Attention

Mike Morgan, City of Astoria
Michael Duncan, ODOT

From

Scott Richman, Jacobs
Brooke, Jordan, Jacobs

Date

November 16, 2018

Meeting Summary
The City of Astoria hosted the first public event for the Astoria Uniontown Reborn Master Plan. The
meeting was held on Wednesday, November 7th, 2018 from 5:30 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. A total of #
attended. The meeting began with a short presentation to introduce the project, then transitioned into
an open house format with three stations, each staffed by members of the project team. Participants
submitted 47 comments describing issues and concerns for transportation and land use considerations.
Comments are summarized below.
Transportation comments:
•

Poor sidewalk conditions, including obstructions from utility poles

•

Unsafe pedestrian conditions on Alameda Avenue due to lack of sidewalks

•

Need safer pedestrian crossings, signalized crossings preferred, on West Marine Drive near Bay
Street and between Hamburg and Portway Streets

•

Need improved pedestrian scale lighting and more visible crosswalk lights at the US-101
roundabout

•

Need roundabout at West Marine Drive and Kingston Avenue

•

Need safer bicycle facilities

•

Riverwalk and Trolley Trail is underutilized, it’s dangerous for bicyclists
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•

Trolley doesn’t accommodate commuter schedules

•

Need to improve connectivity and walkability

Land use and Economic comments:
•

Reinforce historic character of Uniontown

•

Develop stronger link between tourism and industry

•

Concern about parking availability and need to change parking minimums

•

Need more clarity regarding the Bridge Vista Overlay Zone (BVO) impacts to development

•

Support for more affordable house and questions regarding how to maintain affordable rents
while also improving building and attracting new development

Action items
• Hearing concerns about a limited time to review and comment on materials about the project,
the City has agreed to extend the online open house until late November. Comments may be
submitted through November 26th.
•

The project team will use this public input to develop evaluation criteria for alternatives.

•

Feedback from this public event will be applied in the next revision of project reports.

Action items
• SAC and TAC will continue to come together for combined meetings moving forward.
•

The next STAC meeting will include time to visit key points in the project area.

•

The project team will use STAC input to develop evaluation criteria for alternatives.

•

Feedback from this STAC meeting will be applied in the next revision of project reports.
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Astoria Uniontown Reborn Master Plan
Subject

Public Event #2 Summary

Attention

Mike Morgan, City of Astoria
Michael Duncan, ODOT

From

Scott Richman, Jacobs
Brooke, Jordan, Jacobs

Date

February 6, 2019

Meeting Summary
Public Event #2 for the Astoria Uniontown Reborn Master Plan was held on February 6th, 2019 at 4:30
p.m. at the Holiday Inn Express. As meeting participants arrived, a sign-in sheet was available to allow
people to be added to the City’s email list for project information. 17 people requested to be added to
the email list. Brett Estes, Astoria City Manager, opened the meeting and welcomed members of the
public. Scott Richman, Consultant Project Manager, summarized the project background, project
objectives, and the project’s various community stakeholders. Scott provided a recap of Public Event #1
and a review of Land use and Transportation options being considered as part of the Plan.

Review Draft Land Use Alternatives and Transportation Options
Draft Land Use Alternatives

Scott presented the proposed Uniontown Overlay Zone, which consists of 2 subareas: Uniontown
Gateway Subarea and the Uniontown Core Subarea. Scott also presented the alternative strategies that
that are being considered.
Uniontown Overlay Zone
The Uniontown Overlay Zone is proposed for the West Marine Drive Corridor to implement the land use
vision of the Uniontown Reborn Master Plan. The overlay zone is intended to apply to most commercial
and industrial properties that have street frontage on West Marine Drive between the roundabout at
the head of the New Youngs Bay Bridge/Highway 101 to the west and Columbia Avenue to the east. This
area covers many of the commercial properties in the Uniontown-Alameda Historic District. Some
properties on the north side of West Marine Drive within the proposed overlay zone are currently
included in the BVO but being proposed to change into the new zone.
There are two potential subareas within the Uniontown Overlay Zone: Uniontown Gateway and
Uniontown Core.
•

Uniontown Gateway (roundabout to Ilwaco Avenue)
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The vision for this subarea will be to incrementally transition into a more pedestrian-oriented and
walkable form. New buildings or additions would be placed closer to the street frontage and
landscaping or public plazas would create a more attractive street life. Parking lots and autooriented uses would be screened or discouraged, and new development would respect and
strengthen the historic character of the area.
•

Uniontown Core (Ilwaco Avenue to Columbia Avenue)
The vision for this subarea will be to preserve and strengthen the traditional urban pattern of area,
even as new buildings are added. New developments or redevelopments will reflect the historic
character and identity of the area as a traditional commercial “Main Street,” including buildings
fronting the street, storefront facades with large windows, and historically appropriate architectural
elements.

Alternative Strategies
Alternative strategies for implementing the Uniontown Overlay zone categorized in five topic areas:
6. Use Regulations:
o Alternative 1: Emphasize the historic character by connecting people to tourism-related
businesses.
o Alternative 2: Feasible development types, even if not pedestrian-friendly.
7. Setbacks and Landscaping:
o Alternative 1: Emphasize specific urban development patterns but require minimal on-site
landscaping.
o Alternative 2: Allow for flexibility in placement of buildings but require more landscaping.
8. Building Height and Massing:
o Alternative 1: Promote development feasibility by allowing for more efficient use of land.
o Alternative 2: Promote development feasibility while balancing compatibility with historic
character.
o Alternative 3: Maximize views and keep development consistent with existing buildings.
9. Off-Street Parking:
o Alternative 1: Reduce burden of off-street parking and leverage utilization of existing offstreet parking.
o Alternative 2: Work to achieve Uniontown Core goals but does not reduce existing parking
requirements.
10. Design Standards and Guidelines:
o Apply a set of design standards and guidelines focuses on a uniform set of developed
standards and guidelines for the area to maintain the historic character of the area. They are
modeled on the Bridge Vista Overlay but tailored to issues specific to uses in the Uniontown
Overlay Zone.
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Draft Transportation Alternatives
Along with the land use alternatives, Scott provided an overview of the transportation improvements for
the Uniontown area. The alternatives respond to the goals and vision for the project and take into
consideration findings and recommendations in the Astoria Transportation System Plan. The study area
includes West Marine Drive (US 101) between the Smith Point Roundabout (OR 202) and Bond Street.
There are four alternatives:

5. Alternative 0 – No Build: Do nothing. Retain the existing 4-lane roadway, with 2 lanes in each
direction, left turn lanes at major intersections, and a bike lane provided in westbound direction
only. Alternative 0 also retains the 6 ft wide sidewalks.
6. Alternative 1 – Three Travel Lanes: Reconfigure the roadway to provide 1 lane in each direction
with a center turn lane/median area, and an eastbound bike lane to provide bicycle in each
direction. Alternative 1 also provides more space for wider sidewalks.
7. Alternative 2 – Four Travel Lanes: Reconfigure roadway to provide 2 westbound lanes, 1 eastbound
lane, and a bike lane in westbound direction only. Alternative 2 also provides more space for wider
sidewalks.
8. Alternative 3 – Five Travel Lanes: Reconfigure roadway to provide 2 lanes in each direction with a
center turn lane or raised median, and a bike lane in westbound direction only. Alternative 3 also
provides more space for wider sidewalks.

Additional Improvement Options
Scott provided an overview of the additional improvement alternatives that were identified through
stakeholder interviews, STAC meetings and previous public engagement efforts.
Additional Improvements

Description

Landscaping

Revise the City’s development code landscaping standards to enhance
aesthetics incl. along W. Marine Dr.
Purchase unused land for public uses, such as public parking or street
lane, sidewalk/landscaping areas to support a more cohesive
development pattern in Uniontown.
Purchase and utilize vacant lots in exchange for on-street parking
removal for traffic, safety, and parking on constrained W. Marine Dr.
Shared parking between multiple properties to reduce new
development parking minimums burden.

Fragmented Property
Ownership
Off-Street Parking

559
271

City of Astoria Uniontown Reborn Master Plan

Historic Character
Pedestrian Crossing on
Marine Drive
Port of Astoria Traffic
Bay Street Extension
Uniontown and Alameda
Access
Problematic Traffic Patterns
Driveways on Marine Drive
Safe and Convenient Transit
Improved Lighting
Improved Bicycle Facilities

Continue Storefront Improvement Program to help restore older
buildings and preserve historic character. Strengthen historic
standards to ensure new development compatibility.
Installing improved crossings and signals and constructing curb
extensions to shorten the distance required to cross the street could
improve safety for people crossing Marine Drive.
Add right turn lane from Portway to W. Marine Dr. to reduce
congestion and improve safety for all road users - including Port of
Astoria truck egress.
Extend Bay Street to provide another connection to Astoria Riverwalk.
Utilize sections of unused right-of-way to improve pedestrian access
between Alameda Ave. and W. Marine D. Topography is challenging considering ADA compliance.
Improvements to arterials and alternative route options could create a
more efficient transportation system.
Reduce number of commercial driveways on W. Marine Dr., to reduce
potential conflicts (drivers, pedestrians, and bicyclists).
Enhance public transportation service and encourage more use by
enhancing stops amenities and accessibility, including consideration of
bus pullouts.
Install new LED streetlights and rapid flashing crosswalk lights to
improve visibility and safety.
New and enhanced north-south pedestrian and bicycle facilities to
provide safer and improved connections with the Oregon Coast Bike
Route (OCBR), plus local pathways.

Q & A Discussion and Public Comments
Participants commented on alternative options and provided feedback to the project team. A total of 14
comments were provided by meeting participants, that covered a range of themes.
Participants were also encouraged to provide written comments using comment forms. Approximately
55 comments were recorded, and the main themes are listed below. Scanned copies of received
comment forms are also provided below.
Land Use Themes
The public provided roughly 25 comments on land use related topics, such as historic character,
landscaping, and economic development. Landscaping was a recurring theme, with community
members desiring better landscape requirements, removal of invasive plants, and cost-effective
maintenance of new landscaping. Maintaining and improving the historic character and aesthetic of
Uniontown received several comments, including reducing or burying unsightly utility lines, requiring
regular upkeep of properties in the area, and identifying public spaces for more community activity.
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Feedback indicated that most respondents prefer the following alternatives for the specific land use
topics.
o

o

o

o

•

•

•

Use Regulation:
 Alternative 1: Emphasize the historic character by connecting people to tourismrelated businesses.
Setbacks and Landscaping – there was equal support for both Alternative 1 and 2:
 Alternative 1: Emphasize specific urban development patterns but require minimal
on-site landscaping.
OR
 Alternative 2: Allow for flexibility in placement of buildings but require more
landscaping.
Building Height and Massing – there was equal support for both Alternative 2 and 3:
 Alternative 2: Promote development feasibility while balancing compatibility with
historic character.
OR
 Alternative 3: Maximize views and keep development consistent with existing
buildings.
Off-Street Parking:
Alternative 1: Reduce burden of off-street parking and leverage utilization of
existing off-street parking.

Historic Character/Neighborhood Aesthetic
o Strong support for reducing or burying utility wires/cables to create a more visually
attractive Uniontown.
o Maintain historic character by controlling building façades, height, bulk, and setbacks.
o Require building owners to paint and maintain their properties on a regular basis.
o Community desire for more public art.
o Interest in public spaces by identifying publicly owned land for more public parks and
pedestrian pathways.
o Include more trees and benches to compliment pedestrian and public space activity.
o Update sign regulations to better control height and size of signs/billboards.
o Limit new auto-oriented businesses and modify existing ones to be more aesthetically
appealing.
o Upgrading aesthetic feel of district will bring interest from other potential users, rather than
developing new tourism-specific businesses.
Economic Development
o Support for balancing economic development with public will/interest, while also allowing
important economic investment and local tax revenue.
o Community desire to limit building height but allow flexibility in how space inside a building
is created (i.e. varying ceiling height).
o Consider additional seismic codes, and environmental impacts of new developments as part
of an updated land use framework.
Landscaping
o Strong community interest in improved landscaping.
o Remove invasive plant species and replace with native plants that require minimal upkeep.
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Improve lighting and consider most appropriate lighting (i.e. type, power, projection, etc).
Landscaping is an important aspect of Uniontown, but how will the City maintain and what
is the cost?
Miscellaneous
o Collaborate with DLCD before moving into any hearings processes to avoid unexpected
barriers.
o
o

•

Transportation Themes
The public provided roughly 20 comments on transportation related topics, such as safety, traffic,
multimodal transportation, and parking. Community members raised concern about traffic impacts from
freight entering and exiting the Port and suggest roadway widening, adding a turn lane, or transforming
Portway St into a one-way street. Other comments highlighted the importance of improving pedestrian
and bicycle infrastructure for access and safety. Feedback indicated that most respondents prefer
transportation Alternative 2.
Alternative 2 reconfigures Marine Dr. from 4 vehicle lanes to 1 eastbound lane and 2 westbound lanes,
plus a center turn lane/raised median.
o
o
o
o
o

Reduces capacity for eastbound through traffic
Adds left turn lanes at Portway St and Hamburg Ave
Reduces vehicle conflicts eastbound and improves safety
Provides sidewalks on both sides of the street
Provides bike lane in westbound direction only

•

Safety
o
o
o
o

•

Parking
o Interest in alternatives that retain parking.
o Public parking lots or areas would be beneficial to the area.
o Reduce number of parking lots between businesses.
o Consider bio-swale drainage to control runoff from parking lots.

•

Traffic
o Current and future traffic volumes should play an important role in future transportation
decisions.
o Interest in roadway design and programs that influence vehicle speed.
o Concern that reducing lane widths might exacerbate traffic problems associated with freight
trucks and increased tourism.
o Transportation solutions should plan for future demand and population growth.

Emphasize safety in transportation improvements.
Include more crosswalks with rapid flashing beacons and pedestrian islands.
Improve pedestrian crossings
Bay St needs to be upgraded with better signals/lighting, and additional improvements
should be considered at Basin, Portway, and Hamburg.
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o
o

Strong community support for widening and adding a turn lane on Portway.
Consider transforming Portway into a one-way street to allow for easier left or right turns
off Portway and onto Marine Dr. Hamburg could also be a one-way street for trucks entering
the Port, off Marine Dr.

•

Access
o Bay street should extend to Industry St
o Support for better access between Uniontown and Alameda, possible by bridge or fire
station.

•

Multimodal
o Desire to balance multiple transportation modes, while emphasizing the access for
pedestrians and bicycles.
o Interest in alternatives that include bicycle infrastructure.
o Improve public transportation and incorporate Sunset Empire’s 2016 Strategic Plan into
Uniontown Reborn.
o Encourage more cycling by adding bike lanes on both sides of the street and more bike racks
throughout the area.
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Astoria Uniontown Reborn Master Plan
Subject

Public Event #2 Summary

Attention

Mike Morgan, City of Astoria
Michael Duncan, ODOT

From

Scott Richman, Jacobs
Brooke, Jordan, Jacobs

Date

May 22, 2019

Meeting Summary
Public Event #3 for the Astoria Uniontown Reborn Master Plan was held on May 22nd, 2019 at 4:30 p.m.
at the Holiday Inn Express. As meeting participants arrived, a sign-in sheet was available and 23 people
signed-in. Mike Morgan, Astoria Project Manager, opened the meeting and welcomed members of the
public. Jamin Kimmell, of the project consultant team each presented an overview of the preferred land
use alternatives. Scott Richman, Consultant Project Manager, and Brooke Jordan, project team member,
presented the preferred transportation alternatives and public improvements for Uniontown.
Brooke summarized feedback and identified land use and transportation themes from Public Event #2.
Land Use themes and feedback emphasized the historic and aesthetic character of Uniontown,
landscaping, and economic development. Transportation themes and feedback emphasized safety,
multimodal options, parking, and traffic impacts. This feedback helped guide and refine draft preferred
alternatives that were presented in Public Event #3.

Preferred Land Use Alternatives, Transportation Options, and Public
Improvements
Draft Preferred Land Use Alternatives
Jamin Kimmel presented the draft preferred land use alternatives that are organized around five topic
areas, Allowed Use Regulation, Setbacks and Landscaping, Building Height and Massing, Off-Street
Parking, and Design Standards and Guidelines.

11. Allowed Use Regulations:
o Prohibit new industrial uses throughout Uniontown.
o Prohibit auto-oriented uses, gas stations, and drive-throughs in the Core Subarea.
12. Setbacks and Landscaping:
o Gateway Subarea:
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No min or max setback (buildings can be set back from street).
Minimum of 15% of site must be landscaped and landscaping must be visible from
the street.
 Parking lots must be to side or rear of building.
o Core Subarea:
 Max 5-foot setback (building must “front the street”).
 Landscaping only required in parking lots (planter islands).
 Parking lots must be to side or rear of building.
13. Building Height and Massing:
o Max building height of 45-feet throughout the area, but 10-foot “stepback” required above
35 feet.
14. Off-Street Parking:
o Require off-street parking for most new development.
o Allow reduction or exemption for smaller businesses, minor additions, or where existing
building covers most of lot.
15. Design Standards and Guidelines:
o Require new developments and major renovations to conform to design standards and
guidelines intended to preserve historic character of area.
 Standards and guidelines address:
 Building form and style
 Roof form and materials
 Siding and wall treatment
 Doors, windows, lighting
 Awnings, signs



Draft Preferred Transportation Alternatives
Along with the land use alternatives, Scott provided a brief overview of the original 4 transportation
alternatives. Alternative 2 was selected as the preferred alternative but refined to best meet the
transportation needs in Uniontown.

•

Alternative 2: Reconfigure roadway to provide 2 westbound lanes, 1 eastbound lane, and a bike
lane in both directions. Alternative 2 also provides more space for wider sidewalks.

Refinements to Alternative 2 consist of six roadway reconfigurations at various locations along Marine
Dr. Below are the six roadway configurations and their potential locations.

565
277

City of Astoria Uniontown Reborn Master Plan

Segment A: Hamburg to west end of elevated US 101 bridge approach; east end of elevated US 101
bridge approach to US 101 Bridge intersection; Bay Street to Motel 6 Driveway; Columbia Street

intersection.
Segment B: Underneath elevated US 101 Bridge approach (west); Bay Street intersection.

Segment C: US 101 Bridge intersection to Basin St.
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Segment D: Motel 6 Driveway to Bay Street.

Segment E: Bay St to Columbia Ave (West)

Segment F: Bay St to Columbia Ave (Middle)

Draft Proposed Public Improvements

Brooke Jordan provided the public with an overview of the preferred public improvements that were
identified through stakeholder interviews, STAC meetings, and previous public engagement efforts. The
proposed public improvements include the follow:
•
•
•

Enhanced Pedestrian Crossings: Add signage and rectangular rapid flashing beacon (RRFB) signals.
Lighting Improvements: Add pedestrian scale lighting and infill lighting where it is deficient.
Improved Pedestrian/Bike Connections:
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•
•
•
•
•

o Connect river trail to pedestrian crossing east of the Smith Point roundabout
o Connection from Kingston Ave
o Connection from Melbourne Ave
Wayfinding Improvements: Signage and QR code options.
Transit Stop Improvements: Improved bus stops with amenities (shelter, bench, lighting, trash
receptacle).
Gateway Opportunities: Consider gateway opportunities as people enter Astoria, Oregon from
Washington.
Potential Off-Street Parking:
o Enterprise parking lot
o Wauna parking lot
Existing Landscaping: Maintain or improve existing landscaping only.

Impacts and Benefits of Preferred Alternatives
Transportation Reconfiguration Impacts
Overall, most of the intersections would meet mobility targets by 2035 with the proposed roadway
reconfiguration. Intersections would operate at a volume/capacity ratio (v/c) of .65 or better,
experiencing a slight ratio increase of .3 from 2023 baseline PM peak hour.
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At W. Marine Drive/Columbia Avenue/Bond Street intersections, mobility targets are marginally
exceeded with higher traffic volumes. The increase in traffic volume would be due to reducing
eastbound and westbound traffic to one lane in each direction. Mitigation strategies can be put in place
to control the increased volume through longer signal cycles and turn restrictions.

Transportation Reconfiguration Benefits
The proposed transportation reconfiguration would result in several positive benefits for Uniontown:
•
•
•
•

All roadway crashes are predicted to decrease by 29%.
Improved safety benefits at Hamburg, Portway, 2nd, 3rd, 4th, 5th, 6th, and 7th intersections.
Dedicated, visible spaces for left turns, people walking, bicycling, and using transit would create a
more conformable and safer environment for all modes.
More inviting environment for businesses and residents – compatible with Preferred Land Use
Alternative in Uniontown Gateway and Core areas.

Public Event Feedback
Preferred Land Use Alternatives Feedback
Feedback:
Meeting participants responded to whether the preferred land use alternatives achieve Uniontown’s
priority of a historic, walkable, vibrant, attractive, local, and interesting neighborhood by recording ‘yes’
or ‘no’ and an explanation on a comment form. In general, event participants agreed that the draft
preferred alternatives do achieve their desires for Uniontown. Below are a collection of comments
received for each land use element.

Public Event #3 Comment Form
Land Use
Elements

Description
•

Allowed
Uses

•

Prohibit new industrial uses
throughout Uniontown.
Prohibit auto-oriented uses, gas
stations, and drive-throughs in
the Core Subarea.

Public Event #3 Comments

•

Yes, but industrial uses may not need
to be prohibited. Perhaps as a
conditional use.
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Landscaping
and
Setbacks

Building
Height and
Massing

Gateway Subarea:
• No min or max setback
(buildings can be set back from
street).
• Minimum of 15% of site must be
landscaped and landscaping
must be visible from the street.
• Parking lots must be to side or
rear of building.

•

May regret not allowing minimum or
maximum setback in Gateway Subarea.

•
•

Set height at 35 feet with the stepback.
Much of the area is built out, unsure if
land valuation requires 45 feet.
Unsure if 45-foot height benefits or
represents Uniontown.

Core Subarea:
• Max 5-foot setback (building
must “front the street”).
• Landscaping only required in
parking lots (planter islands).
• Parking lots must be to side or
rear of building.
Max building height of 45-feet
throughout the area, but 10-foot
“stepback” required above 35 feet.
Require off-street parking for
most new development.
• Allow reduction or exemption
for smaller businesses, minor
additions, or where existing
building covers most of lot.
Require new developments and
major renovations to conform to
design standards and guidelines
intended to preserve historic
character of area.

•

•

Off-Street
Parking

Design
Guidelines

Standards and guidelines address:
• Building form and style
• Roof form and materials
• Siding and wall treatment
• Doors, windows, lighting
• Awnings, signs

•
•

Yes/No – In favor of more exceptions.
Yes, public parking by Melbourne
crossing and transit.

•

Consider fireproof metal materials.
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Preferred Transportation Alternatives Feedback and Prioritization
Feedback:
Meeting participants responded to whether the Marine Dr. roadway reconfiguration will meet certain
project goals. In general, respondents believed that, yes, the potential transportation alternatives will
positively impact Uniontown.

Public Event #3 Comment Form
Goal

Public Event #3 Comments
•
•

Improve safety for all modes, and
especially pedestrians and cyclists

•
•

Strengthen livability and economic
vitality
Created balanced land and efficient
multimodal transportation system

•

•

Improve Riverwalk for bikes.
Yes, if 2 traffic lanes (not 3) continue through
Uniontown core.
Yes, if a combination of reduced travel lanes and
speed are implemented.
Yes, bike lane configurations are realistic and are
very important.
Yes, but consider removing 2nd westbound lane
between Columbia and bridge entry to west,
consider parking and landscaping instead.
If bike lanes and pedestrian improvements are
installed.

Other related comments:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

2 story commercial buildings are the norm in Cape Cod, including chain hotels, and their land
costs eclipse Astoria’s – providing an example of more density for Astoria.
Consider turning parallel parking on Bay St to angled parking.
Could ODOT implement re-striping without waiting for expensive improvements?
Encourage connectivity between Uniontown and Riverwalk.
Can the ‘car-port’ looking covering be removed or visually improved at the southbound bridge
entry ramp into Astoria?
Consider omitting the 2nd westbound lane, east of the bridge entry from north.
45-foot building height does not belong in Uniontown.

Preferred Public Improvements Feedback and Prioritization
Feedback:
Meeting participants were invited to leave comments on a poster board print-out of the above public
improvement map. Most comments were specific to certain public improvements concepts.
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•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•

Gateway:
o The current roundabout is nice.
o Gateway art and landscaping needed coming off of bridge.
Wayfinding:
o Add wayfinding from Port area at Riverwalk to Uniontown.
o Historical signs in Uniontown, QR codes, sponsored signs are important.
Lighting Improvements:
o Pedestrian-scale lighting and street lighting more aesthetically pleasing
o Overhead lighting at Bay St crossing
Landscaping
o Street trees are important.
o Overall landscaping improvements are important.
Parking:
o Consider parking lot improvement near Fire Station.
o There is concern about the loss of parking spaces along West Marine Drive and their
impacts to businesses.
Bay St. – people turn left onto Bay St. which give access behind Helping Hands Shelter.
Consider improving transit stops to be historic in character and unique in design.
Consider spacing between signs and cross walks.

Prioritization:
Meeting participants identified their top public improvement concepts during the public event. People
indicated a desire for safer and more pedestrian friendly streets. Improved Pedestrian/Bike
Connections was the highest priority improvement, with enhanced pedestrian crossings, and
wayfinding improvements receiving the second and third most votes. Below are the votes each
improvement received through ‘dot voting,’ by placing a sticker on the poster board, and by writing
their choices on comment forms.

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Improved Pedestrian/Bike Connections: 7
Enhanced Pedestrian Crossings: 4
Wayfinding Improvements: 4
Lighting Improvements: 3
Gateway Opportunities: 2
Existing Landscaping: 2
Transit Stop Improvements: 1
Potential Off-Street Parking: 1

Q & A Discussion and Public Comments
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Below are questions and answers recorded on large flip chart sheets during the public event. ‘Q’ is for
the question asked by a community member, ‘A’ is for answer provided by the consultant team, and ‘C’
is general comment made by a community member.
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•

Q: Why the change to no left turn lane and 2 lanes?
o A: An additional lane was needed for traffic flow. One lane alone would not meet ODOT
standards.
Q: Why is there no change to speed limits?
o A: Not determined until decision but expect speeds to be lowered.
Q: What are volumes now vs 2035?
o A: That information can be provided.
Q: Why not keep one lane each way in Uniontown core business district?
o A: The project team can take another look at this, but any solution will need to be in balance
with multiple goals.
o A: Two choke points on either side of town.
Q: There are visibility issues in area in front of Tobacco Shop – is there a possible alternative truck
route around Astoria?
o Freight route is given but focus on safety.
Q: What happens if there is a crash on Bridge?
o Passable space still there with center turn lane.
Q: Would a 1-way design provide more on-street parking at Columbia and 8th?
Q: Is there a plan to underground utilities?
o Undergrounding utilities would be complex to implement but could be a focus of next
design phase.
Q: Concern with bikes adjacent to wide trucks, RVs, etc.
o A: Making bike delineation clear to drivers will be key.
C: Support for bike lanes both ways, clearly marked is key.
Q: Can more bikes go to Riverwalk?
o Tracks are an issue.
Q: Because Kingston and Melbourne crossings are too steep for bikes (public staircase access likely),
what about Smith Point roundabout intersection?
o A: Yes, Smith Point roundabout improvement would include a bicycle access element as well
as pedestrians. The other two improved connections are likely just pedestrian oriented
improvements due to geography.
Q: Where will scooter go?
o A: Scooters will go in bike lanes.
Q: Why is there a need for four lane roadway, if most of highway 30 is two-way?
Q: Concern that bike lane adjacent to traffic will not feel safe – consider buffer/separation?

Gateways
•
•

Q: Are signs across Marine Dr. still possible?
o A: Yes, it is possible, but freight must be considered for height and access issues.
Q: Regarding Gateways, what about band of trees on both sides of the roadway to improve gateway
appearance?
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A: Need ROW and freight may be an issue. It is possible to have sidewalks with street trees,
but a design project is important for urban renewal funding.
C: Consider wind/weather regarding trees.
C: Consider freight clearance with trees.
o

•
•

Building Height
•

Q: Are there many buildings in Uniontown at 4 stories height? This seems really high.
o A: Larger building allowance better supports economic development.

Landscaping
•

Q: 15% landscape required to be visible?
o A: Yes

Parking
•

•
•
•
•
•
•

Q: If a building covers the entire lot do you have to provide parking?
o A: No
o This could affect historic properties. Does this mean we need exemptions?
o Access is an issue here. Could provide exemption if you can’t access space.
o Parking off street is contingent on development.
If buildings cover entire or most of a lot, would a there be a requirement to provide 15%?
o A: Maybe not – could include exemption here.
Q: Why 15% landscaping?
A: Standard in Astoria is 15% and is consistent with other parts of Astoria.
Q: Are there parking considerations for the four-lane configuration, specifically in the core area.
o A: Yes, but need to strike a balance and currently spaces are underutilized.
Change of occupancy and use already applies.
Downtown does not include off street parking requirements because it is more urban, but this is
something that can be revisited.

574
286

City of Astoria Uniontown Reborn Master Plan

APPENDIX N: 2013 Astoria Transportation
System Plan
2013 Astoria Transportation System Plan (TSP) adopted on April 21, 2014.
Link to the plan:
http://astoria.or.us/Assets/dept_3/pm/pdf/2013%20astoria%20transportation%20system%20plan_volu
me%201%20adoption%20draft.pdf
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APPENDIX O: 2013 Astoria Transportation
System Plan Amendments
2013 Astoria Transportation System Plan Volume 1 Amendments
The following list shows the amendments to be applied to the 2013 Astoria Transportation System Plan
Volumes 1 and 2 once cost estimates are complete.
2013 Astoria Transportation System Plan Volume 1 Amendments
•

Revise Appendix 2 Content (page 3):
o

•

Revise Aspirational Projects text (page 19):
o

•

Revise text in first paragraph, new second sentence to read: “The Uniontown
Reborn Master Plan recommends a lane reconfiguration project and improvements
along W Marine Drive, between the Smith Point Roundabout and Columbia Avenue.
As of 2019, the preliminary planning level estimate of these improvements is $6.4
million.”

Revise Funding Gap text (page 21):
o

•

Add sentence to follow first bullet text to read: “The Uniontown Reborn Master Plan
recommends a lane reconfiguration project and improvements along W Marine
Drive, between the Smith Point Roundabout and Columbia Avenue. As of 2019, the
preliminary planning level estimate of these improvements is $6.4 million.”

Revise funding text (page 20):
o

•

Add Uniontown Reborn Master Plan as Section P to the end of the Content list

Revise text in first paragraph, second sentence to read “Unless additional funds are
developed, Astoria will be expected to have a little over $6.4 million to cover the
$55.6 million worth of projects included in the aspirational scenario of the plan,
meaning $49.2 million worth of projects would be unfunded.”

Add project D40 to Figure 10: Planned Driving Solutions (page 30):
o

Project should be shown on the map as a “Planned Street Reconfiguration” (solid
green line) between Hamburg Avenue and Columbia Avenue.

o

Project should be shown on the map as an “Aspirational Transportation System
Project.” (white font)

o

Text in the legend should be updated to read “Aspirational Transportation System
Project # (See TSP Volume 2, Sections A and P for more information.”
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2013 Astoria Transportation System Plan Volume 2 Amendments
•

Add Uniontown Reborn Master Plan as Section P in the appendix
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