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AGENDA 

JOINT DAYTON CITY COUNCIL/ 
PLANNING COMMISSION WORK SESSION 

 
DATE: MONDAY, NOVEMBER 09, 2022    
TIME: 6:30 PM 
PLACE: DAYTON CITY HALL ANNEX – 408 FERRY STREET, DAYTON, OREGON 
VIRTUAL: ZOOM MEETING – ORS 192.670/HB 2560 
 

You may join the Council Meeting online via Zoom Meeting at: https://us06web.zoom.us/j/82560540341  
 

or you can call in and listen via Zoom:   1 346 248-7799 or 1 720 707-2699 
   

Dayton – Rich in History . . . Envisioning Our Future 
 
 
ITEM     DESCRIPTION                                                                                                        PAGE # 

 
A. CALL TO ORDER & PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

      
B. ROLL CALL  
 
C. APPEARANCE OF INTERESTED CITIZENS 
 

The public is strongly encouraged to relay concerns and comments to the Council in one of the following 
ways: 
 
• Email - at any time up to 5 pm the day of the meeting to pringnalda@ci.dayton.or.us. The mayor will 

read the comments emailed to the City Recorder. 
• Appear in person – If you would like to speak during public comment please sign-up on the sign-in 

sheet located on the table when you enter the Council Chambers.  
• Appear by Telephone only – please sign up prior to the meeting by emailing the City Recorder at 

pringnalda@ci.dayton.or.us the chat function is not available when calling by phone into Zoom 
• Appear via Zoom, Virtually – once in the meeting send a chat directly to the City Recorder, Patty 

Ringnalda, use the raise hand feature in Zoom to request to speak during public comment, you must 
give the City Recorder your First and Last Name, Address and Contact Information (email or phone 
number) before you are allowed to speak.  

 
When it is your turn the Mayor will announce your name and unmute your mic.  

 
D. ACTION ITEMS 
 

1. Development Code Amendments for Buffer between EFU and Urban uses   1-35 
 

E. CITY COUNCIL COMMENTS/CONCERNS 
             

F. ADJOURN  
 
Posted:  November 04, 2022          
By:   Melissa York, Office Specialist II 

 
NEXT MEETING DATES 

 City Council Regular Session, Monday, December 5, 2022 
Virtually via Zoom and in Person; City Hall Annex, 408 Ferry Street, Dayton, Oregon 

mailto:pringnalda@ci.dayton.or.us
https://us06web.zoom.us/j/82560540341
mailto:pringnalda@ci.dayton.or.us
mailto:pringnalda@ci.dayton.or.us
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To: Dayton Planning Commission, Dayton City Council 

From: Kiel Jenkins, City Council 

Re: Development Code Amendments for Buffers between EFU and Urban uses 

Date: 9 November 2022 

I. Background

In June 2022, The City of Dayton and the Yamhill County Board of Commissioners approved the City’s 

proposal for an Urban Growth Boundary Land Swap. Concurrently, the City Council approved CPA 2022-

01, which added the following comprehensive plan text amendment to the urbanization element of the 

Dayton Comprehensive Plan, requiring the City of Dayton to proceed with a development code 

amendment adding a buffer between urban and rural uses prior to future annexations: 

Goals 

1. To provide for an orderly and efficient transition from rural to urban land use,

2. To ensure a compact urban growth pattern.

3. To recognize the importance of the adjacent farmland and the rural farm community to the local

economy and larger Dayton and Yamhill County Community.

Policies 

1. The City shall define a growth policy consistent with population projections and expectations and

identify possible future development areas on the Plan map.

2. The City shall encourage the availability of sufficient land for various urban uses to ensure choices in

the marketplace.

3. The City shall efficiently utilize existing facilities and services by permitting infilling of existing,

substandard residential lots.

4. Methods and devices the City shall consider for guiding urban land uses include the multiple use and

joint development practices and capital improvement programming.

5. The City and Yamhill County shall mutually adopt an urban growth boundary management agreement

for the purpose of guiding urbanization for those County lands located inside the boundary.

6. Change of the urban growth boundary shall be based upon consideration of the following factors:

a. Demonstrated need to accommodate large range urban growth requirements;

b. Need for housing, employment opportunities and livability;

c. Orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services;

1



2 

d. Maximum efficiency of land uses within and on the fringe of the existing urban area;. e.

Retention of agricultural land until needed for development;

f. Environmental, energy, economic and social consequences; and

g. Compatibility between the proposed urban uses and nearby agricultural activities. The City of

Dayton shall consider the impact on farmland in any decisions regarding and alteration or

expansion of the Urban Growth Boundary.

h. The City of Dayton shall require buffers for new urban development adjacent (including land

across public or private right-of-ways) to land designated by Yamhill County as Exclusive Farm Use

to mitigate potential conflicts with farm uses. The City shall also require a deed statement

recognizing that farm uses shall not be forced to change practices due to the presence of urban

uses consistent with ORS 30.390. Zoning Ordinance amendments implementing this policy will be

adopted before any affected land is annexed into the City.

When City staff prepared the amendments, the intent was to leave the revised policy open ended to 

allow the Planning Commission and City Council adequate leeway to evaluate different buffer 

possibilities. The City, via the development code amendment process, will now proceed with 

implementing the revised policies. 

II. Examples

The task for the Planning Commission and City Council is to develop a set of code amendments that: 

1. Adequately implements Policies g and h of the Urbanization element of the City of Dayton

Comprehensive Plan.

2. Adds a buffer requirement that protects adjacent farmland from urban uses while ensuring the

buffer requirement is not overly intrusive on property owners looking to develop land within the

Urban Growth Boundary.

One method for developing a suitable buffer requirement is reviewing buffer requirements for industrial 

zones in urban areas. Cities typically require strict setback and buffer requirements between residential 

and industrial areas, which can be used as a basis for creating a set of buffer requirements between 

urban and rural areas.  Staff have provided a comparison of industrial zone standards (Exhibit A) for 

review. The three columns in the right of the table show setback requirements for various Oregon cities. 

In particularly, staff recommends the PC and CC specifically review the setback requirements for 

industrial zones abutting residential districts.  

The USDA also provides a set of recommendations for buffers between agricultural land and urban uses 

(Exhibit B). Among the relevant recommendations noted in the guide are: 

1. Density of buffer can offer more protection than pure size.

2. Topography can be used as a buffer where possible.

3. Mature plantings should be used within a buffer.

4. Buffers can be used for active recreation where possible

2
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5. Evergreens are more highly recommended than deciduous trees due to the fact that they

provide protection through the winter months.

Lastly, staff has provided a link to an article from “Sustainable City Code,” which provides a description 

of some of the common agricultural buffer requirements, along with links to various development codes 

around the Country containing buffer requirements.  

III. Discussion Points / Elements to Consider

1. Differentiating between buffer requirements for residential, commercial, and industrial urban

uses.

2. Width of the buffer vs. buffer elements.

3. Balancing buffer requirement with maintaining base of developable land.

4. Ensuring buffer requirement does not make development economically unfeasible.

5. Ensuring buffer requirement is clear and objective.

6. Community input.

IV. Work Session Goals

The primary goal of the work session is for the Planning Commission and City Council to determine a 

general outline for staff to use in drafting the code amendment using the resources provided. There 

does not necessarily need to be any specifics discussed, but staff will be looking to understand and 

receive direction on what the Commission and Council view as priorities for the development of the 

amendments.  

If the Planning Commission and City Council wish to obtain additional information before proceeding 

with the issuance of a staff directive to prepare amendments to the Dayton Land use and Development 

Code. 

V. Next Steps

Under direction from the Planning Commission and City Council, staff will either schedule a second work 

session or move forward with hearings-ready amendments package. 

3

https://sustainablecitycode.org/brief/setbacks-and-buffers-between-non-agricultural-and-agricultural-areas/#_edn3


4

This page left intentionally blank



C
it

y 
Zo

n
e

Lo
t 

A
re

a 

(M
in

im
u

m
)

 L
o

t 
W

id
th

 

(M
in

im
u

m
)

Lo
t 

C
o

ve
ra

ge
 

(M
ax

im
u

m
)

H
e

ig
h

t 
(M

ax
im

u
m

)
Fr

o
n

t 
Y

ar
d

 S
e

tb
ac

k 
(M

in
im

u
m

)
Si

d
e

 Y
ar

d
 S

e
tb

ac
k 

(M
in

im
u

m
)

R
e

ar
 Y

ar
d

 S
e

tb
ac

k 
(M

in
im

u
m

)

1
A

lb
an

y
Li

gh
t 

In
d

u
st

ri
al

N
o

n
e

N
o

n
e

N
o

n
e

N
o

n
e

1
5

' 
4

0
' a

b
u

tt
in

g 
R

 D
is

tr
ic

t
4

0
' a

b
u

tt
in

g 
R

 D
is

tr
ic

t

2
A

lb
an

y
In

d
u

st
ri

al
 P

ar
k

3
 a

cr
es

N
o

n
e

8
0

%
5

0
' 

1
5

' 
3

0
' a

b
u

tt
in

g 
R

 D
is

tr
ic

t 
3

0
' a

b
u

tt
in

g 
R

 D
is

tr
ic

t 

3
A

lb
an

y
H

ea
vy

 In
d

u
st

ri
al

 
N

o
n

e
N

o
n

e
N

o
n

e
N

o
n

e
1

5
'

5
0

'
5

0
'

4
C

o
rv

al
lis

Li
m

it
ed

 in
d

u
st

ri
al

 
N

o
n

e
N

o
n

e
N

o
n

e
4

5
'

2
5

' (
ea

ch
 b

o
u

n
d

ar
y 

lin
e 

ab
u

tt
in

g 

an
y 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t)

/2
0

' a
lo

n
g 

co
lle

ct
o

r 

st
re

et
s

2
5

' (
ea

ch
 b

o
u

n
d

ar
y 

lin
e 

ab
u

tt
in

g 
an

y 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t)

/2
0

' a
lo

n
g 

co
lle

ct
o

r 
st

re
et

s

2
5

' (
ea

ch
 b

o
u

n
d

ar
y 

lin
e 

ab
u

tt
in

g 
an

y 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t)

/2
0

' a
lo

n
g 

co
lle

ct
o

r 
st

re
et

s

5
C

o
rv

al
lis

G
en

er
al

 In
d

u
st

ri
al

 
N

o
n

e
N

o
n

e
N

o
n

e
7

5
'

1
0

0
'  

(f
ro

m
 a

n
y 

R
 p

ro
p

er
ty

 li
n

e)
, 

o
ff

-s
tr

ee
t 

p
ar

ki
n

g 
al

lo
w

ed
 in

 

se
tb

ac
k 

ex
ce

p
t 

fi
rs

t 
3

5
' (

fr
o

m
 R

 

p
ro

p
er

ty
 li

n
e)

, 4
0

' a
lo

n
g 

co
lle

ct
o

r 

st
re

et

1
0

0
'  

(f
ro

m
 a

n
y 

R
 p

ro
p

er
ty

 li
n

e)
, o

ff
-

st
re

et
 p

ar
ki

n
g 

al
lo

w
ed

 in
 s

et
b

ac
k 

ex
ce

p
t 

fi
rs

t 
3

5
' (

fr
o

m
 R

 p
ro

p
er

ty
 li

n
e)

, 

4
0

' a
lo

n
g 

co
lle

ct
o

r 
st

re
et

1
0

0
'  

(f
ro

m
 a

n
y 

R
 p

ro
p

er
ty

 li
n

e)
, o

ff
-

st
re

et
 p

ar
ki

n
g 

al
lo

w
ed

 in
 s

et
b

ac
k 

ex
ce

p
t 

fi
rs

t 
3

5
' (

fr
o

m
 R

 p
ro

p
er

ty
 li

n
e)

, 

4
0

' a
lo

n
g 

co
lle

ct
o

r 
st

re
et

6
C

o
rv

al
lis

In
te

n
si

ve
 In

d
u

st
ri

al
N

o
n

e
N

o
n

e
N

o
n

e
7

5
'

1
0

0
'  

(f
ro

m
 a

n
y 

R
 p

ro
p

er
ty

 li
n

e)
, 

o
ff

-s
tr

ee
t 

p
ar

ki
n

g 
al

lo
w

ed
 in

 

se
tb

ac
k 

ex
ce

p
t 

fi
rs

t 
3

5
' (

fr
o

m
 R

 

p
ro

p
er

ty
 li

n
e)

, 4
0

' a
lo

n
g 

co
lle

ct
o

r 

st
re

et

1
0

0
'  

(f
ro

m
 a

n
y 

R
 p

ro
p

er
ty

 li
n

e)
, o

ff
-

st
re

et
 p

ar
ki

n
g 

al
lo

w
ed

 in
 s

et
b

ac
k 

ex
ce

p
t 

fi
rs

t 
3

5
' (

fr
o

m
 R

 p
ro

p
er

ty
 li

n
e)

, 

4
0

' a
lo

n
g 

co
lle

ct
o

r 
st

re
et

1
0

0
'  

(f
ro

m
 a

n
y 

R
 p

ro
p

er
ty

 li
n

e)
, o

ff
-

st
re

et
 p

ar
ki

n
g 

al
lo

w
ed

 in
 s

et
b

ac
k 

ex
ce

p
t 

fi
rs

t 
3

5
' (

fr
o

m
 R

 p
ro

p
er

ty
 li

n
e)

, 

4
0

' a
lo

n
g 

co
lle

ct
o

r 
st

re
et

7
C

o
tt

ag
e 

G
ro

ve
Li

gh
t 

In
d

u
st

ri
al

N
o

n
e

N
o

n
e

8
0

%
3

5
'

2
0

'
2

0
' (

ab
u

tt
in

g 
R

 D
is

tr
ic

t)
2

0
' (

ab
u

tt
in

g 
R

 D
is

tr
ic

t)

8
C

o
tt

ag
e 

G
ro

ve
H

ea
vy

 In
d

u
st

ri
al

 
N

o
n

e
N

o
n

e
8

0
%

3
5

'
1

0
'

2
0

' (
ab

u
tt

in
g 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t)

2
0

' (
ab

u
tt

in
g 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t)

9
C

o
tt

ag
e 

G
ro

ve
B

u
si

n
es

s 
P

ar
k

N
o

n
e

N
o

n
e

7
0

%
N

o
n

e
2

5
' a

rt
er

ia
l, 

2
0

' c
o

lle
ct

o
r,

 1
5

' l
o

ca
l 

st
re

et

2
0

' (
ab

u
tt

in
g 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t)

2
0

' (
ab

u
tt

in
g 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t)

1
0

D
al

la
s

In
d

u
st

ri
al

N
o

n
e

N
o

n
e

N
o

n
e

6
0

'
2

0
'

2
0

' (
ab

u
tt

in
g 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t)

4
0

' (
ab

u
tt

in
g 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t)

1
1

G
re

tn
a,

 L
A

Sp
ec

ia
l I

n
d

u
st

ri
al

N
o

n
e

N
o

n
e

N
o

n
e

4
5

'
N

o
n

e
N

o
n

e
N

o
n

e

1
2

G
re

tn
a,

 L
A

Li
gh

t 
In

d
u

st
ri

al
1

0
,0

0
0

 s
f

N
o

n
e

N
o

n
e

3
5

'
2

5
'

2
5

' (
ab

u
tt

in
g 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t)

2
5

'

1
3

H
o

o
d

 R
iv

er
Li

gh
t 

In
d

u
st

ri
al

N
o

n
e

2
0

'
N

o
n

e
4

5
'

N
o

n
e

N
o

n
e

N
o

n
e

1
4

H
o

o
d

 R
iv

er
In

d
u

st
ri

al
N

o
n

e
2

0
'

N
o

n
e

4
5

'
N

o
n

e
N

o
n

e
N

o
n

e

1
5

Ju
n

ct
io

n
 C

it
y

Li
gh

t 
In

d
u

st
ri

al
N

o
n

e
N

o
n

e
N

o
n

e
3

5
' (

w
it

h
in

 1
5

0
' o

f 
R

 

D
is

tr
ic

t)

5
0

' (
ab

u
tt

in
g 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t)

, 2
5

' 

(a
b

u
tt

in
g 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t)

 if
 s

o
lid

 s
cr

ee
n

 

is
 p

ro
vi

d
ed

5
0

' (
ab

u
tt

in
g 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t)

, 2
5

' (
ab

u
tt

in
g 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t)

 if
 s

o
lid

 s
cr

ee
n

 is
 p

ro
vi

d
ed

5
0

' (
ab

u
tt

in
g 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t)

, 2
5

' (
ab

u
tt

in
g 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t)

 if
 s

o
lid

 s
cr

ee
n

 is
 p

ro
vi

d
ed

1
6

Ju
n

ct
io

n
 C

it
y

H
ea

vy
 In

d
u

st
ri

al
 

N
o

n
e

N
o

n
e

N
o

n
e

3
5

' (
w

it
h

in
 1

5
0

' o
f 

R
 

D
is

tr
ic

t)

5
0

' (
ab

u
tt

in
g 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t)

, 2
5

' 

(a
b

u
tt

in
g 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t)

 if
 s

o
lid

 s
cr

ee
n

 

is
 p

ro
vi

d
ed

5
0

' (
ab

u
tt

in
g 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t)

, 2
5

' (
ab

u
tt

in
g 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t)

 if
 s

o
lid

 s
cr

ee
n

 is
 p

ro
vi

d
ed

5
0

' (
ab

u
tt

in
g 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t)

, 2
5

' (
ab

u
tt

in
g 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t)

 if
 s

o
lid

 s
cr

ee
n

 is
 p

ro
vi

d
ed

1
7

M
o

la
lla

Li
gh

t 
In

d
u

st
ri

al
1

5
,0

0
0

 s
f

N
o

n
e

8
5

%
4

5
'

2
0

'
1

0
'

1
0

'

C
o

m
p

ar
is

o
n

 o
f 

In
d

u
st

ri
al

 Z
o

n
e 

D
ev

el
o

p
m

en
t 

St
an

d
ar

d
s

1
0

/1
1

/2
0

1
6

C
o

m
p

ar
is

o
n

 o
f 

In
d

u
st

ri
al

 Z
o

n
e 

D
ev

el
o

p
m

en
t 

St
an

d
ar

d
s

1

5



C
it

y 
Zo

n
e

Lo
t 

A
re

a 

(M
in

im
u

m
)

 L
o

t 
W

id
th

 

(M
in

im
u

m
)

Lo
t 

C
o

ve
ra

ge
 

(M
ax

im
u

m
)

H
e

ig
h

t 
(M

ax
im

u
m

)
Fr

o
n

t 
Y

ar
d

 S
e

tb
ac

k 
(M

in
im

u
m

)
Si

d
e

 Y
ar

d
 S

e
tb

ac
k 

(M
in

im
u

m
)

R
e

ar
 Y

ar
d

 S
e

tb
ac

k 
(M

in
im

u
m

)

1
8

M
o

la
lla

H
ea

vy
 In

d
u

st
ri

al
 

2
5

,0
0

0
 s

f
N

o
n

e
8

5
%

4
5

'
2

0
'

1
0

'
1

0
'

1
9

M
o

n
m

o
u

th
Li

gh
t 

In
d

u
st

ri
al

5
,0

0
0

 s
f

5
0

'
4

5
'

2
0

'
1

0
'

1
0

'

2
0

M
o

n
m

o
u

th
In

d
u

st
ri

al
 P

ar
k

1
0

,0
0

0
 s

f
N

o
n

e
4

5
'

2
0

' 
1

0
'

1
0

'

2
1

M
o

n
m

o
u

th
G

en
er

al
 In

d
u

st
ri

al
N

o
n

e
N

o
n

e
4

5
'

3
0

' (
o

n
 c

o
lle

ct
o

r)
2

0
' (

ad
jo

in
in

g 
R

 d
is

tr
ic

t)
2

0
' (

ad
jo

in
in

g 
R

 d
is

tr
ic

t)

2
2

Si
lv

er
to

n
In

d
u

st
ri

al
N

o
n

e
N

o
n

e
9

0
%

4
5

'
2

0
'

3
0

' (
ab

u
tt

in
g 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t)

3
0

' (
ab

u
tt

in
g 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t)

2
3

Si
lv

er
to

n
Li

gh
t 

In
d

u
st

ri
al

N
o

n
e

N
o

n
e

8
5

%
N

o
n

e
1

0
'

3
0

' (
ab

u
tt

in
g 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t)

3
0

' (
ab

u
tt

in
g 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t)

2
4

Si
lv

er
to

n
In

d
u

st
ri

al
 P

ar
k 

N
o

n
e

N
o

n
e

8
5

%
N

o
n

e
1

0
'

3
0

' (
ab

u
tt

in
g 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t)

3
0

' (
ab

u
tt

in
g 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t)

2
5

St
ay

to
n

In
d

u
st

ri
al

 C
o

m
m

er
ci

al
N

o
n

e
N

o
n

e
N

o
n

e
M

ay
 b

e 
es

t.
 b

y 
SD

R
0

0
0

2
6

St
ay

to
n

Li
gh

t 
In

d
u

st
ri

al
N

o
n

e
N

o
n

e
N

o
n

e
M

ay
 b

e 
es

t.
 b

y 
SD

R
0

M
ay

 b
e 

es
t.

 b
y 

SD
R

M
ay

 b
e 

es
t.

 b
y 

SD
R

2
7

St
ay

to
n

In
d

u
st

ri
al

/A
gr

ic
u

lt
u

ra
l

5
 a

cr
es

N
o

n
e

N
o

n
e

M
ay

 b
e 

es
t.

 b
y 

SD
R

0
M

ay
 b

e 
es

t.
 b

y 
SD

R
1

0
' w

h
en

 a
d

ja
ce

n
t 

to
 R

 d
is

tr
ic

t,
 o

r 

m
ay

 b
e 

es
t.

 b
y 

SD
R

2
8

Su
th

er
lin

Li
gh

t 
In

d
u

st
ri

al
N

o
n

e
N

o
n

e
7

0
%

3
5

'
2

0
'

2
5

' (
ab

u
tt

in
g 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t)

4
0

' (
ab

u
tt

in
g 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t)

2
9

Su
th

er
lin

G
en

er
al

 In
d

u
st

ri
al

N
o

n
e

N
o

n
e

8
0

%
3

5
'

2
0

'
2

5
' (

ab
u

tt
in

g 
R

 D
is

tr
ic

t)
4

0
' (

ab
u

tt
in

g 
R

 D
is

tr
ic

t)

3
0

Sw
ee

t 
H

o
m

e
In

d
u

st
ri

al
N

o
n

e
N

o
n

e
5

0
%

N
o

n
e

2
0

'
2

0
' (

ab
u

tt
in

g 
R

 D
is

tr
ic

t)
2

0
' (

ab
u

tt
in

g 
R

 D
is

tr
ic

t)
3

1
Eu

ge
n

e
Li

gh
t-

M
ed

iu
m

 In
d

u
st

ri
al

N
o

n
e

N
o

n
e

N
o

n
e

0
2

0
' (

ab
u

tt
in

g 
R

 D
is

tr
ic

t)
2

0
' (

ab
u

tt
in

g 
R

 D
is

tr
ic

t)
3

2
Eu

ge
n

e
H

ea
vy

 In
d

u
st

ri
al

 
N

o
n

e
N

o
n

e
N

o
n

e
0

2
0

' (
ab

u
tt

in
g 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t)

2
0

' (
ab

u
tt

in
g 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t)

3
3

Sa
le

m
In

d
u

st
ri

al
 C

o
m

m
er

ci
al

N
o

n
e

N
o

n
e

N
o

n
e

7
0

'
3

0
' (

ab
u

tt
in

g 
R

 D
is

tr
ic

t)
3

0
' (

ab
u

tt
in

g 
R

 D
is

tr
ic

t)
3

0
' (

ab
u

tt
in

g 
R

 D
is

tr
ic

t)
3

4
Sa

le
m

In
d

u
st

ri
al

 P
ar

k
N

o
n

e
N

o
n

e
N

o
n

e
4

5
'

3
0

' (
ab

u
tt

in
g 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t)

3
0

' (
ab

u
tt

in
g 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t)

3
0

' (
ab

u
tt

in
g 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t)

3
5

Sa
le

m
G

en
er

al
 In

d
u

st
ri

al
N

o
n

e
N

o
n

e
N

o
n

e
7

0
'

4
0

' (
ab

u
tt

in
g 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t)

4
0

' (
ab

u
tt

in
g 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t)

4
0

' (
ab

u
tt

in
g 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t)

3
6

Sa
le

m
In

te
n

si
ve

 In
d

u
st

ri
al

N
o

n
e

N
o

n
e

N
o

n
e

7
0

'
4

0
' (

ab
u

tt
in

g 
R

 D
is

tr
ic

t)
4

0
' (

ab
u

tt
in

g 
R

 D
is

tr
ic

t)
4

0
' (

ab
u

tt
in

g 
R

 D
is

tr
ic

t)
3

7
G

re
sh

am
H

ea
vy

 In
d

u
st

ri
al

 
N

o
n

e
2

0
'

N
o

n
e

N
o

n
e

3
8

G
re

sh
am

G
en

er
al

 In
d

u
st

ri
al

N
o

n
e

2
0

'
N

o
n

e
N

o
n

e
3

9
H

ill
sb

o
ro

G
en

er
al

 In
d

u
st

ri
al

N
o

n
e

N
o

n
e

N
o

n
e

4
5

'
1

'
N

o
n

e
N

o
n

e
4

0
H

ill
sb

o
ro

In
d

u
st

ri
al

 P
ar

k
N

o
n

e
N

o
n

e
N

o
n

e
N

o
n

e
3

5
'

2
5

' (
ab

u
tt

in
g 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t)

2
5

' (
ab

u
tt

in
g 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t)

4
1

B
ea

ve
rt

o
n

In
d

u
st

ri
al

N
o

n
e

N
o

n
e

N
o

n
e

4
5

'
7

5
' (

ab
u

tt
in

g 
R

 D
is

tr
ic

t)
7

5
' (

ab
u

tt
in

g 
R

 D
is

tr
ic

t)
7

5
' (

ab
u

tt
in

g 
R

 D
is

tr
ic

t)
4

2
B

en
d

G
en

er
al

 In
d

u
st

ri
al

N
o

n
e

N
o

n
e

8
0

%
5

0
'

1
0

'
2

0
' (

ab
u

tt
in

g 
R

 D
is

tr
ic

t)
, o

n
e-

h
al

f 
fo

o
t 

fo
r 

ea
ch

 f
o

o
t 

b
y 

w
h

ic
h

 t
h

e 
b

u
ild

in
g 

ex
ce

ed
s 

3
5

'

2
0

' (
ab

u
tt

in
g 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t)

, o
n

e-
h

al
f 

fo
o

t 

fo
r 

ea
ch

 f
o

o
t 

b
y 

w
h

ic
h

 t
h

e 
b

u
ild

in
g 

ex
ce

ed
s 

3
5

'
4

3
B

en
d

Li
gh

t 
In

d
u

st
ri

al
N

o
n

e
N

o
n

e
8

0
%

5
0

'
1

0
'

2
0

' (
ab

u
tt

in
g 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t)

, o
n

e-
h

al
f 

fo
o

t 

fo
r 

ea
ch

 f
o

o
t 

b
y 

w
h

ic
h

 t
h

e 
b

u
ild

in
g 

ex
ce

ed
s 

3
5

'

2
0

' (
ab

u
tt

in
g 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t)

, o
n

e-
h

al
f 

fo
o

t 

fo
r 

ea
ch

 f
o

o
t 

b
y 

w
h

ic
h

 t
h

e 
b

u
ild

in
g 

ex
ce

ed
s 

3
5

'
4

4
Sp

ri
n

gf
ie

ld
Li

gh
t-

M
ed

iu
m

 In
d

u
st

ri
al

1
0

,0
0

0
 s

f
7

5
'

5
0

'
1

0
'

1
0

' (
ab

u
tt

in
g 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t)

1
0

' (
ab

u
tt

in
g 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t)

4
5

Sp
ri

n
gf

ie
ld

H
ea

vy
 In

d
u

st
ri

al
 

1
0

,0
0

0
 s

f
7

5
'

5
0

'
1

0
'

1
0

' (
ab

u
tt

in
g 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t)

1
0

' (
ab

u
tt

in
g 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t)

4
6

Ti
ga

rd
In

d
u

st
ri

al
 P

ar
k 

N
o

n
e

5
0

'
8

5
%

4
5

'
3

0
'

5
0

' (
ab

u
tt

in
g 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t)

5
0

' (
ab

u
tt

in
g 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t)

1
0

/1
1

/2
0

1
6

C
o

m
p

ar
is

o
n

 o
f 

In
d

u
st

ri
al

 Z
o

n
e 

D
ev

el
o

p
m

en
t 

St
an

d
ar

d
s

2

6



C
it

y 
Zo

n
e

Lo
t 

A
re

a 

(M
in

im
u

m
)

 L
o

t 
W

id
th

 

(M
in

im
u

m
)

Lo
t 

C
o

ve
ra

ge
 

(M
ax

im
u

m
)

H
e

ig
h

t 
(M

ax
im

u
m

)
Fr

o
n

t 
Y

ar
d

 S
e

tb
ac

k 
(M

in
im

u
m

)
Si

d
e

 Y
ar

d
 S

e
tb

ac
k 

(M
in

im
u

m
)

R
e

ar
 Y

ar
d

 S
e

tb
ac

k 
(M

in
im

u
m

)

4
7

Ti
ga

rd
Li

gh
t 

In
d

u
st

ri
al

N
o

n
e

5
0

'
8

5
%

4
5

'
3

0
'

5
0

' (
ab

u
tt

in
g 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t)

5
0

' (
ab

u
tt

in
g 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t)

4
8

Ti
ga

rd
H

ea
vy

 In
d

u
st

ri
al

 
N

o
n

e
5

0
'

8
5

%
4

5
'

3
0

'
5

0
' (

ab
u

tt
in

g 
R

 D
is

tr
ic

t)
5

0
' (

ab
u

tt
in

g 
R

 D
is

tr
ic

t)
4

9
O

re
go

n
 C

it
y

G
en

er
al

 In
d

u
st

ri
al

N
o

n
e

7
5

%
4

0
'

1
0

'
2

5
' (

ab
u

tt
in

g 
R

 D
is

tr
ic

t)
2

5
' (

ab
u

tt
in

g 
R

 D
is

tr
ic

t)
5

0
M

cM
in

n
vi

lle
Li

m
it

ed
 L

ig
h

t 
In

d
u

st
ri

al
6

0
'

N
o

n
e

2
0

' (
ab

u
tt

in
g 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t)

2
0

' (
ab

u
tt

in
g 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t

5
1

M
cM

in
n

vi
lle

Li
gh

t 
In

d
u

st
ri

al
8

0
'

1
5

' (
ab

u
tt

in
g 

p
u

b
lic

 r
o

ad
)

4
0

' (
ab

u
tt

in
g 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t)

4
0

' (
ab

u
tt

in
g 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t)

5
2

M
cM

in
n

vi
lle

G
en

er
al

 In
d

u
st

ri
al

8
0

'
N

o
n

e
5

0
' (

ab
u

tt
in

g 
R

 D
is

tr
ic

t)
5

0
' (

ab
u

tt
in

g 
R

 D
is

tr
ic

t)
5

3
R

ed
m

o
n

d
Li

gh
t 

In
d

u
st

ri
al

N
o

n
e

N
o

n
e

6
0

%
 (

ab
u

tt
in

g 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t)

6
0

'
2

5
' (

co
lle

ct
o

r)
1

0
' (

1
-2

 s
to

ry
 b

u
ild

in
g,

 1
5

' (
3

 s
to

ry
 

b
u

ild
in

g)
/2

5
' (

co
lle

ct
o

r)
 

2
5

' (
co

lle
ct

o
r)

5
4

R
ed

m
o

n
d

H
ea

vy
 In

d
u

st
ri

al
 

N
o

n
e

N
o

n
e

6
0

%
 (

ab
u

tt
in

g 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t)

6
0

'
2

5
' (

co
lle

ct
o

r)
1

0
' (

1
-2

 s
to

ry
 b

u
ild

in
g,

 1
5

' (
3

 s
to

ry
 

b
u

ild
in

g)
/2

5
' (

co
lle

ct
o

r)
 

2
5

' (
co

lle
ct

o
r)

5
5

Tu
al

at
in

Li
gh

t 
In

d
u

st
ri

al
2

0
,0

0
0

 s
f

1
0

0
'

5
0

'
5

0
' (

ac
ro

ss
 t

h
e 

st
re

et
 f

ro
m

 R
 

D
is

tr
ic

t)

5
0

' (
ad

ja
ce

n
t 

to
 o

r 
ac

ro
ss

 s
tr

ee
t 

fr
o

m
 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t)

5
0

' (
ad

ja
ce

n
t 

to
 o

r 
ac

ro
ss

 s
tr

ee
t 

fr
o

m
 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t)

5
6

Tu
al

at
in

G
en

er
al

 In
d

u
st

ri
al

2
0

,0
0

0
 s

f
1

0
0

'
5

0
'

5
0

' (
ac

ro
ss

 t
h

e 
st

re
et

 f
ro

m
 R

 

D
is

tr
ic

t)

5
0

' (
ad

ja
ce

n
t 

to
 o

r 
ac

ro
ss

 s
tr

ee
t 

fr
o

m
 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t)

5
0

' (
ad

ja
ce

n
t 

to
 o

r 
ac

ro
ss

 s
tr

ee
t 

fr
o

m
 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t)

5
7

W
es

t 
Li

n
n

G
en

er
al

 In
d

u
st

ri
al

5
0

'
5

0
%

3
5

' (
1

0
0

' f
ro

m
 R

 D
is

tr
ic

t)
Sa

m
e 

as
 R

 D
is

tr
ic

t 
- 

2
0

'
Sa

m
e 

as
 R

 D
is

tr
ic

t 
- 

5
' i

n
te

ri
o

r/
1

5
' 

st
re

et
 s

id
e

Sa
m

e 
as

 R
 D

is
tr

ic
t 

- 
2

0
'

5
8

W
o

o
d

b
u

rn
Li

gh
t 

In
d

u
st

ri
al

N
o

n
e

N
o

n
e

N
o

n
e

7
0

' 
1

0
'

3
0

' (
ab

u
tt

in
g 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t)

3
0

' (
ab

u
tt

in
g 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t)

5
9

W
o

o
d

b
u

rn
In

d
u

st
ri

al
 P

ar
k

N
o

n
e

N
o

n
e

N
o

n
e

7
0

' 
1

0
'

3
0

' (
ab

u
tt

in
g 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t)

3
0

' (
ab

u
tt

in
g 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t)

6
0

Fo
re

st
 G

ro
ve

Li
gh

t 
In

d
u

st
ri

al
1

0
,0

0
0

 s
f

1
0

0
'

N
o

n
e

N
o

n
e

N
o

n
e

N
o

n
e

N
o

n
e

6
1

Fo
re

st
 G

ro
ve

G
en

er
al

 In
d

u
st

ri
al

1
0

,0
0

0
 s

f
1

0
0

'
N

o
n

e
N

o
n

e
N

o
n

e
N

o
n

e
N

o
n

e
6

2
Fo

re
st

 G
ro

ve
In

d
u

st
ri

al
 P

ar
k

2
0

,0
0

0
 s

f
1

0
0

'
5

0
%

4
5

'
2

0
'

1
0

'
1

0
'

6
3

N
ew

b
er

g
Li

m
it

ed
 in

d
u

st
ri

al
 

2
0

,0
0

0
 s

f
N

o
n

e
N

o
n

e
2

0
' (

co
lle

ct
o

r)
1

0
' (

ab
u

tt
in

g 
R

 D
is

tr
ic

t)
1

0
' (

ab
u

tt
in

g 
R

 D
is

tr
ic

t)
6

4
N

ew
b

er
g

Li
gh

t 
In

d
u

st
ri

al
2

0
,0

0
0

 s
f

N
o

n
e

N
o

n
e

2
0

' (
co

lle
ct

o
r)

1
0

' (
ab

u
tt

in
g 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t)

1
0

' (
ab

u
tt

in
g 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t)

6
4

N
ew

b
er

g
H

ea
vy

 In
d

u
st

ri
al

 
2

0
,0

0
0

 s
f

N
o

n
e

N
o

n
e

2
0

' (
co

lle
ct

o
r)

1
0

' (
ab

u
tt

in
g 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t)

1
0

' (
ab

u
tt

in
g 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t)

6
5

R
o

se
b

u
rg

Li
gh

t 
In

d
u

st
ri

al
N

o
n

e
N

o
n

e
N

o
n

e
3

5
' (

ab
u

tt
in

g 
R

 D
is

tr
ic

t)
N

o
n

e
N

o
n

e
N

o
n

e
6

6
R

o
se

b
u

rg
M

ed
iu

m
 In

d
u

st
ri

al
N

o
n

e
N

o
n

e
N

o
n

e
3

5
' (

ab
u

tt
in

g 
R

 D
is

tr
ic

t)
N

o
n

e
N

o
n

e
N

o
n

e
6

7
R

o
se

b
u

rg
H

ea
vy

 In
d

u
st

ri
al

 
N

o
n

e
N

o
n

e
N

o
n

e
3

5
' (

ab
u

tt
in

g 
R

 D
is

tr
ic

t)
N

o
n

e
N

o
n

e
N

o
n

e
6

8
Sh

er
w

o
o

d
Li

gh
t 

In
d

u
st

ri
al

1
0

,0
0

0
 s

f
1

0
0

'
N

o
n

e
W

it
h

in
 1

0
0

' o
f 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t,

 

re
st

ri
ct

ed
 t

o
 h

ei
gh

t 
o

f 
R

 

Zo
n

e

2
0

'
4

0
' (

ab
u

tt
in

g 
R

 D
is

tr
ic

t)
4

0
' (

ab
u

tt
in

g 
R

 D
is

tr
ic

t)

6
9

Sh
er

w
o

o
d

G
en

er
al

 In
d

u
st

ri
al

1
0

,0
0

0
 s

f
1

0
0

'
N

o
n

e
W

it
h

in
 1

0
0

' o
f 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t,

 

re
st

ri
ct

ed
 t

o
 h

ei
gh

t 
o

f 
R

 

Zo
n

e

N
o

n
e

5
0

' (
ab

u
tt

in
g 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t)

5
0

' (
ab

u
tt

in
g 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t)

7
0

H
er

m
is

to
n

Li
gh

t 
In

d
u

st
ri

al
N

o
n

e
N

o
n

e
N

o
n

e
3

5
' (

w
it

h
in

 1
5

0
' o

f 
R

 

D
is

tr
ic

t)

5
0

' o
r 

2
5

' w
it

h
 s

cr
ee

n
in

g 
(a

b
u

tt
in

g 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t)

5
0

' o
r 

2
5

' w
it

h
 s

cr
ee

n
in

g 
(a

b
u

tt
in

g 
R

 

D
is

tr
ic

t)

5
0

' o
r 

2
5

' w
it

h
 s

cr
ee

n
in

g 
(a

b
u

tt
in

g 
R

 

D
is

tr
ic

t)

7
1

H
er

m
is

to
n

H
ea

vy
 In

d
u

st
ri

al
 

N
o

n
e

N
o

n
e

N
o

n
e

3
5

' (
w

it
h

in
 1

5
0

' o
f 

R
 

D
is

tr
ic

t)

5
0

' o
r 

2
5

' w
it

h
 s

cr
ee

n
in

g 
(a

b
u

tt
in

g 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t)

5
0

' o
r 

2
5

' w
it

h
 s

cr
ee

n
in

g 
(a

b
u

tt
in

g 
R

 

D
is

tr
ic

t)

5
0

' o
r 

2
5

' w
it

h
 s

cr
ee

n
in

g 
(a

b
u

tt
in

g 
R

 

D
is

tr
ic

t)
7

2
H

ap
p

y 
V

al
le

y
Em

p
lo

ym
en

t 
C

en
te

r
N

o
n

e
N

o
n

e
8

5
%

4
5

'
1

0
'

0
' i

n
te

ri
o

r/
1

0
' s

tr
ee

t 
si

d
e

2
0

' (
ab

u
tt

in
g 

R
 D

is
tr

ic
t)

1
0

/1
1

/2
0

1
6

C
o

m
p

ar
is

o
n

 o
f 

In
d

u
st

ri
al

 Z
o

n
e 

D
ev

el
o

p
m

en
t 

St
an

d
ar

d
s

3

7



8

This page left intentionally blank



89

A
esth

etics an
d

 V
isu

al

6. Aesthetics
and Visual
Quality

Objectives
Enhance visual quality
Control noise levels
Control air pollutants and odor

Buffer functions
1. Enhance visual interest
2. Screen undesirable views
3. Screen undesirable noise
4. Filter air pollutants and odors
5. Separate human activities

9
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6.1 Aesthetics and Visual Quality

6.1 Rural-urban land use buffer

The rural-urban interface is often a zone of tension due to
conflicting land uses and management. Use buffers to serve as
a physical barrier between these land uses and to provide
multiple benefits. Design the buffers to minimize the
contentious issues (e.g., spray drift, noise, odor) while
providing amenities (e.g., trails, community gardens).

6.1 References

Arendt, R. 2004. Linked landscapes creating greenway corridors
through conservation subdivision design strategies in the northeastern
and central United States. Landscape and Urban Planning. 68: 241-269.

Brush, R.; Chenoweth, R.E.; Barman, T. 2000. Group differences in the
enjoyability of driving through rural landscapes. Landscape and Urban
Planning. 47 :39-45.

Dwyer, J.F.; Schroeder, H.W.; Gobster, P.H. 1991. The significance of
urban trees and forests: towards a deeper understanding of values.
Journal of Arboriculture. 17: 276-284.

Erickson, D.L.; Ryan, R.L., De Young, R. 2002. Woodlots in the rural
landscape: landowner motivations and management attitudes in a
Michigan case study. Landscape and Urban Planning. 58: 101-112.

Kuo, F.E. 2001. Coping with poverty: impacts of environment and
attention in the inner city. Environment and Behavior. 33: 5-34.

McPherson, G. 1988. Functions of buffer plantings in urban environ-
ments. Agriculture, Ecosystems and Environment. 22/23: 281-298.

Nassauer, J.I. 1993. Ecological function and the perception of suburban
residential landscapes.  In: Gobster, R., ed. Managing urban and high-use

11



recreation settings.  Gen. Tech. Rep. NC-163. St. Paul, MN: U.S.
Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, North Central Forest
Experiment Station: 55-60.

Schoeneberger, M.M.; Bentrup, G.; Francis, C.F. 2001. Ecobelts: recon-
necting agriculture and communities. In: Flora, C.B., ed. Interactions
between agroecosystems and rural human communities. Boca Raton, FL:
CRC Press. 239-260 p.

Smardon, R.C. 1988. Perception and aesthetics of the urban environ-
ment: review of the role of vegetation.  Landscape and Urban Plan-
ning. 15: 86-106.

Sullivan, W.C. 1994. Perceptions of the rural-urban fringe: citizen prefer-
ences for natural and developed settings. Landscape and Urban Planning.
29: 85-101.

Sullivan, W.C.; Anderson, O.M.; Lovell, S.T. 2004. Agricultural buffers at
the rural-urban fringe: an examination of approval by farmers, residents,
and academics in the Midwestern United States. Landscape and Urban
Planning. 69: 299-313.

6.1 Aesthetics and Visual Quality

12



6.2 Windbreaks for odor control

Windbreaks can reduce odors from livestock and sewage
facilities and other odor-producing sources. Plant buffers with
a mixture of tall trees and shrubs, particularly conifers, close to
the odor source. Strive for 50 to 65 percent density. A wind-
break system around the perimeter is often desirable. See
section 6.3 for additional guidelines.

6.2 Aesthetics and Visual Quality
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6.3 Air Quality Buffers

Vegetation in buffers can affect local and regional air quality in
three main ways: temperature reduction, removal of air
pollutants, and energy effects on buildings.

Temperature reduction:  Lower air temperature due to trees
and other vegetation can reduce emissions of many
temperature-dependent pollutants.

Removal of air pollutants: Plants remove air pollutants by
uptake via leaves and by intercepting airborne particles.
Pollutants captured by vegetation are often transferred to the
soil. While soils and plants will render some pollutants
nontoxic, the final destination, form, and impact of the
pollutants should be considered.

Energy effects on buildings.  Trees reduce building energy
use, lowering pollutant emissions from power plants.

6.3 Aesthetics and Visual Quality
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Plant selection criteria for air pollutant removal
• Evergreen trees can remove more pollutants however many

conifer species are sensitive to common pollutants.

• Select plants with dense branching and twig structure.

• Leaves with hairy, resinous, and coarse surfaces capture
more particles than smooth leaves. Smaller leaves are
generally more efficient collectors than larger leaves.

• Herbaceous species may adsorb more gaseous pollutants.

• Use multiple species to minimize risks with low diversity.

• Use long-lived species that require minimal maintenance.

• Select species with pest and disease resistance.

• Select species suitable for the site (e.g., urban environments
often have compacted and droughty soils).

Key design considerations
• Consider meteorological, topographical, and other

landscape-scale factors in locating buffers (e.g., timing of
pollution, high concentration spots).

• Plant buffers around and close to air pollution sources.

• Moderately dense buffers are best for pollutant removal.

• Use trees, shrubs, and grasses for multi-level trapping.

• Plant buffers in energy conserving locations (see sections
4.7 to 4.8).

6.3 Aesthetics and Visual Quality
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6.4 Buffers for noise control

Buffers can reduce noise from roads and other sources to
levels that allow normal outdoor activities to occur. A 100-foot
wide planted buffer will reduce noise by 5 to 8 decibels (dBA).
Using a barrier in the buffer such as a landform can
significantly increase buffer effectiveness (10 to 15 dBA
reduction per 100-foot wide buffer with 12-foot high landform).

Guidelines are provided below for roads. Use the diagrams on
the adjacent page to estimate a setback distance from a typical
100-foot wide buffer to achieve an acceptable noise level.

Key design considerations
• Locate buffer close to the noise source while providing an

appropriate setback for accidents and drifting snow.

• Evergreen species will offer year-around noise control.

• Create a dense buffer with trees and shrubs to prevent gaps.

• Select plants tolerant of air pollution and de-icing methods.

• Natural buffers will be less effective than planted buffers.

• Consider topography and use existing landforms as noise
barriers where possible.

6.4 Aesthetics and Visual Quality
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Estimating setback distance from noise control buffers
Example:  An outdoor recreational site near a highway needs
to be located to meet the desired noise levels of 60 to 65 dBA.
If 100-ft wide tree/shrub buffer is used, the site needs to be
100 to 200 feet behind the buffer. The site can be located
immediately behind the buffer if a 12-ft high landform is
incorporated into the buffer.
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6.5 Developing an ecological aesthetic

Many people, regardless of background, prefer similar visual
elements in the landscape. Some of these include:

Commonly preferred visual elements
• Waterscapes (e.g., lakes, meandering streams)

• Manicured landscapes

• Savanna or park-like landscapes

• Trees in scale with surrounding features

• Absence of dead and downed wood

• Clean waterways with no or limited woody debris

• Large mature trees and trees with broad canopies

• Spaces defined by edges (e.g., pasture bordered by woods)

Some of these visual elements are not desirable for achieving
goals such as water quality and wildlife habitat. Naturalistic
landscapes providing valuable ecological functions are often
viewed as untidy and undesirable, while manicured landscapes
with limited ecological functions are perceived as
demonstrating stewardship and are visually desirable.

The challenge is to design buffers that achieve the desired
ecological functions while providing landscapes that are
visually desirable and that instill long-term commitment. The
next page provides strategies for addressing this challenge.
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Strategies for enhancing visual preference of buffers

• Design the part of the buffer viewable by public to be
visually pleasing while the interior can be designed to
achieve the desired ecological functions.

• Use selective mowing to indicate stewardship without
greatly reducing the ecological functions.

• Provide visual frames to contain and provide order around
the buffer (e.g., wooden fence).

• Use interpretative signage and education programs to
increase awareness and preference.

• Enhance visual interest and diversity by increasing seasonal
color and by varying plant heights, textures, and forms.

• Provide simple habitat improvements such as nesting boxes
and feeders. Wildlife usually increases visual preference.

• Use bold planting patterns to indicate a designed landscape.
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6.6 Attractive roadside corridors

Roadside corridors can be designed and managed to create a
pleasant driving environment, save maintenance costs, and
reduce driver stress. Create visual interest with plant color,
texture, form, and height. At speeds over 40 mph, the area that
is greater than 40 feet from the side of the road will have more
detail and will be more important visually. See sections 5.5 to
5.7.
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6.7 Aesthetics and Visual Quality

6.7 Buffers for visual screening

Use dense and multi-layered vegetation, particularly shrubs to
screen views. Deciduous plants provide 40 percent less
screening than evergreens after leaf fall, so evergreens or a
wider deciduous buffer may be necessary for screening year-
round. Consider vegetation and viewpoint height in design.
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