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Julie Ocken
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formats to persons with disabilities. For accommodations, translations, complaints, and additional
information, contact me, City TTY 503-823-6868, or use Oregon Relay Service: 711.
---------------------------------------------------------------

-----Original Message-----
From: PDX Comp Plan 
Sent: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 10:03 AM
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission
Subject: FW: PSC Comprehensive Plan Testimony

-----Original Message-----
From: David Bernard [mailto:elemonators@me.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 11, 2014 3:05 PM
To: PDX Comp Plan
Subject: PSC Comprehensive Plan Testimony

RE: Re-zoning residential land on the Linnton Hillside.
November 11th, 2014

David Bernard
Linnton resident
8420 NW Whitney St.
Portland Or. 97231
503-788-6310

Purpose:

To convey alternative solutions to counterintuitive rezoning for those interested in preventing problems 
that can arise and or currently exist on a limited infrastructure within residential areas on the Linnton 
Hillside. 

I have a concern about rezoning on the Linnton Hillside. Rezoning R7 lots to R20 is not at all an answer 
to improving or limiting overuse on the hillside. In fact, it could make things more unmanageable. The 
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Linnton Neighborhood Association (LNA) is concerned about the limited road and sewage infrastructure 
on the Linnton Hillside. My personal concern is exactly the same. Currently, the primary problem lies in 
what is happening on more than one existing R20 lot on the Linnton Hillside that has a direct negative 
impact on livability in the area.

According to the latest LNA newsletter, it was interpreted that changes in zoning were in response to 
residents concerns about hilly terrain and inadequate road and sewer infrastructure. Whitwood Court in 
particular, over the last several years has been impacted by over use of existing infrastructure by at least 
one R20 property owner. For those that are serious about curtailing negative impact on that 
infrastructure, it would be more beneficial to work toward finding solutions that would end the misuse 
of R20 lots, or up zone them so that it best suites the way in which some are currently being used.

Questions to be asked at the LNA land use meeting on Nov.12th:

1) What precise criteria went into the decision by LNA to advocate property rezoning on the Linnton 
Hillside and do any of these concerned residents live in Whitwood Court?

2) Was the decision to advocate zone changes for Linnton residents a collaboration within the LNA or 
was this a request from the City? Did anyone involved in these decisions live in Whitwwod Court?

3) How and or why was LNA involved years ago, in having the Linnton Hillside designated as a "Forest 
Park exemption" from city mandated installation of city sewage and road upgrades?

I am not opposed to that decision, however general rules regarding usage of limited infrastructure 
should have been clearly spelled out to Hillside residents at that time to prevent the misuse of the larger 
R20 lots that we are now seeing.

4) Has anyone in Whitwood Court complained to LNA about heavy traffic and a couple of accidents on 
the NW Mills Street between Bridge Road and Whitney Street as a result of too much activity going on at 
the top of the hill?

To whom it may concern,

The Linnton Hillside which includes Whitwood Court, is one of the most unique groups of neighborhoods 
in Portland. This is because of its proximity to Forest Park, and the beautiful, natural surroundings 
facilitated by lack of infrastructure. In many ways, it is a blessing that this area was excluded from vast 
infrastructure improvements. For other reasons however, it would have been helpful to have a better 
functioning infrastructure. This very peaceful environment is a special area within city limits of Portland. 
This endeared environment unfortunately has been violated by some, that have little regard for how 
there actions affect others within close proximity to them, let alone the Linnton community as a whole.

Rezoning of any privately owned property on the Linnton Hillside is refutable and counterintuitive. This 
transition does not work to balance environmental impact on the Linnton Hillside. In fact, it will work 
directly against safety and environmental concerns because of the misuse of larger properties that are 
currently zoned R20. The re-zoning of R7 property to R20 on the hill will actually make matters worse.

Currently zoned R20 lots are not working in favor of the environment in whitwood court as I will make 
very clear in this presentation.

There are three neighbors within one block of my home that rent auxiliary housing structures. Only one 
of them is an approved unit. I have confirmed that one home owner directly across from my residence 
has no designated auxiliary housing units but can apparently rent rooms in the main home.  This land 
owner has at one time, and or is currently renting a poorly converted garage, a basement in their home, 
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an extra bedroom in their home, a yurt on the property and even an old converted chicken coupe. They 
are on an R20 lot which also happens to be an environmental zone. Since they can only have one septic 
system on their R20 lot, all of these rentals use the same septic system. I know this to be a problem 
because I have witnessed 3 times in the last 6 months, a septic pumping truck empty their tank. I also 
hear a warning buzzer that frequently goes off when the there septic system is overfilled. The over use 
of this system can cause raw sewage to drain onto the gravel road at the bottom of their property and 
into my front yard during heavy rains. There is also a gray water system for the converted garage that 
does not work well and also leaks when it rains or is over used. Had they been allowed to build a legal 
auxiliary structure with its own septic system, there would not be such a problem. Sewage management 
in this case would be better facilitated by R7 zoning. A newer system was installed a few years ago by 
the owner, but it obviously can't handle the volume of people using it.These violations had been 
reported to the city by another concerned neighbor a few years ago, but the problem still exists.

Renters may not know what type of sewage system they are using nor are they likely understand about 
how a septic system works, or the outcome of its misuse. Obviously this is true about some unknowing 
homeowners as well. With concern about invasive species and negative environmental impact from 
overuse in the area, homeowners share a responsibility to protect it. Renters are often not as concerned 
about the environment in which they reside since their stay is generally temporary. Inhabitants in areas 
with limited infrastructure should understand the use of private sewage disposal systems and prevent 
there overuse. Education along these lines would be much more helpful than re-zoning. Keeping large 
group functions and summer camps out of the area would also help tremendously.

Primary violations of common sense rules with regard to limited infrastructure in Whitwood Court and 
near my home are many. They include past and present multiple rentals, large scale and unapproved 
child day care, a lack of respect for inadequate road and sewage infrastructure which include over usage 
by 2 week long 4H camps every summer. Functions that should be held on a large open farm or ranch, 
not in a city neighborhood, let alone one with limited infrastructure. These camps consist of several 
dozen attendees, faculty and counselors for 2 weeks on private land on the hillside. This activity greatly 
impacts the area by bringing heavy traffic and overuse of limited facilities to the neighborhood. The 
hillside can not handle this. Only after I complained about the situation, did the land owner provide one 
portable toilet facility for these large functions. 

I was told by this same land owner that the LNA was behind her organizing the 4H events. With 
circumstances that exists about rezoning concerns, this seems hypocritical. Certainly a single land owner 
in violation of common sense rules, has no room to request changes to zoning in the area. To avoid 
extreme impact on our limited infrastructure and to insure the health and safety of residents, it would 
be helpful if the the LNA no longer condone such activity on the Linnton Hillside.

Over usage from rentals and high attendance activities on R20 lots creates negative environmental 
concerns far beyond that which rezoning can correct. R20 zoning of existing R7 lots could create 
environmental concerns much greater than if things were left as is. Rental units in general on R20 
property, do not have proper avenues to take with regard to constructing adequate sanitary conditions. 
R7 zoned lots would not be as vulnerable to this problem because adequate additional systems could be 
built. 

Rezoning in Whitwood Court is not the answer. Any re-zoning would need to include statutes preventing 
rentals of any auxiliary structure within the boundaries of any individually owned R20 property. It should 
also limit use of properties for large functions that crate environmental issues as well as congestion on 
underdeveloped, single lane, switchback ladened roads.

I personally am the only one that maintains the gravel road in front of my home. I also am the one 
homeowner that causes the least amount of impact on the condition of that road. This maintenance 
needs to be done annually because of runoff that is not properly diverted coming off of the hill across 
the street from my residence. I have offered to help this neighbor correct the situation without luck.
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Properly constructed septic systems on R20 or R7 property have little or no environmental impact unless 
they too fall victim to improper or over usage. I plan to be more active with the LNA so that problems 
that I am aware of can be better resolved. 

 
Thank you for your concern,

David Bernard
8420 NW Whitney St.
Portland OR 97231

The information in this email is confidential. It is intended solely for the addressee(s) and official 
members of their committees. Access by or distribution to anyone else is unauthorized. If this message 
has been sent to you in error, do not review, disseminate, distribute or copy it. Please reply to the 
sender that you have received the message in error and then delete it.

elemonators Used Car Inspections
eLemonator Dave
503-771-5341
elemonators@me.com
www.elemonators.com
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From: Planning and Sustainability Commission
Sent: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 11:54 AM
To: Kovacs, Madeline
Subject: FW: Comp Plan TSP Comment

 
Julie Ocken
City of Portland
Bureau of Planning and Sustainability
1900 SW 4th Ave, Suite 7100
Portland, OR 97201
503-823-6041
www.portlandoregon.gov/bps
---------------------------------------------------------------
To help ensure equal access to City programs, services and activities, the City of Portland will provide translation, 
reasonably 
modify policies/procedures and provide auxiliary aids/services/alternative formats to persons with disabilities. For 
accommodations, translations, complaints, and additional information, contact me, City TTY 503-823-6868, or use 
Oregon Relay 
Service: 711.
---------------------------------------------------------------

From: Garlynn Woodsong [mailto:garlynn@gmail.com]  
Sent: Monday, November 10, 2014 9:46 PM 
To: Transportation System Plan 
Cc: Planning and Sustainability Commission 
Subject: Comp Plan TSP Comment

To whom it may concern,

Project number 40013 is a step in the right direction, but what 82nd Avenue really needs is to be 
transformed from a strip into a series of centers and corridors. it's broken, both in terms of land 
use and transportation. To fix it, one must address both issues. Right now, it's an endless strip of 
nothing attractive, from the Portland Airport all the way down into Clackamas County.

In order to transform 82nd from a strip into a series of corridors and centers, it will need to see 
large-scale redevelopment. Where there is room, generally on the east side of the street, it should 
become a one-way couplet, with two through traffic lanes, one to two two parking lanes and a 
bicycle lane in each direction. Call it 82nd and 83rd avenues acting as a couplet. This would 
happen only in some places: such as from just north of Division (the split could happen at 
Sherman St)  to just south of Foster (split/re-merge at SE Reedway Street), then again around 
Johnson Creek Blvd (split at SE Gray St) to south of SE Sunnyside Rd (split just south of SE 
Sunnybrook Blvd). 

In each of these areas, the major east-west arterials would also need to split into a couplet on 
either side of 82nd Ave. So, Division would split into two sections at 81st Ave, then merge at 
84th Ave. This would allow four individual intersections with timed signals to handle all the turn 
movements and throughput, rather than a single, large, dysfunctional intersection. With shorter 
crossing distances and slower speeds, this arrangement will be safer for all users, and yet will be 
able to move a higher volume of traffic. Powell, Holgate, Foster, Johnson Creek Blvd, King Rd, 
Monterey Ave, Sunnyside Rd, and Sunnybrook Blvd would thus all need to become couplets for 
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the few blocks on either side of 82nd. (For those streets outside of the current city limits... is 
annexation a possibility?)

For the interim areas, where the couplet does not exist, 82nd should slim down to ideally just one 
traffic lane and a bicycle lane in each direction, with the bicycle lane adjacent to the sidewalk 
and buffered from traffic by a landscaped planter strip. Driveways should be removed from 82nd 
between intersections completely, with auto access to businesses provided from side streets and 
using alleys. Left turn lanes should only occur at intersections, with either landscaping in the 
median between intersections, or the lanes of traffic separated by a double yellow line and the 
extra ROW dedicated to the pedestrian space.

For the areas within a couplet, the amount of real estate fronting an arterial would thus double in 
terms of linear feet of street frontage. At especially prominent intersections, the block in the 
middle of the two halves of each arterial could even become a public plaza, creating public space 
and a neighborhood center where currently only asphalt for traffic exists. The transformative 
potential to improve the surrounding neighborhoods cannot be overstated.

This sort of massive reconfiguration of 82nd is exactly the sort of project that redevelopment was 
invented to tackle. Large amounts of real estate will need to change hands and have lines re-
configured to make this happen. All current property owners who wish to remain on 82nd should 
be entitled to a land swap (though the parcel they receive may have a reduced depth) so they can 
have a stake in the newly revitalized 82nd ave if they prefer to not just get cashed out. This 
would allow for places like the Jade District to remain and be improved, while many low-margin 
used car lots might instead choose to seek grayer pastures elsewhere.

This project will require bold leadership to be brought to fruition, but the benefits could be 
enormous. Portland has the urban design talent to pull this off. It just needs to be carefully 
thought out and coordinated, with comprehensive plan designations, transportation system plan 
projects, zoning, and property conveyances all occurring in ways that support this grand vision.

Garlynn G. Woodsong 
5267 NE 29th Ave 
Portland, OR 97211 
garlynn@gmail.com 
503-936-9873
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From: Planning and Sustainability Commission
Sent: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 11:54 AM
To: Kovacs, Madeline
Subject: FW: Comp Plan TSP Comment

 
Julie Ocken
City of Portland
Bureau of Planning and Sustainability
1900 SW 4th Ave, Suite 7100
Portland, OR 97201
503-823-6041
www.portlandoregon.gov/bps
---------------------------------------------------------------
To help ensure equal access to City programs, services and activities, the City of Portland will provide translation, 
reasonably 
modify policies/procedures and provide auxiliary aids/services/alternative formats to persons with disabilities. For 
accommodations, translations, complaints, and additional information, contact me, City TTY 503-823-6868, or use 
Oregon Relay 
Service: 711.
---------------------------------------------------------------

From: Garlynn Woodsong [mailto:garlynn@gmail.com]  
Sent: Monday, November 10, 2014 9:46 PM 
To: Transportation System Plan 
Cc: Planning and Sustainability Commission 
Subject: Comp Plan TSP Comment

To whom it may concern,

Project number 40102, a Candidate project currently estimated to cost $14.86 million, is to 
widen Columbia Blvd to a five-lane cross-section. This is inconsistent with Vision Zero goals, 
and with previous proposals and project which would put Columbia Blvd on a road diet east of 
MLKJr Blvd, where North Portland Highway already provides a five-lane highway literally one 
block to the south of Columbia Blvd. Columbia should thus become a true boulevard, with 
protected bicycle facilities, sidewalks, one lane of through traffic in each direction, left turn 
lanes, and clear painted lane markings to guide the interactions of truck, bicycle, transit, 
pedestrian, and vehicle traffic in this multi-use corridor. There are schools, the Humane Society, 
retail centers, and a wide variety of employers on this corridor that the City needs to provide for 
multi-modal access to and from.

This project, Columbia Blvd widening, thus must be removed from the TSP and replaced by a 
project with a focus on enhancing access to the corridor by multiple modes, rather than a project 
that will only lead to increased VMT, increased GHG, and decreased safety.

Sincerely yours,
Garlynn G. Woodsong
5267 NE 29th Ave 
Portland, OR 97211 
garlynn@gmail.com 
503-936-9873
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From: Planning and Sustainability Commission
Sent: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 11:55 AM
To: Kovacs, Madeline
Subject: FW: Comp Plan TSP Comment

 
Julie Ocken
City of Portland
Bureau of Planning and Sustainability
1900 SW 4th Ave, Suite 7100
Portland, OR 97201
503-823-6041
www.portlandoregon.gov/bps
---------------------------------------------------------------
To help ensure equal access to City programs, services and activities, the City of Portland will provide translation, 
reasonably 
modify policies/procedures and provide auxiliary aids/services/alternative formats to persons with disabilities. For 
accommodations, translations, complaints, and additional information, contact me, City TTY 503-823-6868, or use 
Oregon Relay 
Service: 711.
---------------------------------------------------------------

From: Garlynn Woodsong [mailto:garlynn@gmail.com]  
Sent: Monday, November 10, 2014 9:54 PM 
To: Transportation System Plan 
Cc: Planning and Sustainability Commission 
Subject: Comp Plan TSP Comment

To whom it may concern,

The Comp Plan's TSP should actively seek to repair the damage inflicted on this City by the 
freeway system, which has carved up neighborhoods with a series of polluting barriers that 
reduce public health and reduce access to destinations from neighborhoods. Specific projects to 
implement this vision include:

- Removal of I-5 from the east bank of the Willamette, from I-84 south to the west end of the 
Marquam Bridge
- Removal or repurposing of the Marquam Bridge structure
- Covering the freeway trench for I-405 through downtown Portland
- Covering the freeway trench for I-5 through north Portland
- Partially covering the freeway trench for I-84 through Sullivan's Gulch, and adding multiple 
additional crossings where a full lid is not feasible
- Covering I-5 south of downtown Portland, and adding additional crossings where a full lid is 
not possible
- Adding additional crossings over I-205 through East Portland
- Adding additional crossings over I-84 east of I-205

While these projects will not come cheaply, they should be added as study items to the TSP so 
that eventually, they will become part of the more sustainable future fabric of this city that 
subsequent generations will be able to enjoy.
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Garlynn G. Woodsong 
5267 NE 29th Ave 
Portland, OR 97211 
garlynn@gmail.com 
503-936-9873
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November 10, 2014 

Dear Chair Baugh and Members of the Planning and Sustainability Commission, 

Please accept the following comments from the Audubon Society of Portland regarding the Comprehensive 
Plan Update. These comments supplement our prior comments submitted on 9-23-14. These comments reflect 
our testimony at the November 4 PSC Hearing.  
 
Process Issues: 
1) Please Consider Adding Additional Hearings: We would urge the PSC to add additional hearings to allow 

for additional general comments on the Comprehensive Plan. The development of the Comprehensive Plan 
has been years in the making. The two volume document and supplemental materials are very dense and 
complex and the drafts have changed tremendously since the prior review drafts to the point where some 
sections are virtually unrecognizable. In addition it is important to also have time to cross reference the 
plan with the equally complicated Portland Plan We are hearing from numerous organizations that have 
only recently become aware of the draft plan and are still formulating positions. Under ordinary 
circumstances a three month review and hearing period would be reasonable, but for a document of this 
significance and complexity, three months seems truncated, especially when compared with more 
deliberate pace of prior portions of this process.  

2) The Economic Opportunities Analysis (EOA) should have been released for comment prior to the release 
of the draft Comprehensive Plan: The EOA provides the basis for some of the most difficult and 
controversial decisions included in the comprehensive plan. It provides an analysis of economic trends, 
supply and demand of buildable lands and policy alternatives. By releasing the draft Comp Plan prior to the 
EOA, the City has functionally denied the public the opportunity to evaluate or understand the basis for 
many of the policies included in the Comp Plan or to explore other strategies for meeting Goal 9 not 
included in the draft Comp Plan. It is important to note that all other background reports were released for 
public review and adoption far in advance of the draft Comprehensive Plan. The EOA should serve as a 
starting point for policy discussion development, not a post hoc rationalization. 
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Substantive Issues: 
1) The City Should Seek a Goal 9 Exception 
The focus of the Goal 9 discussion to date has been West Hayden Island. However, West Hayden Island is only 
one example among many of how the City’s efforts to remedy the 670 acre industrial land deficit are 
undermining its ability to protect natural areas, openspace and natural resources in the City.  The July 2014 
draft Comprehensive Plan includes not only the conversion of 300 acres of wildlife habitat on West Hayden 
Island, but also includes the conversion of significant portions of two golf courses along the Columbia Slough 
and strict limitations on regulations to protect natural resources on industrial sites along the Willamette and 
Columbia Rivers and Columbia Slough. In addition, the Industrial Development Chapter includes numerous 
policies which mandate that the City continue to find new industrial lands above and beyond the existing 
deficit if 5 and 20 year growth forecasts indicate an increased demand. In recent years the PSC has approved 
and forwarded several natural resource plans to council including North Reach River Plan, Portland Tree Code 
Update, and Airport Futures, only to have elements of the plans that applied to industrial lands abandoned 
due to Goal 9 conflicts. All of the above is indicative of the fact that Portland has run out of capacity to meet 
goal 9 mandates unless it is willing to compromise the health of our environment. Our rivers are already 
seriously degraded and the policies contained in this plan ensure that they will continue to degrade over the 
life of this plan. 
 
The City of Portland has reached a major decision point that will define whether it retains its reputation as a 
“green” city in the coming decades.  
 
First, it is critical to understand that the land use system does allow the city to inform the state that it has run 
out of land and is unable to meet industrial land targets. State land use planning goals do not require the city 
to sacrifice our environment or our neighborhoods in order to meet industrial land goals. In fact Goal 9 
explicitly states that industrial land objectives “should consider as a major determinant, the carrying capacity 
of the air, land and water resources of the planning area.” Instead, Portland should inform the state that it will 
meet job targets through strategies other than creation of new industrial lands. 

Second, the City has over 900 acres of brownfields---contaminated industrial sites that have either limited or 
no productive use. In short there are more than enough brownfield sites to meet the industrial land deficit. 
The problem has been that owners of these sites have been reticent to invest the capital to clean them up and 
put them back into productive use.  It is absolutely critical that the city to develop an aggressive strategy to 
hold polluters accountable for these sites through a combination of enforcement actions and incentives.  
 
Finally, to the degree an industrial land crisis exists at all, it is a self-inflicted crisis. Although city forecasts 
predict a surplus of commercial and residential property, the city and industrial stakeholders have spent the 
last 15 years rapidly converting industrial lands to residential and commercial uses. Today the city brags about 
the transformation of the Pearl District and South Waterfront from “industrial wasteland” to high end 
development. The Port of Portland, one of the loudest advocates for more industrial land, sold its property at 
Terminal One to make way for low rise condos and it converted industrial land next to Portland International 
Airport for a big box shopping center. Whether intentional or not, the strategy pursued by both industrial 
interests and the city over the past 15 years has been one of allowing industrial land owners to cash out by 
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upzoning their industrial land to more profitable use and then backfilling the industrial land deficit through 
conversion of greenspace. 
It is time for a new strategy, one that does not necessitate destruction of our natural resources, open spaces 
and undermine the health and livability of neighborhoods. We urge the City to take the following approach to 
addressing the industrial lands deficit: 
 

• The City should inform the state that it has run out of adequate undeveloped land to meet industrial 
land forecasts and therefore will develop other strategies to meet jobs supply objectives. This does 
not mean that the city will never add new industrial land to the inventory, but it does mean that the 
city will not be held hostage to an artificial target that would necessitate destruction of natural areas, 
openspace and neighborhoods.  

• The City should develop an aggressive strategy to force industrial polluters to clean-up brownfields. 
This should include a combination of enforcement actions as well as non-subsidy based incentives. 
The City should set a target of 80% clean-up of Portland’s brownfields over the next 20 years. (The 
current draft lowers the goal from 80% to 60%) 

• The City should put in place regulatory and non-regulatory programs to increase use intensification 
on the existing industrial land base, something that is already occurring in cities in Europe and Asia 
with limited land supply. Far too much of Portland’s existing industrial land base is used inefficiently. 
We need a real consolidation and intensification strategy for industrial lands in Portland. (The draft 
does this but is not clear about what portion of the deficit it hopes to meet with this strategy) 

• The City should put in place strong protections to prevent the upzoning of existing industrial lands 
except in extraordinary cases. (The Draft does effectively incorporate this policy) 

• The City should ensure that whenever land is rezoned for industrial development that strong 
mechanisms are in place to ensure the significant numbers of jobs are actually delivered. Public 
investments in public infrastructure should be tied to job creation targets. (The Draft does not 
address this issue) 

• The City should avoid policies in the Comprehensive Plan which limit the City’s ability to protect 
natural resources on industrial lands through both regulatory and non-regulatory mechanisms. It is 
critical that the city retain the ability to protect natural resource values which often overlap with 
prime industrial land, especially along our urban waterways. (The Draft does the opposite) 

• The City should reject proposals to rezone 300-acres on West Hayden Island for industrial 
development.  This irreplaceable resource should be permanently protected as openspace. (The Draft 
does the opposite) 

• The City should reject proposals to rezone Columbia Corridor golf courses for industrial use. If it does 
move forward, it should simultaneously put in place zoning and other mechanisms to implement a 
landscape scale Columbia Slough Restoration Strategy including expanded P-Zones along the entire 
Slough within Portland, implementation of the new tree code on industrial lands, and permanent 
protection and restoration strategies on golf course areas that will be retained as openspace. (The 
draft proposes to rezone the golf courses without committing to any of the other objectives) 

• The City and State should take a hard look at strategies to promote real collaboration and 
cooperation and potentially unification of the Columbia River Ports in order to maximize efficient use 
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of land, promote a sustainable regional Port economy and stabilize our Port system which is on the 
brink of system failure. This is something which has been in the Port of Portland’s Marine Terminal 
Masterplan since 1991 but which has never been seriously pursued. (The draft does not address this 
issue) 

 
2) Environment and Watershed Health (chapter 7) 
In general the language in the Environment and Watershed Health Chapter has become significantly less 
detailed, weaker, and more difficult to track and understand than the January 2013 draft. Many reasonable 
and important policies have simply been eliminated without explanation. This stands in stark contrast to the 
Industrial Development Chapter (discussed below) which has been expanded, strengthened and been infused 
with far more detail since the January 2013 draft.   We will provide additional specific details to staff and the 
PSC in the coming weeks, but for now we would like to highlight the following issues as a sample of our 
concerns:. 

a) Goals: The goals of this chapter have been entirely rewritten since the 2013 draft. While we agree with 
the new goals we would note that two very significant goals have been removed from this chapter 
since the 2013 draft: 1) Sustain the quality of Portland’s environment by preserving natural resources 
and focusing development in already built areas” and 2) “consider cumulative effects of decisions on 
the environment.” Both of these goals should be restored. In addition Goal 7.B should be strengthened 
from “watershed conditions have improved over time” to “Healthy watershed conditions are 
achieved.” In addition the goals should explicitly reference protecting and restoring biodiversity. 

b) The action verbs throughout the section have been substantially weakened from the 2013 draft and 
in many instances now indicate the goal is simply to maintain the status quo rather than enhance 
and restore ecosystem health: The 2013 draft  clearly and explicitly stated that the goal was to 
“protect, enhance and restore” Watershed quality and function (4.1) groundwater systems (4.2), 
vegetation (4.3), Fish and Wildlife Habitat (4.4), At-risk habitats (4.5), biodiversity (4.6)  and  prevent 
and minimize the effects of invasive species. These policies have been replaced with a new section 
“Improving environmental quality and preventing degradation” which is far weaker placing an 
emphasis on preventing degradation, “considering impacts” “improving” “addressing” “encourage” 
and inserting qualifiers such as “where practicable.”  We would urge the city to restore the “protect, 
enhance and restore” verbiage and make it explicitly clear that the goal is not just improvement but 
achieving ecological health in each of the target areas. 

c) The draft inserts the following new language at the start of many policies: “ensure that plans and 
investments are consistent with and advance programs….” This is nothing more than bureaucratic 
gobbledygook that confuses the reader. No other section has this type of obscuring language and it 
should be removed.  

d) Cumulative Effects: Goals and policies requiring the city to consider cumulative effects of decisions on 
the environment found in the 1-2013 draft have been removed entirely from the current draft. These 
should be restored.  

e) Mitigation: The requirement to “fully mitigate” impacts on natural resources (policy 4.12) in the 1-
2013 draft has been weakened to simply require “mitigation: (policy 7.11) The city should restore the 
requirement to “fully” mitigate for unavoidable impacts to natural resources and that it should also 
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add language requiring that mitigation result in “net increase in ecological function.” The goal should 
be improvement in ecological health over time.  

f) Carrying Capacity: Policy 4.11 b from the 2013 draft, “Strive to maintain and sustain the carrying 
capacity of air land and water resources by enhancing natural resource quality and function” has been 
removed in the current draft. It should be restored. Notably Goal 9 has very similar language about 
economic development being done such that it does not exceed the carrying capacity of the land, air 
and water. 

g) Goals and Policies encouraging the efficient use of already developed land before encroaching on 
natural resources found in the 2013 draft have been completely removed. The current draft appears 
to have completely abandoned the commitments of the 2013 draft to focus on already developed land 
before destroying natural resource land. In fact the 2014 draft appears go entirely the opposite 
direction by including several policies on the Economic Development Chapter which promote 
encroachment onto non industrial lands. The priority on already developed lands should be restored. 

h) Johnson Creek:  Policy 42.2 in the 1-2-13 draft “to protect and enhance connectivity of natural 
resources in the East Buttes that provide habitat and natural stormwater management…” has been 
removed. It should be restored. This is a critical part of the JC Watershed Strategy. 

i) Goal 7.D Environmental Equity should be changed to: "All Portlanders have access to clean air and 
water, can benefit from development designed to lessen the impact of natural hazards and 
environmental contamination and development designed to protect, enhance, and restore nature in 
all neighborhoods." 

j) Policy 7.3 should mention recovering threatened, endangered sensitive species; it only a reference to 
"including at-risk" species. More could be in here to continue support for the species recovery 
planning the City committed to over a decade ago.  

a) Policy 7.9 Impact Evaluation" could be stronger: Analyze the potential direct and cumulative impacts 
of proposed development on significant natural resources, their functions, and the ecosystem services 
they provide. 

b) Policy 7.10 Add: "Adopt regulations, plans and programs that address cumulative environmental 
impacts of development on environmental quality." 

c) Policy7.11 - "Require" instead of encourage "mitigation approaches..." 
d) Policy 7.12 – This policy should be changed. Local policies do not have to be consistent with State and 

Federal Policies. While we agree that the City should coordinate with state and federal regulators, the 
city should also be free to develop its own policies and priorities.  

e)  Policy 7.14 and 7.16: We would suggest "with an emphasis on underserved and underrepresented 
communities most vulnerable to health impacts." The reason to prioritize these communities is 
because they lag behind in many human health indicators so this policy should be more specific in this 
respect. 

f) Policy 7.24. "Limit and remove impervious surfaces to reduce impacts on hydrological function air and 
water quality, habitat connectivity, and tree canopy. 

g) Policy 7.22 - "Require and encourage low impact development, habitat-friendly development, bird-
friendly design, and green infrastructure into all new and existing development including but not 
limited to City-owned, managed, and funded facilities. 
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h) Policy 7.23 - Access to Nature. This policy is focused on access to nature in the macro-landscape and in 
balancing access and conservation in protected natural areas. In reference to the environmental equity 
goal, it should also address equitable neighborhood access to nature where people access "nature in 
their daily lives" there by promoting the interstitial green; we need anyway for biodiversity and air and 
water quality. I would add the following bullets: 
i) Prioritize park investments to toward the goal of ensuring 100% Portlanders are within 1/4 mile of 

a public park or natural area. 
ii) Prioritize green infrastructure investments in neighborhoods with poor access to parks, nature and 

with limited tree canopy. 
iii) Consider increasing housing densities near to active recreation parks to increase the percentage of 

Portlanders living within ¼ of a mile of a park. 
i) Policy 7.32 - Re-write this policy to be both more explicit and broader: "Integrate stormwater 

management and planning: Develop programs, regulations, and design standards to more fully 
integrate stormwater management and transportation planning and infrastructure in order to improve 
water quality, safety, access to nature and overall neighborhood livability. Prioritize improvements for 
unimproved or substandard rights-of-way, accident-prone locations, and neighborhoods with less 
access to nature or active transportation." 

 
2) Economic Development (Chapter 6) 

In contrast to the weakening of the Watershed Chapter, the Economic Development Chapter appears to 
have been put on steroids relative to the 2013 draft, especially with regards to industrial lands. For 
example the Industrial Districts Section has ballooned from half a page to three pages. More importantly, 
the draft includes numerous new and modified policies that undermine the ability of the city to protect 
natural resources on industrial sites, which require that the city find new industrial lands regardless of 
impact on other city goals, and which weaken the city’s commitment to focusing development in already 
built areas before impacting natural resource areas. Again, in contrast with the severe streamlining of the 
policies in the Watershed Chapter, the policies in the industrial lands section are often repeated several 
times over.  We believe that the Land Development and Industrial Employment District Sections will 
significantly reduce the city’s ability protect and restore natural resources along the Willamette and 
Columbia River and Columbia Slough below what is possible under the existing Comprehensive Plan. It 
appears that the City has simply acquiesced to industrial interests who have long advocated for minimal 
environmental protection on industrial lands. If the city adopts these sections as written, it will ensure that 
our already degraded waterways will continue to degrade in the coming decades.  

There is absolutely no evidence that environmental regulations cost industrial jobs, especially given the 
non-existent link between industrial land supply and recent industrial job growth in Portland. The City's 
most recent "Economic Opportunities Analysis" documents the widely recognized trend that "Industrial 
employment has been dropping at the same time the city is experiencing increases in industrial land 
development." The study provided no analysis to indicate environment regulations hurt job growth, only a 
comment in focus group. The argument that environmental regulations hurt job growth or even 
significantly impact land supply comes directly from industry lobbyists not from any credible evidence or 
analysis." Meanwhile there continues to be evidence and analysis that environmental quality- especially in 
our region- attracts a skilled and educated workforce and increases work productivity. 
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The following are a sample of out specific concerns:    

a. Brownfield Redevelopment: The City has reduced the brownfield redevelopment target from the 
80% goal which was discussed throughout the PEG process and which was include in the 2013 
draft to 60%. This will increase pressure to develop greenfield sites and decrease pressure to 
clean-up contaminated sites. The City should restore the more ambitious 80% target. 

b. Policies that require the City to maintain a supply of industrial land without any consideration of 
how this might impact other city goals:  The Land Development and Industrial and Employment 
Sections are now replete with redundant policies that require the city to find an ongoing supply or 
new industrial land regardless of conflicts with other city goals. This includes policies 6.12, 6.15, 
6.18, 6.36.d, 6.47. It is important to note that the action verb used in these sections (“provide”) is 
not discretionary. Given the fact that the city is already converting openspace and natural areas to 
find new industrial land, these policies can only result in additional losses for the environment.  

c. Policies which appear to restrict the City’s ability to require natural resource protection or 
restoration on industrial lands: Several policies appear to limit or prohibit the city from instituting 
new protections for natural resources on industrial lands. These include 6.35, 6.36.b, and 6.37. The 
draft ignores the fact that our industrial lands often overlap with some of our most high value 
natural resource areas. These policies should be rewritten to ensure that it is clear that the city can 
implement and update environmental policies on industrial lands. 

d. Emphasis on incentives to achieve industrial land objectives: Throughout the industrial land 
sections, many of the policies now explicitly rely upon an incentive based strategy. While 
incentives are fine, they are not the only way to achieve city objectives. Policies should clearly 
allow for a range of mechanisms including regulation to achieve its objectives. 

e. Policy 6.17 Regulatory Climate:  This policy appears to severely limit the city’s ability to put new 
regulations on industrial lands by requiring that the city prioritize economic development over all 
other goals (6.17), requiring that the city’s regulations be competitive with other cities (a “middle 
of the pack” mentality rather than maintaining Portland as an environmental leader) (6.17a), and 
potentially eliminating city jurisdiction over areas where the state of federal government have 
regulatory programs (6.17e) even though the City has long recognized the importance of local 
regulatory authority over our urban natural resources.  

f. Policy 6.36 Prime Industrial Land Retention: This policy appears to prevent the city from updating 
environmental or community protections on industrial lands if those protections in anyway 
diminish the capacity of those industrial lands.  Policy 6.36b explicitly limits conversion of industrial 
lands though land use plans, regulations, or non-industrial uses. This policy appears to completely 
ignore the need to also protect health of the community and the environment.  Policy 6.36c 
requires the city to minimize the impacts of regulations on industrial lands without consideration 
of any other goals. Policy 6.36d requires the city to strive to offset any loss of industrial land with 
replacement lands---given the existing deficit, this policy could effectively prevent any new 
regulations on along the river that protect natural resources. Taken together, these policies appear 
to us to make it practically impossible to establish new natural programs on these lands and 
negate the responsibility of industrial landowners to protect and restore the natural environment. 
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Taken together, these policies appear to move us into an era in which other public values such as protection of 
natural resources, protection of human health, Goal 15 objectives, etc. appear to have been abandoned on 
industrial lands.  This is inconsistent with our land use planning system, community values, the city’s past 
planning practices, and Policy 10.2b in the draft comp plan. It places the interests of industrial developers 
above all other city goals. 

3) Green Infrastructure needs to be more robust in the urban design, housing and transportation chapters: 
In order to achieve the city’s watershed health objectives, it is critical that all elements of the plan explicitly 
adopt green infrastructure policies. We would urge the city to make the design with nature/ green 
infrastructure policies in the housing, transportation and urban design sections much more robust and explicit. 
For example in the transportation chapter, the design with nature policy (9.16) simply states that the city 
should “promote street alignments and designs that respond to topography and natural features and, when 
feasible” protect, streams, habitat and native trees.” This says virtually nothing other than avoid harming 
natural resources when possible. Each of these sections should contain strong proactive policies requiring the 
city to actively incorporate green infrastructure into their projects. The City’s Watershed Management Plan 
calls for the city to consider green infrastructure opportunities on all public projects and this should be written 
large throughout the Comp Plan. 
 
4) We support the proposal to reduce residential density in specific areas with natural hazards and 

drainage constraints, and where the current Comp Plan and zoning designations would allow significant 
additional residential development.   

The intent of the proposed “down-designations” in locations such as the West HIlls and near Powell Butte is to 
reduce future risks to public health and safety by reducing future development potential and associated 
cumulative impacts in these areas. This part of the Comp Plan proposal is notable, and represents the integral 
“flip-side” of the proposal focus most of the new development in urban centers and along corridors.  These 
proposed down-designation areas are generally characterized by steep slopes with poorly draining soils, and 
limited stormwater pipes so runoff from new development, roads, etc. must be routed to local streams.  These 
areas have a mix of landslide, wildfire, and earthquake hazards, and can be difficult to access or evacuate 
during emergencies.  We view this as a common sense proposal to protect natural resources and public safety. 
 
 
Thank you for your consideration of these comments. 

 
Bob Sallinger 
Conservation Director 
Audubon Society of Portland 
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November 10, 2014 
 
 
 
 
Planning and Sustainability Commission     
City of Portland 
1900 SW 4th Avenue, Suite 7100 
Portland, OR 97201 
   
Subject:  City of Portland Proposed Draft 2035 Comprehensive Plan 
 
 
Dear Commissioners: 
 
Following are comments and recommendations from the City of Portland’s Public 
Involvement Advisory Council (PIAC) on the Proposed Draft 2035 Comprehensive 
Plan. PIAC is a City commission charged with advising elected officials on public 
involvement in government citywide, and with helping City bureaus improve their 
community outreach and engagement practices. Established by City Council in 
2008, PIAC is comprised of both community members and bureau staff. 
 
Members of PIAC have worked closely with Bureau of Planning and Sustainability 
(BPS) staff, through both PIAC and the Policy Expert Group (PEG) for the 
Comprehensive Plan community involvement chapter. We have greatly 
appreciated the opportunity for sustained input on earlier drafts of the Comp Plan, 
and for a productive, collaborative relationship with BPS staff over the past two 
years, particularly Marty Stockton through PIAC and the PEG and Deborah Stein 
through the PEG. PIAC’s comments are intended to offer the collective expertise 
and experience of PIAC members to strengthen an already strong document, and 
we limit our remarks to Chapter 2, the goals and policies regarding community 
involvement. 
 
Our overarching comment is that the community involvement chapter is clear, 
comprehensive and exceptionally relevant to an evolving Portland. It is 
responsive to the mandates of State planning law, and consistent with the vision of 
the Portland Plan. PIAC strongly supports the intention to develop a manual to 
guide the implementation of the Plan’s policies, and we believe this approach has 
the potential to become a model for other jurisdictions. 
 
Where PIAC recommends revisions to the proposed draft, it is generally to restore 
elements that were removed from the previous draft we reviewed in March. 
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Recommendations 
 

1. Make a clear distinction between policies that require ongoing action 
by bureaus and their staff and policies that are project-specific. This 
distinction was made and explained throughout earlier drafts on which PIAC 
members had input. It is an important distinction because it clarifies (a) who 
is responsible for carrying out the policy (the bureau as a whole or an 
individual staff member), (b) when the policy applies (as part of an ongoing 
program or when staff begin to work on a project), and (c) how to evaluate a 
policy (as part of an ongoing program or as it was implemented for specific 
projects). The previous draft of the Plan achieved this by categorizing 
policies 2.1-2.16 as “ongoing” and policies 2.17-2.33 as “project-specific.” 
 

2. Restore policy language on adequate funding for the community 
involvement program. In order to carry out the policies of the Comp Plan, 
bureaus must devote sufficient financial and staff resources to the 
community involvement program itself, and must provide staff with training 
and support. Indeed, the commitment of adequate resources marks the 
difference between a policy that makes a meaningful difference in the City’s 
work and one that looks good on paper. 

 
PIAC understands the recommendations from the City Attorney and OMF to 
remove funding questions from Comp Plan policy on the grounds that “The 
budget is not a land use decision” (Editing Change List note). However, the 
intent of this policy is not to compel elected officials to increase bureau 
budgets, but to direct bureaus to allocate a sufficient portion of their 
budgets (whatever those budgets might be) to implement the requirements 
of the Comp Plan. 

 
3. Appoint an independent body, rather than the Planning and 

Sustainability Commission (PSC), to oversee the Community 
Involvement Program. Throughout the process of community input on 
earlier drafts of the chapter (including the Community Involvement PEG), 
the composition of the Community Involvement Committee (CIC) was left 
unspecified. In the proposed draft, a subcommittee of the PSC serves as 
the CIC. The reason for this decision is not discussed in the Editing Change 
List. We understand that there are resource constraints in establishing new 
committees. However, PIAC believes there are advantages to appointing a 
separate body apart from the PSC. 

 
First, the CIC must have the capacity to evaluate community involvement 
programs for multiple bureaus, review community involvement plans for 
numerous individual projects, and create and maintain a community 
involvement manual to implement the Comp Plan goals and policies. It 
seems unrealistic to expect the PSC, a body already charged with 
significant responsibilities and workload, to take on this additional role. 
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Second, we concur with the State’s Citizen Involvement Advisory 
Committee (CIAC), the body that advises Oregon’s Land Conservation and 
Development Commission (LCDC) on public involvement in land use 
planning, that the multiple responsibilities of the PSC can detract from, or 
even conflict with, the role of the Committee on Citizen Involvement (CCI): 

“Having a CCI – a committee with citizen involvement as its only 
responsibility – ensures that citizens are not forgotten in the planning 
process…. An independent CCI is the best choice to ensure widespread 
public involvement. The hybrid planning commission/CCI is an acceptable 
but less desirable choice. Finally, the least desirable option is having the 
governing body or the planning commission act as the CCI. It’s likely to 
work against citizen involvement and should be done only as a last resort” 
(CIAC, Putting the People in Planning, May 2008, pp. 8-9). 

The City of Portland should strive to be a leader within Oregon, 
demonstrating best practices in the institutional design of its community 
involvement program. 

4. Restore previous language applying the Comp Plan to “plans, policy, 
investment and development decisions” where it was replaced by 
“land use decisions” in the proposed draft. PIAC is concerned about the 
nearly blanket change in "plans, policy, investment and development 
decisions" to "land use" because it seems to restrict the application of the 
Comprehensive Plan unnecessarily.  The Comprehensive Plan applies to 
infrastructure projects, capital investment and development decisions, in 
addition to land use planning. 
 
PIAC recommends that the previous language be restored throughout, or 
that the language be restored selectively to those policies that apply to 
“plans, policy, investment and development decisions” beyond land use 
alone. It is important to avoid the implication that the Comp Plan only 
applies narrowly to land use decisions and the work of the Bureau of 
Planning and Sustainability. 
 
PIAC is tasked with recommending policies and practices to expand public 
involvement in city government. Even if the term is defined broadly, we are 
concerned that the use of “land use” alone could limit public involvement by 
creating the perception that the Comprehensive Plan does not apply to 
other kinds of government decisions. The issue of community perception, 
and its potential effect on community participation, is critical as you 
reexamine this language. 
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5. Add language to the chapter introduction referencing the celebrated history 
of Portland’s neighborhood system. Our city’s early commitment to 
community involvement in government is recognized internationally, and the 
neighborhood system has been central to that history. The January 2013 
draft of Chapter 2 summarizes the evolution of the system and the 
continuing challenge to become even more inclusive. As we chart a course 
forward, PIAC believes it is appropriate to reference where we have been, 
and to reassure the community that the intent of the Comprehensive Plan is 
not to dismantle the neighborhood system. 
 
Specifically, we recommend the following revisions to the proposed chapter 
introduction on page GP2-1 (new language in bold, most of which is taken 
from the previous draft of the Plan): 
 
“The results are better — more durable, equitable and accountable — when 
a wide and diverse range of Portlanders are involved in the scoping, 
development and implementation of plans and investment projects. No one 
person, agency, organization, or business can provide all the things 
Portland’s diverse communities need. Collaborative partnerships and 
inclusive community participation in land use decision making are essential 
to creating and sustaining a prosperous, healthy, equitable and resilient 
Portland. 
 
Portland has a long history of community involvement that gained 
strength and power in the 1970s and forms the foundation of today’s 
neighborhood system. As the city grows, diversifies, and works to 
advance equity, it is essential that all community members’ needs and 
concerns are considered. Particular efforts must be made to improve 
services and participation for people of color, immigrants and refugee 
communities, people with disabilities, renters, low-income Portlanders, older 
adults, youth, and the lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender and queer 
(LGBTQ) community. A new paradigm of community involvement and 
engagement that supports intercultural organizing, recognizes that 
diversity is an advantage, and works to achieve equitable outcomes 
must be embraced and paired with Portland’s neighborhood 
organizations to create a robust and inclusive community involvement 
system. 
 
It is the City’s responsibility to promote deep and inclusive community 
involvement in land use decisions.” 
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6. Additional Recommendations 
 
• Remove “as appropriate” in policies 2.7, 2.25, 2.28 and 2.31. 

 
• Direct bureaus to collect data regularly as an ongoing activity. This is 

implied by the policies on evaluating, sharing and using data (policies 2.7, 
2.8, 2.19), but it is not stated explicitly. We recommend changing the first 
phrase in policy 2.8 to “Collect and evaluate data…” We also recommend 
changing the order of policies 2.7 and 2.8, and changing the title of policy 
2.7 to “Community participation in data collection.” 

 
• Revise policy 2.16 to emphasize two-way sharing of engagement methods. 

Add the phrase in bold to the proposed policy: “Coordinate and share 
methods, tools, and technologies that lead to successful engagement 
practices with both government and community partners, and solicit 
engagement methods from the community.” 

 
• Define key terms from this chapter in the glossary: “accountability,” 

“engagement,” “accessible” and “community verified data.” 
 
 
PIAC members thank you for your important work for the future of Portland, and 
we appreciate your consideration of our comments. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Public Involvement Advisory Council 
City of Portland 
 
 
 
 
Attachment: List of PIAC Members 
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PIAC Members 
 
 
Community Members 
 
Claire Adamsick – NE neighborhood coordinator 
Mohamed Ali – Immigrant & refugee service provider 
Glenn Bridger – SW neighborhood activist 
Baher Butti – Refugee case manager 
Donita Fry – Native American Youth and Family Center 
Greg Greenway – Public engagement consultant 
Maryhelen Kincaid – North/NE neighborhood activist 
Julio Maldonado – SE neighborhood and EPAP 
Linda Nettekoven – SE neighborhood activist 
Jessica Wade – Educator 
Christine White – Port of Portland communications 
Mark Wubbold – Policy analyst, Portland State University 
 
 
City Staff Members 
 
Kelly Ball – Office of Management & Finance 
William Beamer – Bureau of Planning & Sustainability 
Ross Caron – Bureau of Development Services 
Michael Crebs – Police Bureau 
Rhetta Drennan – Bureau of Environmental Services 
Tim Hall – Water Bureau 
Brian Hoop – Office of Neighborhood Involvement 
Denver Igarta – Bureau of Transportation 
Aaron Johnson – Fire & Rescue Bureau 
Paul Leistner – Office of Neighborhood Involvement 
Steve Pixley – Parks & Recreation Bureau 
Jeff Selby – Office of Equity and Human Rights 
Marty Stockton – Bureau of Planning & Sustainability 
 

Ord. 187832 Vol. 2.3.G, page 16236



From: Planning and Sustainability Commission
Sent: Monday, November 10, 2014 9:57 AM
To: Kovacs, Madeline
Subject: Fw: Comprehensive Plan Testimony

 
From: Wendy Chung <wcrossiter@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Sunday, November 9, 2014 8:38 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission 
Subject: Comprehensive Plan Testimony 
 
I tried to provide these comments via the map app but it wouldn't let me do it without 
choosing a feature, which I tried to do but couldn't.

I live at 1729 NW Irving St. The houses around me and many on the block south of me 
on Hoyt are all individually listed landmarks on the National Register of Historic 
Places.  They are zoned RH.  The Campbell Townhouses at the end of my block on 
17th and Irving are zoned R1.  All the individually listed single-family homes on the 
blocks from Irving to Burnside between 17th and 19th should all be rezoned R1 to be 
consistent with the historic overlay.  

Thank you.  
Wendy Chung
(503)222-2236
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From: Planning and Sustainability Commission
Sent: Monday, November 10, 2014 9:58 AM
To: Kovacs, Madeline
Subject: Fw: zoning problem

 
From: laurawozniak1@gmail.com <laurawozniak1@gmail.com> on behalf of Laura Wozniak 
<lawoz@comcast.net> 
Sent: Sunday, November 9, 2014 3:35 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission; Hales, Mayor; Commissioner Fritz; Commissioner Fish; 
Commissioner Novick; Commissioner Saltzman; City Auditor Griffin-Valade; Anderson, Susan; 
mnaLandUseCommittee@gmail.com; Amy Burslem; Andy Fisher; Angie Tanyi; Anne Hudson; Carol 
Staropoli; Carole Glauber; Carolyn Fisher; David Withers; Dennis Frengle; Doreen Welsh; Elizabeth 
Draper; Holly Matthews; hufftcpa@aol.com; James Peterson; Jan Hurst; jean keertan; Joan Wray; John 
Hunter; Joren Bass; Karen Jackson; Karen Mallov; Kelly Peterson; Liz Safram; nicole wilson; Scott Pakel; 
Shoshana Petrushkin; Simon; Steven Meacham; Stuart Oken; Tamara Bakewell; Wendy Talbot 
Subject: zoning problem 
 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission 
psc@portlandoregon.gov

1900 SW Fourth Ave 
Portland, Oregon 97201-5380

To: Planning and Sustainability Commission 
psc@portlandoregon.gov

1900 SW Fourth Ave 
Portland, Oregon 97201-5380
Re: Preservation of Multnomah Village and other historic affordable communities with significant trees and natural 
character
I am requesting that the Planning and Sustainability Commission consider zoning changes that would maintain and 
encourage the 
retention of affordable housing that supports wildlife and the urban forest by assuring that lot coverage does not exceed 
certain 
maximums for single family residential housing (35%) in Multnomah Village residential neighborhoods. Multnomah 
Village is 
historically rural in character, with the exception of housing which is already mixed single-family and multifamily along 
major corridors 
(Beaverton Hillsdale Highway, Barbur and Capitol Highway for examples).  I derive my suggested standardsfrom 
sample urban code 
provisions.  I believe that driveways which are non-permeable and required sidewalks (if the city continues to insist on 
those in the 
narrow residential barely improved side streets of the Village) should be considered for a maximum of 35% coverage.  
The current 
zoning requirement is 37.5% by the way I read the statute overall for our neighborhood, but this is not providing 
protection for our 
heritage sized trees and wildlife habitat.  There seems to be some confusion since new exceptions are now being sought 
(for example 
the corner of SW Nevada Court and SW 29th Ave) based on lot divisions requests to consider corner lots effectively as 
zone R2.5 which 
allows even greater coverage.  So as part of this request, I would be asking for no part of the current neighborhoods 
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zoned R-7 and R-5 
to be able to have effective rezoning to R2.5 based on the corner lot provision. 
Limitation in lot coverage would prevent the degradation of the environment by leaving room for significant trees to be 
preserved 
(instead of rigid setbacks which might require the removal of significant trees) as well as to allow ground water 
infiltration.  It would 
also remove the incentive for developers to stalk smaller older affordable homes and buy them before they go on the 
market with the 
goal of replacing a 200,000  smaller home with a large yard and Douglas Firs with a new house filling over 50% of the 
lot (I think now 
porches and driveways and walkways may be excluded from being counted even though they are impermeable cover) 
that costs 
500,000 to buy and is set directly next to and looming over other homes.  In some cases, the open character of the 
neighborhood has 
been replaced with giant walls with dark passages between the houses.  A provision such as this would level the playing 
field for 
developers who would all have to adhere to these guidelines in older neighborhoods like Multnomah Village and stop 
the competition 
that drives land prices so high that prices seem to justify trying to cram in the maximum development for resale without 
regard for 
wildlife, affordability or neighborhood character. 
Trees are not only a benefit to the environment in all of the ways well known to the commission, but our neighborhood 
is part of a 
general wildlife corridor connecting the Coast Range to the Willamette via Tryon State Park and encompasses the 
Headwaters of 
Stephens Creek.  A less known fact is that healing from surgery or any illness including mental illness is significantly 
aided by the view of 
trees even a small view from a hospital window. This is empirically validated by research and one reason Hazelden 
Springbrook 
Residential Treatment Center for Drug and Alcohol is located in a rural setting. 
There would remain plenty of room for affordable housing within the urban growth boundary if there were limits on the 
numbers of 
strip malls, large grocery/pharmacy complexes with huge asphalt footprints being installed on mixed use corridors like 
Beaverton 
Hillsdale Highway, which has some really nice truly affordable housing on it.  The sidewalk requirements could be 
dropped where they 
do not support walkability and safety (floating sidewalks on low traffic streets) and the fees collected could be used to 
place sidewalks 
where they are needed along busy stress like SW 30th which connects the bus lines on Capitol Highway and Beaverton 
Hillsdale 
Highway in Multnomah/Hillsdale.
Please add this to the record.  I am a homeowner and the owner of a small business in Multnomah Village.  I also work 
as a health care 
professional at Northwest Permanente Medical Group.  I appreciate the difficult work of the commission and, like many 
stakeholders, 
appreciate your attention.
Thank you,

Laura Wozniak LCSW
7409 SW Capitol Highway  
Portland OR 97219
503-312-6176
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From: Planning and Sustainability Commission
Sent: Monday, November 10, 2014 9:58 AM
To: Kovacs, Madeline
Subject: Fw: Portland planning

 
From: macmaddie@juno.com <macmaddie@juno.com> 
Sent: Sunday, November 9, 2014 8:20 AM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission 
Subject: Portland planning 
 
Enough already!! Step back, pause, take a deep breath and re-evaluate!
 
I realize Portland is a desirable place to live but what makes it so, our great neighborhoods, is 
slowly being demolished.  I live in the Richmond neighborhood and have watched lovely old 
PDX houses being demolished and multiple 3 story condos replacing them. A good example is 
the corner of 50th and Tibbetts St. There was a hill with an old Bungalow surrounded by huge 
old trees. The trees were cut down much to my horror, the house demolished and the hill 
removed to street level. Now there are 8 condos in that space. Recently 3 or 4 (I couldn't really 
tell) nice old PDX houses were demolished off of 50th between Division and Hawthorne.  Right 
now there are 4 skeletons of condos and looks like there will be many more added to that spot. 
A developer recently approached the owner of the duplex across the street from me to ask him 
if he wanted to sell. Fortunately the owner said no. As this developer currently owns the house 
on the corner next to the duplex, it doesn't take a rocket scientist to see what the plans were.
 
I don't even know where to start when it comes to the horror that is Division between Cesar 
Chavez and about 20th.  I think it is naive to presume that people moving into those condos and 
apartments (with no parking available) are going to exclusively use public transport. Or even 
those not in the immediate area.  I would have to pay TriMet $5 for a round trip ticket just to go 
have a meal in one of the restaurants in that area, plus pay for my meal.  I feel sorry for the 
residents in that immediate area with people coming and going parking in front of their houses.
 
I see the condos marching up Division and am afraid that my end of Division will end up like the 
above.
 
Thanks
Marsha A. Campbell
5109 SE Tibbetts St
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From:   Planning and Sustainability Commission
Sent:   Monday, November 10, 2014 9:58 AM
To:     Kovacs, Madeline
Subject:        Fw: opposition to paving over of natural areas

 
From: Dani Dennenberg <danihydennenberg@gmail.com> 
Sent: Saturday, November 8, 2014 7:53 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission; Hales, Mayor; Commissioner Novick; Commissioner Fritz; 
Commissioner Saltzman; Commissioner Fish 
Subject: opposition to paving over of natural areas 
 
Dear City Commissioners:  
 
I am writing to express support for the Audubon Strategy for Addressing Industrial Land 
Demand and link to the plan. 
2) It is unacceptable to destroy critical natural areas and openspace on West Hayden Island and 
along the Columbia Slough in the name of finding more industrial land. The city should focus on 
cleaning up brownfields and intensification of existing industrial lands, not destruction of 
openspace and natural areas.
3) It is unacceptable to restrict the city’s ability to place environmental regulations on riverside 
industrial lands – some of our most important and degraded fish and wildlife habitat;
4) The city should focus on cleaning up its more than 900 acres of contaminated brownfields, 
intensifying use of its existing industrial landbase, and preventing industrial landowners from 
converting their land to other uses.
5) I am asking the Planning and Sustainability commission to review and restore natural 
resource policies that were removed or weakened from the January 2013 Draft.
Sincerely, Dani Dennenberg
1100 SE 12 th Ave
#430
Portland, OR 97214
 
-- 
“Love comes in at the eye.” 
 
? W.B. Yeats 
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From: Planning and Sustainability Commission
Sent: Saturday, November 08, 2014 3:18 PM
To: Kovacs, Madeline
Subject: Fw: Comprehensive Plan Testimony

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

 
From: D. Ben Henzel <dbh@henzelpc.com> 
Sent: Friday, November 7, 2014 2:13 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission 
Cc: Jaon.Fredericksen@portlandoregon.gov 
Subject: Comprehensive Plan Testimony 
 
To Whom This May Concern:
 
My name is D. Ben Henzel and I am the owner of the real property located at 4606 SW Corbett Avenue, 
Portland, OR 97239.
 
I have reviewed the proposed comprehensive plan generally and looked at my property and how it may 
be affected.  I am surprised to find that the zoning on this property remains residential and I would like 
to formally request a change on the zoning of this property. The property sits immediately adjacent to I-
5 and is not well suited to residential use, though that is the current use.  Adjacent properties are zoned 
mixed use commercial which seems to me to be a logical use of this property.
 
I think this is a great opportunity to address the zoning on this property and request that you consider 
making a change during this process.
 
You can contact me at the address below may name, or may call me at your convenience.
 
Thanks for your consideration.
 
D. Ben Henzel
Henzel Law Offices
0224 SW Hamilton Street, Ste 300
Portland, OR 97239
Telephone: (503) 546-1588
Facsimile: (503) 546-1589
Email: DBH@Henzelpc.com
www.Henzelpc.com
 
CIRCULAR 230 DISCLOSURE: IRS Regulations require us to notify you that this communication is not intended to be  
used, and cannot be used, by you as the taxpayer, for the purpose of avoiding penalties that the IRS might impose 
on you.
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From: Planning and Sustainability Commission
Sent: Thursday, November 06, 2014 12:06 PM
To: Kovacs, Madeline
Subject: FW: Comprehensive Plan

 
Julie Ocken
City of Portland
Bureau of Planning and Sustainability
1900 SW 4th Ave, Suite 7100
Portland, OR 97201
503-823-6041
www.portlandoregon.gov/bps
---------------------------------------------------------------
To help ensure equal access to City programs, services and activities, the City of Portland will provide 
translation, reasonably modify policies/procedures and provide auxiliary aids/services/alternative 
formats to persons with disabilities. For accommodations, translations, complaints, and additional 
information, contact me, City TTY 503-823-6868, or use Oregon Relay Service: 711.
---------------------------------------------------------------

-----Original Message-----
From: Jean-Claude Jospon [mailto:jcjospin@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Thursday, November 06, 2014 9:58 AM
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission
Subject: Comprehensive Plan

 I oppose change #345 regarding my propriety located at 1405 NE 78th Ave because it will decrease the 
value of my propriety.  I have been counting on developing 5 townhomes on this propriety, which will 
offer more housing choice  With all due respect, change #345 will not be a good fit for my propriety at 
1405 NE 78th Ave.  I hope you keep the current Plan Map designation (Medium Density Multi-Dwelling) 
for this propriety.

Sincerely,

Jean-Claude Jospin
Owner: 1405 NE 78th Ave
Mailing address :
10202 N Leonard St
Portland, OR 97203
Tel: 503-805-2982
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From:   Planning and Sustainability Commission
Sent:   Thursday, November 06, 2014 12:25 PM
To:     Kovacs, Madeline
Subject:        FW: Maintain Natural Areas such as the West Hayden Island & Columbia 
Slough

 
Julie Ocken
City of Portland
Bureau of Planning and Sustainability
1900 SW 4th Ave, Suite 7100
Portland, OR 97201
503-823-6041
www.portlandoregon.gov/bps
---------------------------------------------------------------
To help ensure equal access to City programs, services and activities, the City of Portland will provide translation, 
reasonably 
modify policies/procedures and provide auxiliary aids/services/alternative formats to persons with disabilities. For 
accommodations, translations, complaints, and additional information, contact me, City TTY 503-823-6868, or use 
Oregon Relay 
Service: 711.
---------------------------------------------------------------

From: Hall, Stacie [mailto:stacie.hall@intel.com]  
Sent: Thursday, November 06, 2014 12:09 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission; Hall, Stacie 
Cc: Hales, Mayor; Commissioner Novick; Commissioner Fritz; Commissioner Saltzman; Commissioner 
Fish 
Subject: Maintain Natural Areas such as the West Hayden Island & Columbia Slough

Planning and Sustainability Commission Members:

I am very concerned that strategies and direction is being put in place that 
jeopardizes our area’s wildlife and natural areas.   Portland is a leader in 
environmental considerations, and that must not change.  Industrial 
developers will always push to weaken environmental efforts for short term 
gain.  They will utilize employment as the justification.  However, long term 
it is the livability of a city through its natural areas and access to wildlife that 
brings companies that hire to an area.  

I recommend that you perform the following:

1) I support the Audubon Strategy for Addressing Industrial Land Demand 
found: audubonportland.org/files/urban/11-point-plan/ 
2) It is unacceptable to destroy critical natural areas and openspace on 
West Hayden Island and along the Columbia Slough in the name of finding 
more industrial land. The city should focus on cleaning up brownfields and 
intensification of existing industrial lands, not destruction of openspace and 
natural areas. 
3) It is unacceptable to restrict the city’s ability to place environmental 
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regulations on riverside industrial lands – some of our most important and 
degraded fish and wildlife habitat; 
4) The city should focus on cleaning up its more than 900 acres of 
contaminated brownfields, intensifying use of its existing industrial 
landbase, and preventing industrial landowners from converting their land 
to other uses. 
5) Review and restore natural resource policies that were removed or 
weakened from the January 2013 Draft.

Sincerely,
Stacie Hall
927 Clearbrook Dr.
Oregon City, OR  97045
stacie.hall@intel.com
Phone:  503-557-1697

Ord. 187832 Vol. 2.3.G, page 16246



Ord. 187832 Vol. 2.3.G, page 16247



Ord. 187832 Vol. 2.3.G, page 16248



Ord. 187832 Vol. 2.3.G, page 16249



Ord. 187832 Vol. 2.3.G, page 16250



Ord. 187832 Vol. 2.3.G, page 16251



~ -CITY OF PORTLAND ------- 

2.J,=~~ ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 

1120 SW Fifth Avenue, Room 1000, Portland, Oregon 97204 • Nick Fish, Commissioner • Dean Marriott, Director 

November 5,2014 

Dear Planning and Sustainability Commission: 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide testimony on the Proposed Comprehensive Plan Goals 
and Policies, Comprehensive Plan Map, Urban Design Framework, and List of Significant 
Projects. Environmental Services is pleased to support this long-overdue overhaul to the 
Comprehensive Plan. While parts of the original Comprehensive Plan have been revised since it 
was first adopted over 33 years ago, it no longer holds together as a coherent document. More 
importantly, it lacks meaningful guidance on current and emerging issues that affect Portland's 
future development. 

The proposed plan responds to a number of current and emerging opportunities and challenges 
that the 1981 Comprehensive Plan did not anticipate, including: 

Opportunities: 

• 	 A cleaner Willamette River, due in large part to Portlanders' investment in the Big 
Pipes, and a growing interest in recreating on the river, as a result. 

• 	 Extensive expertise and increasing use of green infrastructure - including green 
streets, ecoroofs, and floodplain restoration as a practical and cost-effective way 
to manage stormwater and improve sanitary sewer capacity, while also greening 
Portland neighborhoods. 

• 	 Public investment in protecting and restoring sensitive natural resources to protect 
water quality and natural hydrologic functions, preserve and enhance critical 
habitats, and proVide Portlanders with better access to nature. 

• 	 An increase in Portland's urban tree canopy, thanks to public investments and the 
work of community organizations. 

Challenges: 

• 	 The costs and complexities related to the cleanup of Portland Harbor, and the 
impact on Portland's industrial economy and environment. 

• 	 The listing of 15 fish species found in Portland as threatened under the Endangered 
Species Act. 

• 	 The impacts of climate change on ecological systems, infrastructure and public 
health. 

• 	 Aging public sewer and stormwater systems with increasing costs for replacement, 
upgrades, operations and maintenance. 

• 	 EvolVing federal and state water quality regulations, which will likely result in more 
stringent water-quality and environmental requirements. 

Ph: 503-823-7740 Fax: 503-823-6995 • www.portlandoregon.gov/bes • Using recycled paper. • An Equal Opportunity Employer. 

For disability accommodation requests caJl503-823-7740, Oregon Relay Service at 1-800-735-2900, or TDD 503-823-6868. 
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The Comprehensive Plan Update forwards the goals of 2005 Portland Watershed Management 
Plan, which guide much of Environmental Services' work related to stormwater management 
and environmental restoration. The Portland Watershed Management Plan calls for improving 
watershed health within an urban context, based on the following definition: 

"A healthy urban watershed has hydrologic, habitat, and water quality conditions 
suitable to protect human health and maintain ecological functions and processes, 
including self-sustaining populations ofnative fish and wildlife species whose naturol 
ranges include the Portland area." 

When the City Council adopted the Portland Watershed Management Plan, they called for 
incorporating its goals and policy guidance into the Comprehensive Plan update. Environmental 
Services appreciates the work done by Bureau of Planning and Sustainability to include this 
direction into the Proposed Comprehensive Plan. The resulting documents will significantly 
improve how City of Portland plans, codes, and investments protect and enhance watershed 
health, Portlanders' quality of life and our community's long-term prosperity. 

Attached please find a summary of comments from Environmental Services, which highlight the 
proposed plan's strengths that we hope to see carried forward into the Planning and 
Sustainability Commission's recommendations to City Council, as well as suggestions for further 
improvements. 

As you deliberate about the Proposed Comprehensive Plan, we ask you to give particular 
attention to the relationship between the economic development and environmental policies. 
While some people are tempted to consider environmental and economic goals as being in 
conflict, our work has shown that the opposite is true. Portland's green ethic and urban 
landscapes (including ecoroofs, green streets and natural areas) attract tourists from all over 
the world, media-based entrepreneurs and green energy companies. Daimler Trucks North 
America is investing $150 million in its new Portland headquarters, while also improving access 
to the Willamette River. Across town, floodplain restoration in Lents supports local investment 
and neighborhood revitalization. 

Too often, conversations about economic prosperity ignore the fact that some of Portland's 
biggest economic challenges -like the Portland Harbor Superfund listing and our costs for 
preventing Combined Sewer Overflows - are the result of previous decisions that were made 
without consideration of the long-term environmental impacts. 

The Comprehensive Plan Update sets important direction for the next 25 years to ensure a high 
quality of life for future generations. Its proposed policies should guide our plans and 
investments to make efficient use of existing industrial land, clean up past environmental 
problems, protect and restore critical habitats for sensitive species, and increase public access 
to the Willamette and Columbia Rivers. By forwarding an integrated approach to planning and 
implementation, the updated Comprehensive Plan will help avoid environmental problems and 
promote economic growth. 

Bureau of Environmental Services 
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The Comprehensive Plan Update is guided by a high, yet attainable aspiration - that ill.! 
Portlanders benefit from good jobs and good neighborhoods, access to urban amenities and to 
a healthy environment. With the new Comprehensive Plan guidance, Portland can continue to 
be a place where prosperity is built on an appreciation for of our key assets - our people, our 
environment and our commitment to innovation. 

As you deliberate about the Proposed Comprehensive Plan update, we hope you find these 
comments useful. Please let me know if Environmental Services staff can provide any further 
assistance. 

Sincerely, 

James Hagerman 

Interim Director, Bureau of Environmental Services 

Bureau of Environmental Services 
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Integrated Planning and Implementation 

Environmental Services supports the emphasis placed on integration in the Goals and Policies 
Chapter 1: Integrated Planning Principles. It sets a strong direction for all Comprehensive Plan 
documents, recognizing that all of Portland's physical systems - built and natural- are 
interrelated and must work together to achieve beneficial outcomes. This represents a 
fundamental difference from the 1981 Comprehensive Plan and sets a solid foundation for 
many of the Proposed Comprehensive Plan elements. It also reflects current efforts by 
Environmental Services to work collaboratively with other City bureaus on issues where we 
share an interest. For example, we are working with Transportation to implement new, more 
affordable, Street by Street standards for improving unpaved roads. Parks & Recreation and 
Environmental Services are formalizing a partnership to manage natural areas to make efficient 
use of staff expertise and city resources. This kind of coordinated infrastructure planning, 
investment and implementation will be increasingly important in order to tackle future 
challenges. 

Resiliency and Climate Change 

Environmental Services supports the Bureau of Planning and Sustainability's continued 
leadership in mitigating and preparing for the impacts of Climate Change. The Proposed 
Comprehensive Plan policies provide much needed guidance aimed at reducing carbon 
emissions, heat island effects, and impacts of extreme weather. In addition, the policies support 
improvements to the resilience of natural systems and the ability of infrastructure and 
developmentto withstand climate impacts. Many ofthe plan's policies and actions also address 
related issues, such as water quality problems in local streams and lack of trees in low-income 
neighborhoods. 

Watershed Health 

Environmental Services supports the policies in Chapter 7: Environment and Watershed, with 
some suggested revisions. The chapter does an excellent job of incorporating the goals of the 
Portland Watershed Management Plan, which guides much of Environmental Services' work 
related to water quality, stormwater management and recovery of ESA-listed species. The 
policies also promote best management practices for green infrastructure, climate change and 
natural hazard resiliency. 

The chapter could be stronger with some relatively minor modifications. The first 
environmental goal in the Working Draft Part 1 Comprehensive Plan (January 2013) was 
developed under the specific direction ofthe Watershed Health and Environment Policy Expert 
Group. It highlighted the Portland Watershed Management Plan's key goals and provided other 
underlying reasons for the chapter's policies that follow. Some of these reasons were practical 
and relevant to City of Portland operations. Others were more personal and were included in 
response to the strong recommendations of community members of the policy expert group. 

Bureau of Environmental Services 
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Without them, users of the Comprehensive Plan do not have a clear sense of what the policies 
are intended to achieve. 

Later in the chapter, the policies related to improving ecological conditions are difficult to read 
and their meaning is hard to discern because of the complexity of the language. Several policies 
unnecessarily restate the intention of all Comprehensive Plan policies: to guide City of Portland 
plans, regulations and investments. 

Overall, the Proposed Goals and Policies do a good job of integrating work across policy topics, 
in order to make good use of public investments. The Working Draft included several 
"Designing with Nature" policies in a development-related chapter. This highlighted how 
development, even in urban areas, can (and often is required to) be designed to improve 
drainage, water quality and tree canopy. Many of these policies now are found in Chapter 7: 
Environment and Watershed. This misses an opportunity to provide direction about how urban
scale and neighborhood development can promote environmental improvements, even far 
from natural areas. 

To respond to these issues above, we offer the following suggestions: 

Suggested revisions: 

1. 	 Restore the original goal language from the Working Draft Part I, January 2013, 
developed under the specific direction of the Watershed Health and Environment 
Policy Expert Group, to reflect the rationale they strongly recommended. 

Goa/7.B: Hea/thy watersheds. EceJog,ica! arui eC05ystem jURctffeRs are maiRtaiRed 
aRd watershed ceRtiitieRs ha'ie improved eyer time. Watersheds in Portland have the 
hydrologic, water guality and habitat conditions suitable to protect human health, 
safety, and well-being; protect public and private property; protect ecological 
functions and ecosystem services; sustain native fish and wildlife; support cultural 
and spiritual fulfillment: and maintain nature for its intrinsic value. 

2. 	 Remove the introductory language from the following policies so their meaning is 
much clearer: 

Policy 7.15 Hydrology. ERSfJre that pieRS aRd iRvestmeRts are coRsisteRt IIAth aRd 
advaRce efferts te improve watershed hytlrotofJ}' by aGhieviRg mere RatfJra/ j.1ev/ aRd 
EnhancftiRfJ the conveyance and storoge capacity in rivers, streams, floodplains, 
wetlands, and groundwater aquifers to restore a more natural watershed hydrology. 
Minimize impacts from development and associated impervious surfaces, especially 
in areas with poorly infiltroting soils and limited public storm water discharge points; 
aRd eRGeurage resteratieR of rlegratled hycJ.roJogic jfJRctieRs, where practical. 

Policy 7.16 Water quality. ERsure that ph::ms aRd iRvestmeRts are GORsisteRt II/Ith 
aRd ad'laRGe efforts te i1mprove water quality in rivers, streams, floodplains, 
groundwater, and wetlands, including reducing toxics, bacteria, temperature, 
metals, and sediment pollution. CoRslder Prevent water quality related health 

Bureau of Environmental Services 
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impacts on all Port/anders, especially under-served and under-represented 
communities. 

Remove the similar introductory language for: 

• 	 Policy 7.17 Habitat and biological communities. 
• 	 Policy 7.18 Habitat connectivity. 
• 	 Policy 7.19 Urban forest. 

3. 	 Move the following development-related policies from Chapter 7 back into the 
"Designing with Nature" section of Chapter 4: 

• 	 Policy 7.23 Low impact development and best practices. Encourage use 0/ /ow
impact development, habitat-friendly development, bird-friendly design, and 
green infrastructure, especiot/y for Cit)' eWRed, mORoged, orfuRded fOEmties. 

• 	 Policy 7.24 Impervious sur/aces. Limit impervious surfaces to reduce impacts on 
hydrologic function, air and water quality, urban heat island, habitat 
connectivity, and tree canopy. . 

• 	 Policy 7.25 Hazards to wildlife. Encourage building, site, and infrastructure 
design and practices that provide safe fish and wildlife passage, and reduce or 
mitigate hazards to birds, bats, and other wildlife. 

• 	 Policy 7.26 Access to nature. Promote equitable, safe, and well-designed physical 
and visual access to nature for all Portlanders, while also protecting significant 
natural resources, fish, and wildlife. Provide access to major natural features, 
including: 

o 	 Water bodies, such as the Willamette and Columbia rivers, Smith 
and Bybee Lakes, creeks, streams, and sloughs. 

o 	 Major topographic features, such as the West Hills, Mt. Tabor, and 
the East Buttes. 

o 	 Natural areas, such as Forest Park and Oaks Bottom. 

F-.ilttern 4reiJ.s 

Environmental Services supports the plan's recognition that Portland neighborhoods have 
evolved into distinctive areas based on topography, culture, natural environment and 
development history. The concept of liPattern Areas," which roughly corresponds to the 
Portland watershed and stormwater system boundaries, emphasizes the need to tailor land use 
and infrastructure plans to local conditions. This useful concept moves the Comprehensive Plan 
past an outdated one-size-fits-all planning philosophy, which, in some cases, has proven to be 
costly and ineffective. These policies also provide a basis for proposed changes to the 
Comprehensive Plan Map in areas where steep slopes, poorly infiltrating soils, drainage 
problems, and/or risks of landslides or flooding make them difficult to develop and serve with 
infrastructure. We appreciate the careful analysis that Bureau of Planning and Sustainability 
used to develop these proposals and the intention to better match allowed development 

Bureau of Environmental Services 
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patterns to the realities of local conditions and the feasibility of providing infrastructure 
services. Their work is consistent with analysis done by Environmental Services early in the 
Comprehensive Plan process to determine where additional development could potentially 
contribute to local problems with drainage, streams and/or infrastructure. 

Growing 'and Greening Centers and COrridors 

Environmental Services supports the Proposed Comprehensive Plan's emphasis on centers and 
corridors as places to focus growth, create connections between communities, and provide the 
greatest concentrations of private goods and public services. 

Stormwater from rights of way is a major source of polluted runoff that the City of Portland is 
obligated to manage and mitigate. Unmanaged impervious areas associated with existing 
private development also contribute to stormwater challenges. New development or 
redevelopment in centers and corridors can improve water quality and reduce impacts of 
impervious areas on our piped systems and local streams by triggering requirements for 
improvements for stormwater management and tree canopy. 

Thoughtful design of public rights of way and private development can also yield more 
attractive and functional places. Instructive examples include Mississippi Avenue's stormwater 
courtyards, the Hollywood District's rain gardens, and South Waterfront's ecoroofs, green 
streets, and parks. Green street curb extensions on Clay Street and Division Street add to the 
distinctiveness of these areas, while also making busy streets safer for bicyclists and 
pedestrians to cross. These kinds of mUlti-purpose improvements can reduce overall costs 
related to project design and construction, while maximizing public benefits. 

In Chapter 3: Urban Form, the policies and Urban Form Diagram further support the greening of 
corridors by forwarding a key strategy of the Portland Plan - a network of Habitat Corridors, 
City Greenways and Civic Corridors that work together to connect people to neighborhood 
destinations and nature, while improving conditions for water and wildlife. The Portland Plan's 
Guiding Policies calls for Habitat Corridors, City Greenways and Civic Corridors to be the spine 
of Portland's civic, transportation and green infrastructure systems to enhance public safety, 
livability and watershed health, and catalyze private investment and support livability. The 
Comprehensive Plan Update provides an opportunity to create truly distinctive corridors in 
Portland, through intentional and coordinated planning and implementation. 

Greening strategies are especially important for Civic Corridors. Today, many of these busy 
transit streets are noisy, hot, and difficult (if not dangerous) for pedestrians to cross. Air quality, 
water quality, and other factors are impacted by these high-traffic streets, affecting human and 
environmental health, and neighborhood livability. 

While the Proposed Comprehensive Plan calls for Civic Corridors to incorporate green 
infrastructure and be models of ecologically-sensitive design, the policy language does not 
reflect the Portland Plan's strong emphasiS on landscaping and trees to distinguish Civic 
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Corridors from other streets and to make them healthier, more attractive places for residents, 
businesses and active transportation. 

Because future growth and public investments will be focused along corridors, we suggest the 
following revisions to ensure that Civic Corridors transform into special places where people 
want to live, work, shop and gather: 

Suggested revisions: 

1. 	 Revise the Civic Corridors policy to be consistent with the Portland Plan's Guiding 
Policies: 

Policy 3.38 Integrated land use and mobility. Enhance Civic Corridors as 
distinctive places that are madels ofecological urban design, with transit
supportive densities of housing and employment extensive vegetation and tree 
canopYt and high-quality transit service and pedestrian and bicycle facilities thef 
are FRodels a/ecological",' sensiti~'e urban design. 

2. 	 As part of early implementation of the Comprehensive Plan, convene the relevant 
bureaus to ensure that the policies for Civic Corridors, City Greenways and Habitat 
Corridors are integrated into City plans and specific projects. 

Ecot'lomic Development and Watershed Health 

Environmental Services supports the Proposed Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies 
regarding the connection between Portland's economic and environmental health: 

• 	 GoaI6.A: Prosperity .... A strong economy that is keeping up with population growth and 
attracting resources and talent can: 

o 	 .., Support a healthy environment... 
• 	 Policy 6.45 Clean, safe, and green. Encourage improvements to the cleanliness, safety, 

and ecological performance of industrial development and freight corridors by 
facilitation adoption of market feasible new technology and design. 

• 	 Policy 6.46 Industrial growth and watershed health. Facilitate concurrent strategies to 
protect and improve industrial capacity and watershed health in the Portland Harbor 
and Columbia Corridor areas. 

Environmental Services also supports Chapter 6: Economic Development policies related to 
brownfield redevelopment: 

• 	 Policy 6.14 Brownfield redevelopment. Cleanup and redevelop 60 percent of brownfield 
acreage by 2035. 

• 	 Policy 6.39 Industrial brownfield redevelopment. Provide incentives, technical 

assistance and direct support to overcome financial-feasibility gaps to enable 

remediation and redevelopment of brownfields for industrial growth. 
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During the development of the Proposed Comprehensive Plan, members of the Economic 
Development Policy Expert Group identified brownfield clean up and redevelopment as a key 
strategy for helping meet Portland's projected needs for industrial land. Brownfield cleanup 
provides additional public benefits by reducing the risk of pollution entering Portland's water 
bodies. 

Green Infrastructure and Industrial Development 

Chapter 6: Economic Development calls for strict protection of industrial land from potential 
conversion to other uses. Environmental Services agrees that it is important to prevent the 
conversion of industrial lands to commercial or residential uses. However, Sub-policy 6.36.b. 
Prime Industrial Land Retention, calls for limiting the conversion of industrial land through 
"public land acquisition for non-industrial uses... " This, and related policies, need to be 
simplified or clarified in order to ensure that these policies are not intended to apply to green 
infrastructure projects. The following example illustrates the confusion that can arise around 
Environmental Services' investments in industrial areas: 

In the Columbia Corridor, stormwater is discharged into the Columbia Slough, which has 
significant water quality issues that the City of Portland is required to address. To help manage 
stormwater runoff and improve water quality in the slough, Environmental Services protects 
and restores wetlands and other natural areas. For example, the Mason Flats area treats 
stormwater from 600 acres of development and roadways, while also providing wildlife habitat 
and other benefits. This critical part of our municipal stormwater infrastructure looks and 
functions like a natural area or an Open Space use. Stormwater management approaches like 
this are necessary to address existing runoff and to facilitate new industrial development. 
Without clarifying the policies, confusion is likely to arise about whether or not a project like 
Mason Flats is appropriate on industrial land. 

This problem could be addressed by simplifying the policies to remove repetition and provide 
more general direction, consistent with policies found in other chapters. For example, Policies 
6.50: Public facilities and land acquisition, and 7.8: Land acquisition priorities and coordination, 
both relate to how the City of Portland manages its acquisition programs in industrial areas, yet 
there are already several policies and sub-policies about how to protect industrial lands through 
planning processes. 

Suggested revisions: 

1. 	 Simplify the policies regarding retention of industrial land so they focus on the 
desired outcome - maximizing use of existing land and minimizing loss of land to 
other uses: 

Policy 6.36 Prime industrial land retention. Protect the multimodal freight-hub 
industrial districts at the Portland Harbor, Columbia Corridor, and Brooklyn Yard 
as prime industrial land (see Figure 6-1) that is prioritizedfor long-term 
retention,} 
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&.6&.8, Strictly timit quasi judfclaf Comprehensive Pian Map amendments that 
convert prime industrial land and consider the potentia! for amendments to 

otherwise diminIsh the economic competitiveness or wobility o/prime industria! 
kmtJ.: 

&.6&'8. Limit conversion ofpr,ime industria! land through tand use plans, 
regulations, or public tand acquisition for non industrial uses, especially lami that 
can be used by ri'ler dependent and river related industrio/ uses. 

6.6&.9. Strive to offset the reduction of development capacity as needed, with 
additionaJ prime industria! capacity that includes consideration 0/ comparable 
site characteristics. 

2. 	 Add a policy to Chapter 8: Public Facilities that promotes coordination between 
bureaus regarding public land acquisition to ensure consistency with City goals and 
policies and to make effective use of public resources. 

3. 	 Delete overlapping policies 6.50 and 7.8. 

P9HE'I &.SO PW8liEjaEilities ang faRg 8EElwisiti9R. Limit the use ofprlme .'ndustrial 
landfor parks or other non Industria! pubJic jecffities. 

P9liGf 7.8 LElRg ElEElwi&iti9R flri9rities 8Rg E99nJ.iRati9R. Malnta.'n a prioritiled !!st 
of natural resource t;'f3es, target areas, or properties desirable j<Jr pubUc 
acquisition to sl:Jpport l-ong term natum! resource projection, and estabUsh a 
process for coordinating acql:Jisition with other programs inc!udfng strategies to 
maintain employment l-ang copacity, programs to protect water quaJ..ity, and 
pmgrams to reduce exposure to flooding h81ards. 

4. 	 As part of Bureau of Planning and Sustainability's implementation of the 
Comprehensive Plan Update, consider revisions to the Zoning Code that recognize 
the public utility function of stormwater management facilities, including green 
infrastructure facilities. 

5. 	 Because the Willamette and Columbia Rivers provide critical habitat for ESA-listed 
salmonids, migratory birds and other sensitive species, industrial land retention 
policies should work in tandem with environmental policies that call for protecting 
and enhancing habitat for native fish and wildlife. 

6. 	 Simplify Policy 6.17 regarding regulatory climate so that it focuses on how 
development review process should work, rather than prescribing specific actions. 
As worded, sub-policies lib" and " C" describe current development review processes 
and sub-policy lie" could give the incorrect impression that the City considers its 
regulatory obligations for clean water and the ESA to be less important than our 
economic development goals. 

Bureau of Environmental Services 
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Policy 6.17 Regulatory climote. Provide clear, fair, timely, cost-proportionate, 
and coordinated development review processes Improve developmeRt re~lfeVi 

processes ond regl:J-Iations to encouroge predictability and support local and 
equitable employment growth and encourage business retention:J incll:J-ding: 

9,17.&. Assess and monitor cl:J-ml:J-Iative regl:J-latory costs to ensl:J-re that 

P.ortland is finonciaf..iy competitive with other comparable cities. 

9.17.9. Promote certaintyfor new deve!opment throl:J-gh appropriate 

aUawed I:J-ses and "dear and objective" standards to permit typ.<co! 

development types withol:J-t a discretfonary review. 

9.17.,. Allow discretionary review as a way to fociJ.ftotej/exihle and 

innovative approaches to meet reql:J-irements. 

(j.,17.EJ.. Design and monitor development review processes to ovoid 

I:J-nnecessary delays. 

(;.,17.6. Promote cost effective compl.fance IAlithfederol and state 
mandates, prodl:J-ctive intergovernmental coord-lnation, and avoid 

dl:J-pJicative procedl:J-res when City policies can he achieved throl:J-gh other 
means. 

Puplic 1\Qf!SS tChtt\e WUlat'1)ette River 

Environmental Services supports policies that promote increased public access to the 
Willamette River. With the completion of the construction of the Combined Sewer Overflow 
Controls (the Big Pipes), a major source of pollution is reduced and Portlanders have a greater 
interest in boating, swimming and other water-based recreation. During the Portland Plan and 
Comprehensive Plan public outreach, Portlanders conSistently asked for more river access. 
Environmental Services supports the policies cited below to provide access to the rivers. While 
we recognize the need to consider public safety, marine-dependent industry, and habitat 
restoration, public access within each of the Willamette River's main reaches should also be a 
priority of the Comprehensive Plan. 

Suggested revision: 

Policy 3.60 Recreation. Improve conditions along and within the WiJlamette and 
Columbia rivers for a diverse mix of recreational users and activities. Designate and 
invest in strategically-located sites along the length of Portland's riverfronts for passive 
or active recreational activities that are compatible with nearby land uses, historically 
and culturally important sites, and significant habitat, fish, and wildlife. 

Bureau of Environmental Services 
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Retain: 

Policy 7.26 Access to nature. Promote equitable, safe, and weI/-designed physical and 
visual access to nature for aI/ Portlanders.. while also protecting significant natural 
resources, fish, and wildlife. Provide access to major natural features, including: 

• 	 Water bodies, such as the Willamette and Columbia rivers, Smith and 
Bybee Lakes, creeks, streams, and sloughs. 

• 	 Major topographic features, such as the West Hills, Mt. Tabor, and the 
East Buttes. 

• Natural areas, such as Forest Park and Oaks Bottom. 


Comment: 


Economic Development Policy 6.37 supports the important role ofthe riverfront for 
economic purposes. However, it should not preclude some public access to the river
visual and physical access - at appropriate locations within the industrial waterfront. 

Policy 6.37 Harbor access lands. Limit use of harbor access lands to river- or rail 
dependent or related industrial land uses due to the unique and necessary infrastructure 
and site characteristics of harbor access lands for river dependent industrial uses. 

West Hayden tsland 

The Proposed Comprehensive Plan will guide the development of West Hayden Island, if it is 
annexed into the City of Portland. As such, it must set clear direction for improving both 
ecological and economic conditions. Considerable analysis and public deliberation informed the 
Planning and Sustainability Commission's recommendations to City Council in August 2013 
about the area's potential annexation. Unfortunately, the proposed Comprehensive Plan Map 
and Policies do not reflect the intent of these recommendations. 

Suggested revisions: 

1. 	 Add policy language to reflect that development of the island should result in 
improved ecological conditions compared to those that currently exist. 

Policy 6.41 West Hayden Island. Provide for the future annexation of West Hayden 
Island for a combination of open space and deep water marine industrial uses with 
supplemental requirements in a plan district or other implementation agreement 
that ensures mitigation of impacts and provision of public benefits. The annexation 
ordinance, future zoning, plan districts, and intergovernmental agreements will be 
used to: 

• 	 Allow no more than 300 acres for future deep water marine terminal and 
infrastructure development. 
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• 	 Permanently protect and enhance at least 500 acres as open space, to be 

managed primarily for the benefit of the regional ecosystem. 


• 	 Achieve a net ecological improvement over 2012 conditions (as detailed in the 
"West Havden Island Natural Resource Inventory" and the "West Hayden Island 
Forest Mitigation Fromework"L including floodplain-associated habitats and 
habitats for conservation priority species. 

2. 	 Revise the Proposed Comprehensive Plan Map to show the placement of the 
Employment and Open Space designations, consistent with the Planning and 
Sustainability Commission's Recommended Draft West Hayden Island Plan (August 
2013). 

3. 	 Provide the following information in the Commentary for the 2035 Comprehensive 
Plan - Proposed Draft, to clarify the legislative intent behind these proposals: 

Policy 6.41 provides direction intended to reflect the City Council Resolution 
36805 on West Hayden Island (July 2010) and the Planning and Sustainability 
Commission Recommended Droft West Hayden Island Plan (August 2013). 

The sub-policy specifies improvements to 'f'oodplain-associated habitats and 
habitats for conservation priority species" to clarify that ecological improvements 
should enhance functions that the island currently provides, and that any 
potential alterotions to the floodplain do not result in a loss offloodplain 
functions. 

A net gain means full replacement of aI/lost floodplain acreage, associated and 
supported floodplain habitats, ecological functions, and habitats for conservation 
priority species. Emphasis should be on at least full replacement of acreages with 
additional considerotion of temporol loss. Once full and complete replacement is 
achieved, any mitigation package would include additional efforts that produce a 
"net gain." 

For more information about the ecological conditions of the site and 
opportunities for mitigating and enhancing ecological functions on West Hayden 
Island, see the "West Hayden Island Naturol Resource Inventory" and the "West 
Hayden Island Forest Mitigation Framework," both completed in 2012. 
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From: Sarah Frumkin [mailto:sarah_frumkin@ddouglas.k12.or.us]  
Sent: Wednesday, November 05, 2014 3:37 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission 
Subject: Re: Comprehensive Plan feedback 
 
3228 SE 118th Ave, Portland, Or 97266 

  

 

 
 

My neighborhood has great character with old unique homes on large lots filled with Douglas 
Firs. With the infill of the last 20+ years, that character is becoming scarcer in East 
Portland.  Please consider including SE 118th between Division and Powell in the Portland 
Comprehensive plan as an area for reducing the density of the current zoning. 
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From:   Planning and Sustainability Commission
Sent:   Thursday, November 06, 2014 12:07 PM
To:     Kovacs, Madeline
Subject:        FW: Comments on Comp Plan

 
Julie Ocken
City of Portland
Bureau of Planning and Sustainability
1900 SW 4th Ave, Suite 7100
Portland, OR 97201
503-823-6041
www.portlandoregon.gov/bps
---------------------------------------------------------------
To help ensure equal access to City programs, services and activities, the City of Portland will provide translation, 
reasonably 
modify policies/procedures and provide auxiliary aids/services/alternative formats to persons with disabilities. For 
accommodations, translations, complaints, and additional information, contact me, City TTY 503-823-6868, or use 
Oregon Relay 
Service: 711.
---------------------------------------------------------------

From: James Gardner [mailto:jimdonnachamois@msn.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, November 05, 2014 6:27 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission 
Subject: Comments on Comp Plan

November 4, 2014 
  
Portland Planning and Sustainability Commission 
Comprehensive Plan Update 
1900 SW Fourth Avenue, Suite 7100 
Portland, OR 97201 
  
Dear Portland Planning and Sustainability Commission: 
  
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on Portland's Proposed Draft Comprehensive Plan. 
South Portland Neighborhood Association (SPNA) has reviewed and discussed the draft plan for 
several months. Our Land Use Committee on October 21 adopted the following comments 
regarding changes we request be incorporated into the plan. 
 
*       SPNA requests that the Bureau of Planning and Sustainability provide the details for the new 
mixed use zoning designations as soon as possible, and request the Planning and 
Sustainability Commission extend the official record and hold additional public hearings on 
the Comprehensive Plan for at least 90 days following the release of the provisions of the 
mixed use zones.
 
*       SPNA believes it is essential that the Comprehensive Plan contain policy language directing 
that the city establish zoning code parking requirements for multi-unit residential at a base 
level of one space per unit.  Code provisions can allow lower ratios (but never lower than 
one space per three units) only when there are permanent, effective programs encouraging 
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alternative modes.  Examples of such programs could be to provide Tri-Met passes as part 
of rent payments, or institute Residential Permit Parking program rules that charge 
significantly high fees for renters’ permits.
 
* SPNA supports retaining neighborhood associations’ role as Portland’s primary program for 
citizen involvement.  Language in the draft plan seems to ignore nearly 50 years of effective 
citizen participation by NAs promoting the livability of distinct communities. The 
Comprehensive Plan must maintain the current standing of Neighborhood Associations in 
planning, land use, and development processes. We ask that the draft plan add a Glossary 
definition of "Neighborhood Associations" as defined by geographic boundaries as 
established by the Neighborhood Associations and accepted by the city per city codes.
 
* SPNA is concerned about language in Policy 1.15 that states the updated Comprehensive 
Plan supersedes any goals or policies of a community, area or neighborhood plan that 
conflicts with goals or policies of this plan.
 
* SPNA supports identifying Barbur Concept Plan “nodes” for future transit stations, but we 
emphasize that Barbur at Gibbs was deliberately not a node identified in the BCP – and that 
Naito at Gibbs was.
 
* SPNA requests that the plan recognize the possibility of extending the streetcar to the 
Sellwood Bridge, and for this reason, the new Comp Plan should identify potential stations 
along Macadam.
 
* SPNA requests that the draft Comp Plan identify short term rentals as an issue that needs 
development of parking and traffic policies.
 
 
Please let us know if you have any questions about these recommendations. 
  
Sincerely,

Jim Gardner
Chair, SPNA Land Use Committee
 
2930 SW 2nd Ave 
Portland OR 97201 
503-227-2096
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From: Planning and Sustainability Commission
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 9:34 AM
To: Kovacs, Madeline
Subject: FW: Hayden Island

 
Julie Ocken
City of Portland
Bureau of Planning and Sustainability
1900 SW 4th Ave, Suite 7100
Portland, OR 97201
503-823-6041
www.portlandoregon.gov/bps
---------------------------------------------------------------
To help ensure equal access to City programs, services and activities, the City of Portland will provide translation, 
reasonably 
modify policies/procedures and provide auxiliary aids/services/alternative formats to persons with disabilities. For 
accommodations, translations, complaints, and additional information, contact me, City TTY 503-823-6868, or use 
Oregon Relay 
Service: 711.
---------------------------------------------------------------

From: Kathy Garrett [mailto:garrettcollegeconsulting@gmail.com]  
Sent: Thursday, November 06, 2014 5:32 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission 
Subject: Re: Hayden Island

4825 SE 44th Ave
Portland, OR 97206

Kathy Garrett

On Nov 5, 2014, at 2:24 PM, Planning and Sustainability Commission 
<psc@portlandoregon.gov> wrote:

Hello Kathy,
 
Thank you for your comments to the Planning and Sustainability Commission. So that I 
may forward your testimony to the commissioners and include it in the record, can you 
please email me your mailing address as is required for all testimony?
 
Thank you,
julie
 
 
 
Julie Ocken
City of Portland
Bureau of Planning and Sustainability
1900 SW 4th Ave, Suite 7100
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Portland, OR 97201
503-823-6041
www.portlandoregon.gov/bps
---------------------------------------------------------------
To help ensure equal access to City programs, services and activities, the City of Portland will provide 
translation, reasonably modify policies/procedures and provide auxiliary aids/services/alternative formats 
to persons with disabilities. For accommodations, translations, complaints, and additional information, 
contact me, City TTY 503-823-6868, or use Oregon Relay Service: 711.
---------------------------------------------------------------
 
From: Kathy Garrett [mailto:garrettcollegeconsulting@gmail.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, November 04, 2014 5:45 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission; Hales, Mayor; Commissioner Novick; 
Commissioner Fritz; Commissioner Saltzman; Commissioner Fish 
Subject: Hayden Island
 
Please do not destroy our wonderful natural areas (Hayden Island) in order to add 
more industrial land. We need to stop worshipping business and start taking care 
of people and our environment. There is lots of industrial land. Be creative and 
use some of that if we really need it. I am so disappointed that you are still 
considering destroying Hayden Island.
 
Kathy Garrett
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From:   Planning and Sustainability Commission
Sent:   Wednesday, November 12, 2014 11:53 AM
To:     Kovacs, Madeline
Subject:        FW: FW: Proposed Change #297 - Rezoning Broadmoor Golf Course

First one for the 2015 batch!

 
Julie Ocken
City of Portland
Bureau of Planning and Sustainability
1900 SW 4th Ave, Suite 7100
Portland, OR 97201
503-823-6041
www.portlandoregon.gov/bps
---------------------------------------------------------------
To help ensure equal access to City programs, services and activities, the City of Portland will provide translation, 
reasonably 
modify policies/procedures and provide auxiliary aids/services/alternative formats to persons with disabilities. For 
accommodations, translations, complaints, and additional information, contact me, City TTY 503-823-6868, or use 
Oregon Relay 
Service: 711.
---------------------------------------------------------------

From: Willow Campbell [mailto:willowdevin@gmail.com]  
Sent: Monday, November 10, 2014 5:23 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission 
Subject: Re: FW: Proposed Change #297 - Rezoning Broadmoor Golf Course

Hi Julie,
My mailing address is 4404 SE 35th Ave, Portland, Oregon 97202.
Please let me know if there is anything further you need.
Thank you,
Willow

On Wed, Nov 5, 2014 at 2:30 PM, Planning and Sustainability Commission 
<psc@portlandoregon.gov> wrote:
Hello Willow,
 
Thank you for your comments to the Planning and Sustainability Commission. So that I may forward 
your testimony to the commissioners and include it in the record, can you please email me your 
mailing address as is required for all testimony?
 
Thank you,
julie
 
 
Julie Ocken
City of Portland
Bureau of Planning and Sustainability
1900 SW 4th Ave, Suite 7100
Portland, OR 97201
503-823-6041
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www.portlandoregon.gov/bps
---------------------------------------------------------------
To help ensure equal access to City programs, services and activities, the City of Portland will provide translation, 
reasonably 
modify policies/procedures and provide auxiliary aids/services/alternative formats to persons with disabilities. For 
accommodations, translations, complaints, and additional information, contact me, City TTY 503-823-6868, or use 
Oregon 
Relay Service: 711.
---------------------------------------------------------------
 
From: PDX Comp Plan  
Sent: Wednesday, November 05, 2014 9:40 AM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission 
Subject: FW: Proposed Change #297 - Rezoning Broadmoor Golf Course
 
 
From: Willow Campbell [mailto:willowdevin@gmail.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, November 04, 2014 6:17 PM 
To: PDX Comp Plan 
Subject: Proposed Change #297 - Rezoning Broadmoor Golf Course
 
To the change committee,
 
I am gravely disappointed to learn that the City of Portland is considering change #297. As a 
Portland native and an environmental scientist and consultant, I adamantly oppose the 
rezoning to IG2-Medium Industrial. This unique urban habitat is imperative for countless 
numbers of species of plants, birds, fish and animals that are flourishing and returning to the 
region and rezoning and developing these lands could be detrimental to these species. 
Have we not learned lessons with our history of industrial development and pollutants and the 
impact they have on our environment?  If you need reminding, take a look at The Portland 
Harbor; it is a disastrous and costly mess both financially and environmentally. We don’t need 
another CERCLA stretch within our city limits and by adding more industry to a section of 
sensitive habitat, we are simply repeating previous mistakes not to mention going against the 
very values that the City claims to hold in high concern for its citizens. Rezoning a current Open 
Space to IG2-Medium Industrial is asinine when the City promotes green spaces and reclaiming 
natural areas from development.  Why create more industrial footprints when there are plenty 
of unused or underutilized locations to work with directly in that region? Why not focus on 
what are already impervious surfaces and developed land and not contribute to the exact 
opposite to what the City preaches? It simply doesn’t make sense. Please reconsider change 
#297.
 
Regards,
Willow Campbell
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From: Planning and Sustainability Commission
Sent: Tuesday, November 04, 2014 10:06 AM
To: Kovacs, Madeline
Subject: FW: SW Neighborhood Association

 
Julie Ocken
City of Portland
Bureau of Planning and Sustainability
1900 SW 4th Ave, Suite 7100
Portland, OR 97201
503-823-6041
www.portlandoregon.gov/bps
---------------------------------------------------------------
To help ensure equal access to City programs, services and activities, the City of Portland will provide translation, 
reasonably 
modify policies/procedures and provide auxiliary aids/services/alternative formats to persons with disabilities. For 
accommodations, translations, complaints, and additional information, contact me, City TTY 503-823-6868, or use 
Oregon Relay 
Service: 711.
---------------------------------------------------------------

From: ROBERT MUNFORD [mailto:rkmun2@msn.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, November 04, 2014 8:31 AM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission 
Cc: Hales, Mayor; Commissioner Fritz; Anderson, Susan; City Auditor Griffin-Valade; Commissioner Fish; 
Commissioner Saltzman; mnaLandUseCommittee@gmail.com 
Subject: SW Neighborhood Association

 
 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission 
psc@portlandoregon.gov
 
1900 SW Fourth Ave 
Portland, Oregon 97201-5380
 
Re: Requesting for Comment Period Extension and Additional Hearings
 
I am requesting that the record be left open to allow comments on the Proposed Draft 2035 
Comprehensive Plan for at least 90 days after the definitions of the mixed use zones and campus 
institutional zones have been made public.  Both the Multnomah Neighborhood Association and 
Southwest Neighborhoods Inc. have submitted similar requests.  Without the definitions and the 
deadline extension, the citizens and Neighborhood Associations will not be able to evaluate the 
impact of the new zoning designations.
 
I would also like to request that additional hearings on the Proposed Draft be scheduled, 
including one in Southwest Portland out of the central city.
 
Please add this to the record.
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Thank you,
 
Robert & Karyn Munford
2710 SW Troy St. 
Portland, OR 97219
 
 
 
cc: Mayor Charlie Hales, mayorcharliehales@portlandoregon.gov 
Amanda@portlandoregon.govCommissioner Amanda Fritz, 
Commissioner Nick Fish, nick@portlandoregon.gov
Commissioner Steve Novick, novick@portlandoregon.gov
Commissioner Dan Saltzman, dan@portlandoregon.gov
City Auditor, La Vonne Griffin-Valade, LaVonne@portlandoregon.gov
Susan Anderson, Susan.Anderson@PortlandOregon.gov
MNA Land Use Committee, mnaLandUseCommittee@gmail.com
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From:   Planning and Sustainability Commission
Sent:   Tuesday, November 04, 2014 10:06 AM
To:     Kovacs, Madeline
Subject:        FW: Multnomah Neighborhood

 
Julie Ocken
City of Portland
Bureau of Planning and Sustainability
1900 SW 4th Ave, Suite 7100
Portland, OR 97201
503-823-6041
www.portlandoregon.gov/bps
---------------------------------------------------------------
To help ensure equal access to City programs, services and activities, the City of Portland will provide translation, 
reasonably 
modify policies/procedures and provide auxiliary aids/services/alternative formats to persons with disabilities. For 
accommodations, translations, complaints, and additional information, contact me, City TTY 503-823-6868, or use 
Oregon Relay 
Service: 711.
---------------------------------------------------------------

From: ROBERT MUNFORD [mailto:rkmun2@msn.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, November 04, 2014 8:43 AM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission 
Cc: Hales, Mayor; Commissioner Fritz; Anderson, Susan; City Auditor Griffin-Valade; Commissioner Fish; 
Commissioner Saltzman; mnaLandUseCommittee@gmail.com 
Subject: Multnomah Neighborhood

 To: Planning and Sustainability Commission
psc@portlandoregon.gov
 
1900 SW Fourth Ave 
Portland, Oregon 97201-5380
 
Re: Multnomah Village as Neighborhood Corridor
I am requesting that the Planning and Sustainability Commission change the designation of 
Multnomah Village from a Neighborhood Center to a Neighborhood Corridor in the Draft 2035 
Comprehensive Plan. 
Multnomah Village is classified as a Mainstreet in the current Comprehensive Plan.  The 
Mainstreet designation had a prescribed depth of 180 feet which is consistent with the definition 
of a Neighborhood Corridor.  The Village is more linear in nature and thus the characteristics are 
better defined by the Neighborhood Corridor designation. The change would make the business 
district of the Village contained within the Neighborhood Corridor designations of the 
intersection of Multnomah Boulevard and Capital Highway. 
If the Village were designated a Neighborhood Center with a ½-mile radius, it would overlap 
with the boundaries of the two adjacent town centers (Hillsdale and West Portland) leaving little 
room for the existing single-family zoning. According to the BPS, the number of households 
projected to be located in the Village in 2035 is less than zoned for in the current plan.  The BPS 
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has projected a 28% increase in capacity in Multnomah Neighborhood’s corridors through the 
Mixed Use zoning project, thus there is no need for the Neighborhood Center designation.  The 
Neighborhood Corridor designation better fits the design and character of the Village.
Both the Multnomah Neighborhood Association and Southwest Neighborhoods Inc. have 
submitted requests to change the designation to Neighborhood Corridor.
Please add this to the record.
Thank you,
Robert and Karyn Munford
2710 SW Troy St
Portland, OR 97219
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From:   Planning and Sustainability Commission
Sent:   Tuesday, November 04, 2014 10:07 AM
To:     Kovacs, Madeline
Subject:        FW: Environmental concerns for planned rezoning

 
Julie Ocken
City of Portland
Bureau of Planning and Sustainability
1900 SW 4th Ave, Suite 7100
Portland, OR 97201
503-823-6041
www.portlandoregon.gov/bps
---------------------------------------------------------------
To help ensure equal access to City programs, services and activities, the City of Portland will provide translation, 
reasonably 
modify policies/procedures and provide auxiliary aids/services/alternative formats to persons with disabilities. For 
accommodations, translations, complaints, and additional information, contact me, City TTY 503-823-6868, or use 
Oregon Relay 
Service: 711.
---------------------------------------------------------------

From: ROBERT MUNFORD [mailto:rkmun2@msn.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, November 04, 2014 9:05 AM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission 
Cc: Hales, Mayor; Commissioner Fritz; Anderson, Susan; City Auditor Griffin-Valade; Commissioner Fish; 
Commissioner Saltzman; mnaLandUseCommittee@gmail.com 
Subject: Environmental concerns for planned rezoning

To: Planning and Sustainability Commission
psc@portlandoregon.gov
1900 SW Fourth Ave.
Portland, Oregon 97201-5380
 
Re: Environmental Zone Regulation Plans 
       Proposed Draft 2035 Comprehensive Plan 
 
I am requesting that Policies 8.9 through 8.17 (listed below) of the current Comprehensive Plan 
be added to Chapter 7, Environmental and Watershed Health, of the Proposed Draft 2035 
Comprehensive Plan and that the existing environmental zone plans referenced in these policies 
be in full force and effect after the 2035 Comprehensive Plan is adopted.
Both the Multnomah Neighborhood Association and Southwest Neighborhoods Inc. have 
submitted similar requests.
Please add this to the record.
Thank you,
Robert and Karyn Munford
2710 SW Troy St
Portland, OR 97219
 
 

Ord. 187832 Vol. 2.3.G, page 16349



POLICIES & OBJECTIVES—LAND RESOURCES:
8.9 Open Space
Protect Portland Parks, cemeteries and golf courses through an Open Space designation on the
Comprehensive Plan Map.
8.10 Drainageways
Regulate development within identified drainageways for the following multiple objectives.
Objectives:
A. Stormwater runoff
Conserve and enhance drainageways for the purpose of containing and regulating stormwater
runoff.
B. Water quality and quantity
Protect, enhance, and extend vegetation along drainageways to maintain and improve the quality
and quantity of water.
C. Wildlife
Conserve and enhance the use of drainageways where appropriate as wildlife corridors which 
allow
the passage of wildlife between natural areas and throughout the city, as well as providing 
wildlife
habitat characteristics including food, water, cover, breeding, nesting, resting, or wintering areas.
8.11 Special Areas
Recognize unique land qualities and adopt specific planning objectives for special areas.
Objectives:
A. Balch Creek Watershed
Protect and preserve fishery, wildlife, flood control, and other natural resource values of the 
Balch
Creek Watershed through the application of special development standards and approval criteria 
in
the environmental overlay zones.
B. East Buttes, Terraces and Wetlands
Conserve wildlife, forest and water resource values and the unique geology of East Portland
through implementation of the East Buttes, Terraces and Wetlands Conservation Plan.
C. Fanno Creek Watershed
Conserve fishery, wildlife, flood control, and water quantity and quality values of the Fanno 
Creek
Watershed through implementation of the Fanno Creek and Tributaries Conservation Plan.
D. Johnson Creek Basin
Protect and preserve the scenic, recreation, fishery, wildlife, flood control, water quality, and 
other
natural resource values of the Johnson Creek basin through application of environmental overlay
zones and implementation of the Johnson Creek Basin Protection Plan.
E. Northwest Hills
Protect and preserve forest, wildlife and watershed resources through implementation of the
Northwest Hills Natural Areas Protection Plan.
F. Skyline West
Conserve wildlife, forest and water resource values of the Skyline planning area through
implementation of the Skyline West Conservation Plan.
G. Southwest Hills
Protect and preserve fish and wildlife, forest, and water resources through implementation of the
Southwest Hills Resources Protection Plan.
H. The Willamette River Greenway.
Protect and preserve the natural and economic qualities of lands along the Willamette River 
through
implementation of the city’s Willamette River Greenway Plan.
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I. Portland International Airport
Conserve, restore, and enhance natural resource values through environmental zoning, voluntary
strategies, and the implementation of special development standards in the plan district and the
Portland International Airport/Middle Columbia Slough Natural Resources Management Plan.
 

8.12 National Flood Insurance Program
Retain qualification in the National Flood Insurance Program through implementation of a full 
range of
floodplain management measures.
8.13 Natural Hazards
Control the density of development in areas of natural hazards consistent with the provisions of 
the
City’s Building Code, Chapter 70, the Floodplain Ordinance and the Subdivision Ordinance.
8.14 Natural Resources
Conserve significant natural and scenic resource sites and values through a combination of 
programs
which involve zoning and other land use controls, purchase, preservation, intergovernmental
coordination, conservation, and mitigation. Balance the conservation of significant natural 
resources
with the need for other urban uses and activities through evaluation of economic, social, 
environmental,
and energy consequences of such actions.
Objectives:
A. Acquisition Program for Significant Resources
Prepare and maintain a long-range list of properties, in order of priority, desirable for public
acquisition in order to insure long term natural resource conservation. Actively solicit donations 
of
property or easements to protect and enhance identified resources.
B. Intergovernmental Coordination
Notify and coordinate programs with affected local, state, and federal regulatory agencies of
development proposals within natural resource areas.
C. Impact Avoidance
Where practical, avoid adverse impacts to significant natural and scenic resources.
D. Mitigation
Where adverse impacts cannot be practicably avoided, require mitigation or other means of
preservation of important natural resource values. The following order of locational and resource
preference applies to mitigation:
(1) On the site of the resource subject to impact, with the same kind of resource;
(2) Off-site, with the same kind of resource;
(3) On-site, with a different kind of resource;
(4) Off-site, with a different kind of resource.
E. Soil Erosion Control
Protect natural resources where appropriate from sediment and other forms of pollution through 
the
use of vegetation, erosion control measures during construction, settling ponds, and other 
structural
and non-structural means.
F. Pruning to Maintain and Enhance Views
Actively manage the pruning and cutting of trees and shrubs on public lands or on non-public 
areas
with scenic designations to maintain and enhance scenic views which may be impacted by
vegetation.
G. Improving Turnouts along Scenic Routes and at Viewpoints
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Improve and maintain turnouts along scenic corridors and at identified viewpoints throughout
Portland.
H. Bike and Pedestrian Routes
Enhance the value and beauty of Portland’s bicycle and pedestrian routes by locating them to 
take
advantage of significant viewpoints, scenic sites, and scenic corridors.
I. Consideration of Scenic Resources in Street Vacations
Require the preservation and maintenance of existing and potential view corridors and 
viewpoints
when approving street vacations. Require view easements within or near street vacations where
access to viewpoints or view corridors is desired.
J. Consideration of Scenic Resources in Planning Process
Ensure that master plans and other planning efforts include preservation and enhancement of
significant scenic resources.
 

K. Enhancing View Corridors
Improve the appearance of views along designated view corridors by placing utility lines
underground.
8.15 Wetlands/Riparian/Water Bodies Protection
Conserve significant wetlands, riparian areas, and water bodies which have significant functions 
and
values related to flood protection, sediment and erosion control, water quality, groundwater 
recharge
and discharge, education, vegetation, and fish and wildlife habitat. Regulate development within
significant water bodies, riparian areas, and wetlands to retain their important functions and 
values.
Objectives:
A. Wetland/water body Buffer
Conserve significant riparian, wetland, and water body natural resources through the designation
and protection of transition areas between the resource and other urban development and 
activities.
Restrict non-water dependent or non-water related development within the riparian area.
B. Water Quality
Maintain and improve the water quality of significant wetlands and water bodies through design 
of
stormwater drainage facilities.
C. Stormwater and Flood Control
Conserve stormwater conveyance and flood control functions and values of significant riparian
areas within identified floodplains, water bodies, and wetlands.
D. Fish
Balch Creek cutthroat trout will be maintained in a range at least as extensive as their range in 
1987
and at a population of at least 2,000.
8.16 Uplands Protection
Conserve significant upland areas and values related to wildlife, aesthetics and visual 
appearance, views
and sites, slope protection, and groundwater recharge. Encourage increased vegetation, 
additional
wildlife habitat areas, and expansion and enhancement of undeveloped spaces in a manner 
beneficial to
the city and compatible with the character of surrounding urban development.
Objectives:
A. Wetland/water body Buffer
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Provide protection to significant wetland and water body natural resources through designation 
of
significant upland areas as a buffer between the resource and other urban development and
activities.
B. Slope Protection and Drainage
Protect slopes from erosion and landslides through the retention and use of vegetation, building
code regulations, erosion control measures during construction, and other means.
C. Wildlife Corridors
Conserve and enhance drainageways and linear parkways which have value as wildlife corridors
connecting parks, open spaces, and other large wildlife habitat areas, and to increase the variety 
and
quantity of desirable wildlife throughout urban areas.
8.17 Wildlife
Conserve significant areas and encourage the creation of new areas which increase the variety 
and
quantity of fish and wildlife throughout the urban area in a manner compatible with other urban
development and activities.
Objectives:
A. Natural resource areas
Regulate activities in natural resource areas which are deemed to be detrimental to the provision 
of
food, water, and cover for fish and wildlife.
B. City-wide
Encourage the creation or enhancement of fish and wildlife habitat throughout the city.
C. City Parks
Protect existing habitat and, where appropriate, incorporate new fish and wildlife habitat 
elements
into park plans and landscaping.
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From:   Planning and Sustainability Commission
Sent:   Tuesday, November 04, 2014 10:07 AM
To:     Kovacs, Madeline
Subject:        FW: Proposed rezoning of corner lots

 
Julie Ocken
City of Portland
Bureau of Planning and Sustainability
1900 SW 4th Ave, Suite 7100
Portland, OR 97201
503-823-6041
www.portlandoregon.gov/bps
---------------------------------------------------------------
To help ensure equal access to City programs, services and activities, the City of Portland will provide translation, 
reasonably 
modify policies/procedures and provide auxiliary aids/services/alternative formats to persons with disabilities. For 
accommodations, translations, complaints, and additional information, contact me, City TTY 503-823-6868, or use 
Oregon Relay 
Service: 711.
---------------------------------------------------------------

From: ROBERT MUNFORD [mailto:rkmun2@msn.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, November 04, 2014 9:10 AM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission 
Cc: Hales, Mayor; Commissioner Fritz; Anderson, Susan; City Auditor Griffin-Valade; Commissioner Fish; 
Commissioner Saltzman; mnaLandUseCommittee@gmail.com 
Subject: Proposed rezoning of corner lots

To: Planning and Sustainability Commission
psc@portlandoregon.gov
1900 SW Fourth Ave 
Portland, Oregon 97201-5380
 
Re: Corner Lot Development
I am requesting that the specific language shown below be removed from the 
general description of land use designations on page GP10-8 the Proposed Draft 
2035 Comprehensive Plan:
Land use designations - Amendment
The Comprehensive Plan is one of the Comprehensive Plan’s implementation tools.  The Map includes land use 
designations, which are used to carry out the Comprehensive Plan.  The land use designation that best implements 
the plan is applied to each area of the city.  This section contains descriptions of the land use designations.  Each 
designation generally includes:
*       Type of place or Pattern Area for which the designation is intended.
*       General use and intensity expected within the area.  In some cases, the alternative 
development options allowed in single-dwelling residential zones (e.g. duplexes and 
attached houses on corner lots; accessory dwelling units) may allow additional residential 
units beyond the general density described below.
*       Level of public services provided or planned.
*      Level of constraint.

Ord. 187832 Vol. 2.3.G, page 16354



 

I am also requesting that Section 33.110.240.E of the zoning code, that allows 
corner lots that are zoned RS or R7 to be rezoned to R2.5 if they are larger than 
50 feet by 110 feet, be removed from the zoning code associated with the 
Proposed Draft 2035 Comprehensive Plan.
The Multnomah Neighborhood Association and Southwest Neighborhoods Inc. 
have submitted similar requests.
Please add this to the record.
Thank you,
Robert and Karyn Munford
2710 SW Troy St
Portland, OR 97219
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From: Planning and Sustainability Commission
Sent: Tuesday, November 04, 2014 10:48 AM
To: Kovacs, Madeline
Subject: FW: Comprehensive Plan and zoning in SW

 
Julie Ocken
City of Portland
Bureau of Planning and Sustainability
1900 SW 4th Ave, Suite 7100
Portland, OR 97201
503-823-6041
www.portlandoregon.gov/bps
---------------------------------------------------------------
To help ensure equal access to City programs, services and activities, the City of Portland will provide translation, 
reasonably 
modify policies/procedures and provide auxiliary aids/services/alternative formats to persons with disabilities. For 
accommodations, translations, complaints, and additional information, contact me, City TTY 503-823-6868, or use 
Oregon Relay 
Service: 711.
---------------------------------------------------------------

From: Jacob Grady [mailto:grady.jacob@gmail.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, November 04, 2014 10:46 AM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission 
Subject: Comprehensive Plan and zoning in SW

To whom it may concern,
We live at 5505 SW Brugger st. in the Ashcreek neighborhood where the proposed rezoning 
would take place.  We have a wonderfully wooded backyard and have no intention of 
subdividing our lot.  While we have no intention of subdividing, the very ability to do so makes 
our lot that much more valuable.  The proposed rezoning plan appears to be nothing more than a 
Taking of privately owned land.  Many neighbors on my side of the street (north side) are not 
happy with the proposed rezoning.  Again, not that we all want to have our lots further developed 
but that it would seriously effect the value of OUR land. 
As for natural disasters, there is a litany of regulation that exists already that controls erosion and 
tree removal.  I know this because I am in the process of building a garage behind our house and 
we have had to engineer every last thing for our foundation, plant grass, install straw waddles 
and indicate where all existing trees are located.  All that to say, this rezoning in the fear of a 
natural disaster seems like nothing more than a thinly veiled attempt to implement imminent 
domain.  
Please reconsider how this is going to financially impact families in these proposed areas (where 
I might add, we already pay an ungodly amount of property tax).
Jacob Grady 
971-400-7909
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From: Planning and Sustainability Commission
Sent: Tuesday, November 04, 2014 11:45 AM
To: Kovacs, Madeline
Subject: FW: Comprehensive Plan Testimony: Broadmoor Golf Course

 
Julie Ocken
City of Portland
Bureau of Planning and Sustainability
1900 SW 4th Ave, Suite 7100
Portland, OR 97201
503-823-6041
www.portlandoregon.gov/bps
---------------------------------------------------------------
To help ensure equal access to City programs, services and activities, the City of Portland will provide translation, 
reasonably 
modify policies/procedures and provide auxiliary aids/services/alternative formats to persons with disabilities. For 
accommodations, translations, complaints, and additional information, contact me, City TTY 503-823-6868, or use 
Oregon Relay 
Service: 711.
---------------------------------------------------------------

From: PDX Comp Plan  
Sent: Tuesday, November 04, 2014 11:40 AM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission 
Subject: FW: Comprehensive Plan Testimony: Broadmoor Golf Course

Sara Wright
p:  (503) 823-7728

From: Karli Dahl [mailto:karldahl@pdx.edu]  
Sent: Tuesday, November 04, 2014 10:17 AM 
To: PDX Comp Plan 
Subject: Comprehensive Plan Testimony: Broadmoor Golf Course

Hello, 

This email is written in opposition of the proposed change # 297 to rezone a section of the 
Broadmoor Golf Course to IG2-Industrial. The Buffalo Slough and the Broadmoor Golf Course are special 
habitat areas, deserving extra protection and preservation. Please do not destroy this special place for 
wildlife. Vital wetlands are within this area that, too, are more important than the proposed 
industrialization. 

Thank You.

Karli Dahl

4814 SE 28th Avenue #294
Portland, OR
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From:   Planning and Sustainability Commission
Sent:   Tuesday, November 04, 2014 11:45 AM
To:     Kovacs, Madeline
Subject:        FW: Comprehensive Plan and TSP Comments

 
Julie Ocken
City of Portland
Bureau of Planning and Sustainability
1900 SW 4th Ave, Suite 7100
Portland, OR 97201
503-823-6041
www.portlandoregon.gov/bps
---------------------------------------------------------------
To help ensure equal access to City programs, services and activities, the City of Portland will provide translation, 
reasonably 
modify policies/procedures and provide auxiliary aids/services/alternative formats to persons with disabilities. For 
accommodations, translations, complaints, and additional information, contact me, City TTY 503-823-6868, or use 
Oregon Relay 
Service: 711.
---------------------------------------------------------------

From: PDX Comp Plan  
Sent: Tuesday, November 04, 2014 11:40 AM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission 
Subject: FW: Comprehensive Plan and TSP Comments

From: Keith Liden [mailto:keith.liden@gmail.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, November 04, 2014 9:45 AM 
To: PDX Comp Plan 
Subject: Comprehensive Plan and TSP Comments

The city could make it easier to submit comments than the Map App, which is set up for people to make very 
specific comments and project recommendations.  So I’m submitting my more general comments here.  If this is 
not the “proper” place, please forward them to the appropriate staff and the Planning and Sustainability 
Commission.  I have been involved in the plan amendment process as a member of the Networks PEG and now the 
TSP TEG, but these comments represent my personal views.  Thanks.

Keith Liden
4021 SW 36th Place
Portland, OR 97221
503.757.5501

General Comment
I find the plan to generally be a well-crafted document with lots of positive changes from the current 
Comprehensive Plan.  I do agree with the observations of several TSP TEG members that in some cases, the policy 
language is too “wishy-washy” with terms like “encourage,” “support”, etc.   

Chapter 1: The Plan and Guiding Principles (p. GP1-1)  
This contains a bullet list regarding the intent of the plan.  The last bullet acknowledges the importance of 
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"consistency and coordination among agencies."  This is fine, but it needs to include coordination between city 
bureaus.  Generally speaking, the plan assumes coordination is occurring between city bureaus when all too often 
quite the opposite is true.  This has often hampered progress in providing active transportation facilities in a timely 
and cost-effective way.  I can provide over 10 examples in SW Portland along where coordination has been poor 
and bike/pedestrian improvement opportunities lost.

Policy 1.1 Comprehensive Plan (p. GP1-5) talks about plan maintenance.  It needs to stress adopting modal and 
other plans promptly and not letting them languish for years as "unofficial" city documents of limited 
influence.  An example is the Portland Bicycle Plan for 2030, which was completed in early 2010, and is still not 
adopted or officially recognized.  It will practically need an update before it is finally adopted as an official part of 
the TSP and Comprehensive Plan.

Chapter 3: Urban Form
Policy 3.20 (p. GP3-10) should refer to "… the region's multi-modal transportation hub…"

Figure 3-2 (p. GP3-26) is difficult to interpret.  Can corridors have more than one designation, such as civic corridor 
and freight corridor?  Also, the titles for this figure and Figure 3-3 are reversed.

Figure 3-5 (p. 3-29) doesn't include any "enhanced greenway corridors” in SW Portland.  Why?  This seems 
particularly strange given the description of SW Portland as having lots of green, ravines, hills, natural areas, 
etc.  Terwilliger would appear to be an ideal candidate, for example.

Chapter 5: Housing
Policies 5.23 - 5.38 (pp. GP5-9 - GP5-11) cover various aspects of housing affordability, but they don't cover the 
cost of transportation and the importance of providing low-cost transportation alternatives, such as bicycling, 
walking, and transit.  Policies under Health and Safety begin to address this, but not completely, in my opinion.

Chapter 6: Economic Development
Policy 6.42 (p. GP6-14) refers to "multi-modal freight corridors."  What does this mean?

Chapter 7:  Environment and Watershed Health
Earlier, I had objected to the chapter title of “Watershed Health and the Environment” because it implied that 
watershed health was the most important and the other environmental issues, including air quality, green house 
gas emissions, were secondary.  Although the title ordering has been reversed, I continue to be concerned that 
watershed health trumps other environmental objectives in practice.  A couple years ago, I brought the issue to 
the attention of the city and BAC.  BES storm water quality requirements essentially make it much more difficult 
and costly to provide bike lanes because widening a street is considered "bad" and subject to water quality 
requirements.  This often makes such improvements cost-prohibitive.  SW Capitol Hwy. is an example of a city-
sponsored project, and the Walgreens and Safeway developments on Barbur Blvd. are private development 
examples where bike lanes were not provided (in spite of TSP policy and mapped designations), largely due to the 
associated storm water requirements.  Now, the intersections are permanently compromised for safe bicycle use.

Policy 7.12 State and Federal Coordination (p. GP7-8) should be modified to emphasize inter-bureau coordination 
and cooperation.

Policy 7.24 Impervious surfaces (p. GP7-11) should be modified to acknowledge that impervious surfaces to 
promote active transportation are environmentally beneficial and deserving of a more balanced and flexible 
approach.

Chapter 8: Public Facilities and Services
Policy 8.7 Internal coordination (p. GP8-11) notes the importance of internal city agency and bureau coordination 
“as appropriate.”  When would this not be appropriate?  This needs to be emphasized as a major theme in the plan 
especially in this time of dwindling resources.  The city needs to stop wasting money due to uncoordinated public 
improvement projects.  An example: BES recently finished intersection improvements along Terwilliger (at SW 7th 
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and SW Chestnut, which are 200+ feet apart) to address storm water issues.  Between these streets, the SB bike 
lane on Terwilliger drops creating a serious gap, which has been identified for years.  So although the city had the 
right-of-way, crews and equipment on-site to close this bike lane gap (and the urging of several SW residents well 
before the project started), it did not.  To make matters worse, the new sidewalk at 7th will need to be partially 
removed to provide the bike lane in the future! 

Policy 8.43 right-of-way vacations (p. GP8-15) calls for adopting and maintaining city code provisions regarding 
ROW vacations.  It mentions “require pedestrian or bicycles facilities, if needed.”  This wording seems awfully 
vague.  Who determines need?  Adjoining property owners?  Shouldn’t important connections be identified in a 
plan?  This issue may be most important in SW and outer E Portland where undeveloped street ROW can present 
significant opportunities to provide a more interconnected and convenient active transportation system.  This 
policy should be clarified.

Chapter 9: Transportation
Policy 9.6 Transportation hierarchy for people movement (p. GP9-7) this hierarchy, if implemented, will represent 
a major shift in transportation for the city.  My question is how will freight fit into this?  As observed during the last 
TSP TEG meeting, describing the weighing of modal transportation needs with a “hierarchy” sends the wrong 
message by implying that motor vehicles will be shunned, and perhaps not even accommodated on some 
streets.  In practice this will not be how it works.  Some other term and diagram, which will more closely resemble 
how this will be implemented in practice would be a better idea and promote clearer understanding regarding the 
intent.  I fully support the intent of this policy and decision-making framework, and I believe, if done right, will be 
a valuable tool for thoughtfully and appropriately accommodating the transportation needs of city residents and 
businesses.  

Policy 9.50 On-street parking (GP9-13) how does the management of on-street parking relate to the 
transportation hierarchy above?  In practice, storage of cars in the public ROW often trumps all other roadway 
users.

Policy 9.51 Off-street parking (GP9-13) covers the private parking side of the equation.  The policies should cover 
how the hierarchy, on-street, off-street, and city parking standards will be coordinated to achieve the desired 
outcomes – including the accommodation of active transportation. 

Policy 9.54 Coordination (GP9-14) covers intergovernmental coordination to plan for and provide transportation 
facilities.  Related to my comments on Policy 8.7 above, there needs to be much better inter-bureau coordination 
and cooperation to avoid outcomes like the Terwilliger and Barbur examples.

Resilience to Natural Disasters
The plan makes several references related to increasing our resilience to natural disasters.  However, it doesn't 
seem to fully appreciate the extent to which energy supplies could be disrupted - potentially for extended 
periods.  There should be greater recognition about the value of bicycling and walking in the wake of a natural 
disaster.

List of Significant Projects – Transportation
Citizens are directed to the Map App to make comments regarding the TSP and the project improvements.  I find 
the transportation projects list in Map App to be completely deficient in multiple ways:  
* Relationship between lists in the Comprehensive Plan and Map App.  The project list (without a map) in 
the Comprehensive Plan does not coincide with those shown on the Map App.  The city needs to produce 
one consolidated list and map(s) for people to comment on and not give them materials, which are 
difficult to read, comprehend, and reconcile.
* Old projects don’t necessarily support the new plan.  After adopting the Portland Plan and creating a 
totally updated Comprehensive Plan, why would we simply dust off the old project list (many, I suppose 
over 20 years old) as a place to start?  How will a fundamentally old project list move us in the new 
directions articulated in the Portland Plan and Comprehensive Plan?   
*         No apparent strategy.  The organization makes the list (at least) appear to be a grab bag of projects 
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leading me to the question – Even if we complete the list, will these investments do the best possible job 
of supporting the outcomes described in the plan?  Will be have a first-rate and functional active 
transportation network that appeals to people of all ages and abilities?  A paper/pdf map would help a 
bunch.  The Map App is cool, but it’s time consuming to have to click on each line/dot on the map to know 
what it is. 
*         Most new projects are missing.  Projects from recent planning efforts are not included, and the method 
for adding them to the list should be clarified.  The Portland Bicycle Plan for 2030 projects are largely 
excluded in SW Portland and probably other areas of the city as well.  The Central City Plan prominently 
features the “Green Loop” as one of the big ideas, but it’s not shown.  How do projects such as this get 
onto the list? 
*         Many project descriptions are vague and meaningless.  For example, Project 90016 Inner Barbur 
Multimodal Improvements, includes Barbur from I-405 to Terwilliger.  It is a $4,000,000 project, with a 
timeline TBD to “design and implement transit, bicycle, and pedestrian improvements.”  Once completed, 
how would this portion of Barbur be different?  How would we know when it’s finished? 
*         Cost estimates are often highly suspect and generally too low.  Example: Project 90063 Sunset 
Boulevard from Dosch to Capitol Hwy. (LP-37) has a $1.7 million estimate to provide bicycle facilities, 
sidewalks, and crossing improvements  for about 1 mile of roadway.  The first phase of this was recently 
completed for about 3 blocks in Hillsdale for $800,000.  How can the remaining mile be done with a 
theoretical remaining budget of $900,000?  A big concern is how will projects be fairly evaluated and 
prioritized when cost estimates may be off by a factor of 10. 
*         Some projects make no sense.  Looking at pedestrian and bicycle projects in SW Portland, we typically 
have expensive, and sometimes unnecessary projects listed.  In today’s funding climate these projects 
generally will have no realistic chance of being funded.  At the same time, the more affordable and 
functionally valuable projects, are nowhere to be found.  Example: Project 90001 Montgomery to Vista 
Bikeway is described to “design and implement bicycle facilities” for $4.5 million.  This windy route on 
several very steep residential streets makes no sense for this level of investment.  At the same time, SW 
Montgomery, which used by the majority of cyclists and pedestrians today, is not listed.  With a few 
safety improvements and wayfinding provided for a small fraction of $4.5 million, this street could 
provide a functional and more direct walking and bicycling connection between downtown, Council Crest, 
and other SW destinations. 
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From:   Planning and Sustainability Commission
Sent:   Tuesday, November 04, 2014 1:07 PM
To:     Kovacs, Madeline
Subject:        FW: [User Approved] RE: R10 to R20 zoning change

 
Julie Ocken
City of Portland
Bureau of Planning and Sustainability
1900 SW 4th Ave, Suite 7100
Portland, OR 97201
503-823-6041
www.portlandoregon.gov/bps
---------------------------------------------------------------
To help ensure equal access to City programs, services and activities, the City of Portland will provide translation, 
reasonably 
modify policies/procedures and provide auxiliary aids/services/alternative formats to persons with disabilities. For 
accommodations, translations, complaints, and additional information, contact me, City TTY 503-823-6868, or use 
Oregon Relay 
Service: 711.
---------------------------------------------------------------

From: Jon Simonson [mailto:jonsimonson@msn.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, November 04, 2014 12:10 PM 
To: PDX Comp Plan; Planning and Sustainability Commission 
Subject: [User Approved] RE: R10 to R20 zoning change

I think I'm beyond the comment period but here are my comments regarding changing zoning 
of land along Barbara Welch Road from R10 to R20 if the city wants to add them to the record:

I am entirely in favor of changing the zoning along SE Barbara Welch Road from R10 to 
R20.  The terrain along this road is very steep and wooded. To potentially develop it into 
anything with a density greater than R20 would be foolish.  I would actually be in favor of 
changing to zoning to RF.

Jon Simonson
15309 SE Ogden Dr. 
Portland, OR 97236

 
From: pdxcompplan@portlandoregon.gov 
To: jonsimonson@msn.com 
Subject: RE: R10 to R20 zoning change 
Date: Tue, 4 Nov 2014 20:02:35 +0000
Hi:
 
If there is a development currently under way, it will be regulated by current zoning. The new zoning, if 
the designation and zoning changes are adopted, will take effect some time in 2016. 
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You can testify about the proposed change (in support or opposition) until march 13, 2014. 
 
Sara Wright
p:  (503) 823-7728
 
From: Jon Simonson [mailto:jonsimonson@msn.com]  
Sent: Friday, October 31, 2014 12:49 PM 
To: PDX Comp Plan 
Subject: RE: R10 to R20 zoning change
 
That's good to hear.  The hills are rather steep around there.    Would this affect the proposed 
development at 6925 WI/ SE 152ND AVE?
 
 
 
From: pdxcompplan@portlandoregon.gov 
To: jonsimonson@msn.com 
Subject: RE: R10 to R20 zoning change 
Date: Fri, 31 Oct 2014 19:07:23 +0000
Hi:
 
There is a proposed designation change from R10 to R20 along Barbara Welch Rd, yes.  If the 
designation change is approved, and the following zoning change is approved, the new zoning would 
take effect some time in 2016. (The exact date will be determined based on when it is approved.) Please 
don’t hesitate to call me for more information or clarification.
 
Sara Wright
p:  (503) 823-7728
 
From: Jon Simonson [mailto:jonsimonson@msn.com]  
Sent: Friday, October 31, 2014 9:48 AM 
To: PDX Comp Plan 
Subject: R10 to R20 zoning change
 
It looks like the comp plan has a zoning change from R10 to R20 along Barbara Welch Road in 
Outer SE Portland.  Is this still in the works for 2015?  
 
-Jon
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From:   Planning and Sustainability Commission
Sent:   Tuesday, November 04, 2014 2:00 PM
To:     Kovacs, Madeline
Subject:        FW: Comprehensive Plan Testimony  

 
Julie Ocken
City of Portland
Bureau of Planning and Sustainability
1900 SW 4th Ave, Suite 7100
Portland, OR 97201
503-823-6041
www.portlandoregon.gov/bps
---------------------------------------------------------------
To help ensure equal access to City programs, services and activities, the City of Portland will provide translation, 
reasonably 
modify policies/procedures and provide auxiliary aids/services/alternative formats to persons with disabilities. For 
accommodations, translations, complaints, and additional information, contact me, City TTY 503-823-6868, or use 
Oregon Relay 
Service: 711.
---------------------------------------------------------------

From: Stockton, Marty  
Sent: Tuesday, November 04, 2014 1:32 PM 
To: Jack Hopkins 
Cc: Planning and Sustainability Commission 
Subject: RE: Comprehensive Plan Testimony 

Hi Jack,

Thanks for your email. I am copying the Planning and Sustainability Commission email address for your 
request to be part of the official public comment.

Please feel free to contact me for process updates.

With kind regards,
Marty

Marty Stockton | Southeast District Liaison  
Portland Bureau of Planning and Sustainability  
1900 SW 4th Avenue | Suite 7100 | Portland, OR 97201  
p: 503.823.2041  
f: 503.823.5884  
e: marty.stockton@portlandoregon.gov  
w: www.portlandoregon.gov/bps 
To help ensure equal access to City programs, services and activities, the City of Portland will 
provide translation, reasonably modify policies/procedures and provide auxiliary 
aids/services/alternative formats to persons with disabilities.  For accommodations, translations, 
complaints, and additional information, contact me, call 503-823-2041, City TTY 503-823-6868, 
or use Oregon Relay Service: 711.
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From: Jack Hopkins [mailto:Jack@nwmed.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, November 04, 2014 12:49 PM 
To: Stockton, Marty 
Subject: Comprehensive Plan Testimony 

Marty, 
Thank you for your help.

I any following up our phone conversation concerning my property at 1801 SE 
Belmont. Portland, Oregon 97214

The property is currently zoned R 2.5 and has a Conditional Use approved in 1995, 
to allow a community service agency operate there. 
The tenant there has out-grown that space and will be moving within this next 
year. In reviewing both the correct zoning and the available conditional uses I see 
a very limited use for this building. My biggest fear is having a long-term vacant 
building which hurts economically, and looks terrible for the neighborhood.

I have walked, driven and printed out a Google map of the area. It appears that the 
area has a very eclectic group of property users. I am not a professional planner 
but I am a 70 year old guy who has lived in Portland my whole life. I think that a 
Comprehensive plan designation of “Mixed Use Urban Center” and a zoning like 
“Commercial Mixed 2” would benefit the area.

Thanks for your consideration.

Jack Hopkins
JAX EPV, LLC
1010 SE Stark St.
jack@nwmed.com 
503.887.4000

 
Disclaimer: This Electronic Transmission (E-Mail) may contain customer Protected Health Information. If you are not 
the intended recipient, 
nor the agent responsible for the delivery to the intended recipient, please contact the sender and then delete this 
message. You are hereby 
notified that any dissemination, distribution, or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited. Electronic mail 
may be altered or corrupted 
during transmission and should not be relied upon as a document bearing an original signature or seal. Thank you. 
Northwest Medical, Inc.
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From: Planning and Sustainability Commission
Sent: Wednesday, November 05, 2014 2:22 PM
To: Kovacs, Madeline
Subject: FW: Comment

 
Julie Ocken
City of Portland
Bureau of Planning and Sustainability
1900 SW 4th Ave, Suite 7100
Portland, OR 97201
503-823-6041
www.portlandoregon.gov/bps
---------------------------------------------------------------
To help ensure equal access to City programs, services and activities, the City of Portland will provide translation, 
reasonably 
modify policies/procedures and provide auxiliary aids/services/alternative formats to persons with disabilities. For 
accommodations, translations, complaints, and additional information, contact me, City TTY 503-823-6868, or use 
Oregon Relay 
Service: 711.
---------------------------------------------------------------

From: Jasmine [mailto:jasminum.flora@gmail.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, November 04, 2014 3:53 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission 
Subject: Comment

Do not destroy critical natural areas in order to find new industrial land. Use the brownfields that 
currently exist. Do not treat natural areas like piggy banks for industrial development.
Of special concern are areas along the Columbia River and West Hayden Island. 
 
Thank you, 
Jasmine Zimmer-Stucky
5918 NE 13th Ave 
Portland, Oregon 97211
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From: Planning and Sustainability Commission
Sent: Wednesday, November 05, 2014 2:28 PM
To: Kovacs, Madeline
Subject: FW: PSC Comprehensive Plan Testimony

 
Julie Ocken
City of Portland
Bureau of Planning and Sustainability
1900 SW 4th Ave, Suite 7100
Portland, OR 97201
503-823-6041
www.portlandoregon.gov/bps
---------------------------------------------------------------
To help ensure equal access to City programs, services and activities, the City of Portland will provide translation, 
reasonably 
modify policies/procedures and provide auxiliary aids/services/alternative formats to persons with disabilities. For 
accommodations, translations, complaints, and additional information, contact me, City TTY 503-823-6868, or use 
Oregon Relay 
Service: 711.
---------------------------------------------------------------

From: PDX Comp Plan  
Sent: Wednesday, November 05, 2014 9:38 AM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission 
Subject: FW: PSC Comprehensive Plan Testimony

From: Eric Schnell [mailto:eric8schnell@gmail.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, November 04, 2014 3:38 PM 
To: PDX Comp Plan 
Subject: PSC Comprehensive Plan Testimony

Dear Portland City Planners,

As a Portland resident in Homestead neighborhood, I would like to make two specific 
suggestions/concerns regarding the current Comprehensive Plan Draft.

1. The new comprehensive plan should not supersede previously adopted neighborhood 
and district plans.  Specifically, the Marquam Hill Plan and the Terwilliger Parkway Plan 
should be referred to by name and prioritized to stand as currently intended.  These plans were 
adopted only after a long public process involving all stakeholders, and thus are more legitimate 
in their planning intent and more location-specific than the closed-door writing that appears to 
have resulted in the Comp Plan.  I fear that depending in its interpretation/implementation, the 
Comp Plan may seriously degrade livability in our neighborhood as it has a one-size-fits-all 
approach to some issues.  As the other plans already exist- again after a long involved public 
dialogue- these processes and hard work should not be discarded.  

2. Neighborhood associations should still be explicitly mentioned as a primary component 
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of the political and land use planning process.  Portland's NA system is an astoundingly 
successful way to get public involvement in the planning process and in inspiring volunteerism 
and civic interactions between neighbors.  The Comp Plan appears to minimize its significance, 
and will, in effect, have the effect of reducing citizen involvement in city planning.  Perhaps this 
is intentional, but I can say that I am saddened by the thought. The Comp Plan should reinforce 
the importance of the NA system as well as ONI as institutions with an important role in city 
planning.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.  I am sorry that I could not make a meeting to testify in 
person.

Thanks,
Eric Schnell 
4408 SE Hamilton Ter
Portland OR 97239
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From: Planning and Sustainability Commission
Sent: Wednesday, November 05, 2014 2:29 PM
To: Kovacs, Madeline
Subject: FW: PSC Comprehensive Plan Testimony

 
Julie Ocken
City of Portland
Bureau of Planning and Sustainability
1900 SW 4th Ave, Suite 7100
Portland, OR 97201
503-823-6041
www.portlandoregon.gov/bps
---------------------------------------------------------------
To help ensure equal access to City programs, services and activities, the City of Portland will provide translation, 
reasonably 
modify policies/procedures and provide auxiliary aids/services/alternative formats to persons with disabilities. For 
accommodations, translations, complaints, and additional information, contact me, City TTY 503-823-6868, or use 
Oregon Relay 
Service: 711.
---------------------------------------------------------------

From: PDX Comp Plan  
Sent: Wednesday, November 05, 2014 9:37 AM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission 
Subject: FW: PSC Comprehensive Plan Testimony

From: Alfredo [mailto:azangara@msn.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, November 04, 2014 3:30 PM 
To: PDX Comp Plan 
Subject: FW: PSC Comprehensive Plan Testimony

Dear Planning Commission:

Please refer to the testimony message below that was sent to Leslie Lum on October 31st.  I'm 
forwarding the message to this general pdxcompplan email address to ensure that it is 
received/registered by November 4th, as Leslie Lum is out of the office through November 6th 
(see copy of auto-reply message from Leslie pasted directly below).

Please contact me with any questions or if additional information is needed.

Thank you, 
 
- Alfredo

Alfred (Alfredo) and Renee Zangara
9539 N Decatur Street
Portland  OR  97203
503.927.4348
azangara@msn.com
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============================
Hello.  
 
I will be out of the office until Thursday, November 6, 2014. I will reply to your email as quickly as possible upon my 
return. 
Thank you. 
 
Leslie Lum 
Urban Designer/North Portland District Liaison 
Bureau of Planning and Sustainability 
leslie.lum@portlandoregon.gov 
 
============================
 
From: azangara@msn.com 
To: leslie.lum@portlandoregon.gov 
Subject: PSC Comprehensive Plan Testimony 
Date: Fri, 31 Oct 2014 15:15:04 -0700
Hello Leslie,

I'm writing in regards to the proposed Comprehensive Plan Map designation change for my 
property located at 9539 N Decatur Street in Portland, zip code 97203.

The current designation is Mixed Employment, and the proposed designation is Single - 
Dwelling 5,000

I believe the current Mixed Employment designation is the most suitable for this particular 
property, and would prefer to keep the existing designation when the new Plan Map is 
approved and deployed.

If there are any actions that I need to take, or if there is additional information that you would 
like me to provide, please advise.  My contact information is included below.

Thanks and regards, 
 
- Alfredo

Alfredo and Renee Zangara
9539 N Decatur Street
Portland  OR  97203
503.927.4348
azangara@msn.com
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From: Planning and Sustainability Commission
Sent: Wednesday, November 05, 2014 2:31 PM
To: Kovacs, Madeline
Subject: FW: 2035 Comprehensive Plan

 
Julie Ocken
City of Portland
Bureau of Planning and Sustainability
1900 SW 4th Ave, Suite 7100
Portland, OR 97201
503-823-6041
www.portlandoregon.gov/bps
---------------------------------------------------------------
To help ensure equal access to City programs, services and activities, the City of Portland will provide translation, 
reasonably 
modify policies/procedures and provide auxiliary aids/services/alternative formats to persons with disabilities. For 
accommodations, translations, complaints, and additional information, contact me, City TTY 503-823-6868, or use 
Oregon Relay 
Service: 711.
---------------------------------------------------------------

From: PDX Comp Plan  
Sent: Wednesday, November 05, 2014 9:41 AM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission 
Subject: FW: 2035 Comprehensive Plan

From: Dar ren [mailto:darrenglee@hotmail.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, November 04, 2014 4:59 PM 
To: PDX Comp Plan 
Subject: 2035 Comprehensive Plan

Regarding Proposed Change #714 from R5 to R7: 
  
Address: 8226 SE 52nd Ave 
  
I bought my property back in 2001 with the intention of developing it into 4 lots (including the 
existing home), in the future.  With the downturn in the market back in 2007/2008, I put that 
plan on the back burner.  With the new proposed plan, I would essentially lose 1 of those 
lots.  Is there anyway to "grandfather" my initial intentions and keep the R5a designation? 
  
Darren Lee 
Owner
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From: Planning and Sustainability Commission
Sent: Wednesday, November 05, 2014 2:51 PM
To: Kovacs, Madeline
Subject: FW: West Hayden Island

 
Julie Ocken
City of Portland
Bureau of Planning and Sustainability
1900 SW 4th Ave, Suite 7100
Portland, OR 97201
503-823-6041
www.portlandoregon.gov/bps
---------------------------------------------------------------
To help ensure equal access to City programs, services and activities, the City of Portland will provide translation, 
reasonably 
modify policies/procedures and provide auxiliary aids/services/alternative formats to persons with disabilities. For 
accommodations, translations, complaints, and additional information, contact me, City TTY 503-823-6868, or use 
Oregon Relay 
Service: 711.
---------------------------------------------------------------

From: Barbara Hanawalt [mailto:bhanawalt@gmail.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, November 05, 2014 2:48 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission 
Subject: RE: West Hayden Island

Barbara Hanawalt 
9017 SW 9th Place 
Portland, OR 97219
sent from my phone
On Nov 5, 2014 2:24 PM, "Planning and Sustainability Commission" 
<psc@portlandoregon.gov> wrote:
Hello Barbara,
 
Thank you for your comments to the Planning and Sustainability Commission. So that I may forward 
your testimony to the commissioners and include it in the record, can you please email me your 
mailing address as is required for all testimony?
 
Thank you,
julie
 
 
Julie Ocken
City of Portland
Bureau of Planning and Sustainability
1900 SW 4th Ave, Suite 7100
Portland, OR 97201
503-823-6041
www.portlandoregon.gov/bps
---------------------------------------------------------------
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To help ensure equal access to City programs, services and activities, the City of Portland will provide translation, 
reasonably 
modify policies/procedures and provide auxiliary aids/services/alternative formats to persons with disabilities. For 
accommodations, translations, complaints, and additional information, contact me, City TTY 503-823-6868, or use 
Oregon 
Relay Service: 711.
---------------------------------------------------------------
 
From: Barbara Hanawalt [mailto:bhanawalt@gmail.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, November 04, 2014 9:01 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission; Hales, Mayor; Commissioner Novick; Commissioner Fritz; 
Commissioner Saltzman; Commissioner Fish 
Subject: West Hayden Island
 
Dear City Leaders,
Honestly, I can't understand why West Hayden Island is coming up again.  At this point in the 
use of our natural resources on earth, we need to re-use areas already taken out of nature, and 
leave the ones we have.  We NEED these places to stay wild.  Such places are making our 
environment hospitable for humans in ways we are only beginning to understand.  We must not 
keep paring down our natural areas until the last tree and bush are gone.  It's beyond time to 
stop environmental destruction and degradation.  
 
PLEASE leave West Hayden Island wild and just the way it is.  Find industrial land 
elsewhere.  There seems to be a lot of land available in other parts of Portland on both the 
Columbia and the Willamette.  
 
What ever forces are pressuring you to develop West Hayden Island-- please do not 
succumb.  Be the leaders you were elected to be-- leaders who have the health and safety of the 
populace as a first priority, not leaders who are beholden to industry whose first priority is 
making a profit for shareholders, not the health and safety of the populace.  
 
Thank you.  -- Barbara Hanawalt, Portland voter
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From:   Planning and Sustainability Commission
Sent:   Wednesday, November 05, 2014 3:32 PM
To:     Kovacs, Madeline
Subject:        FW: [User Approved] RE: portland plan

 
Julie Ocken
City of Portland
Bureau of Planning and Sustainability
1900 SW 4th Ave, Suite 7100
Portland, OR 97201
503-823-6041
www.portlandoregon.gov/bps
---------------------------------------------------------------
To help ensure equal access to City programs, services and activities, the City of Portland will provide translation, 
reasonably 
modify policies/procedures and provide auxiliary aids/services/alternative formats to persons with disabilities. For 
accommodations, translations, complaints, and additional information, contact me, City TTY 503-823-6868, or use 
Oregon Relay 
Service: 711.
---------------------------------------------------------------

From: catherine dee [mailto:cathdee@msn.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, November 05, 2014 2:41 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission 
Subject: [User Approved] RE: portland plan

Sure
It is 3112 SE 35th Ave portland 97202
 
From: psc@portlandoregon.gov 
To: cathdee@msn.com 
Subject: FW: portland plan 
Date: Wed, 5 Nov 2014 22:24:01 +0000
Hello Catherine,
 
Thank you for your comments to the Planning and Sustainability Commission. So that I may forward 
your testimony to the commissioners and include it in the record, can you please email me your mailing 
address as is required for all testimony?
 
Thank you,
julie
 
 
Julie Ocken
City of Portland
Bureau of Planning and Sustainability
1900 SW 4th Ave, Suite 7100
Portland, OR 97201
503-823-6041
www.portlandoregon.gov/bps
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---------------------------------------------------------------
To help ensure equal access to City programs, services and activities, the City of Portland will provide translation, 
reasonably 
modify policies/procedures and provide auxiliary aids/services/alternative formats to persons with disabilities. For 
accommodations, translations, complaints, and additional information, contact me, City TTY 503-823-6868, or use 
Oregon Relay 
Service: 711.
---------------------------------------------------------------
 
From: BPS Mailbox  
Sent: Tuesday, November 04, 2014 4:57 PM 
To: Ocken, Julie 
Subject: FW: portland plan
 
Comp plan letter 
 
NaTasha Gaskin 
City of Portland 
Bureau of Planning and Sustainability 
Ph: 503-823- 7802
Follow us on Twitter: @PortlandBPS 
Subscribe to the BPS Enews 
Like us on Facebook
 
From: Catherine Dee [mailto:cathdee@msn.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, November 04, 2014 4:56 PM 
To: BPS Mailbox; Stockton, Marty 
Subject: portland plan
 
I am very disappointed in the way the city has been addressing the need for higher density.
I realize we need to grow and we don’t want huge sprawl, but I have not liked what’s been 
going on in my neighborhood
I live 5 blocks off of Division on se 35th.
There are way too many condos without parking. I have been very concerned about the 
possibility of over flow parking in front of my house because the condos don’t have to provide 
parking
It is totally unrealistic to think  these people will only use public transportation.
Also very few of the business provide parking.
The buses are very full during certain hrs. There is no park and ride by the Lloyd center max
 
My neighborhood has seen lots of infill and what I don’t like are perfectly nice houses with nice 
yards being torn down and replaced with 3 story mansions and no yard. So what’s livable for 
me when a huge house towers over my yard and is just feet from my house. What is worse is 
when 3-4 units are jammed on a lot that had a modest home. Eliminating yards and trees will 
not do anything to make our neighborhoods what there were.
Packing people closer and closer together will start looking like a project
I wrote of my concerns 2 yrs ago and did get a nice reply but none of my concerns were 
addressed.
We need to rethink what we are doing and not continue to change so much so fast that we 
can’t keep the Portland we all love.
 
Also I don’t see any really affordable condos near me.
 
My other question is where are kids going to go to school. There is no land left to build new 
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schools .
I was planning in staying in my house for many more yrs. I have been her since 1990, but It is 
unrealistic to think that I might have to park blocks from my house if the parking situation is not 
addressed. 
I’m healthy ,but in my mid 60’s and don’t have off road parking.
 
I hope you really look at the input people are giving you and not just plow ahead with your 
plan.
 
Catherine Dee
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Rose City Park Neighborhood 

Association 
Land Use & Transportation Committee 

 

Nov. 4th, 2014 (Sent this day via e-mail to addresses listed below) 

 

City of Portland 

Attn: Planning & Sustainability Commission psc@portlandoregon.gov 

1900 SW 4th Ave. 

Portland, OR 97201 

 

CC: Susan Anderson, BPS Director Susan.Anderson@PortlandOregon.gov 

 Joe Zehnder, Long Range Planning ManagerJoe.Zehnder@portlandoregon.gov 

 Erik Engstrom, Comp. Plan Project Manager Eric.Engstrom@portlandoregon.gov 

 Alison Stoll, Exec. Director Central NE Neighbors alisons@cnncoalition.org 

 

Subject: RCPNA Recommendations for Comprehensive Plan Update – Proposed Draft  

 

Honorable Chairman Baugh & Commissioners, 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to speak with you and your staff regarding elements of the 

Proposed Draft of the Portland Comprehensive Plan that directly impact our neighborhood.  As 

you know, Rose City Park Neighborhood Association contains over 5,000 residents and is 

located directly east of the Hollywood Town Center.  Bound by NE 47th and NE 65th Aves. and 

NE Fremont and I-84, to the south.  We share Neighborhood Corridors NE 47th Ave. and NE 

Fremont St. with the Hollywood NA and Cully NA, respectively.  We share the 60th Ave. Station 

Area with North Tabor NA and are bisected by the Sandy Blvd. Civic Corridor and Halsey St.  

Our recommendations at this time are those of the RCPNA Land Use & Transportation 

Committee (LU & TC) and are to be considered by the RCPNA Board the evening of Nov. 4th.  

The LU & TC for RCPNA is authorized to act on land use matters on behalf of the Association 

when the action is time sensitive, as it is in this case since it the PSC’s final hearing on this 

matter.  

 

In general the Proposed Draft creates a number of new issues and reflects only a handful of our 

recommendations submitted in January of this year.  We do appreciate the PSC’s extension of 

the public comment deadline for this document until March 13, 2015.  As other Neighborhood 

Associations have expressed we too are concerned about the implementation, height, and 

transportation impact of ‘Mixed Use’ and ‘Campus Institution’. We look forward to this 

language as it emerges from both the Mixed Use and Campus Institution Committees prior to 

this deadline.  We anticipate reviewing these committee proposals before submitting our final 

recommendations. 
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RCPNA LU & TC Recommendations  Nov. 4, 2014 

Comp. Plan Update-Proposed Draft  Page 2 of 12 

We have serious concerns regarding the lack of planning for off-street parking to meet the 

growing population’s needs.  The severe limitations being placed on vehicles will generate a 

negative impact on air quality as people search for a non-existent parking space, livability is 

compromised since there is no viable alternative to vehicular use for a timely commute, and 

anemic access to stores and services reduces chances for viability.  We recommend language 

changes throughout the document that will allow the Parking Study Committee to implement a 

management program where strategically located off-street parking could be developed for 

Centers and major corridors. We see the transition from use of the private vehicle to public 

transportation as a future possibility that needs to occur over a 20+ year timeframe.  The 

transition is incumbent on the increased provision of timely transportation service alternatives 

and high gas prices.  Neither which we have right now.  

 

We appreciate that the Proposed Draft states that it will honor adopted plans such as the 

Hollywood and Sandy Blvd. Plan.  We address the need to continue the 45’ height limit in 

segments of the Sandy Blvd. Civic Corridors that need to step down ‘Mid-Rise’ to ‘Low-Rise’ 

intensity as it moves away from the Central Business District (CBD)/Regional Centers and Town 

Centers.   

 

Finally, we were surprised and saddened by the dramatic change in policies in Chapter 2 – 

Community Involvement.  The Public Involvement PEG saw most of its recommendations 

removed in the Proposed Draft.  We offer our limited recommendations to reinstate information 

regarding neighborhood and business associations that had been part of the 1981 Comprehensive 

Plan.  Nonetheless, we ask you to take serious consideration of the public involvement material 

that had been removed between the Preliminary Draft and the Proposed Draft of the Comp. Plan 

Update. 

 

The following are the RCPNA recommendations to the Comprehensive Plan Update - 

Proposed Draft that is contained in the Comp Plan Map App and the Comprehensive Plan 

text.  

 

Additions to the text of the Plan are noted with a highlight.  Deletions are struckout. 

 

Comp. Plan Map/Map App Recommendations: 

1. Properties recommended for rezone/designation from R2(Multi-Family Residential) to 

CN2(Mixed Use-Dispersed): Deborah & John Field/Paperjam Press @ 4730 NE Fremont-Rose 

City Block 156, Lot 1, Ramod Chhetri @ 3436 NE 48th Ave - Rose City Block 155, Lot 16 and 

Peter Collins 3634 NE 47th Ave., Rose City PK, Block 156, W 1/2 of Lot 16 (subject to the 

approval of Dean Pottle’s/ Dean’s Scene property located at 4714 NE Fremont still under 

consideration by RCPNA Board)  

 2. Property recommended for rezone/designation in Plan draft from CN2 (Mixed Use-

Dispersed) to R-5(Low Density Residential), which is the existing designation, is the New Deal 

restaurant, located on the SW corner of NE Halsey and NE 53rd Ave.  This property is identified 

as 5315 NE Halsey St. - Elmhurst, Block 23, Lot 10, is currently zoned R-5, Single Dwelling.  

RCPNA requests this property remain zoned Residential and the site function as a Pre-Existing 

Non-Conforming use since this will provide the neighborhood more control in maintaining the 

low level of commercial impact the site has on the surrounding neighborhood.  
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3. At NE 60th Ave. between NE Halsey and the 60th Ave. Max Station add the comment “NE 

60th, between Halsey and the MAX station, is substandard for pedestrians, bikes, buses, and 

even cars. It is busy at all times of the day.  In addition to Tri-Met bus stops the school buses 

have 2 stops within this same stretch. The full use of the 60th Ave. MAX station is greatly 

hampered since 60th Ave. contains sidewalks only a few feet wide making it dangerous and 

unpleasant for pedestrians, especially impairing access for handicapped and families with young 

children. We recommend pedestrian and bicycle upgrades to this section of NE 60th, so that it 

can be safely shared by all members of the community."  

4. On NE Sandy Blvd. Civic Corridor from NE 50th Ave. eastward, state “definitive definition of 

“Mixed Use” for this area needs to include adequate off-street parking for expected apartment 

buildings, continued parking on Sandy for businesses, and a height restriction of 4 stories or 45 

ft. as a continuation of the CS identified in the Hollywood and Sandy Blvd. Plan. We want to 

promote diversity and stability in Rose City Park. One way to achieve that is through a mix of 

rentals and condos in the new buildings along Sandy Blvd. Developers need to provide one 

parking space per unit, and TriMet needs to step up to ensuring convenient, reliable transit. 

 

The Hollywood and Sandy Blvd. Plan was recommended for approval by the Planning 

Commission in 1999 after agreeing with RCPNA neighbors that the section of NE Sandy Blvd. 

from NE 50th to 54th needed to retain a maximum height of 45 feet.  We now recommend that 

the Sandy Civic Corridor from NE 50th eastward retain the 45 foot height limitation as ‘Low-

Rise’ Mixed Use from the Hollywood Town Center eastward.  

 

Transportation Plan Projects & Land Use Map App and Comp. Plan text. 

Sandy Blvd Streetscape Improvements, Phase 2 

RCPNA Recommendation: Support expanding this process to include a Visioning for Sandy 

Blvd. as a Civic Corridor from the eastern end of the Hollywood and Sandy Blvd. Plan through 

NE 82nd Ave. 

 

60th Ave MAX Station Area Improvements 

RCPNA Recommendation: Strongly supports the development of infrastructure, bike, pedestrian 

improvements including sidewalks and pedestrian crossings in this Station Area, from the Halsey 

St/ NE 60th Ave. to the 60th Ave. Max Station.  The Station Area improvements need to resolve 

the need for improved bike/vehicle/freight movement at Hassalo St. from the 60th Ave. 

intersection to Normandale Park and integration of the Sullivan Gulch Corridor improvements. 

Upgrading the NE Halsey and 60th Ave. intersection to address traffic failure with southbound 

turns from Halsey St. onto 60th Ave. and westbound turns from 60th Ave. onto Halsey St. as well 

as pedestrian safety.  These improvements are needed prior to up-zoning area to Multi-Family. 

 

Sullivan's Gulch Trail, Phase 2 

RCPNA Recommendation: Strongly support the development of the Sullivan's Gulch Trail to 

and through the 60th Ave. Station Area. It is an essential link for bike commuting to and from 

downtown and needed to reduce motorized vehicle use. It has been envisioned by RCPNA that 

the 60th St. Station area may serve as a 'Bike Central' for NS bicycle commuters to access Max. 

Ancillary uses could support this trip connection through bike lockers, repair shops, etc. that 

could be encouraged as commercial elements in the Light Industrial zone near the Station. 
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Halsey St Bikeway 

Halsey St. is unique in that it connects the Gateway Regional Center to the Hollywood Town 

Center and serves as a primary commute corridor for NE Multnomah County. It is constricted in 

width by a built environment limiting the safety of bicycle use in certain segments.  

RCPNA recommends shifting bike routes at least one block off Halsey St. for safe commute 

travel through this constricted area. The constriction appears highest on Halsey St. from NE 67th 

through to NE 45th. NE Broadway and Tillamook St. offers an excellent alternative bike routes. 

We oppose losing a lane of vehicular travel in exchange for a bicycle lane in that section of 

Halsey. 

 

The following are recommended changes to the Comprehensive Plan Update – Proposed 

Draft, July 2014. 

 

Chapter 2 Community Involvement 

Goal 2.A: Community involvement as a partnership 

The City of Portland government works together as a genuine partner with Portland 

communities. The City promotes, builds, and maintains relationships and communicates with 

individuals, communities neighborhood and business associations businesses, organizations, 

institutions, and other governments to ensure meaningful community involvement in land use 

decisions. 

 

RCPNA Commentary: Neighborhood and business associations need to be called out since they 

are geographic in nature and cover most of the city.  Neighborhood associations offer a means 

to relay important land use and transportation proposals to residents and businesses throughout 

their neighborhood. 

 

Goal 2.B: Social justice and equity 

The City of Portland seeks social justice by working to expand choice and opportunity for all 

community members, recognizing a special responsibility to identify, orient, and involve under‐
served and under‐represented communities in land use planning. The Office of Neighborhood 

Involvement (ONI) promotes the integration of community diversity into Bureau public out-

reach programs as well as in the neighborhood and business associations. The City actively 

works to improve its land use‐related decisions to achieve more equitable distribution of burdens 

and benefits. 

 

RCPNA Commentary: The Office of Neighborhood Involvement has become the leading bureau 

at the city in developing contacts and citizen involvement with diverse populations that are often 

underserved.  ONI provides the neighborhood and business associations with opportunities for 

greater inclusion of these diverse populations in all our activities. 

 

Goal 2.E: Meaningful participation 

Community members have meaningful opportunities to participate in and influence all stages of 

planning and decision‐making.  Neighborhood and business associations and other affected 

stakeholders are to be notified when issues impact their communities. Public processes engage 
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the full diversity of affected community members, including under‐served and under‐represented 

individuals and communities. 

 

RCPNA Commentary: Neighborhood associations and most business associations have 

developed procedures and a means to facilitate public involvement for land use and 

transportation issues that impact their areas. It is important to list these communities to allow 

the reader and city bureaus to understand their roles. 

 

Partners in Decision Making 

Policy 2.2 Broaden Partnerships. "Work with neighborhood associations and business 

associations, as depicted in Graphics #1 and #2, to increase diversity and to help them reflect the 

diversity of the people and institutions they serve." <Insert maps depicting the #1 Portland 

Neighborhood Associations and #2 Portland Business Associations> 
 

RCPNA Commentary: Both neighborhood business associations are geographically identified 

throughout the city.  Including them in a map form provides the user of the Comprehensive Plan 

a better understanding of who may be impacted by a pending study or proposal. 

 

Invest in Education and Training 

Policy 2.3 Community capacity building. ONI and other Bureaus enhance the ability of 

community members, particularly those in under‐served and/or under‐represented groups, to 

develop the relationships, knowledge, and skills to effectively participate in land use planning 

processes. 

 

RCPNA Commentary: The Office of Neighborhood Involvement has developed citizen 

involvement training into an art form.  They have and continue to be instrumental in the city 

developing communities of diversity that participate regularly in public involvement programs.  

Inserting this language identifies that they will continue to serve this vital role.  

 

Policy 2.1 Partnerships and coordination. Maintain partnerships and coordinate land 
use and transportation planning engagement with: 
 
RCPNA Commentary: Transportation planning should also be included in this coordination.  If 
the term ‘land use’ is intended to be all inclusive in reference to transportation then that needs 
to be clarified in a definition located in the Glossary. 
 

Chapter 3 Urban Form – Corridors 

Civic Corridors 

Civic Corridors are the city’s busiest, widest and most prominent streets. They provide major 

connections among centers, the rest of the City and the region. They support the movement of 

people and goods across the city, with high levels of traffic and, in some cases, pedestrian 

activity. Civic Corridors provide opportunities for growth and transit supportive densities of 

housing, commerce, and employment. Development in Civic Corridors is intended to be mid‐rise 

to low-rise in scale. Mid‐rise development includes buildings from five to 10 stories in height, 

but most frequently ranging from five to six stories, that are to be located nearer the City Center 

and Regional Centers. Low-rise development includes buildings from three to five stories in 

Ord. 187832 Vol. 2.3.G, page 16395



RCPNA LU & TC Recommendations  Nov. 4, 2014 

Comp. Plan Update-Proposed Draft  Page 6 of 12 

height, but most frequently ranging from three to four stories.  The low-rise development Civic 

Corridor segments are to be located further from the City Center/Regional Centers and contain 

supportive mixed uses for Town Centers and Neighborhood Centers.  

 

RCPNA Commentary.  The concept of NE Sandy Blvd. consistently being built up with five to 

ten stories from near the City Center at NE 7th out to NE 122nd is not reasonable. The scale of the 

structures should reflect where sections of these corridors are in proximity to the City 

Center/Regional Centers connecting to Town Centers verses Town Centers connecting to 

Neighborhood Centers.  The section of NE Sandy Blvd. from NE 47th to NE 57th has been 

through several studies, including the Hollywood and Sandy Boulevard Study.  There was the 

agreement by the Planning Commission back in 1999 with the approval of this study that from 

NE 50th eastward development along Sandy Blvd. would NOT exceed 45 feet in height, which is 

currently considered four stories. RCPNA strongly recommends retaining the 45’ height 

limitation on Sandy Blvd. from NE 50th eastward as ‘low-rise’ development along this corridor. 

Higher structures than 45’ would structurally create a canyon effect and negatively impact the 

adjacent low density residential light and air. 

 

Policy 3.38 Integrated land use and mobility. Enhance Civic Corridors as distinctive places 

with transit‐supportive densities of housing and employment, and high‐quality transit service and 

pedestrian and bicycle facilities and strategically located off-street parking facilities that are 

models of ecologically‐sensitive and human-scale urban design. 

 

RCPNA Commentary. Off-street parking spaces will be required to maintain commercial vitality 

along these corridors.  This concept was approved by the Planning Commission in 1993 in the 

Livable Cities – Growing Better Study stating on p. 78, “For larger Main Streets projects, more 

extensive private improvements and public investments might be undertaken including the 

addition of such facilities as-pocket parks; landscaping; and parking lots/ garages shared 

between various businesses and uses, including possibly some city-owned facilities.” The 

addition of ‘human-scale’ is a very critical attribute for creating an attractive pedestrian space. 

This can be done through simple design elements such as building façade step-ups in height that 

give the pedestrian more light and air while lessening the impact of the ‘canyon’ effect. 

 

Policy 3.39 Design to be great places. Encourage public streets and sidewalk improvements 

along Civic Corridors to support the vitality of business districts, create distinctive places, 

provide a safe, healthy, and attractive pedestrian environment, and contribute to creating quality 

living environments for residents. 

 

RCPNA Commentary. The term ‘healthy’ needs to be inserted in this policy to assure that 

design, materials, and environmental features are to be considered in these pedestrian 

environments since the development of these Corridors needs to consider air pollution caused by 

the Corridor’s dual use as major mobility and freight corridors. 

 

<Add New> Policy 3.42 “Enhance as Centers of Community. Enhance Civic Corridors as 

unifying places of community identity by maintaining and enhancing neighborhood integrity 

through preserving historic features and structures, promote development designs integrate the 
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character and scale of the existing neighborhood and structures that step down in building height 

near the lower density residential uses” 

 

RCPNA Commentary. This added policy addresses key elements that were in the 1981 

Comprehensive Plan and the earlier draft of the Comp. Plan Update.  It is critical that historical 

and geological features are not lost with new development.  These corridors should serve as 

beacons for community identity. 

 

Chapter 4 Design and Development – Historic and cultural resources 

Page GP4-11 Policy 4.37 Continuity with established patterns. Encourage development that 

fills in vacant and underutilized gaps within the established urban fabric, while preserving and 

complementing historic resources and elements unique to the Pattern Area. 

 

RCPNA Commentary: Language needs to be added here to help design review carry out the 

elements that are unique to the 5 Pattern Areas.  Further, we recommend the establishment of 

separate Design Review Boards for each of these Pattern Areas. The over-sight by such a Board 

would likely help guide better development along NE Sandy Blvd. rather than the mismatched 

facades that have been going up on Division, Hawthorne, and Fremont.  

 

Chapter 6 Economic Development - Campus Institutions.   

Page GP6 -15 Policy 6.55 Development impacts. Protect the livability of surrounding 

neighborhoods through regular communication with adjacent neighborhood associations in the 

provision of adequate infrastructure for trip generation, transit/shuttle services, and campus 

development standards that foster suitable density and attractive campus design. 

 

RCPNA Commentary. It is critical for Institutions to maintain a level of communication with the 

affected neighborhoods.  This on-going relationship will serve to help facilitate discussion of 

potential development impacts. The general intent stated in the initial paragraph for Campus 

Institutions concludes, “Examples of new directions in the policies below include designation of 

major campuses as employment land, regulatory improvements, and transportation‐related 

improvements.” There is no mention of these transportation improvements in any of the 

proposed policies. Transit services, whether through shuttles or Tri-Met, should be encouraged 

and has the least impact on neighborhoods together with walking and biking as modes of travel.  

 

Page GP6-16 Policy 6.58 Satellite facilities. Encourage opportunities for expansion of uses, not 

integral to campus functions, to locate in centers and corridors to support their economic vitality. 

Expand campus shuttle service and/or provide secured separate pedestrian path where trip 

generation between campus facilities needs to be managed.  

 

RCPNA Commentary. The Providence office building workers at NE 43rd and Halsey regularly 

generate trips to Providence Hospital on NE Glisan and likely receives trips from this hospital 

as well.  The intersection at NE Halsey and NE 47th Ave. has been pushed into failure mode due 

to these added trips.  Satellite facilities located within one-mile of the main campus need to have 

shuttle services linking them throughout the workday.    

 

Chapter 9 - Transportation 
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Page GP9-5, GOAL 9.C: Environmentally sustainable 

The transportation system increasingly uses renewable energy, or electricity from renewable 

sources, achieves adopted carbon reduction targets, and reduces air pollution, water pollution, 

noise, and Portlanders’ reliance on private vehicles single occupancy cars and trucks. 

  

RCPNA Commentary. Over 70% of the congestion we currently experience on our streets is 

caused by single occupancy cars and trucks.  The term ‘private vehicles’ is too broad as it would 

apply to carpooling vehicles, motor cycles, scooters, and bicycles. 

 

<New>Policy 9.43a Transit Traffic Management. 

Encourage the addition of bus pullouts and/or bus zones at transit stops so freight movement and 

traffic flow is maintained and not obstructed by buses stopping in travel lanes when discharging 

and/or boarding passengers. 

RCPNA Commentary. Traffic congestion created by and associated with buses stopping in motor 

vehicle travel lanes is counter-productive to promoting freight travel and reducing fuel 

consumption and emissions. 

Chapter 9 Transportation - Parking Management 

Page GP9-13 Policy 9.48 Parking management. “Manage parking supply to achieve 

transportation policy objectives for neighborhood livability, safety, business district vitality, 

VMT and carbon reduction, and improved air quality.” 

 

RCPNA Commentary:  We recommend the policy and goal to include carbon reduction which 

would be a more targeted approach toward reducing single occupancy cars/trucks(70% of 

congestion-which is the other target for VMT use) while supporting carpooling, electric vehicle 

use and scooters. This has the added benefit of better aligning the Comprehensive Plan with city 

and regional climate action plans. 

 
Page GP9-13 Policy 9.50 On‐street parking. Manage parking and loading demand, supply, and 

operations in the public right of way to encourage safety, economic vitality, and livability. 

Recognize that the curb zone is a public space, and as such, a physical and spatial asset that has 

value and cost. Allocate and manage on-street parking and loading within the curb zone in a 

manner that achieves the highest and best use of this public space to support adjacent uses. in 

support of broad City policy goals and local land use context. 

 

RCPNA Commentary. What the heck does this mean? The statement “broad City policy goals 

and local land use context.”? We recommend deleting this part of the phrase as it is using vague 

references and language that undermine the understanding by the average citizen.  It also may 

infer goal language that would best be repeated here for clarity.  We hold serious concern that 

local businesses and commerce may be unduly harmed if left out of the consideration of on-street 

parking uses. 
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Page GP9-13 Policy 9.51 Off‐street parking. Limit Manage the development of new parking 

spaces to achieve land use, transportation, and environmental goals. Regulate off‐street parking 

to achieve mode share objectives, promote compact and walkable urban form, encourage lower 

rates of car ownership, and promote the vitality of commercial and employment areas. Utilize 

transportation demand management and pricing of parking in areas with high parking demand. 

 

RCPNA Commentary.  The term ‘limit’ definitely should be replaced with ‘manage’.  The term 

‘limit’ is not encompassing enough for what is needed here.  The term ‘manage’ allows for a 

strategic implementation of off-street parking when and where it is needed. There should be a 

gradual transition over from single occupancy vehicles to other modes of travel over the next 20 

years.  It will not happen overnight without drastic consequences to economic vitality and 

neighborhood livability. Over time these same parking spaces could then be transitioned into 

additional Mixed Use or transitioned over to serve an increasing number of spaces for car pool, 

shared cars, motor cycles, scooters, and electric cars/carts.  Businesses need parking in order to 

be viable, seniors need parking in order to thrive, living quarters and their inhabitants need 

parking in order to work, play and grow. Parking spaces in the neighborhoods are needed for 

deliveries, the residents, friends and relations who visit, and care givers who tend those in need. 

  

Policy 9.6 Transportation hierarchy for people movement. Implement a hierarchy of 
modes for people movement by making transportation system decisions according to the 
following prioritization: 
1. Walking 
2. Cycling 
3. Transit 
4. Taxi / commercial transit / shared vehicles Zero emission vehicles  
5. Zero emission vehicles Taxi / commercial transit / shared vehicles/ Other private vehicles 
6. Other private vehicles 

 

RCPNA Commentary: Zero emission vehicles should be promoted. The remaining ones on the 

list should be given equal rating as #5.  

 

Appendix A: Glossary 

 

Civic Corridors: “These are a prioritized subset of the city’s most prominent transit and 

transportation streets. They connect Centers, provide regional connections, and include segments 

where commercial development and housing are focused. Civic corridors are intended to become 

places that continue their important transportation functions by maintaining a safe and efficient 

traffic flow that is compatible with the adjacent neighborhood residential and commercial uses. 

They are also intended to provide livable environments for people and evolve into distinctive 

places that are models of livability, commerce, and ecological design.” 

 

 RCPNA Commentary: The Civic Corridors need to support transportation functions while 

enhancing segments of the neighborhoods.  They are intended to evolve into models of both 

livability and thriving commerce.  This language is intended to assure pedestrian functions for 

crossing the Corridor are enhanced and the travel speed do not compromise safety. 
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<New>  
Page G-9 Glossary 

Office of Neighborhood Involvement (ONI). A City of Portland bureau that provides 

assistance through promoting community involvement, drawing together representatives from 

Portland’s diverse communities, and supporting information exchange within the city network of 

neighborhood associations.  

 

Neighborhood Association. A group of residents, business representatives, and/or other 

interested citizens that devote their time and energy to improve and enhance a well-defined, 

geographic area that they and others live. 

 

RCPNA Commentary: The definitions for Office of Neighborhood Involvement and 

Neighborhood Associations are needed to correctly identify these terms in the proposed Plan. 

 

-<>- 

 

Thank you again for allowing our participation in this process.  These proposed 

recommendations to amend the Proposed Draft of the Comprehensive Plan Update are critical to 

our neighborhood livability, economic vitality, and to help us meet our goal for increased 

diversity.  We look to you to step out of the downtown and help work with us in embracing the 

Pattern Areas concept as well as broaden the vision for the Civic Corridors so development can 

best be guided to integrate with the integrity of existing neighborhoods. 

 

Please let us know if you have any questions or we can be of assistance to clarify these 

comments. 

 

Respectfully,  

 

           
Tamara DeRidder, AICP    Nate Carter, AIA 

Co-Chair, LU & TC     Co-Chair, LU & TC 

Rose City Park Neighborhood Assoc.  Rose City Park Neighborhood Assoc.  
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Additional testimony by RCPNA Members: 

Stephen Effros: "As new residents of the Rose City Park neighborhood, we love how well this 

community is connected to other neighborhoods in Portland. There are multiple transportation 

options available, from surface street connectors like Sandy Blvd to Hwy 84, to a network of bus 

connections on Halsey at NE 58th where we live, to the MAX line stop at NE 60th, and several 

nearby bike boulevards. However, we have been surprised at how poorly NE 60th, between 

Halsey and the MAX station, is set up for pedestrians, bikes, buses and even cars, considering 

how busy it is at all times of the day. We’d love to use the 60th St MAX station more often, but 

this street, with sidewalks only a few feet wide, is so dangerous and unpleasant for pedestrians, 

that we have trouble using it, especially with our two young kids. We would like to therefore 

recommend that the Plan Update include pedestrian upgrades to this section of NE 60th, so that it 

can be safely shared by all members of the community."  

 

Sharron Fuchs: “On NE Sandy Blvd. from NE 47th the eastward, state “definitive definition of 

“mixed use” to include adequate off-street parking for expected apartment buildings, continued 

parking on Sandy for businesses, and a height restriction of 4 stories or 45 ft.” 

 

Susan Ferguson: “As a long time afficionado of Jane Jacobs, I do support mixed use 

development, but we must be careful how it is implemented. The Pearl is an extreme example of 

mixed use, having become a ghetto for the privileged. We want diversity and stability in Rose 

City Park. One way to achieve that is through a mix of rentals and condos in the new buildings 

which will be going up on Sandy Blvd. I'd like to see affordable housing targeting specific 

populations (e.g. 25% seniors, 25% young people just starting out, with the remaining 50% being 

market rate--both condos and apartments.) Developers need to provide one parking space per 

unit, and TriMet needs to step up to ensuring convenient, reliable transit. (I lived in Toronto 

where we owned a house and had one car, which we parked in our driveway, yet chose to use 

transit frequently as the wait was usually less than 5 minutes.) 

  

The City of Portland held a design contest a 10 years ago to come up with aesthetically pleasing 

designs for houses on small lots.  The idea was that if builders chose one of these designs to 

build, permit fees would be substantially reduced.  The City could demonstrate that it is listening 

to its taxpayers by doing something similar with condos and apartments.  We don't want to see 

the cheap facades that have been going up on Division and Hawthorne and Fremont repeated on 

Sandy.  Have a juried design review, with balanced citizen input; winning designs end up with 

reduced permitting fees which would partially offset the cost of providing a parking space for 

each living unit. 

  

 Crowded streets come with increased density.  We already have overcrowded streets, in part 

because people choose to park in the street rather than in their garages or on their driveways.  I 

support an annual parking fee for on-street parking permits.  My husband and I have 2 small 

vehicles, both of which we park in our garage.  When friends visit us, we encourage them to park 

in our driveway.  We pay property taxes on both our garage and driveway.  Why shouldn't 

people who park in the street pay a fee to park on the public roadway?  Such a fee would 

accomplish not only raising funds to repair our streets, but it would reduce congestion as some 

people would "rediscover" their driveways and/or garages.” 
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Terry Parker: I have an issue with Policy 9.47 Regional Congestion Management .To put the 

statement "to price or charge for auto trips and parking, better account for the cost of auto trips, 

and to more efficiently manage the regional system"  in context, any monies collected must be 

used to improve motor vehicle flow and capacity. To use the monies collected other than to make 

motor vehicle improvements or to subsidize or fund an alternative transport mode would be 

discriminatory in that it no longer accounts for the cost of auto trips. Likewise, any gas tax 

dollars and/or other motorist paid taxes and fees need to be deducted from the cost of driving 

before additional charges are considered to be relevant. This is an equity issue in that transit is 

taxpayer subsidized at over 60 cents per passenger mile and bicyclists basically freeload paying 

no user fees at all while continually wanting more space on the roads including reserved 

infrastructure that removes motor vehicle lanes and parking.  In other words, if the monies 

collected are not being used to directly support auto trips and motor vehicle infrastructure, then 

the monies collected are being used to support something else that should be financially self-

sustainable on its own. Policy 9.47 should be eliminated. 

 

Janet Hammer:  

1.  VMT and carbon reductions are both of value.  I don’t think it needs to be either/or.  

 

2.  Parking - while we want to encourage a vital commercial area that provides goods and 

services that serve the neighborhood, what options are there for minimizing parking impacts to 

neighbors (e.g., resident parking stickers, zones with a time limit)?  Also, why is so much of 58th 

Avenue between Sacramento and Alameda a no parking zone and can that be changed? 

 

3.  Bike/Ped path - there is an area between the ridge and the golf course that is risky for 

pedestrians and cyclists (the curve around 72nd).  It would be helpful to have a designated path 

there. 
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For BPS Comp Plan Hearing Nov 4, 2014. 
I’m sorry I couldn’t be in attendance at the Hearing today. However, I would like to provide testimony. 
 
11 years ago my life changed significantly. I bought my first house. It was a dream come true for I am 
someone for whom a house means: not worrying about rent increases, having more privacy, having a 
“canvass” with which to be creative – both indoors and out, having a workshop to make and fix things, 
having a garden……and on and on. It even meant getting in much better physical shape / becoming 
much healthier because that was necessary to have the energy, stamina and flexibility to do all the 
things I wanted to around my home. I am a senior, by the way. 
 
There is only one reason why I was finally able to buy a house. H.O.S.T. Community Development 
Corp. – a non-profit affordable housing developer [no longer in existence, unfortunately] built an 
“affordable housing development” in St Johns.  
 
The community fought like crazy to keep this from happening, using every possible avenue – city, 
courts, LUBA, etc. Some folks thought “undesirables” would come in. Funny thing is, I have paid back 
in community work many times over the investment of public monies that helped me to have the 
house. I am an advocate for the community of St Johns and have helped accomplish some striking 
changes – for example, routing freight trucks back onto the freight route, rather than taking a short cut 
through the middle of St Johns. 
 
The point of all this is, of course, that programs that help people get into good, affordable housing, 
help the whole community. The housing might be single family, or attached single family or multi-
family. Bottom line is that affordable, stable housing is a necessity for all – and fewer and fewer have 
access. 
 
I would like to see more affordable housing in St Johns – new or remodeled multi-family buildings on 
Fessenden / St Louis, especially. This corridor, if you are not familiar with it, was the one that used to 
have the freight trucks. Not only are they gone but PBOT won a grant to provide a total transformation 
to the corridor, which will make it safer and pleasanter to cross and walk along and will, in the next 10 
years cause the street to come alive. But, we don’t want that to happen at the expense of those who 
already live there. We must find a way to increase multi-family affordable housing without displacing 
people. One way to do this is to use currently empty lots to build on for residents living in run-down 
apartments on the corridor. Let the people living in the run down buildings move in and then 
rebuild/remodel the previously occupied buildings for new tenants. 
 
Lastly, I want to comment on the push in some areas of the city for their neighborhoods to not be 
allowed to become denser; in some cases, neighborhoods asking for zoning changes for less density! 
This is outrageous. All parts of the city must participate in increasing density due to the UGB. For any 
community to think they should be exempted from this is wrong. And, if the city caves in to the 
demands of, often already advantaged, neighborhoods, I can tell you I will be right there fighting it. 
 
Thanks. 
 
Donna Cohen 
8443 N Bliss St 
PDX  97203 
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November 4, 2014 

Portland Planning and Sustainability Commission 

Comprehensive Plan Update 

1900 S.W. Fourth Ave., Suite 7100 

Portland, OR 97201 

 

Planning and Sustainability Commission Public Hearings 

Public comment- 2035 Comprehensive Plan 

 

Dear Portland Planning and Sustainability Commission, 

The quality of life in Portland begins with safe drinking water. 
Portland’s open reservoirs have provided healthy drinking water 
without chemical or microbiological illness for over 100 years. In 2004 
the citizen representatives of Portland voted by majority to retain our 
open reservoirs at Mount tabor and Washington Park.  

Our elected officials still have the opportunity to retain these valuable 
reservoirs providing public health benefits that covered reservoirs and a 
closed system cannot. Covered reservoirs cannot provide the efficient 
public health scientific principles open reservoir ecosystems 
demonstrate daily. 

• Sunlight to break down unwanted chemicals and providing 
disinfection 

Ord. 187832 Vol. 2.3.G, page 16485



• Oxygenation – allowing aerobic bacteria to breakdown  
unwanted chemicals 

• Open air exposure to allow vaporization of unwanted chemicals 
such as radon, chloroform, etc. 

The EPA is reviewing the EPA LT2 drinking water regulation through 
2015 so there is time to place on hold the destruction and 
disconnecting of our open reservoirs. New York City and other utilities 
in New York along with New Jersey are in discussion now with EPA. 
Portland can do that also to stop the unnecessary removal of the open 
reservoirs.  

Please make these vital public health treasures a part of our 2035 
Comprehensive Plan. For us now, and future generations to the have 
safe and healthy drinking water covered reservoirs cannot provide. 

Sincerely, 

Scott Fernandez M.Sc.  Biology/ drinking water microbiology-chemistry 

Portland Utility Review Board 2001-2008 

Portland Water Quality Advisory Committee 1995- 2000 
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SCIENTIFIC and PUBLIC HEALTH BASIS to 

 

RETAIN OPEN RESERVOIR WATER SYSTEM 

 

for the CITY OF PORTLAND, OREGON 
 

************** 

 

Request for Waiver from the U.S. EPA Long Term 2 
 

Enhanced Surface Water Treatment Rule (LT2) 
 

Regarding Covered Reservoirs 
 

 

“Science will determine the ultimate outcome.” 
–EPA Administrator Lisa Jackson, August 2011 

letter to U.S. Sen. Charles E. Schumer (D-NY) acknowledging 

his request for an “LT2 Rule” reservoir waiver 

 

“We’re just trying to get at the public health impacts 

and if there’s a better way to do that 

we’ll be wide open to it.” 
–EPA Administrator Gina McCarthy, April 2014 

Congressional testimony response to U.S. Rep. Eliot Engel’s (D-NY) 

question about the status of New York City’s reservoir waiver request 

 

************** 

 

By Scott Fernandez 

M.Sc. Biology / microbiology & water chemistry 
 

May 2014 

 

www.bullrunwaiver.org | bullrunwaiver.org@gmail.com 
 

Text ©2014 Scott Fernandez. Images in this report are presented 
for informational purposes under the Fair Use principle. 
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Preface 
 

Scientific accuracy is of utmost concern when determining the best system for treatment and 

storage of Portland’s water supply. However in recent years public officials and some of the 

media have framed decisions affecting the city’s water policy around opinion and expediency 

instead of sound science and engineering. 

 

Far from being merely an “aesthetic” issue affecting Mt. Tabor and Washington parks, 

open reservoirs are of critical importance to drinking water quality and public health for 

every Portland resident. This paper addresses the urgent need to clear up confusion 

surrounding the vital public health component of open reservoirs for maintaining Portland’s 

record of exceptional municipal water quality and will show that: 

 

 City Council’s push to cover Portland’s open reservoirs – before the Environmental 

Protection Agency (EPA) completes its “LT2 Rule” review and waiver process in 2016 – 

will create more public health problems for residents than it solves. 

 

 Unlike in other cities, Portland’s water supply from the federally protected Bull Run 

watershed is not at-risk from sewage based microorganisms such as “Cryptosporidium” – 

which the EPA’s blanket “LT2 Rule” is meant to address. 

 

 Covering Portland’s reservoirs will carry risk from enabling toxic and carcinogenic 

contaminants such as radon, chloroform and other disinfection chemical byproducts to 

accrue in the water supply in addition to nitrification, lack of oxygenation, and absence of 

sunlight. 

 

 There are demonstrable public health benefits of open reservoirs due to efficient 

atmospheric volatilization, chemical biodegradation, and broad-spectrum sunlight 

saturation that reduce and eliminate contaminants. Portland’s open reservoirs can already 

meet EPA microbial standard and are the most important water quality “barrier” in the 

Bull Run system. They block contaminants from reaching the downstream distribution 

system using the scientific principles of chemistry, physics, and microbiology.  

 

 Public officials must preserve Portland’s open reservoirs as an essential component of the 

water system to maintain municipal water quality and protect public health. The basis and 

merits for communicating effectively with EPA on this matter simply requires 

coordinated and committed support from Portland City Council, the Oregon Health 

Authority, Gov. Kitzhaber, and Oregon’s Congressional delegation. 
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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

The letter and spirit of the EPA drinking water regulation is to provide equal or greater public 

health benefits. A decade of experience under the 1986 EPA Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) 

revealed several areas where responsible, science-based flexibilities and a better prioritization 

of effort could improve protection of public health compared to the one-size-fits-all approach 

of the 1986 statute. (EPA 1996) It will be shown that the chemistry, physics, and microbiology 

principles of open reservoirs of Mt. Tabor Park and Washington Park will continue to provide 

safe healthy drinking water for generations to come. The reliable and scientifically-sound 

approach to unwanted environmental chemicals will be achieved through open reservoirs. 

Covered reservoirs degrade drinking water quality and increase public health risk through toxic 

and carcinogenic chemicals progression. 

 

In the past 30 years the Safe Drinking Water Act has been highly effective in protecting public 

health and has also evolved to respond to new and emerging threats to safe drinking water. 

Disinfection of drinking water is one of the major public health advances of the 20th Century. 

One hundred years ago typhoid and cholera epidemics were common throughout American 

cities; disinfection from chlorine was a major factor in reducing these epidemics. 

 

EPA’s “Long Term 2 Enhanced Surface Water Treatment Rule” (LT2) addresses 

microorganisms which is the primary reason Portland deserves a waiver from the regulation. 

Because the Bull Run watershed does not have exposure to industrial, agricultural, or municipal 

sewage, Cryptosporidium, viruses, and other microorganisms become a non-issue in regard to 

public health risk for water users. In addition, sunlight is a powerful source of natural broad 

spectrum ultraviolet light (UV) that reduces infectivity of microorganisms. Portland’s open 

reservoirs already meet EPA microbiological standards. 

 

There have been no positives for Cryptosporidium, Giardia, and viral microorganisms in 

sampling of Portland open reservoir drinking water throughout the 1990’s and beyond; in 

addition to a recent year-long study (AWWA RF 3021) in which the sampling methodologies 

used were more rigorous in assessment. Furthermore EPA assertions for the basis of LT2 

nationwide proved to be incorrect. Cryptosporidium has not had the negative public health 

impact EPA projected. Scientists have not seen the deaths, widespread outbreaks, or endemic 

disease identified from Cryptosporidium drinking water public health data around the U.S. 

 

Second, open reservoirs allow for efficient ventilation of toxic gases such as radon. 

 

Third, over the years scientists have learned that chlorine and chloramine can generate many 

unwanted disinfection byproducts. Open reservoirs address the issue of effectively managing 

chemical disinfection byproducts using a natural ecosystem, thus providing safer water quality in 

complete contrast to that of covered reservoirs. Open reservoirs provide safe drinking water by 

acting as a barrier to toxic and carcinogenic chemicals along with disinfection byproducts by 

vaporizing, microbial biodegradation, or sunlight break down of molecules. 

 

While critical to maintaining Portland’s healthy drinking water system, these scientifically 

supported public health benefits of open reservoirs have not been recognized by Portland City 
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Council and the Portland Water Bureau. These open reservoir public health benefits must be 

recognized as the basis for responsible management of Portland’s existing high-quality water 

treatment and delivery system. 

 

An additional note is that Portland has significant air quality problems. Thirty-five (35) Portland 

schools were ranked in the bottom 5% in the nation’s high toxic hot spots from airborne metals 

and gases. Covering the reservoirs will not allow the chemical disinfection byproducts and other 

toxic and carcinogenic gases to vaporize efficiently before entering the water distribution system. 

These toxic and carcinogenic chemicals will end up being released from drinking water into 

homes, schools, and workplaces, thus adding to the already present and problematic 

environmental air public health burden. 

 

 
Portland ranks in the highest percentile of U.S. cities for toxic air quality cancer risk. Residents, 

especially children with their lower body weight, are at highest risk from the additional toxic 
burden of degraded water quality. (See Refs. 1-5) 
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II. GLOSSARY 
 

AWWA RF – American Water Works Association Research Foundation 

 

CSSW – Columbia South Shore Wellfield located on the Columbia River between the Portland airport 

and Blue Lake areas. It is the source of our drinking water containing radioactive radon 222. 

 

DBP – Disinfection By-product 

 

pCi – pico Curie- measurement of radioactive material 

 

EPA – United States Environmental Protection Agency 

 

IARC – International Agency for Research on Cancer 

 

LT2 – EPA Long Term 2 Enhanced Surface Water Treatment Rule 

 

NAS – National Academy of Sciences 

 

NDMA – Nitrosodimethylamine, a drinking water disinfectant byproduct that is broken down by sunlight 

in open reservoirs 

 

NOM – Natural Organic Material, reaction with chlorine and chloramines 

 

OHA – Oregon Health Authority 

 

PAEC – Potential Alpha Energy Concentration 

 

Precautionary Principle – Adopted by Portland City Council in 2006. “When an activity raises threats 

of harm to the environment or human health, precautionary measures should be taken even if some cause 

and effect relationships are not fully established scientifically.” See “Toxics Reduction Strategy: A plan 

for minimizing use of toxic substances of concern in government operations by using the Precautionary 

Principle” (http://www.sehn.org/pdf/portland.pdf)  

 

PWB – Portland Water Bureau 

 

Radioactive Chemicals from Columbia South Shore Wellfield –  

Bi- bismuth 214, 210 β, Γ 

Pb- lead 214, 210, 206 β, Γ 

Po- polonium 218, 214, 210 α 

Rn- radon 222 α, Γ 

(Symbol Key: α-alpha / β-beta / Γ-gamma – forms of radioactive particles) 

 

S2DBP – Stage 2 Disinfection and Disinfectant Byproduct Rule 

 

SDWA – EPA Safe Drinking Water Act 

 

USGS – United States Geological Survey 

 

WHO – World Health Organization 
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III. INTRODUCTION 
 

Citizens of Portland have been asking City Council to 

formally request a waiver from the EPA “Long Term 2 

Enhanced Surface Water Treatment Rule” regulation for 

over a decade. We are not alone in requesting this waiver. 

The City of New York, the New York State Department of 

Health, and the entire New York Congressional delegation 

are all requesting a similar waiver for their Hillview open 

reservoir.(Ref. 6) Portland City Council needs to join the 

citizens of Portland in pursuit of a scientifically supported 

EPA open reservoir waiver of the “LT2 Rule.” 

 

This paper will review, identify, and demonstrate the 

superior public health benefits of the open reservoirs at Mt. 

Tabor Park and Washington Park that covered reservoirs 

cannot provide. These public health benefits were known 

over 100 years ago (see sidebar at right). Misinformation 

presented by the Portland Water Bureau will also be 

scientifically corrected. 

 

Portland has had safe and healthy drinking water for over 

100 years because federally protected Bull Run and the open 

reservoirs have been the foundation of the multiple-barrier 

approach to public health. This multiple-barrier approach 

allows Portland to already meet and exceed EPA regulated 

contaminant standards. Microbial contaminants have 

traditionally received more attention from a public health 

standpoint. Bull Run has no sewage exposures so 

microorganisms are principally a non-issue. However in 

recent years there has been a growing concern regarding 

chemical contaminants present in drinking water that affect 

public health.  

 

As a community we have challenged the applicability of 

EPA’s LT2 Rule and Cryptosporidium in Portland’s drinking water system as a public health 

problem that does not exist because we don’t have agricultural, industrial, or municipal sewage 

exposures in our Bull Run source water. Cryptosporidium has never been found in our open 

drinking water reservoirs. Equally important for continued public health, we need to include a 

discussion of the EPA Stage 2 Disinfection and Disinfectant Byproducts Rule (S2DBP) relating 

to disinfection byproducts and other unwanted chemicals that our open reservoirs remove from 

our drinking water. Utilizing the applied natural laws of microbiology, chemistry, and physics 

we show that our open reservoirs in Mt. Tabor Park and Washington Park provide safe and 

healthy drinking water superior to water in covered reservoirs. Direct sunlight, oxygenation, an 

aerobic microbial ecosystem, and the large surface areas of open-air reservoirs allow break down 

and venting of harmful gaseous chemicals reflecting the functioning of a healthy water system. 

The fundamental principles of 
sunlight disinfection are well-

established. Esteemed 
epidemiologist Milton J. Rosenau 

wrote in 1902: 
 
“Sunlight (direct) is an active 
germicide. It destroys spores as well 
as bacteria. The importance of the 
sun’s rays in destroying or 
preventing the development or 
growth of microorganisms in nature 
cannot be overestimated. Even 
diffused light retards the growth and 
development of microorganisms, 
and if strong enough may finally kill 
them. In water or clear solutions it 
penetrates some distance. The 
importance of oxygen in the 
influence of light upon bacteria is 
emphasized. Bacteria in light, in the 
presence of oxygen and water, 
cause a production of hydrogen 
peroxide which is well known to 
have strong disinfection powers.” 
 
--Milton J. Rosenau, M.D., was 
commissioned as an assistant surgeon 
in the United States Marine Hospital 
Service (now the United States Public 
Health Service) in 1890. In 1899, he was 
appointed Director of the Hygienic 
Laboratory of that service. He was 
instrumental in 1922 in the establishment 
of the Harvard University School of 
Public Health and, in 1940, became first 
dean of the School of Public Health at 
the University of North Carolina. 
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A. Adverse effects and public health problems of covered reservoirs 
 

Covered reservoirs cannot effectively remove toxic and carcinogenic gases and other chemicals. 

Gases such as radon and chloroform remain saturated in the drinking water and they cannot 

efficiently escape. Because covering the reservoirs creates a drinking water system closed to 

sunlight and poorly exposed to the atmosphere, these toxic and carcinogenic gases then end up 

venting in our schools, homes, and businesses. Without sunlight carcinogenic chemicals such as 

NDMA (Nitrosodimethylamine) are not broken down and bacterial metabolic processes 

promoting toxic nitrification byproducts continue on unimpeded.  

 

 
 

Two (2) small air vents opening combine to ~75 sq. ft. on a ~217,000 sq. ft. ~5-acre 
reservoir roof such as PWB 9-6-2013 Powell Butte 2. Small vent allows water to move 
through covered reservoir – otherwise a vacuum would be created and water flow would be 
restricted. Small air vents are inefficient in removing toxic and carcinogenic gases. The 
history of U.S. covered reservoirs also documents bird entry through small air vents to roost 
and contaminate water resulting in human death. 
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B. Public health benefits of open reservoirs 
 

The Portland open reservoirs provide safe and healthy drinking water by naturally engaging in 

removal of toxic and carcinogenic disinfection byproducts and other chemicals. It is important to 

remove these environmental chemical exposures because they are the sources of great health 

risks, such as lung and other cancers from radon gas and radon progeny of which “there is no 

safe level of radon exposure.” (US EPA) (Refs. 7-14) 

 

Affected organ systems from chloroform include: Cardiovascular (heart and blood vessels); 

Hepatic (liver); Neurological (nervous system); Renal (urinary system or kidneys); Reproductive 

(producing children); Developmental (effects during periods when organs are developing). 

(Refs. 15-16) 

 

Nitrosodimethylamine (NDMA), a drinking water disinfectant byproduct that is broken down by 

sunlight in open reservoirs, has been classified by the International Agency for Research on 

Cancer (IARC) as a probable carcinogen for humans (liver cancer). The mechanism by which 

NDMA produces cancer is well understood to involve biotransformation by liver microsomal 

enzymes generating the methyldiazonium ion. This reactive metabolite forms DNA adducts, with 

most evidence pointing to O6-methylguanine as the likely proximal carcinogenic agent. (Ref. 17) 

 

Visionary leaders fought for our Bull Run water source over 100 years ago. Bull Run source 

water is federally protected from human entry that is not exposed to industrial, 

agricultural, or municipal activities. Portland is fortunate to have very few chemicals in our 

drinking water. Open reservoirs are efficient in removing the chemicals we don’t want to drink 

or have in our environment. We want chemicals removed because EPA long-term drinking water 

standards are based only on adults, not considering the extended exposures that increase health 

risks for younger ages. EPA long-term chemical exposure risk levels are based on 70 kg / +154 

lb. adults, not children. (Ref. 18) 

 

Portland’s open reservoirs operate as unique barriers and provide superior efficiencies impeding 

the movement of toxic and carcinogenic gases and chemicals into the distribution system by 

utilizing the following scientific principles: 

 

 Atmospheric volatilization of toxic, carcinogenic gases – Radon 

 Atmospheric volatilization, Trihalomethanes, (THM) – Chloroform 

 Aerobic microbial biodegradation – Haloacetic acids, (HAA5), Stage 2 DBP 

 Natural oxygenation – Increases presence of helpful aerobic microorganisms 

 Aerobic bacteria – 18x increased oxidative activity v. anaerobic bacteria 

 Direct sunlight – Degrades carcinogenic N-nitrosodimethylamine (NDMA) 

 Direct sunlight – Inhibits nitrification bacteria and the buildup of nitrites, nitrates and 

nitrosamines from ammonia disinfection 

 Direct sunlight – Oxygen/photons, natural disinfection from oxides 

 

Removing Portland’s open reservoirs raises the threat to public health from increased exposure 

to toxic and carcinogenic chemicals. (Ref. 19) 
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Portland water users benefit from the environmentally sustainable and effective open air 

reservoir processes that remove or impede movement of toxic and carcinogenic gases and 

chemicals from our drinking water system. The “Precautionary Principle” (see Glossary) – the 

public health policy adopted by Portland City Council in 2006 – applies directly to decisions 

affecting Portland’s water reservoirs. Open reservoirs provide an efficient method of eliminating 

unwanted drinking water gases such as radon-222 and chloroform through the process of 

atmospheric volatilization. Open reservoirs provide a natural, cost effective, and healthy solution 

to a recognized public health problem. 

 
Reasons Open Reservoirs Function So Well: Open reservoirs act as a natural barrier to 
toxic and carcinogenic chemicals, harmlessly releasing them before they enter the drinking 
water distribution system. 

 
Highly efficient open reservoir chemical movement from water (high gas concentration) to 
air (low gas concentration) provides the desired natural and harmless removal of 
chloroform and radon gases from open reservoirs. Open reservoirs keep toxic gases out of 
water used in homes, schools, and workplaces. 

 

Ord. 187832 Vol. 2.3.G, page 16496



Page 11 of 75 

 

 
Mt. Tabor Reservoir 6. Open reservoir water oxygenation from fountain and waterfall aeration 
also removes toxic and carcinogenic gases such as radon and chloroform. Gases escape 
efficiently through diffusion – the movement of particles from high concentration to lower 
concentration. Diffusion is enhanced by wind and natural convection in water wave action. 

 

 

 

 
Mt. Tabor Reservoir 5. Open reservoir drinking water inlet: waterfall agitating action aerates 
water providing oxygen, promotes water movement, while removing unwanted gases. Open 
reservoir sunlight also provides a public health barrier, using a natural, sustainable, gravity 
fed carbon-free process delivering safe and healthy water. 
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IV. FINDINGS: PROBLEMS VS. BENEFITS 
 

A. Radon – Concentration vs. Dissipation 
 

 
Covered reservoirs are inefficient in allowing escape of radioactive radon 

and other toxic gases. Open reservoir atmospheric volatilization 
provides efficient escape of toxic and carcinogenic gases. 

 

 

Portland’s open reservoirs can efficiently vaporize /diffuse radioactive radon-222 gas to the 

atmosphere using natural aeration. Due to a high Henry’s Law constant, radon can leave water 

on contact with air when agitated. Radioactive radon gas is a serious and widely underestimated 

health risk that is naturally occurring in soil and groundwater. Portland’s drinking water radon 

gas originates from the Columbia South Shore Well field. Because it is not chemically reactive 

with most materials it will move freely as a gas and can move substantial distances from its point 

of origin. Ingestion of radon through drinking water can also contribute to internal organ illness 

such as stomach cancer once it is absorbed into the blood stream. 

 

EPA acknowledges there is no safe level of radon exposure, regardless of the source, air or 

water. The cancer risk of radon in water is higher than cancer risk from any other drinking water 

contaminant. Radon from drinking water can end up in the air of buildings in several different 

ways: substantial radioactive water aerosols can be created from showering, clothes washing, 

dishwashing, flushing toilets, and bathing. 

 

Radon is the second leading cause of lung cancer and contributes to +20,000 deaths each year. 

Radioactive alpha emitting radon gas also decays into radioactive atoms such as daughter 

progeny polonium, lead, and bismuth. These atoms can get trapped in the lungs when you 

breathe also emitting alpha, beta, and gamma particles continuing to release bursts of energy-

damaging cells. This energy can genetically damage lung, blood, and other tissues’ DNA. Over 

time these atomic exposures can lead to lung and other types of cancer. Because children have a 

much higher respiration rate than adults more radon can be inhaled. EPA danger levels 

underestimate increased risk of radioactive particle inhalation and public health impact 

expectation in children. 
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Radon-222 Decay Process contains radioactive isotopes emitting all 3 types: Alpha, Beta, and 

Gamma particles 

 Radon 222 – alpha particles and few gamma particles 

 Polonium 218 – alpha decay 

 Lead 214 – beta particles and gamma particles 

 Bismuth 214 – beta particles and gamma particles 

 Polonium 214 – alpha particles and few gamma particles 

 Lead 210 – 22-year half-life so first 5 are basis for effect (Ref. 20) 

 

 
Radon Isotopes And Decay Particles – Three (3) types of radioactive radon decay 

particle energy and negative impact on health: 
 

 
 

 

 
 

All radon decay particles – alpha, beta and gamma radioactive energy levels – can initiate 
negative health effects. Alpha particles, i.e., polonium, can penetrate cellular DNA promoting 
tissue damage and cancers. Beta and gamma particles have much higher energy levels that 

promote greater tissue damage resulting in increased health risks. 
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Radon- alpha particles penetrating cell DNA ending in tissue damage and cancers 

 

 
Concurrent radioactive beta β and gamma Γ activity from radon 222 progeny 
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Data from the Oregon Department of Health and Human Services show more than 25% of the 

homes tested in Multnomah County exceed the soil origin indoor air action level of 4pCi / liter 

due to geological conditions. The Portland Water Bureau wrongly downplays the high public 

health risk of any level of radon in our drinking water by not acknowledging subsequent 

inhalation. 

 

In a closed drinking water system without open reservoirs the risk of aerosolized radon 

inhalation from drinking water increases substantially. Any level of radon exposure from water 

would contribute to the total cumulative effect of inhalation risk associated with radioactive 

indoor air. A 1000 sq. foot house with a 4 pCi / of radon has nearly 2 million atoms in the air 

decaying every minute in addition to the decay atoms of the radioactive progeny such as 

polonium, etc. (USGS) 

 

One single atom / alpha/ beta/ gamma particle can begin the cancer process when inhaled. 

Homes in the zip codes 97210- 97213 in north and northeast Portland are especially at risk, and 

there are many other areas in the city. Open air reservoirs provide the most efficient and 

sustainable radioactive radon risk mitigation process through volatilization. The open 

reservoirs use the laws of chemistry and physics; utilizing diffusion up the water column, water 

agitation at the inlet, wind action promoting diffusion, leading to natural and harmless 

volatilization free of electricity. (EPA radon map) 

 

The City of Portland Columbia South Shore Well fields (CSSW) produce radon 222 in excess of 

300 pCi /L, exceeding the EPA action level. The Portland Water Bureau will tell the community 

the radon levels are diluted to 10% during summer usage. However if we incur turbidity events 

excluding Bull Run water we will be using CSSW water with radon 222 gas exceeding 

recommended levels. This does not include the cancer causing radioactive progeny atoms such as 

bismuth, polonium, lead, etc., from radon 222 decay. (Ref. 21) 

 

EPA and Drinking Water Radon 

EPA does not regulate radon in drinking water. The health concern with radon in drinking water 

is also associated with everyday household uses that can transfer radon to indoor air throughout 

the house along with the many radioactive decay isotopes. Radon in water can be released into 

the air when water is used for showering, laundry, washing dishes, toilet use, and other 

household activities. Some researchers have estimated that 1 pCi /L of airborne radon will result 

from the normal use of a water supply containing 10,000 pCi /L. This number is only an average 

and subject to variation. The amount of radon transferred from water to air is a function of: 

 

 The waterborne radon level;  

 The amount of water used;  

 The type of water use activity, e.g. shower (high transfer) vs. running water in a sink (low 

transfer); and  

 The water and air temperatures (as the temperature of the water increases,     radon 

transfer increases).  

 

Because radon 222 is an unregulated EPA radioactive contaminant in drinking water, the 

Portland Water Bureau did not include it in our Water Quality Report in 2013. In past years we 
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have seen drinking water radon levels from the Columbia South Shore Well field above 350 

pCi/L. The Portland Water Bureau continually yet incorrectly states that radon is a non-issue at 

these levels, yet EPA says “there is no safe level of radon”. (EPA) 

 

Even at small levels of radon, the cumulative effect of continuous household multiple water uses 

profoundly impacts the ultimate level of radon and daughter radioactive particles accumulating 

daily and weekly. Radon needs to be removed from our drinking water even if EPA has not 

completed a final radon drinking water rule.  

 

National Academy of Sciences (NAS) conclusions are assumptions based on estimates that 

underestimate the overall public health effect. If the NAS study was acceptable as scientific fact, 

why was it not adopted by EPA as the standard for the final EPA Radon regulation? EPA says 

radon is the most cancer causing contaminant, yet there is no EPA Radon drinking water 

regulation. 

 

Open reservoirs will harmlessly and efficiently vent the radon and other gases into the 

atmosphere. Covered reservoirs are not designed for such activity of radon removal. So we begin 

to see what the effect of even conservatively estimated exposures will present from our closed 

water system and covered reservoirs.  

 

 
Radon and other drinking water gases can enter your entire home, school, and 

workplace through the shower, toilet, washing machine, and faucets. Open 
reservoirs act as a barrier allowing gases to harmlessly vent into atmosphere 

before entering distribution system downstream. 
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Portland metropolitan radioactive radon-222 areas of risk. (US EPA) 

 

 
Radon -222 is a gas with a half-life of about 4 days. However, the radon 222 
decay products are isotopes of solid elements and will quickly attach themselves 
to molecules of water and other atmospheric gases. These, in turn, attach to dust 
particles. If inhaled, the decay products, whether attached to aerosol particles or 
‘unattached’, will largely be deposited on the surface of the respiratory tract and, 
because of their short half-lives (↓half an hour), will begin to decay there. 
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Projection Estimate: Drinking Water Radon-222 Exposure in Closed System During Bull 

Run Turbidity Event 

Radioactive decay process for radon-222 from Portland CSSW drinking water 

–Radon-222 decays / 1000 sq. foot house with 4pCi radon = 2,000,000/min (USGS)  

–In one hour there would be 120,000,000/hour radon 222 radioactive decays not including 

progeny. 

–PWB CSSW >300 pCi / L radon x .0001 water transfer/air variable = .03 pCi /L (EPA) 

                         1 pCi/L air = 500,000 radon decays/ minute 

                         500,000 x .03 = 15,000 radon decays / minute 

 

Decay time for daughter progeny 

–Estimated radioactive decays in ~ one hour with continuous .03 pCi /L exposure 

–Radon-222- 60 min. x 15,000 decay/min = 900,000 decay   

–Polonium 218- 3minutes  

–Lead 214- 29 minutes  

–Bismuth 214- ~11 minute  

–Polonium 214- <1 second  

–Lead 210- 22 years    

 

Estimated Household Impact from Continuous Decay of Radon 222 and 

Radioactive Decay Chain Progeny Over One-Hour Period 

 

Minutes RADON 

222 α 

POLONIUM 

218    α 

LEAD 214    

β Γ 

BISMUTH 

214   β Γ 

POLONIUM 

214    α 

LEAD 

210 
1 15kdirect > 15k     

2 15k 15k     

3 15k 15k 3 min > 15k    

4 15k 15k 15k    

5 15k 15k 15k    

6 15k 15k 15k    

7 15k 15k 15k    

8 15k 15k 15k    

9 15k 15k 15k    

10 15k 15k 15k    

11 15k 15k 15k    

12 15k 15k 15k    

13 15k 15k 15k    

14 15k 15k 15k    

15 15k 15k 15k    

16 15k 15k 15k    

17 15k 15k 15k    

18 15k 15k 15k    

19 15k 15k 15k    

20 15k 15k 15k    

21 15k 15k 15k    

22 15k 15k 15k    

23 15k 15k 15k    

24 15k 15k 15k    
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25 15k 15k 15k    

26 15k 15k 15k    

27 15k 15k 15k    

28 15k 15k 15k    

29 15k 15k 15k      

30 15k 15k 15k    

31 15k 15k 15k    

32 15k 15k 15K29min> 15k   

33 15k 15k 15k 15k   

34 15k 15k 15k 15k   

35 15k 15k 15k 15k   

36 15k 15k 15k 15k   

37 15k 15k 15k 15k   

38 15k 15k 15k 15k   

39 15k 15k 15k 15k   

40 15k 15k 15k 15k   

41 15k 15k 15k 15k   

42 15k 15k 15k 15k   

43 15k 15k 15k 15k11min> 15k x 60/min Stable 

44 15k 15k 15k 15k 15k  

45 15k 15k 15k 15k 15k  

46 15k 15k 15k 15k 15k  

47 15k 15k 15k 15k 15k  

48 15k 15k 15k 15k 15k  

49 15k 15k 15k 15k 15k  

50 15k 15k 15k 15k 15k  

51 15k 15k 15k 15k 15k  

52 15k 15k 15k 15k 15k  

53 15k 15k 15k 15k 15k  

54 15k 15k 15k 15k   15k  

55 15k 15k 15k 15k 15k  

56 15k 15k 15k 15k 15k  

57 15k 15k 15k 15k 15k  

58 15k 15k 15k 15k 15k  

59 15k 15k 15k 15k 15k  

60 min 15k 15k 15k 15k 15k  

 ~ 900,000 ~ 900,000 ~ 855,000 ~ 420,000 ~ 15,200,000 Decays 

    Hour = ~18,275,000 

 

 

 

Public Health Risks from Showering With Radon-Rich Water 
 

 ~70% of radioactive radon 222 gas is released in shower aerosol into household 

 Percentage measurements of radioactive radon 222 gas becoming aerosol from shower 

heads at different water temperature 

 Aerosol dynamics of radon in water before and after shower eventually decaying into 

radioactive daughter progeny 
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 One of the potentially important sources of short-term exposure is the emanation 

(discharge) of radon from water during showering and the subsequent in-growth of the 

radon decay products that continue to produce radioactive materials shower after shower. 

 

 
Household – Aerosol of Radon 222 Gas Exposures from Everyday Activities 

 

 

 
 

Spikes of radon 222 gas filled drinking water entering home from closed system 
that did not allow radioactive gas escape, ie., covered reservoirs. 
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Drinking water- aerosol of radioactive radon decay. Radioactive radon decay 
appeared later as expected establishing an aerosol presence over a long time 

period. (PAEC – potential alpha energy concentration) (Ref. 22) 
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B. Chloroform Formation – Concentration vs. Dissipation 
 

 
Structure of acidic natural organic material (NOM) reacts with chlorine generating disinfection 
by-products such as chloroform. Chlorine alone added at Bull Run Headworks in the Bull Run 

Management Unit watershed for hours of disinfection exposure. 
 

 

Elimination of Disinfection Byproducts Produced By Chlorine  

 

TTHM –Trihalomethanes 

Trihalomethanes were among the first disinfection byproducts to be discovered in chlorinated 

water. These EPA regulated chemical substances are one of many types formed during the 

disinfection process. The EPA regulated Stage 2 DBP chemicals such as trihalomethanes and 

haloacetic acids are tested by Portland every three months. TTHM’s can be divided into four 

different classes: 

 Trichloromethane (chloroform, CHCl3)  

 Bromine dichloromethane (BDCM, CHBrCl2) (no bromines in system)  

 Chlorine dibromomethane (CDBM CHBr2Cl)  

 Tribromomethane ( TBM CHBr3)  

 

These chemicals contain chlorine and bromine but are not in a reaction with methane. These 

reactions originate with NOM such as humic acid. Chloroform is a commonly occurring 

trihalomethane and the principle DBP, making it the most important chemical of this group to 
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remove from our drinking water. One of the important chemical properties of chloroform’s 

environmental fate is its ability to volatilize, easily passing into air as a gas. Open air reservoirs 

naturally provide volatilization, enhanced through the fountain spray effect as seen in reservoir 6 

and water fall/ agitation used in other reservoirs. Open air reservoir actions efficiently vaporize 

this unwanted toxic gas where it is then harmlessly broken down by sunlight. (Refs. 23-25) 

 

 
Chloroform (trichloromethane) production v. contact time. Chloroform gas content increases 
with increase in organic material contact time. PWB distribution system has been poorly 
maintained leading to increase in biofilm/sediment reactions resulting in greater chloroform gas 
generation. Open air reservoirs allow increases in chloroform to vaporize before entering 
distribution. 
 

 

 
Covered reservoirs distribute toxic and carcinogenic contaminants into homes daily 
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Reasons for open reservoirs and unwanted chemicals 

 
“Some people who drink water containing haloacetic acids in excess of the MCL over many years may 

have an increased risk of getting cancer. Some people who drink water containing trihalomethanes in 

excess of the MCL over many years may experience problems with their liver, kidneys, or central 

nervous system, and may have an increased risk of getting cancer.” (EPA) 

 

The following diagrams demonstrate how chloroform can increase – in a home supplied with 

water from a covered reservoir system – through drinking water aerosols formed through 

evaporation or routine activities such as showering, bathing, washing clothes, and cleaning. 

Because of the high Henry’s Law constant, inhalation can provide the greatest public health risk 

by absorption in the human respiratory system including the surface of the lung. The primary 

factor that determines the relative magnitude of deposition in different regions of the respiratory 

tract (nose, airways, and alveolar) is the particle size distribution of the aerosol. Another 

potential source of exposure from aerosols is via dermal sorption when the aerosols are deposited 

on the exposed skin surface during different water use activities. Open reservoirs can reduce or 

eliminate THM chloroform gases using efficient open air reservoir volatilization before entering 

homes, schools, and work places. 

 

 
 

(a.) Concentration of household drinking water chloroform: shower, bath room, main 
house. Washing Machine OFF 
(b.) Concentration of drinking water chloroform increasing: shower (top), bathroom 
(middle), main house with washing machine ON (bottom) (Ref. 26)  
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Waterfall effects of an open reservoir promote volatilization of gases before they enter your 

home.  

 

Water use in homes contributes considerably to levels of chloroform in indoor air and total 

exposure. Toxic and carcinogenic chloroform can enter your body in four ways: as you breathe, 

eat food, drink water, and it easily passes through your skin as you take a bath or shower. 

Chloroform can cross the placenta and is also found in breast milk. When chloroform crosses the 

placenta in humans, it can result in concentrations in fetal blood that are greater than maternal 

blood concentrations.  

 

An epidemiological study indicated an association between chloroform concentrations in 

drinking water and intrauterine growth retardation. Concentrations of chloroform in indoor air 

were higher than those in ambient outdoor air owing primarily to volatilization during water use. 

When the shower water is hot enough for it to vaporize, inhalation of even more chloroform will 

occur. Ongoing and continuous exposures to chloroform – such as showering from the 

inefficiently vented closed reservoir water system – can allow for increased toxicity. Studies in 

people and in animals show that after you breathe air or consume food that contains chloroform 

it can quickly enter your bloodstream from your lungs or intestines. 

 

Chloroform is carried by the blood to all parts of your body, such as the nervous system, fat, 

liver, and kidneys. Indoor air exposure to the volatile THMs such as chloroform is particularly 

important with houses having low rates of ventilation and high rates of showering and bathing. 

Chloroform is a California Proposition 65 carcinogen. (Refs. 27-30) 

 

Open Reservoir Atmospheric Volatilization – Total Trihalomethanes (TTHM) 

THM concentrations were important predictors of blood THM concentrations immediately after 

showering. Chloroform concentrations in the shower stall air are the most important predictor in 

determining blood concentrations after the shower. 

 

Chloroform can be degraded photo-chemically by sunlight and evaporates easily utilizing the 

open reservoir air surface/ water partial pressure differences in promoting atmospheric 

volatilization. The open reservoirs provide significant opportunities to efficiently volatilize toxic 

and carcinogenic THMs. In a closed system such as a covered reservoir, such sunlight 

degradation and atmospheric volatilization does not occur. 
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High chloroform blood level saturation from shower shown at 7 & 8. (Ref. 31) 

 

 

 

More EPA Regulated Disinfection By-Products Generated from Chlorine and Chloramine 
 

Haloacetic Acids – HAA5  

The five most common are  

 Monochloroacetic acid (MCAA) ClCH2COOH 

 Dichloroacetic acid (DCAA) Cl2CHCOOH 

 Trichloroacetic acid (TCAA) Cl3CCOOH 

 Monobromoacetic acid (MBAA) BrCH2COOH 

 Dibromoacetic acid (DBAA) Br2CHCOOH  

 

In addition to trihalomethanes (THM), haloacetic acids HAA5 are a class of disinfection 

byproducts produced by chlorine and chloramine chemical reactions with natural organic 

material in the water. These disinfection byproducts are also regulated by EPA because of public 

health concerns. Loss of HAA5’s in water distribution systems has been frequently attributed to 

biodegradation. Experimental aerobic biodegradation rates have shown to be rapid. Oxygen 

loving aerobic bacteria are associated with the biodegradation and removal of the HAA5’s toxic 

and carcinogenic disinfection byproducts. Aerobic bacteria have a beneficial role in suppressing 

the concentrations in tap water. They are integral part of the efficient HAA5 removal in drinking 

water such as open reservoir system. (Refs. 32-35) 
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Oxygen loving aerobic bacteria in our open reservoirs 

can biodegrade and remove HAA5 from water 
 

HAA5 are the second most prominent class of EPA regulated drinking water halogenated 

disinfection byproducts and are water soluble. HAA5 chemicals such as DCAA and TCAA 

present a toxic and potentially hepatocarcinogenic public health hazard that can be expected to 

be detected in chlorinated drinking water distribution systems. Genotoxicity, reproductive 

toxicity, embryo toxicity, neurotoxicity and immunotoxicity of DCAA have also been reported. 

The presence of DCAA and TCAA increases the toxicity of chloroform in female animal studies. 

(Refs. 36-38) 

 

Microbial removal of these HAA5’s increases water quality and health. 

 

 

 
Potential bacterial biodegradation pathway of MCAA. Glycolic acid is then in the general 

metabolism, and may be photodegraded by sunlight, stopping the HAA from being able to 
biopersist or bioaccumulate in the environment. (Refs. 39-40) 

 

 

Summary of how open reservoirs provide support removing HAA5  

 The open reservoirs can provide a natural and sustainable aerobic biodegradation process 

of the unwanted HAA5 

 Different bacteria are known to aerobically degrade HAA5 either co-metabolically or as a 

sole carbon and energy source 

 Because HAA5 are biodegradable compounds they can utilize the enhanced efficiency of 

aerobic microorganisms as a benefit for the open reservoir drinking water quality 
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 Aerobic microorganisms are 18 times more efficient in metabolizing chemical 

compounds than the anaerobic microorganisms, found in closed and covered reservoirs 

 Oxygen loving aerobic microorganisms degrading HAA5 act as another desirable public 

health barrier found in the open reservoirs 

 Photolysis/ sunlight can provide additional degradation pathways for HAA5 in natural 

waters 

 Open reservoirs support peroxide formation in aerobic biodegradation as a mechanism 

for reduction HAA5 in surface waters before entering distribution systems 

 Aerobic biodegradation in open reservoirs provides superior public health benefits 

to the anaerobic conditions of covered and closed reservoirs 

 

 

Haloacetic Acids Increase in Poorly Maintained Distribution System 

 

6       ◊ - DCAA 

 

 □- TCAA   Δ- HAA  

5 

 

                    Δ 

4 

                                    

                 

3                     Δ 

 

              Δ                                 Δ                   □ 

2                     □ 

                                                                           

             □         ◊                                  □ ◊               ◊ 

1                    ◊ 

 

   

                     0                              1.6                                2.4                         3.2   km 
Biofilm from poorly maintained distribution system, i.e., Portland Water Bureau, can increase 

HAA from continuous chlorine reaction in water pipes 

C
o
n

ce
n

tr
a
ti

o
n

 o
f 

H
A

A
’s

 (
µ

g
/L

) 

Ord. 187832 Vol. 2.3.G, page 16514



Page 29 of 75 

 

Aerobic Microbial Degradation of Haloacetic Acids - HAA’s 
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C. Other Disinfection Chemicals – Higher vs. Lower Use 
 

EPA Stage 2 Disinfectants and Disinfection Byproducts Rule (Stage2DBP) 

The Bull Run drinking water system was designed by highly accomplished engineers who 

incorporated the brilliant scientific and public health principles established within fundamental 

laws of chemistry and physics. As a continued reminder our Bull Run drinking water system was 

designed with three critical public health barriers: 

 

 Portland is truly fortunate to have the federally protected closed to human entry Bull Run 

Management Unit as our first public health barrier, providing safe drinking water free of 

municipal, industrial, and agricultural sewage exposure that are the primary sources of 

US surface drinking water contamination. 

 

 The second barrier is simple chlorine/ammonia as a disinfection process that provides 

protection against waterborne disease causing microorganisms. 

 

 Portland’s open reservoirs provide a crucial third barrier by removing unwanted gases, 

chemicals, and disinfection byproducts (DBP) using natural sustainable aerobic processes 

before entering our major distribution system. Open reservoir removal of toxic and 

carcinogenic chemical DBP take place through the following processes: 

-Volatilization efficiency         -Biodegradation-microbial 

-Aerobic activity/oxygenation         -Photolysis/sunlight         -Water agitation 

 

We Need Open Reservoirs to Address the Environmental 
Chemical Challenges of the Future 

 

 

The EPA Stage 2 Disinfectant Byproduct Rule is intended to reduce potential cancer, 

reproductive, and developmental health risks from disinfection byproducts which form when 

disinfectants are used to control microbial pathogens. Our open reservoirs not only currently 

meet EPA LT2 needs but are also needed to enhance the removal of the EPA regulated 

trihalomethanes (TTHM), haloacetic acids (HAA5), as well as other toxic chemicals before these 

can enter our homes, schools, and workplaces. Natural aerobic atmospheric volatilization of 

gases and biodegradation of DBP chemicals from open reservoirs diminish the related potential 

health risks and can provide more efficient public health protection than covered reservoirs can 

offer. Long-term EPA drinking water standards do not include children but are based on 70 kg 

/+154 lb. adults. Further DBP chemical removal enhanced by our open reservoirs is needed to 

decrease public health risk for children, pets, as well as adults. 
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Toxic and carcinogenic disinfection byproducts regulated by EPA Stage 2DBP 
 

List of EPA’s 11 regulated DBP’s – sampled only 4 times / year 

Total Tri Halo Methanes (TTHM’s) 

 Chloroform – most prevalent 

 Bromoform 

 Bromodichloromethane 

 Dibromochloromethane 

Halacetic acids (HAA’s) 

 Monochloro 

 Dichloro 

 Trichloro 

 Monobromo 

 Dibromo 

 Bromine- 

 Chlorite- 

 

In addition, many disinfectant byproducts are not known or well-studied. Open reservoirs 

can reduce/remove many toxic and carcinogenic chemicals before being inhaled, ingested, 

and absorbed through skin exposures.  
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(US EPA) 

 

 
(US EPA) 
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(US EPA) 

 

 

 

 

 

 
(US EPA) 
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Emerging Chloramination Disinfection By-Products (US EPA) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
(US EPA) 
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D. Nitrification – Presence vs. Absence 
 

Nitrification is a microbial process by which reduced nitrogen compounds (primarily ammonia) 

are sequentially oxidized (broken down) to nitrite and nitrate. Ammonia can be present in 

drinking water through either naturally-occurring processes or through the addition of ammonia 

to the already present chlorine, during the secondary disinfection process to form chloramines. 

Drinking water chloramines provide the greatest source of nitrogen which under certain 

conditions can be used to produce the nitrites/nitrates eventually leading to nitrosamines. 

 

Ultraviolet light depletes free chlorine, whereas chloramines seem to be quite stable in sunlight. 

Although monochloramine can degrade slowly when exposed to the atmosphere at varying rates 

depending on the amount of sunlight, wind, and temperature, the nitrifiers (bacteria) are very 

sensitive to near UV, visual, and fluorescent light. Consequently, nitrification episodes in 

distribution systems occur in the dark (in covered reservoirs, pipelines, taps, etc.) Because of 

exposure to sunlight, nitrification has not been generated in open reservoirs. (Refs. 42-44)  

 

The nitrification process is primarily accomplished by two groups of autotrophic (self feeding) 

nitrifying bacteria.  

 

Step 1-  Nitrosomonas  sp.   oxidizing    ammonia → nitrite 

 

              NH3 + O2 → NO2- + 3H
+
 + 2e- 

 

Step 2-   Nitrobacter  sp.    oxidizing       nitrite →  nitrate 

 

               NO2 + H2O → NO3- + 2H
+
 +2e-     

 

The two groups of bacteria commonly found in aquatic environments can break down ammonia 

into nitrite and nitrate. The presence of nitrite in a water supply is undesirable because of health 

concerns such as methemoglobinemia where nitrogen replaces oxygen in red blood cells. Nitrite 

can also accelerate the decomposition of monchloramine and interfere with chlorine and chlorine 

residual measurements. 

 

Increased chlorine demand and decay change the disinfectant residual (concentration levels) as it 

travels through the distribution system as monochloramine. Ammonia concentrations naturally 

increase as the chlorine concentration decreases through this process. Sunlight in open 

reservoirs inhibits nitrification bacteria from oxidizing ammonia to nitrite and nitrate. 

Application of chlorine at the reservoir outlet binds to the ammonia efficiently and cost-

effectively increasing chloramine residual downstream in the distribution system. The absence 

of sunlight and the dark environment in closed and covered reservoirs allows microbial 

nitrification activity to continue oxidizing ammonia into unwanted nitrite and nitrate, etc. 

Nitrification issues have been documented in Los Angeles covered reservoirs such as Garvey and 

Orange County. 
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N-nitrosodimethylamine (NDMA) important nitrogenous chemical reaction- 

 

                                                  Nitrate →  nitrite →  nitrosamines 

 

Chlorine and chloramine can react with organic nitrogen material that can contain precursors to 

NDMA. NDMA is routinely detected in drinking water utilities. NDMA detection may vary 

during seasonal changes due to differences in organic material levels. Water quality data from 

surface water sampling demonstrated that NDMA is significantly broken down in surface water 

due to ultraviolet degradation from exposure to sunlight. Based on the data, a half-life of 2.2 

hours in surface water was estimated for NDMA.  

 

Photo degradation (sunlight) is the main process for removing NDMA from the aquatic 

environment, yet NDMA can persist in the absence of sunlight such as in a closed and covered 

reservoir. From a covered reservoir the toxic NDMA continues on into the drinking water 

distribution system to be consumed in our homes, schools and businesses. (Refs. 45-46) 

 

N-Nitrosodimethylamine (NDMA) is a member of a family of extremely potent carcinogens, the 

N – nitrosamines. Their cancer potencies are much higher than those of THM’s. Concerns about 

NDMA mainly focused on the presence of NDMA in foods and drinking water. NDMA has 

produced liver tumors and parenchymal cell tumors when administered orally. NDMA acts as a 

transplacental carcinogen and has been found in breast milk. NDMA can be inhaled, and 

absorbed through the skin. Increases in lung, liver, and kidney tumors have been observed after 

inhalation exposure. NDMA is structurally related to known carcinogens and can be mutagenic 

in microorganisms. (Refs. 47-50) 

 

 

 
“Blue Baby”syndrome from nitrification of drinking water. Nitrate poisoning 

where red blood cells have decreased oxygen, resulting in methemoglobinemia 
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E. Oxygenation – Absence vs. Presence 
 

Oxygen introduced at the open reservoirs’ fountains and waterfall inlets saturates the water and 

provides many public health benefits. Oxygenation provides a secure environment for helpful 

aerobic bacteria, reduces unwanted anaerobic bacteria, and provides a natural source for 

disinfection precursors such as oxides and peroxides. Oxygen enriched water naturally enhances 

aerobic bacteria metabolism, yielding a superior efficiency in chemical biodegradation than 

anaerobic bacteria metabolism found in covered reservoirs. Closed and covered reservoirs do not 

provide these advantages.  

 

 

F. Light Disinfection – Broad Spectrum Sunlight 
 

 

            
                                                ↑ 

Natural broad spectrum sunlight benefits in open reservoirs. The many wavelengths of 
natural sun light provide well established disinfection properties that artificial UV used in 
drinking water treatment cannot. Arrow at UV-B shows the artificial UV radiation 254 nm 
wavelength used for drinking water facilities. The single wavelength 254 nm provides 
significantly less energy to break down microorganisms than does natural sunlight. 

 

 

Natural disinfection from sunlight is well known. Sunlight is among the most potent abiotic 

factors in the inactivation or killing of bacteria and other microorganisms in water. Sunlight 

imparts a broad and effective spectrum of photon wavelength exposures that include: gamma, x-

ray, ultraviolet, visual, infrared. Sunlight photolytically (breaks apart) reacts with and disrupts 

microorganism chemical structures. Additionally our open reservoirs incorporate efficient 

oxygenation of water at the fountains and the inlet waterfalls, synergistically enhancing 

microbial disinfection. This is achieved when sunlight photons react with oxygen-based 

molecules forming free radicals and oxides such as peroxide. These chemicals also react with 

microbial structures providing a sustainable and natural disinfection effect. Covered and closed 

reservoirs cannot provide the natural disinfection benefits of sunlight. 

 

The condition of oocysts is very important in determining the risk of infection. Oocysts are 

exposed to many conditions in the environment that can reduce their infectivity before entering 

the distribution system. The length of time post shedding, water temperature, and the amount of 
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ultraviolet UV exposure from sunlight can effectively reduce oocyst infectivity. Although 

oocysts are considered environmentally resistant they exhibit considerable loss of infectivity as 

environmental temperature increases. Above 50
0
F loss of infectivity increases. In addition, 

surface waters are exposed to natural UV irradiation in sunlight which may damage oocyst DNA 

therefore inhibiting DNA replication and reducing infectivity. Due to specific gravity influences, 

many organisms such as Cryptosporoidium, Giardia, etc., exist at the top of the water column 

surface where UV sunlight can easily render them harmless. (Refs. 51-53) 

 

 

G. Public Health Record of Closed Reservoirs 
 

From 1949-1969 the American Water Works Association, American Public Health Association, 

and U.S. Public Health Service proposed covering reservoirs even though there were no 

historical or current public health problems with open reservoirs. While these organizations 

were covering reservoirs for alleged public health reasons, closed reservoirs were being built and 

maintained with materials such as lead-based paints and petroleum-based coatings on the 

interior of these reservoirs. As early as 1904 lead-based paints were recognized as toxic. Since 

the 1920’s benzene, a component of petroleum-based coatings, has been known to cause cancer. 

Thus, these materials have been widely known and recognized for decades as toxic and 

carcinogenic while in direct contact with drinking water. These toxic and carcinogenic chemicals 

can still be found and used with closed reservoir structures placing drinking water and public 

health at risk. (Ref. 54) 

 

Although the covered reservoir storage facility is normally an enclosed structure, numerous 

access points can become entry points for debris and contaminants. Consumer deaths from 

closed reservoirs are historically well-documented from these points of entry. 

 

These contaminant pathways include roof top access hatches, sidewall joints, vent and overflow 

piping, roof cracks, and workmanship inconsistencies. 

 

The most common problems reported from inspectors in covered reservoirs: 

 No bug screens on vents and overflows 

 Cathodic systems not adjusted or operating properly 

 Unlocked access hatches 

 Presence of lead paint (interior and exterior) and the presence of unapproved paints 

 

Common coating problems reported by tank inspectors relating to water quality: 

 Chemical leaching from incompletely cured coating 

 Corrosion product buildup from excessive interior corrosion 

 Turbidity events from bottom sediments 

 Unknown chemical leaching from non-approved coatings and lead leaching from lead-

based interior coatings 

 

Points of public health concern: 

 Disinfectant decay – nitrification facilitation from dark environment 

 Chemical contaminants – toxic and carcinogenic coatings 
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 DBP retention – lack of atmospheric volatility 

 DBP retention – lack of sunlight 

 Tastes and odors – anaerobic flora metabolites 

 Sedimentation / biofilm – less-frequent cleaning schedule +5 years  

 Microbial contaminants – known source of  many consumer deaths 

 Roof leakage and contamination cement seams (Seattle) 

 Roof leakage and benzene from rubberized asphalt degrading (Seattle) 

 Accumulation of toxic filtration media remaining in seldom-cleaned tanks 

 

 

 
Unhealthy accumulation of post-filter media in drinking water: aluminum 

sulfate (alum) in seldom-cleaned covered reservoir. (Ref. 58) 
 

 

Microbial case studies 

Covered reservoir storage facilities have been identified in microbial drinking waterborne 

disease deaths and outbreaks: 

 

 In 1993 Salmonella typhimurium was identified in a Gideon, Missouri, outbreak from 

bird contamination in a covered municipal water storage tank. Pigeon droppings from the 

roof area carried into the openings of a closed tank were identified as the etiological 

agent. Seven persons died, and hundreds became ill. 

 

 Also in 1993, a Campylobacter jejuni outbreak in Minnesota from a drinking water 

storage tower. Fecal coliform were also found. 

 

 In 2008, Salmonella typhimurium caused another death and hundreds of illnesses from a 

covered drinking water reservoir in Alamosa, Colorado. Contaminants identified from 

bird access unobserved in covered reservoir. 
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Covered Alamosa, Colorado reservoir where Salmonella bacteria from 

prolonged bird roosting exposures were not visible or detected, 
causing illness and death 

 

 

Concerns from Questionable Water Engineering Judgment Decisions: Past and Current 

Covered Reservoir Surfaces Coated with Toxic Materials  

 

Coating materials are used to prevent hydrostatic (water) moisture migration in concrete tanks, 

pH changes, and corrosion of steel storage tanks. Coatings used in finished water storage 

facilities were selected because of their structure protection and ease of application. The common 

use of coal tars, greases, waxes, and lead paints as interior tank coatings was accepted by 

engineers. These products contributed significant toxic chemical exposure to the drinking water. 

Grease coatings can differ in their composition from vegetable to petroleum and can provide 

food for bacteria resulting in disinfection problems along with taste and odor issues in finished 

water.  

 

Toxic chemical case studies: 

 

 Petroleum grease applied in 1925 in a Florida storage tank interior caused odor, taste, 

disinfectant, and slime problems. In 1988 the grease was reapplied. The grease was 

removed in 1996 and a polyamide epoxy was applied. 

 

 East Bay Municipal Utility District used hot-mopped coal tar as their interior coating 

material for tanks through the 1960’s. Hot-mopped coal tar is still seen today in operating 

water tanks at other utilities. 

 

 Structural and building designs continue to be problematic in closed and covered 

reservoirs. Cracks in the ceiling of the new 2009 Seattle reservoirs can allow for 

intrusions of contaminated water and be problematic, regardless of the rubberized asphalt 
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barrier replacement. The new toxic and carcinogenic material placed over cracks in the 

reservoir ceiling is a petroleum based asphalt/benzene material. Microorganisms can 

break down the petroleum-based carbon substrate releasing benzene and other toxins into 

reservoir ceiling cracks and water.  

 

There are newer coating applications such as aluminum, polyurethane, and chlorinated rubber. 

Leaching of organic contaminants from flat steel panels can occur with various coatings 

including vinyl, chlorinated rubber, epoxy, asphalt, and coal tar, etc. Coal tar coating and lining 

can still be found, and is used in California as a coating material. Elevated levels of alkyl 

benzenes and polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAH’s) have been reported in coal tar 

bituminous coatings. In tanks that remain in use, organics can be leached into drinking water, 

especially if there is not enough curing time after coating application. 

 

Additional closed reservoir chemical problems occur from reduced disinfectant residual and 

sedimentation. Debris can enter any closed reservoir system. Cleaning schedules in closed 

reservoirs are recommended to be ~5 years. A case study of three elevated tanks in Brookfield, 

Wisconsin, documented cleaning intervals of 15 years for one closed reservoir, and 7-year 

cleaning intervals for the other two closed reservoir tanks. Sediment of 28 inches was found in 

the 15-year tank and 4-12 inches of sediment in the other two tanks. Extremely high bacteria 

counts were found in all tanks. (Refs. 55-58) 

 

 

 
Deceased rat on layers of sediment in a covered reservoir. Common entry 

points for rodents, cats, and birds in covered reservoirs are hatch or access 
openings, vent pipes, structural cracks, and overflow pipes. (Ref. 58) 
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H. Public Health Record of Portland’s Open Reservoirs and Bull Run 

Watershed 
 

Provided below are recent and supportive open reservoir engineering assessments and 

scientifically supported answers for the community’s understanding of the public health benefits 

of open reservoirs. 

 

Condition of open reservoirs at Mt. Tabor Park – 2009 Report 

The Mt. Tabor Park Reservoirs’ structures and buildings are considered nationally significant as 

part of an early design for a city’s open water storage system. The system is historically 

significant for its initial construction and subsequent additions involving monumental civic 

undertakings, for the exemplification of early concrete engineering construction technology, and 

for its architectural design. As recognition of their historic significance, the buildings, structures, 

and site were nominated to the National Register of Historic Places and received designation as 

the Mt. Tabor Park Reservoirs Historic District on January 15, 2004. Generally, those features 

within the district boundary that date from the initial construction in 1894 through construction 

and additions dating to 1951 are considered historic contributing. 

 

As viewed from a historic resource perspective, the Mt. Tabor Park Reservoirs Historic District 

are, for the most part, in good condition. The structures and buildings were carefully designed 

and were built for durability and low maintenance. Those considerations have allowed the 

structures to age gracefully. The facilities are currently used on a daily basis. 

 

Very few original construction components have been lost or removed. There have been minor 

modifications to the facilities to allow continued operation. In many cases, these alterations, such 

as new electronic measuring or pipe controls, supplement the historic resources instead of 

replacing them. The most significant deterioration is found at the oldest facility, Reservoir No. 1, 

where the decorative concrete finishes on the site wall and gate house are deteriorated. Some 

components have been recently renovated, such as painting of the wrought iron fencing assembly 

located around Reservoirs No. 1 and No. 5. Other components, such as roofing, are currently in 

serviceable condition but will need to be replaced shortly. Still other features may be advised to 

be replaced for restoration purposes. (Ref. 59) 

 

The general summary of the facilities being in good condition reflects the strong construction 

and engineering principles of 100 years ago. Attending to deferred maintenance and some 

cosmetic intervention of our open reservoirs will provide many more years of reliable safe and 

healthy drinking water for all.  

 

 

Ord. 187832 Vol. 2.3.G, page 16528



Page 43 of 75 

 

 
 

 

History 

The City of Portland has five open reservoirs for drinking water. Three of the reservoirs are 

located at Mt. Tabor Park and two are located in Washington Park. Reservoir 1 at Mt. Tabor Park 

and Reservoirs 3 and 4 at Washington Park were all completed in 1894. Reservoirs 5 and 6 at 

Mt. Tabor Park were completed in 1911. All of the reservoirs are of concrete construction and 

reflected the best thinking of the 1890’s and early 1900’s from an advanced engineering 

perspective and from the perspective of managing a public water supply. The engineering and 

construction principles of our open reservoirs were ahead of their time using advanced 

technologies that provide safe and healthy drinking water for us today. Ernest Ransome provided 

specialized cold twisted metal rebar rods and innovative reinforced concrete to build the open 

reservoirs that have lasted over a century and will last decades longer when properly maintained. 

 

Ernest Ransome’s engineering skills that were applied to our open reservoirs are further 

recognized from innovative construction in the San Francisco Bay area. Ransome’s two 

experimental buildings at Stanford University survived the 1906 San Francisco earthquake 

essentially without damage while the university’s newer, conventional brick structures literally 

crumbled around them. The published analysis of Ransome’s two buildings by fellow engineer 

John B. Leonard did much to advance the safety of buildings in post-1906 San Francisco and 

nationwide. 

 

The movement to covered reservoirs came after 1946 when new jobs were needed for returning 

veterans. The U.S. Public Health Service and American Public Health Association made the 

recommendation for covered reservoirs based on health benefits that contradict earlier 

acknowledgements of open reservoir health benefits. (Dr. M. J. Rosenau, 1902 Harvard School 

of Public Health). 

 

Covered reservoirs have security and contamination issues. Open reservoirs are cleaned 2x/year. 

Covered reservoirs have not provided the public health benefits open reservoirs provide. Covered 
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reservoirs are cleaned every five (5) years or longer allowing for sedimentation, increased 

disinfectant demand and disinfectant byproduct formation, and microbial issues. 

 

“Although the storage facility is normally an enclosed (covered) structure, numerous 

access points can become entry points for debris and contaminants. These pathways may 

include roof top access hatches and appurtenances, sidewall joints, vent and overflow 

piping.” (EPA) (Ref. 55) 

 

“Microbial contamination from birds or insects is a major water quality problem in 

storage tanks (covered reservoirs). One tank inspection firm that inspects 60 to 75 tanks 

each year in Missouri and southern Illinois reports that 20 to 25 percent of tanks 

inspected have serious sanitary defects; and eighty to ninety percent of these tanks have 

various minor flaws that could lead to sanitary problems (Zelch 2002). Most of these 

sanitary defects stem from design problems with roof hatch systems and vents that do not 

provide a watertight seal. Older cathodic protection systems of the hanging type also did 

not provide a tight seal. When standing inside the tank, daylight can be seen around these 

fixtures. The gaps allow spiders, bird droppings, and other contaminants to enter the tank. 

(Zelch 2002) reports a trend of positive total coliform bacteria occurrences in the fall due 

to water turnover in tanks. Colder water enters a tank containing warm water, causing the 

water in the tank to turn over. The warm water that has aged in the tank all summer is 

discharged to the system and is often suspected as the cause of total coliform 

occurrences.” (EPA) (Ref. 55) 

 

The premise of covered reservoirs reducing risk has proven to be widely unfounded. Toxic and 

carcinogenic materials have been widely used in and on covered reservoirs. These materials are 

NOT used on open reservoirs. 

 

Portland open reservoirs have not had any deaths or public health outbreaks from chemicals or 

microorganisms. One alleged outbreak of waterborne Giardia illness in Portland took place in 

1954. However, “failure to isolate G. lamblia from suspect water strongly influenced 

investigators to reject drinking water as the possible vehicle of infection.” (Ref. 60) 

 

Water samples from the Oregon Health Authority remain within EPA standards. Viruses, 

Cryptosporidium, and Giardia  have not been identified in Portland’s open reservoirs. Algae are 

not a public health issue in our open reservoirs and are limited in growth from the nitrogen and 

phosphorous fertilizers originating from the Columbia South Shore Well field water. Bull Run 

water has minimal levels because there is no agricultural chemical exposure. 
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V. CONCLUSION 
 

KGW News: “So will a closed system prevent future boil alerts?” 
 

David G. Shaff, Portland Water Bureau Administrator: “It can still happen.” 
 

–May 25, 2014 

 

The public health benefits of open reservoirs at Mt. Tabor Park and Washington Park are 

profound. Citizens of Portland have adopted and agreed to the EPA Administrators’ “LT2 Rule” 

position: “Science will determine the ultimate outcome” and “We’re just trying to get at the 

public health impacts and if there’s a better way to do that we’ll be wide open to it” of our open 

reservoirs. This has been historically illustrated by the City of Portland’s Open Reservoir 

Independent Review Panel 2004 majority vote that supported retaining the open reservoirs. The 

open reservoirs provide a complex ecological tapestry of benefits showing many levels of 

scientific interactions that must occur to retain the public health of our community. 
Sunlight, water aeration, and oxygen-loving microorganisms create an ecosystem that keeps our 

drinking water safe and healthy. 

 

The Portland Water Bureau just this month placed the third of three “boil water” alerts allegedly 

based on the bacterium Escherichia coli, blaming it on the open reservoirs. Because of a decade-

long record of water distribution system deferred maintenance water quality concerns – as 

acknowledged by City of Portland Auditor reports – and along with a consistent breach of 

acceptable microbiological water sampling protocol, there can be no expectation the reservoirs 

are a true source of contamination. The ongoing deferred maintenance problems – cross-

connection, backflow, low pressure zones, flushing taking place upstream in SE Portland, pipe 

breaks, biofilm and sediment build up. etc. – are more likely to have been the source of the 

alleged contamination event, not the open reservoirs. 

 

 
Example of water pipeline biofilm & sediment accumulation from years of Portland 

Water Bureau deferred maintenance and system neglect as source of alleged 
contamination resulting in “boil-water” notice on May 23, 2014 
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Additionally the PWB water sampling process has no scientific basis and breaches acceptable 

microbiological “aseptic technique” protocol. Probability of water contamination when sampling 

without gloves as a barrier is extremely high and unacceptable, leading to rejection of water 

sample results. Hand sanitizers are not appropriate in public use situations because they do not 

remove dirt and organic material that can hide contaminants. (CDC 2002) 

 

 
Unacceptable water sampling procedure used by the Portland Water Bureau. 

Sample should be rejected as there is high contamination risk due to no gloves 
as barrier and water stream splash 

 

 

 
EPA water sampling procedure using gloves as contaminant 

barrier and controlled flow 
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During the last century open reservoirs throughout the United States have provided a long and 

well documented history of safe drinking water. Microbiological scientists in the 1800’s and 

1900’s such as Louis Pasteur and physician John Snow furthered the understanding of healthy 

drinking water by unraveling the relationship between identifiable microorganisms and disease. 

They determined that separation of fresh drinking water from water filled with sewage is 

important for public health.  

 

One of the many Bull Run system benefits is providing safe drinking water free of sewage in 

contrast to the previous Portland source, the increasingly contaminated Willamette River. 

Consistent with our open reservoirs, scientists of the 19th and early 20th centuries recognized the 

many benefits of sunlight in promoting public health. European scientists discovered by chance 

that sunlight could kill bacteria. Media grown without sunlight exposure became cloudy from 

organism growth, while media grown with sunlight remained clear because of organism 

mortality. Later experiments from the 1900’s confirmed that the presence of oxygen as well as 

sunlight is critical to this destructive microbial process. Soon it was accepted by the scientific 

community: “sunlight and fresh air are the enemies of disease”. 

 

A decade of experience under the 1986 Safe Drinking Water Act revealed several areas where 

responsible, science-based flexibilities and a better prioritization of effort could improve 

protection of public health compared to the one-size-fits-all approach of the 1986 statute. 

(EPA 1996) As an example 1996 SDWA, Portland’s open reservoirs’ existence is not to be based 

on a “one size fits all” EPA regulation, but on their historical public health value and recognition 

of future chemical and microbial challenges they have successfully overcome for more than 100 

years.  

 

The central reason for maintaining Portland’s open reservoirs is that they are best for 

public health. There is a recognized scientific need to reduce/eliminate environmental toxic and 

carcinogenic chemicals that have no place in drinking water. Portland can already meet EPA 

microbiological standards without the corollary health hazards resulting from covered 

reservoirs.  
 

Citizens of Portland and other local Bull Run customers are addressing their concerns about 

added exposures of toxic and carcinogenic chemicals in their drinking water. EPA regulates 11 

disinfection byproducts and now has identified +600 more chemicals present in drinking water 

that are of concern but are not regulated.  

 

The open reservoirs provide the most important and critical public health benefit of the Bull Run 

water system. Open reservoirs act as a stop sign and thus a barrier to toxic and carcinogenic 

chemicals that would otherwise enter the distribution system ending up in our homes, schools, 

and work places. We have seen the negative air quality outcome when closed drinking water 

systems allow toxic aerosol gases such as radon and chloroform exposures into everyday living 

situations. The shower/bath induced chloroform places the household health at risk because EPA 

long term toxin standards are not based on children or pregnancy exposures, only adults. There is 

no safe level of radon and its radioactive progeny exposure in the household air and water. 
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Covered reservoirs cannot efficiently provide the chemical mitigation public health process of 

open reservoirs because they are significantly anaerobic (without oxygen), principally enclosed, 

and in an environment without sunlight. Because of their public health and toxic chemical 

mitigation shortcomings, covered reservoirs act like an express lane for contaminants on their 

way to the distribution system and into indoor plumbing systems. For the benefit of public 

health and continued commitment by the City of Portland to the Precautionary Principle, the 

open reservoirs must be retained and maintained as they are today with the addition of 

improved security measures. 

 

While all Americans now carry many synthetic chemicals in their bodies, women often have 

higher levels of many toxic substances than do men. Some of these chemicals, such as 

chloroform, have been found in maternal blood, placental tissue, and breast milk samples from 

pregnant women and mothers who recently gave birth. Thus, chemical contaminants are being 

passed on to the next generation, both prenatally and during breastfeeding. Some chemicals (e.g., 

radon) indirectly increase cancer risk because they can be influenced by the effect of 

carcinogens. Children of all ages are considerably more vulnerable than adults to increased 

cancer risk and other adverse effects from virtually all harmful environmental exposures. In 

addition, some toxics have adverse effects not only on those that can be exposed directly 

(including in utero), but on the offspring of exposed individuals. 

 

The Portland Utility Review Board (PURB) in July 2002 voted unanimously to pursue an EPA 

Waiver from the Long Term 2 Enhanced Surface Water Treatment Rule. That voted position 

remains in force today. The Portland City Council and Portland Water Bureau to date have not 

followed up on that mandate. Council has only asked EPA “if a waiver was available?” without 

providing EPA with properly documented scientific evidence or reasoning. Nor has the City of 

Portland made a formal waiver request.  

 

“Science will determine ultimate outcome” has been clearly and consistently stated by the EPA 

regarding case-by-case application of the “LT2 Rule.” Yet the Portland City Council and the 

Portland Water Bureau have generally ignored the primary scientific public health benefits of 

open reservoirs as barriers to distribution system toxic chemical contamination. Scientifically 

supported public health benefit examples could have been easily presented to the Oregon Health 

Authority (OHA) such as: sunlight UV (AWWARF 3021), nitrification mitigation (EPA 2002), 

and gas volatilization (radon). 

 

The City of Portland needs to restart the process of working transparently and in good faith with 

Oregon’s Congressional delegation, the Oregon Health Authority, the Governor’s Office, and 

citizens of Portland familiar with the science and advocacy administrative experience in keeping 

the reservoirs open. The scientific information and principles outlined in this document are 

intended to provide the foundation for that effort.  

 

Portland’s open reservoirs utilize the principles of chemistry, physics, and microbiology to 

support a safe and healthy drinking water outcome that covered reservoirs cannot meet. 

Contemporary science is building on the new way of thinking that reduction and elimination 

of drinking water environmental chemical exposure is the new future of open reservoirs to 

provide the best outcomes for drinking water and public health. 
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A. Final Thought 

 

 

 

 

Joe Meyer of KBOO Radio on May 10, 2011, interviewed 

Dr. Gary Oxman, highly-respected Multnomah County Public 

Health Director (retired 2013), about Portland’s open reservoirs 

 

 

Q. What about Portland’s current water? 

Dr. Oxman: “I think Portland’s water is superb. We have a wonderful water source 

in Bull Run watershed. Well designed system and responsibly run system and we 

have excellent water.” 

 

Q. Are there any known public health issues today? 

Dr. Oxman: “No there really aren’t. If you are talking, are there diseases caused by 

our water – environmental diseases, chemical diseases, bacterial diseases, 

microbial diseases – no we have not been aware of or detected any diseases or sign 

of illness associated with our water system.” 

 

Q. If Portland does cover reservoirs will you expect fewer illnesses? 

Dr. Oxman: “We are not detecting any illnesses associated with water in Portland. 

No I would not expect we would get fewer illnesses after covering reservoirs.” 

(emphasis added) 

 

Q. Anything else to say? 

Dr. Oxman: “Great drinking water system here in Portland. Levels of citizen 

involvement that we have in the debates, of what the directions are a very positive 

thing. What we need to do as a community is to come together and debate the 

issues honestly, debate them openly, a lot of different factors that will influence the 

decisions that our policy makers will make. Council and other elected officials, and 

I think we need to be an active part of that process, part of the gift we can give to 

future generations here in Portland.” 
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Appendix 1 
 

Excerpts from City of Portland Auditor’s Reports 

re: Portland Water Bureau 
 

Documenting neglected maintenance and poor management that 

risk public health and unnecessarily increase costs 

 

For complete copies of these reports see: City of Portland Auditor, Audit Report Index by year – 

http://www.portlandonline.com/Auditor/Index.cfm?c=27096 

 

1.1 “Portland’s Water Distribution System: Maintenance Program Needs Improvement” 
Office of the City Auditor, Portland, Oregon, August 2004 – Report #299 

 

“Water mains are flushed and replaced infrequently, valves receive minimal exercising and 

maintenance, and meters are repaired and replaced slowly. In addition, the backlog of needed 

repairs has grown. Although water quality and reliability have not yet been adversely affected, 

we believe continued decline in the maintenance of the water distribution system assets could 

negatively affect water service performance in the future.” 

 

“The Bureau lacks a clear and comprehensive maintenance plan, complete and reliable 

information on the nature and condition of its assets, and adequate methods to organize and 

schedule maintenance work.” 

 

“The AWWA indicates that periodic flushing of main water lines is needed to remove 

bacteriological growth, sediment, and corrosion, to improve flow, and to introduce fresh water 

with higher chlorine residual. The most effective form of flushing is unidirectional flushing, 

which entails comprehensive flushing of large areas of pipe in order to systematically cleanse the 

pipes of debris. The Bureau’s ability to perform unidirectional flushing is also hampered because 

the Bureau does not regularly exercise and maintain valves and does not have a complete and 

accurate inventory of valve status and location.” 

 

“The feet of mains replaced dropped from 46,500 to 9,800 feet, a 79 percent decline. If main 

replacement continues at the same rate as the past five years, it will take the Bureau over 400 

years to replace all the City’s 2,000 miles of water mains.” 

 

“Fire hydrants, water meters, water valves being paved over and all being neglected by Portland 

Water Bureau maintenance” 

 

“A recently completed analysis of outstanding work orders by Construction and Support 

supervisors indicates the work order backlog may currently represent in excess of 26,000 hours 

of needed repairs and maintenance.” 

 

 

Ord. 187832 Vol. 2.3.G, page 16539

http://www.portlandonline.com/Auditor/Index.cfm?c=27096


Page 54 of 75 

 

1.2 “Spending utility ratepayer money: Not always linked to services, decision process 

inconsistent” 
Office of the City Auditor, Portland, Oregon, March 2011 – Report #398 

 

“The City of Portland operates water and sewer utilities, and is required by City Charter to spend 

ratepayer money from water and sewer operations on these utilities. Recent concerns about the 

use of utility ratepayer money for non-utility purposes led us to conduct this audit. Our 

objectives were to determine whether utility ratepayer money is used for non-utility purposes, 

and whether the decision making process and uses of ratepayer money are transparent to the 

public. The audit scope included utility ratepayer money spent by the Bureau of Environmental 

Services (which operates the sewer system) and the Water Bureau.” 

 

“Most City spending of ratepayer money was both related to providing a utility service and 

approved through the complete public budget process. However, we identified other examples 

where this was not the case. We found that ratepayer money spent by the City falls into three 

categories: 

1. Ratepayer money spent for purposes directly linked to providing water and sewer 

services that also followed the City’s complete fi nancial planning and budget process. 

2. Ratepayer money spent for purposes not directly linked to providing water and sewer 

services, but followed the City’s complete financial planning and budget process. 

3. Ratepayer money spent for purposes not directly linked to providing water and sewer 

services, and did not follow the City’s complete financial planning and budget process.” 

 

“The items to consider when making decisions regarding the spending of ratepayer money are 

whether the utility charges are just and equitable and based on reasonable cost-of-service 

principles, whether the revenue is spent on utility service related purposes, and whether the 

utility system is operated in an efficient and effective manner.” 

 

 

1.3 “Portland Water Bureau: Further advances in asset management would benefit 

ratepayers” 

Office of the City Auditor, Portland, Oregon, June 2012 – Report #405 

 

“Water users depend on Portland Water Bureau assets – pipelines, pump stations, tanks, and 

other equipment that supply homes and businesses with clean water. These physical assets are 

valued at $7 billion. The Bureau supplies ~100 million gallons of water a day. Asset failures such 

as pipe breaks could result in health emergencies and significant repair costs.” 

 

“City policy requires bureaus to maintain assets in good working order to minimize future costs 

of maintaining and replacing them, especially to avoid costly deferred maintenance.” 

 

We found that the Bureau has developed an overarching data management strategy, but has not 

yet implemented key tasks to meet general Bureau needs nor to meet specialized asset 

management needs. For many years the Bureau has known about its data limitations. These 

limitations impact the data quality used for decision-making, and the efficiency of its business 

processes.” 
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“Improving data management depends on leadership, dedicated technical resources, and 

assigning responsibility for making data management improvements.” 

 

“We found that although the Bureau has defined its service levels, it is not using essential service 

levels systematically in budgeting.” 

 

“The Bureau has not gotten agreement from representative customers that the identified service 

levels are appropriate for decision making. In addition, many of its 27 defined service levels do 

not clearly express which service is delivered, and some are not clear about what is actually 

measured.” 

 

“Without plans decisions are made on a case by case basis by individual managers and the 

Bureau may not perform asset maintenance repair and replacement at the best times to save 

costs.” 

 

“We also found that even when the Bureau had plans for asset groups, the extent of 

implementing the plans was unclear. Plans were partly implemented, but lacked elements needed 

for accountability.” 

 

“City of Portland Auditor’s Office recommends that Commissioner in Charge direct the Portland 

Water Bureau to: 

 

 Deploy resources, formalize leadership, and develop accountability structures to 

implement a data management approach that meets the Bureau’s asset management 

needs. 

 

 Identify and clarify the essential required service levels, obtain confirmation from 

representative customers so that required service levels can be more useful in decisions 

about resource allocation, and apply service levels as budget criteria. 

 

 Document management decisions and directions for action in Asset Management Plans to 

increase accountability and the likelihood of implementing the plans to benefit customers. 

Consider an overall asset management plan or other means of clarifying management 

policy and providing guidance for decision making. 

 

 Incorporate an accountability framework throughout the Bureau to increase the likelihood 

of successfully meeting its objectives.” 
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Appendix 2 
 

Portland Water Bureau Deferred Maintenance Leads to  

Biofilm Buildup and Puts Public Health At Risk 
 

 

Process of water pipe biofilm development: 1. Attachment – 2. Permanent Attachment  
– 3. Maturation1 – 4. Maturation2 – 5. Dispersal of Microbes into Water System 
 

 

 What is biofilm in a drinking water pipe? 

Biofilm is a thin coating containing biologically active agents such as a slimy film of bacteria 

sticking to a surface of a structure. Biofilm has the consistency of an egg white. Some 

microorganisms may be primary pathogens that cause disease in healthy individuals or may be 

opportunistic that may affect immunocompromised individuals. (1) (2) 

 

 How does water pipe biofilm impact water quality? 

Biofilms can negatively impact water quality by increasing in size as a result of neglected water 

system maintenance. Colonies of biofilm bacteria continue to grow giving them protection from 

disinfectants such as chlorine and ammonia. Construction projects or changes in water pressure 

during a fire event can result in pieces of biofilm breaking off and contaminating the water 

system. Biofilms can also retain sediments harboring disease causing microorganisms adding to 

health risks if pipes are not scheduled for proper maintenance.  
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 How does biofilm get into pipes and stay there? 

Biofilm microorganisms are present and found everywhere in a water system from the watershed 

to the faucet. They are part of a natural ecosystem and food chain structure except when water 

pipes are not properly managed. 

 

 Why do we want it removed routinely? 

Once microbial colonization of the pipe surface begins, the biofilm grows between a 

combination of cell division and recruitment. The microorganisms multiply and begin to draw 

other microorganisms into biofilm. We want to manage the biofilm volume and public health 

risk by routine flushing so biofilm build up does not interfere with water flow, microorganism 

build up, and disinfectant breakdown. City of Portland Auditor reports indicate Portland Water 

Bureau does not currently meet industry standards for distribution system maintenance. (3)  

 

 How does pipeline biofilm impact relate to covered reservoirs? 

Poorly maintained water systems like Portland’s have natural buildup of biofilm. As the biofilm 

increases because of prolonged PWB deferred maintenance chlorine demand increases leading to 

chloramine break down resulting in free ammonia. The free ammonia then begins to be 

metabolized by nitrifying bacteria leading to nitrification. Drinking water chloramine 

nitrification episodes in distribution systems occur in the dark (in covered reservoirs, pipelines, 

taps, etc.) leading to unwanted nitrate, nitrites, and NDMA toxic and carcinogenic chemicals. (4) 

 

 How does pipeline biofilm relate to open reservoirs? 

Because the open reservoirs have sunshine exposure that inhibits the bacterial nitrification 

process there is no relationship to the covered reservoir public health deficiencies. The sunshine 

also helps break down the unwanted toxic and carcinogenic chemicals; nitrates, nitrites, and 

NDMA that were generated in the dark pipes. 

 

Notes: 

1. Farlex Medical Dictionary, 2014 

2. EPA, Health Risks from Microbial Growth and Biofilms, 2002 

3. City of Portland Auditor, Portland Water Bureau Reports 

4. EPA, Nitrification, 2002 

 

 

Expansion of biofilm bacteria throughout unmaintained pipe system 
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Biofilm build up harbors disease causing microrganisms as was seen in the Fall 2013 fecal 
contamination event throughout the Portland drinking water system. The news story was 
reported by journalist Carla Castaño, KOIN 6 CBS. Illustration shows biofilm bacteria and other 
microorganism build up and sediment buildup on inside of water distribution system pipes 

 
 

 

 

 

 
Appearance of biofilm buildup in water distribution pipes due to neglected flushing 
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Neglected pipe. Portland Water Bureau maintenance management has been 

below industry standards for more than a decade. Biofilm slime can exert 
a great demand for chlorine which further puts water quality 

and public health at risk. 
 

 

 

 
Scheduled routine flushing of system can remove microorganisms. 

Above is an example of properly maintained water pipe 
that has been routinely flushed. 
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Appendix 3 
 

News Report: Portland’s Covered Reservoir Construction, ca. 2012–Present 
 

 
Carla Castaño, journalist from KOIN 6 News, reported in February 
2014 that the Powell Butte Reservoir has more than 1,000 cracks 

leaking thousands of gallons of water each day. Using emails from the 
Portland Water Bureau obtained through a public information request, 

KOIN 6 also learned the reservoir is four months behind schedule 
 

Excerpts from the KOIN 6 News broadcast, “Powell Butte Reservoir failing leak tests” – Feb. 

26, 2014 – http://koin.com/2014/02/26/powell-butte-reservoir-failing-leak-tests/  

 

“It appears our reservoir leaking is increasing. We are at roughly 200,000 gallons per 24-hour 

day in the east and 80,000 gallons per day in the west,” project manager Jim Hall wrote in one 

email. Hall agreed to speak with KOIN 6 News — until he spoke with the Portland Water 

Bureau.” 

 

“PWB has requested that all interview requests be coordinated through Tim Hall of the P-W-B,” 

he wrote Wednesday.” 

 

“[Official PWB spokesman Tim] Hall spoke briefly with KOIN 6 News, but declined an 

interview. He released this statement:” 

 

“ ‘Working with our contractor to find and seal these hair-width cracks is a normal and expected 

activity, and one of the final steps before the reservoir is put into service.’ ” 

 

“Design and engineering groups who worked on reservoirs in this area told KOIN 6 News 1,200 

cracks sounds like a high number and could be a design flaw. However, they also declined on-

camera interviews.” 

 

“PWB said they are not over budget on the project and said they were behind schedule due to the 

unexpected rain.” 

 

“The Portland Water Bureau plans to have this reservoir online by March.” 
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Appendix 4 
 

News Reports: Seattle Covered Reservoirs, ca. 2009–Present 
 

Construction concerns from poor planning and workmanship 

 

 

4.1 “Major do-over for two Seattle reservoirs” – July 17, 2009 

http://seattletimes.com/html/localnews/2009485902_reservoir17m.html 

 

“As Carlos Balansay stood inside the cavernous new underground reservoir that would soon hold 

50 million gallons of drinking water, the last thing the construction manager expected to see was 

water, dripping from a roof that was supposed to be watertight. The drops, first detected last 

August, have triggered a massive do-over project involving the removal of waterproof coating 

applied to Beacon Hill’s new covered reservoir. A second new reservoir, in West Seattle, had the 

same orange coating applied to its concrete cover, and it, too, is being blasted off with pressure 

washers.” 

 

 
 
–Water proof membranes were removed and replaced with rubberized asphalt, a petrochemical 
that contains toxic and carcinogenic chemicals such as benzene.  
–Microorganisms over time begin to biodegrade petrochemicals into smaller components that 
can enter drinking water through cracks.  
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4.2 “Hundreds of waterproofing leaks found at Myrtle, Beacon Reservoirs; ‘membranes’ 

now being dug up and redone” – July 13, 2009 
http://westseattleblog.com/2009/07/wsb-exclusive-hundreds-of-waterproofing-leaks-found-at-

myrtle-beacon-reservoirs-membranes-now-being-dug-up-and-redone/ 

 

 
“West Seattle Blog has learned that Seattle Public Utilities has ordered waterproofing work dug 
up and redone at two newly covered city reservoirs — Myrtle Reservoir here in West Seattle 
(photo) and Beacon Hill Reservoir — because of hundreds of leaks discovered in the 
‘membranes’ applied to both projects.” 
 

 

4.3 “Questions over whether 4 buried reservoirs can withstand quake” – Nov. 16, 2012 
http://seattletimes.com/html/localnews/2019692615_reservoirs16m.html 
 

 
“Four years after discovering leaks in what were supposed to be waterproof 
reservoir covers, the city is investigating whether four new underground reservoirs 
were adequately built to withstand earthquakes.” 
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Appendix 5 
 

Correcting the Record: Annotated Portland Water Bureau documents 
 

 

5.1 Excerpt from Portland Water Bureau Letter to the Oregon Health Authority RE: 

Public Health Risk Evaluation, Feb. 10, 2012 
 

The established standard for all EPA drinking water utility decisions for years has been: “Science 

will determine the ultimate outcome.” It is the benchmark for administering a waiver from the 

EPA “LT2 Rule”. Yet in the case of Portland Water Bureau communications to the Oregon 

Health Authority to retain the open reservoirs, the relevant scientific approach to chemistry and 

microbiology has been consistently omitted or misstated. 

 

In one such letter to the OHA, PWB was ostensibly making the case for the safe and reliable 

public health record of Portland’s open reservoirs. Yet in a closing summary the PWB 

contradicts itself and undermines its own case with an incorrect disclaimer about the testing 

method used to detect microorganisms in the water samples. 

 

Independent verification shows that AWWARF staff used a rigorous, inclusive testing method 

(EPA 1623 HV 1000) along with HCT 8 cell cultures during Portland’s year-long “American 

Water Works Association Research Foundation 3021 Study” (AWWARF 3021) from 2008-09. 

The “HV 1000” modification of EPA’s 1623 testing protocol refers to high-volume (1000-liter) 

samples that provide a more accurate assessment than standard 1623 testing. Therefore the 

disclaimer, shown in bold in the excerpt below, is erroneous. 

 

Portland’s AWWARF 3021 sponsored study verified zero (0) Cryptosporidium over a year-long 

testing period. Additionally, NO Cryptosporidium oocysts and Giardia oocysts were detected in 

any samples taken in 1994/1995 from Reservoir 6 and Reservoir 4 (PWB 1/28/10). 

 

Excerpt from the PWB’s 2/10/12 letter to OHA, with misleading disclaimer highlighted in bold: 

 
The current observable risk to public health is low. This conclusion is supported by the following: 

 

• No waterborne disease outbreaks in PWB’s service area since inspections began – One criterion 

for maintaining a water supplier’s unfiltered status is evidence that the water source “has not been 

the source of a waterborne disease outbreak.” This criterion has been verified each year by the State 

of Oregon Drinking Water Program for the Bull Run source since 1991, the effective date of the 

Surface Water Treatment Rule. 

 

• A disease surveillance system sensitive enough to identify outbreaks – Oregon’s disease 

surveillance, investigation, and reporting system has been used as a benchmark of excellence for 

foodborne outbreaks. The protocols, structures and reporting that make Oregon well-known for 

foodborne investigations are identical to those used for waterborne illness. Despite the challenges 

inherent in cryptosporidiosis surveillance, the systems in Oregon are sensitive enough to identify 

local outbreaks. For example, a 1998 outbreak was traced to a swimming pool in Multnomah 
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County. No cryptosporidiosis outbreaks in Multnomah County have ever been attributed to PWB 

drinking water as a source. 

 

• Expert opinion is that the water system presents a low risk for cryptosporidiosis – A 2011 public 

health expert panel 10 examined the available data on cryptosporidiosis within the service area. The 

panel concluded that the data show no indication of an endemic disease burden due to 

Cryptosporidium from the water system and that no cryptosporidiosis outbreaks have ever been 

attributed to the Portland water supply. 

 

• Record of safe operations – Because there is no sewage exposure in Bull Run, Portland has an 

outstanding record of safe operations. Yearly watershed inspections conducted by the State of 

Oregon since 1992 have also rated the water supply system as being in good operating condition. 

To ensure the continued safety of the system, many water quality parameters are monitored at the 

source and throughout the distribution system far more frequently than is mandated by law. In the 

event of a total coliform or E. coli detection, PWB has a rigorous response plan that includes a plan 

for notification, protocols for actions at the reservoir and in the distribution system, record-keeping, 

and follow-up actions. 

 

• Water quality data collected from two of Portland’s uncovered reservoirs indicated no presence of 

pathogenic Cryptosporidium – 36 water samples totaling 7,000 liters were collected from 

Reservoirs 4 and 5 between June 2008 and April 2009 as part of Water Research Foundation study 

3021. The testing method employed was not EPA Method 1623 and was instead designed to 

detect only the presence of infectious Cryptosporidium. (emphasis added) Zero infectious 

oocysts were detected in the 36 samples. 

 

 

5.2 Transcript of Very Important Letter from Friends of the Reservoirs to Portland City 

Council, Jan. 17, 2010 

 

Mayor Sam Adams and City Commissioners 

1120 SW Fifth Ave. 

Portland, Oregon 97204-1926 

 

RE: SDWA Open Reservoir Alternative Compliance  

 

Dear Mayor Sam Adams and City Commissioners, 

 

On December 16, 2009 EPA replied [1] to Commissioner Leonard’s November 2009 request for 

clarification regarding the reservoir Variance application process. In this reply the EPA contends 

that the Variance provided for by Congress within the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) is not 

available for the open reservoirs. 

 

Ten months ago in March 2009 EPA responded in the same manner to New York City, another 

city seeking to retain their large Hillview open reservoir. New York was not deterred by EPA’s 

response [2] and New York’s legal team advised the Portland Water Bureau that the EPA’s 

interpretation of the variance applicability is in fact wrong. We agree EPA is wrong.The SDWA 

clearly authorizes EPA to grant a variance from the LT2 “cover or treat” Cryptosporidium “ 

treatment technique” requirement. 
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New York’s Department of Environmental Quality spent more than a year compiling data, 161 

pages, to support the retention of its Hillview reservoir. Unfortunately, during that same period 

of time the Portland Water Bureau focused a majority of its resources on developing and 

implementing fast-tracked reservoir burial projects, doing so without any public involvement. 

 

New York City’s extensive undeterred efforts to preserve their open reservoir provide a clear 

blueprint for action by the City of Portland. The community expectation is that the City makes a 

serious effort to secure the available SWDA reservoir variance, an effort evidenced in part by a 

Water Bureau work product. A single late-date letter to the EPA regarding a reservoir variance is 

not enough. 

 

The Friends of the Reservoirs offer the following advice: 

 

 Stop approving consultant contracts. The plan filed with the EPA in March 2009 gives 

YOU, City Council the power to alter the plan or the pace at which it is implemented. As 

noted in the fine print, the reservoir burial plan is contingent upon City Council approval 

of individual projects; it can be renegotiated with the EPA if the City Council does not 

approve the current schedule for any particular project within it. 

 

 Require the Portland Water Bureau to prepare a detailed report documenting relevant 

scientific data in support of a reservoir variance. 

 

 Seek an extension or deferral from the EPA from the burial projects. Community 

stakeholders have long recommended this action for both the open reservoirs and the 

source water requirement. 

 

 Engage the assistance of the City Attorney and/or outside counsel Foley Hoag. 

 

 Seek further assistance from Senator Jeff Merkley who has demonstrated his support for 

retention of the open reservoirs. 

 

 Submit the data to the EPA or state of Oregon if the state has assumed Primacy for the 

regulation; in 2006 the state legislature unanimously approved and the Governor signed 

into law a state provision for variances with the full knowledge that Portland would be 

seeking such a variance for its open reservoirs. 

 

 Do not rule out legislation. The opportunity for further Congressional intervention is not 

only possible but also likely in light of the acknowledged flaws with EPA’s source water 

variance plan [3]. 

 

The American Water Works Association Research Foundation 3021 study preliminary report 

addresses the flaws of EPA’s LT2. This report is discussed in the Friends of the Reservoirs 

September 2, 2009 letter to City Council. 

 

Ord. 187832 Vol. 2.3.G, page 16551



Page 66 of 75 

 

In an internal EPA memo (3/31/09) addressing the reservoir applicable SDWA variance 

provision EPA’s legal counsel states “The alternative treatment technique is available but not 

approvable because the only alternative EPA is aware of is a risk mitigation plan … (emphasis 

added)” EPA states that it wants to be consistent in its denial. Scientific data is an “approvable” 

way of demonstrating that our open reservoirs pose no greater risk to public health than covering 

or additionally treating [4]. 

 

The goal of the rule is to reduce disease incidence associated with Cryptosporidium and other 

disease-causing microorganisms in drinking water through “treatment techniques”. 

 

Scientific data from the recent American Water Works Association Research Association 

Foundation study AWWARF 3021 testing large volumes of water at the outlets of Portland’s 

open reservoirs demonstrated that there are zero infectious Cryptosporidium in our open 

reservoirs.  Burying, covering, or additionally treating the open reservoirs will not reduce the 

level of infectious Crptosporidium to below Zero. Portland’s Total Coliform Rule data meets 

EPA standards. Our reservoirs are not subject to surface water runoff; they are cleaned twice a 

year. 

 

As Commissioner Saltzman said last July about LT2, “this is a regulation in search of a 

problem... we should continue to pursue all alternative options beyond a large capital project.” 

 

Given the extensive scientific data in support of retaining Portland’s open reservoirs, the broad-

based community support for retaining our open reservoirs, the exorbitant cost of burial 

($403million, $800 million with debt service) and the new public health risks [5] associated with 

covered reservoirs, it is incumbent on the City to push back and push back hard. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Floy Jones 

On behalf of The Friends of the Reservoirs 

 

Cc Interested parties 

 

[1] On January 12 during a Council session the community was told that a reply from the EPA 

on a reservoir variance had not been received; then on January 13 the Water Bureau issued a 

press release advising of the December 16 EPA response indicating that the original letter was 

somehow lost. 

 

[2] Based on extensive review of water-quality data and other information collected by the 

Department of Environmental Protection, New York believes they can make the requisite 

showings required by the variance from the reservoir cover or additionally treat requirement. 

Portland’s data is superior to that of New York. Portland can make the requisite showing that our 

open reservoirs have not caused Cryptosporidium or other drinking water related disease. 

 

[3] EPA moved the goal post twice on the source water variance plan, which consumed more 

than 17 months. If EPA refuses to accept the new science that supports genotyping, confirming 
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whether any oocyst is harmful (dead or alive, “viability of the oocyst), and insists on sampling 

away from our source water out in the tributaries then further federal intervention will be 

necessary. 

 

[4] While EPA has documented public health illness and deaths only with buried and covered 

storage, EPA failed to establish the general level of contamination in buried and covered storage 

thus EPA cannot factually state that buried and covered storage is more protective than open 

storage.  See EPA white paper 

http://www.epa.gov/safewater/disinfection/tcr/pdfs/whitepaper_tcr_storage.pdf  

 

[5] EPA in its own white paper acknowledges that cancer-causing nitrification could be an 

unintended consequence of its LT2 reservoir requirement. Nitrification occurs in the absence of 

sunlight in chloraminated systems, see section 3.2 Absence of sunlight, pg.11 

http://www.epa.gov/ogwdw000/disinfection/tcr/pdfs/whitepaper_tcr_nitrification.pdf  

 

 

5.3 Transcript of Letter from Portland Water Bureau to the Oregon Health Authority, 

Aug. 23, 2011 

 

Mr. David Leland, Program Manager  

Oregon Health Authority Drinking Water Program 

P.O. Box 14450 

Portland, OR 97293-0450 

 

Dear Mr. Leland: 

 

Last Friday in a letter from Administrator Lisa Jackson, the EPA reversed its longstanding 

refusal to review the requirements of the federal LT2 rule as they pertain to uncovered finished 

drinking water reservoirs. The reversal came in response to a July 20th request from Senator 

Chuck Schumer to the agency.  

 

In the letter, the EPA states:  

 

“…as part of the Agency’s Final Plan for Periodic Retrospective Review of Regulations, as well 

as the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA), the Agency will review the LT2 rule. In doing so, EPA 

will reassess and analyze new data and information regarding occurrence, treatment, analytical 

methods, health effects, and risk from viruses, Giardia, and Cryptosporidium to evaluate whether 

there are new or additional ways to manage risk while assuring equivalent or improved public 

health protection.” 

 

In light of this significant and unanticipated change in federal drinking water policy, the City 

requests an indefinite suspension in Portland’s uncovered drinking water reservoir compliance 

schedule during EPA’s review of the federal LT2 rule. It is critical to the City to remain in 

regulatory compliance with the LT2 rule during EPA’s review and it therefore seeks written 

approval from the Oregon Health Authority Drinking Water Program of Portland’s request for a 

suspension of the City’s state approved schedule. 
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While it is uncertain what opportunities for alternative compliance may emerge from EPA’s 

review, the City may choose not to proceed with its current plans for constructing additional 

storage at Kelly Butte until the implications of EPA’s review and any subsequent changes in the 

federal LT2 rule are known. 

 

Once the EPA’s review is complete and Portland is given the opportunity to explore any 

alternative compliance methods that may become available, the City will propose a detailed 

amended schedule for compliance with the rule. 

 

Please do not hesitate to contact me to discuss this matter further. 

 

Sincerely,  

 

David. G. Shaff 

Administrator 

 

 

5.4 Q&A: Refutation of Incorrect Portland Water Bureau Positions 

 

Q1. Why is Portland required to discontinue using the open reservoirs at Mt. Tabor Park and 

Washington Park? 

 

PWB Position – In 2006 the Environmental Protection Agency finalized the Long Term 2 

Enhanced Surface Water Treatment Rule (LT2). The rule requires that water utilities discontinue 

the use of open finished water reservoirs or treat the water as it exits the reservoir for 

Cryptosporidium, Giardia, and viruses. 

 

Correction – Since the 2004 comment period, 2006 final rule, and 2012 LT2 review, the EPA 

regulation has been challenged by water utilities such as New York City because it is 

scientifically unsupported. The EPA regulation is currently being reviewed for another two 

years, yet Portland City Council continues to unnecessarily fast-track closure of the safe and 

healthy water from the open reservoirs. City Council has replaced one reservoir with a covered 

reservoir that is poorly engineered and constructed that leaked millions of gallons of water per 

week. Cryptosporidium, viruses, and Giardia have never been detected in Portland’s open 

reservoirs and water samples for bacteria support the safety of the water supply. Portland City 

Council has not referenced the public health science provided by citizens and documented in 

scientific literature in making its decisions about the open reservoirs. 

 

Q2. What about getting the “waiver” people are talking about? 

 

PWB Position – There is no such thing as a “waiver.” When advocates speak of getting a 

“waiver” they are talking about legislative action by Congress to amend the federal Safe 

Drinking Water Act and exempt Portland from the rule which would then have to be signed by 

the President in order to become law. Commissioner Randy Leonard did ask our Congressional 
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representatives about the likelihood of obtaining legislative action on behalf of Portland and was 

told there was no support in Congress for such an amendment. 

 

Correction – The “waiver” option always exists with EPA. It is a simple agreement between the 

EPA and the water utility. Portland has been under a “waiver” from EPA for decades under the 

Filtration Avoidance Determination – it is a waiver from filtering in effect today. The current 

situation regarding a waiver for Portland’s open reservoirs is that City Council has never 

presented the scientific argument and formal request to EPA, as they have been repeatedly asked 

by advocates to do. If the “waiver” does not exist, then why are the New York City mayor, their 

Council and Congressional delegation asking for an EPA Waiver to keep their open reservoir? 

The waiver option definitely exists and is available to Portland if City Council will simply 

coordinate with the Oregon Health Authority to formally ask EPA for it. A waiver is the only 

permanent solution – Portland City Council needs to adopt the 2004 decision of Open Reservoir 

Independent Review Panel’s majority vote outlining the well-defined scientific basis, asking for 

the EPA Waiver we so justifiably deserve. 

 
Q3. Does covered storage increase risks of gas buildup in the reservoirs? 

 

PWB Position – No. All reservoirs, covered or uncovered, have an air gap above the water 

surface that is vented into the atmosphere. For nearly 30 years, almost every customer of the 

Portland Water Bureau has consumed drinking water that has been stored in a covered reservoir 

or tank, and the water quality consistently meets or exceeds that of the open reservoirs. 

 Closed reservoirs, because they continue to have air exchange above the water surface, 

allow venting to occur. Screened vents in closed reservoirs are sized to ensure adequate air flow 

through the reservoir to prevent pressurization and also prevent “off-gas” buildup. Air quality 

has not been a problem at any of the Water Bureau’s many closed reservoirs and tanks. The 

Water Bureau inspects and maintains vents and reservoir access points on a regular basis to 

prevent intrusions from animals, birds, or humans. Additionally, the State Drinking Water 

Program performs inspections at these sites every three years. 

 

Correction – Another PWB answer that is false and has little scientific basis. Gas build-up such 

as methane in covered reservoirs has caused death from inhalation. Because covered reservoirs 

are so poorly maintained – being cleaned from 5-25 years – anaerobic (oxygen absent) bacteria 

in sediments and debris generate toxic gases. The open reservoirs acting as a barrier to toxic 

chemicals provide 100% efficiency and volatilization/vaporization of gases before they enter 

schools, homes, and businesses. Covered reservoirs cannot provide the same efficiencies in 

removing gasses. The vents of covered reservoirs are mostly allowing air IN to the reservoir to 

allow a smooth flow of water to the outlet and not allowing vacuum interference of water flow. 

Contrast in air efficiencies is shown by Open v. Powell Butte 2 inefficiency. For example: open 

reservoir at Mt. Tabor 6 is 100% efficient with open air and fountains. Powell Butte 2 at 5 acres 

~ 218,000 sq. ft. with small vents at ~ 80 sq. feet opening is ~ .00037% of outside air 

communication venting footage efficiency. 

 Because of aeration, the quality of Portland’s drinking water is excellent from open 

reservoirs. Changing to a covered drinking water system quickly degrades water quality with 

unwanted toxic and carcinogenic chemicals.  
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Q4. Is radon an issue in Portland drinking water that will be affected by eliminating open 

drinking water storage?  

 

PWB Position – No. Radon is not detectable in Portland’s main supply, the Bull Run watershed, 

which contributes on average over 97% of the total water supply. Radon gas naturally occurs in 

the western United States from underground rock formations. Portland has detectable amounts of 

radon it its water system from the Columbia South Shore Well Field which is used for 

emergency backup and to augment the Bull Run source to provide summer supply and 

constitutes an average of approximately 3% of the total water supply. However, these amounts 

do not cause the drinking water to exceed the proposed rule for radon. 

 

Correction – Radon in drinking water at any level is very serious. EPA states “there is no safe 

level of radon, any exposure poses some risk of cancer.”(EPA 2013) Portland receives 

radioactive radon water from Columbia South Shore Well field every year during maintenance or 

supplemental needs. CSSW can be used for emergencies at any time. Radon exposure for 

unknown periods of time can be expected to add public health risk entering homes, schools and 

work places. Radon in drinking water is not regulated by EPA. PWB does not have to disclose it 

exists in our water, but it is still there anyway producing radioactive materials we breathe and 

drink. That is why we need to retain open reservoirs for active ventilation and removal of radon 

gas before it enters homes, schools, and workplaces. EPA acknowledges radon to be the highest 

cancer causing risk of any drinking water contaminant. (EPA 1998) 

 

Q5. What is nitrification, and are closed reservoirs a risk in Portland’s system? 

 

PWB Position – Nitrification is a biochemical process that in excess can interfere with the 

disinfection process in drinking water systems. The conditions within Portland’s open finished 

drinking water reservoirs are more conducive to causing nitrification than the conditions within 

closed reservoirs. In Portland’s drinking water system, the first step of the nitrification process – 

decomposition of chloramine disinfectant – is accelerated by loss of chlorine residual as drinking 

water passes through the open reservoirs. Exposure of chloraminated water over a large surface 

area to wind and sunlight and airborne pollutants such as pollen, dust, and animal waste has a 

significant role in this decomposition of the chloramines. Closed water storage facilities (i.e. 

tanks or covered reservoirs) do typically have the type of bacteria which are capable of feeding 

on ammonia and contributing to nitrification. However, without significant availability of 

ammonia from chloramine decomposition, or high temperatures, it is difficult for such bacteria to 

multiply and interfere with disinfection. 

 

Correction – According to EPA, “consequently, nitrification episodes in distribution systems 

occur in the dark, i.e., in covered reservoirs, pipelines, taps, etc.”(EPA 2002) 

 Open reservoirs inhibit nitrification, not encourage it; thus the explanation from PWB is 

far from truthful or accurate. Because PWB has neglected and deferred pipeline system 

maintenance, buildup of biofilm and sedimentation has increased the chlorine demand part of the 

chloramine molecule. This leads to ammonia/nitrogen exposures in the dark resulting in 

nitrification, as EPA has already acknowledged. Sunlight from open reservoirs disrupts the 

microbial nitrification process seen in the pipes and covered reservoirs. Unwanted nitrogen based 

chemicals like NDMA, nitrite, nitrate, etc. are also broken down by sunlight. 
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Q6. What role does sunlight play in disinfection of drinking water in open reservoirs? 

 

PWB Position – Exposure to sunlight raises water temperatures and encourages the growth of 

algae and bacteria, which has been a recurring problem at open reservoirs. Sunlight can also 

contribute to an increase in disinfection byproducts, loss of chlorine, reduction of pH (which can 

cause corrosion in home plumbing), increased total coliform production, and taste and odor 

issues. Additionally, elevated water temperatures in the open reservoirs increases nitrification 

and growth of total coliforms. In highly controlled settings, processes similar to sunlight are used 

to provide water treatment; however, natural sunlight is not strong enough to provide 

demonstrable improvement in water quality. The exposure to sunlight actually has a greater 

number of negatives than positives. Sunlight is not a controllable treatment method, and cannot 

not be relied upon to adequately disinfect drinking water. 

 

Correction – Sunlight has been recognized over the centuries as an important and valuable asset 

to drinking water safety and health referred to as “solar disinfection”. The natural disinfection 

premise of open reservoirs was built on this principle. Algae and bacteria are growth based on 

the nutrients present such as nitrogen and phosphorous coming up from CSSW, not sunlight. 

Chloramine is a stronger molecule than chlorine and lasts longer in sunlight. (WHO 2004) 

Sunlight breaks down disinfection byproducts and other unwanted chemicals. Sunlight adds to 

the oxygenated water creating oxides for natural microbial control much on the principle of 

hydrogen peroxides. Algae are naturally present and remove acidic chemicals helping make 

water pH balanced. PWB’s position does not align with fundamental principles of microbiology, 

physics, or chemistry. 

 “In addition surface waters are exposed to natural UV irradiation in sunlight which may 

damage oocyst (Cryptosporidium) DNA thereby inhibiting DNA replication and reducing 

infectivity.” (AWWA RF 3021 2008) 

 

Q7. Why have waterborne disease outbreaks been associated with closed drinking water 

reservoirs? 

 

PWB Position – Portland has never had a disease outbreak caused by its closed storage 

reservoirs. Closed reservoirs that have had waterborne outbreaks have been in systems that 

experienced operational or mechanical failures and which have typically been infiltrated by 

animals. Open reservoirs, on the other hand, with their large water surface areas are much more 

vulnerable to animals entering, swimming, defecating, or dying in them. It is fairly common for 

Portland Water Bureau maintenance workers to find dead animals, excrement, and other 

contaminants in the open reservoirs – this water goes directly to the customers’ tap without 

further treatment. Many of the documented outbreaks associated with closed reservoirs have 

been tracked to animals that have made their way into closed reservoirs. Animals are able to 

enter a closed reservoir through a broken or missing screen on its vent or overflow. Due to the 

screening of vents and overflow piping, evidence of animal access has never been discovered in 

our closed storage tanks. In Oregon, the State Drinking Water Program reviews the function of 

vent screens and overflows. The Water Bureau inspects and maintains vent screens and access 

points to its closed reservoirs and tanks on a monthly basis. 
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Correction – Portland’s open reservoirs have never had a microbiological, chemical, or disease 

issue resulting in illness or death. Portland Water Bureau has never been able to demonstrate the 

debris they claim to find has a chain of custody originating from the open reservoirs. All we see 

is material placed on a tarp in the area outside the open reservoirs. Portland’s open reservoirs 

have never had a negative impact on water quality as shown by no Cryptosporidium, viruses, or 

Giardia. Water samples for bacteria meet EPA and Oregon Health Authority standards. Covered 

reservoirs in Portland have had vandalism and dangerous chemicals thrown in them. As an 

example, the covered reservoir at the top of Mt. Tabor had hydrochloric acid and other debris 

dropped in it on May 28, 2012. This incident was never reported by Portland Water Bureau to 

the public.. Other covered reservoirs in Missouri and Colorado have had deaths from bacteria. 

Unlike the covered reservoirs, other open reservoirs across the United States do not have public 

health detriments either. Open reservoirs continue to provide safe and healthy drinking water for 

the citizens of Portland. 

 

Q8. What about rubberized asphalt coatings leaching into the water on a new reservoir?  

 

PWB Position – The new reservoirs planned at Powell Butte and Kelly Butte will be built of 

reinforced concrete. No rubberized asphalt coatings will be placed inside the reservoirs next to 

the drinking water. However, it is standard practice to apply waterproofing to the exterior of 

concrete structures of this type. 

 

Correction – Rubberized asphalt is a toxic petrochemical based sealant used on concrete 

reservoir roofs and elsewhere on the covered reservoirs. As we have seen in the Powell Butte 2 

construction, there are problems with hundreds of cracks in the roof and elsewhere. Applying the 

rubberized asphalt compound becomes a public health problem when it can permeate through 

cracks in the concrete. The caps are sealed with hot mopped coal tar that is also petrochemical 

based and has polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon (PAH) cancer causing component. Rubberized 

asphalt has a benzene component that may be released through microbial degradation of the 

petrochemicals, thus reaching the drinking water through the many cracks in concrete. 

 These toxic component health issues are overlooked or dismissed by those who are 

decision makers in constructing these poorly planned and developed covered reservoirs. Standard 

practice in construction has little value to those who are at risk for toxic and carcinogenic 

chemical health issues. Rubberized asphalt is listed in California Proposition 65 as a cancer 

causing agent.  

 

Q9. Wouldn’t it be cheaper to maintain the open reservoirs than build covered storage?  

 

PWB Position – The open reservoirs range from 100 to 117 years old. While they may look fine 

when full, they are in poor condition. The concrete is deteriorated, with cracks and chunks 

missing, the lining panels have eroded, and the steel pipes and valves are corroding. In the last 10 

years $40 million dollars have been spent on reservoir maintenance, and the costs continue to 

climb. Perhaps most importantly, the reservoirs and pipes are not structurally sound enough to 

withstand an earthquake, and would be unusable for water storage at a time when they would be 

most needed. It has been estimated that the reservoirs would need over $125 million dollars in 

improvements to seismically reinforce them. This would still not meet the EPA’s regulatory 

requirement to cover them or treat the water exiting them. 

Ord. 187832 Vol. 2.3.G, page 16558



Page 73 of 75 

 

 

Correction – The public health benefits of the open reservoirs far outweigh the minor costs to 

restore and maintain them. Regular architectural and engineering reports from 1990 to 2009 

confirm their condition as good with a small amount of restoration needed. The reservoirs are 

built soundly and have withstood earthquake activities. We reviewed the earthquake discussion 

during the 2004 Open Reservoir Independent Review Panel and it was confirmed that 

earthquakes are not a structural issue. There is no scientific or engineering reason the reservoirs 

cannot last many decades longer for our public health benefits. The PWB has unnecessarily spent 

hundreds of millions of dollars more than it would cost to maintain the open reservoirs to build 

covered reservoirs we do not need because water usage is declining. The engineering of 

Portland’s open reservoirs was ahead if its time and has been shown to remain structurally solid.  

 

Q10. What was the AwwaRF Project 3021 sampling at Portland’s open reservoirs and how does 

it relate to the requirements of the LT2 rule or a Variance for Open Reservoirs?  

 

PWB Position – In 2008 and 2009 the Portland Water Bureau participated in the Water Research 

Foundation (WaterRF) Project 3021, Detection of Infectious Cryptosporidium in Water. The 

purpose of the WaterRF project was to “examine conventionally filtered surface water for the 

presence of infectious Cryptosporidium using both cell culture techniques and molecular 

methods,” and “attempt to repeat a recent study that reported a risk of infectious 

Cryptosporidium in filtered drinking water so that a scientifically sound consensus may be 

reached.” 

 The Water Bureau’s sample volumes ranged from 83.5 liters to 305.6 liters, for a total 

volume of about 7,000 liters during the study. Eighteen samples were collected approximately 

twice per month from June 2008 to April 2009. The results of the study were that no infectious 

Cryptosporidium oocysts were detected in any of the Water Bureau’s samples. Additionally, no 

infectious oocysts were detected for any utility participating in this study. 

 EPA has indicated that variances are not available for the open reservoir requirements of 

LT2. Even if a variance to the open reservoir requirements of LT2 were available, the WaterRF 

study would not be adequate to achieve a variance.  

 The WaterRF study does not document the absence of Cryptosporidium and other public 

health risks in the open reservoirs. It simply shows that no infectious oocysts were detected in 

any of Portland’s samples collected on 18 occasions. Given the literature that addresses the 

potential for direct microbial and chemical contamination and other forms of water quality 

degradation associated with 5 open finished water reservoirs, the data from the WaterRF study 

would not be considered convincing evidence for EPA, public health officials, or the scientific 

community in general.  

 Furthermore, the WaterRF study would not suffice as an adequate variance application (if 

one were available) for the following reasons:  

1. The Water Bureau’s sampling frequency and total number of samples from this study 

is insufficient compared to what EPA requested for the source water variance. 

2. The Water Bureau’s sampling location was only from Reservoir 4 (and occasionally 

from Reservoir 5) and not representative of all open reservoirs. 

3. The WaterRF project did not use EPA Method 1623 for analysis. Method 1623 is 

required for LT2 monitoring. 
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4. LT2 samples must be analyzed by an EPA approved laboratory. The laboratory in the 

Texas Agrilife Research center used in the WaterRF study is not an EPA approved 

laboratory for Cryptosporidium. 

5. The WaterRF research project did not sample for Giardia or viruses. The LT2 rule 

states that public water systems “using uncovered finished water storage facilities must 

either cover the storage facility or treat the storage facility discharge to achieve 

inactivation and/or removal of 4-log virus, 3-log Giardia lamblia, and 2-log 

Cryptosporidium.” The open reservoir requirements of the LT2 rule are not solely 

concerned with Cryptosporidium. 

 

Correction – In 2008 and 2009 the Portland Water Bureau participated in the American Water 

Works Association Research Foundation (AwwaRF) Project 3021 “Detection of Infectious 

Cryptosporidium in Water.” 

 The Portland Water Bureau sampled 7000 liters at the outlet of Portland’s open reservoirs 

with zero detects of cryptosporidium while utilizing a sampling method superior to that 

recommended by the EPA. 

 The EPA’s 1623 HV sampling method has been widely criticized by municipalities and 

national professional associations because the agency’s approved sampling method fails to 

distinguish between harmless and harmful Cryptosporidium, dead or alive Cryptosporidium, and 

between infectious and noninfectious varieties. 

 In a 2008 conference presentation AwwaRF 3021 researchers made this statement 

regarding the current EPA sampling method, “The detection of non-infectious oocysts or oocysts 

belonging to a species that is not infectious to humans could cause unwarranted concern for a 

contaminant that may not be significant public health risk.” 

 Portland was one of 19 utilities participating in the study and, according to the study 

researchers; all utilities including Portland already meet the goal of the LT2 rule based on the 

statistically significant sampling. The goal of the LT2 rule is to reduce the level of disease in the 

community. 

 Both the Safe Drinking Water Act and Oregon state law provide for a reservoir 

“treatment technique” variance. It has long been recommended by community stakeholders that 

the Portland Water Bureau follow NYC’s lead with regard to pursuing a reservoirs variance: 

collect and submit the AwwaRF 3021 cryptosporidium data (zero detects) along with Giardia 

and other necessary data to the State as part of a reservoir variance application. 

 Public health officials agree that there will be no measurable public health benefit from 

additionally “treating or covering” Portland’s open reservoirs. The State Drinking Water 

Program now has primacy over the rule but can only consider a reservoir variance application if 

one is submitted. The City Council should act to ensure that the PWB applies for such a 

variance.* (*This statement was obtained from the Friends of the Reservoirs. The documents 

from the AWWA RF 3021 study have been read and agree with their position.) 
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“LT2 Rule” Waiver Supporters at Portland City Hall, Earth Day 2011 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460 

The Honorable Charles E. Schumer
 THE ADMINISTRATOR 

United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Schumer, 

Thank you for the phone call and the letter on July 20th regarding the construction of a cover at the 
Hillview Reservoir site in Yonkers, NY. While protection of the public's health from waterborne 
parasites and diseases such as Cryptosporidium must be foremost, I agree with you that we should and 
can find cost-effective ways of achieving these public health protections. For this reason, EPA will 
initiate a review process for the regulation requiring covers on reservoirs such as Hillview. 

The requirement that public water systems that store treated water in reservoirs, such as Hillview, either 
cover the reservoir or treat water leaving the reservoir to inactivate viruses, Giardia, and 
Cryptosporidium comes from EPA's Federal Long Term 2 Enhanced Surface Water Treatment (LT2) 
Rule, which was finalized in 2006, in the previous Administration. 

This requirement, issued under the authority of the Safe Drinking Water Act, applies to all public water 
systems, regardless of what treatment or filtration methods are used, because the requirements address 
open reservoirs that store drinking water that has already been treated and is intended to be distributed 
directly to consumers without further treatment. The uncovered finished water reservoir requirement is 
intended to protect against the potential for re-contamination of treated water with disease causing 
organisms, specifically Cryptosporidium, Giardia, and viruses. 

However, as you have mentioned, different reservoirs around the country have different specific 
conditions and protections that may have a bearing on the public health benefits of the LT2 coverage 
requirement. Hillview may be an example of a reservoir with specific structural and other characteristics 
that warrant further review of the need to mandate a reservoir cover. 

As such, as part of the Agency's Final Plan for Periodic Retrospective Review of Regulations, as well as 
the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA), the Agency will review the LT2 rule. In doing so, EPA will re-
assess and analyze new data and information regarding occurrence, treatment, analytical methods, health 
effects, and risk from viruses, Giardia, and Cryptosporidium to evaluate whether there are new or 
additional ways to manage risk while assuring equivalent or improved public health protection. As we 
conduct our review we intend to consider innovative approaches for public water systems, including 
those employed at the Hillview Reservoir, while meeting the SDWA requirement to maintain or 
improve public health protection for drinking water. EPA will proceed expeditiously on our review of 
the LT2 rule. Our current agreement with the City of New York does not require construction of the 
cover until 2028 - well after the review of the rule will be completed. Science will drive our ultimate 
decision and EPA looks forward to continuing to work with New York City and other stakeholders as 
we move forward in this process.

Internet Address CURL) • http://www.epa.gov
Recyclediflecyclable S Printed with Vegetable Oil Based Inks on 100% Postconsumer, Process Chlorine Free Recycled Paper
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Thank you for your leadership on this and many other issues. If you have additional questions, please 
feel free to contact me, or your staff can contact Sven-Erik Kaiser (202) 566-2753 in EPA's Office of 
Congressional Relations.
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To: Portland Planning and Sustainability Commission 
 November 4, 2014 
 
 
I have the following comments regarding the Proposed Draft of the 
Comprehensive Plan: 
 
1. OHSU and VA Medical Center campuses should not be changed to 
Mixed Use zoning. Mixed Use zoning allows too many uses not related to 
institutional uses. The goals and policies of the Marquam Hill Plan should 
remain unchanged for the near future, but eventually there will be need to 
update it; Mixed Use would open the door to uses that would attract more 
vehicle trips through the neighborhood and on Terwilliger Parkway that will 
be much more difficult to control if not associated with one or two large 
institutions. It has never been the intention of the Marquam Hill Plan to open 
up the medical campuses to non-institutional employment or commercial 
enterprises nor should that be allowed without a rigorous planning process. 
Instead, the zoning designation should be changed to Institutional/Campus 
given what we know so far about what that zoning will be like. OHSU and 
the VA Medical Center were originally Conditional Uses in an R1 zone but 
were changed to EX as part of the Marquam Hill Plan. I oppose EX zoning 
for the same reasons that I oppose Mixed Use zoning: that it would allow 
uses that are not consistent with the primary mission of medical and 
educational institutions. Why is every other medical and educational facility 
in Portland being proposed to change to Institutional/Campus but not OHSU 
and the VAMC? Why is OHSU and the Marquam Hill Plan being held up as 
the model for a new Institutional/Campus zone but they are not being 
changed to that zone themselves? 
 
2. I am very concerned about Policy 1.15, which states that “the goals and 
policies of this Comprehensive Plan supersede any goals or policies of a 
community, area, or neighborhood plan that conflict with a goal or policy of 
this plan.” While that may seem logical in the context of a Comprehensive 
Plan update, it actually creates uncertainty and suspicion with regard to 
existing area plans that many stakeholders have come to know and rely on. 
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We need to be assured that all components of the Terwilliger Parkway 
Corridor Plan, the Terwilliger Parkway Design Guidelines, the Marquam Hill 
Plan, and the Marquam Hill Design Guidelines will remain in full force 
exactly as written and not be superseded by new Comprehensive Plan goals 
and policies. The existing plans and guidelines were developed through 
rigorous planning processes that involved all stakeholders and must not be 
superseded unless the Bureau of Planning engages the same stakeholders to 
discuss exactly how the new goals and policies will change existing plans. 
 
3. The Portland Parks & Recreation owned property (Tax ID R327753) 
between the gas station at 2800 SW Sam Jackson Park Rd. and Terwilliger 
Blvd. should be changed to Open Space zoning, not Mixed Use. It was 
originally part of Terwilliger Parkway and should eventually return to park 
use. We should not perpetuate a past bad decision to convert park property to 
commercial use. The PP&R owned parking lot at the Chart House restaurant 
(5700 SW Terwilliger Parkway) is also used for private parking but is zoned 
OS; if it works for one it should work for the other. 
 
4. I support positions taken by SW Neighborhoods Inc. and Multnomah 
NA regarding the need to extend the comment period deadline beyond March 
15th, the role of Neighborhood Associations, and opposing proposed Corner 
Lot zoning. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Anton Vetterlein 
430 SW Hamilton St. 
Portland, Oregon, 97239 
antonvett@comcast.net 
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Portland City Wide Tree Project: FAIL 
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Enter “Vintage” Homes Northwest 
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Enter “Vintage” Homes Northwest 
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Enter “Vintage” Homes Northwest 
“Ready to buy a home?  When buying a home, you 
deserve a homebuilder who cares as much as you do 
about ensuring that the home you own is the best new 
home choice for you and your family.  Providng 
comfortable living in premier locations, VINTAGE HOMES 
Northwest is dedicated to helping you every step of the 
way on your journey to homeownership.  Check 
the  website, explore your options, and be sure to 
request more information about our timely performance, 
outstanding quality and excellent value...”     

http://www.vhnwpi.com/_preview/vhnwpropertyinvestments.asp 
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Enter “Vintage” Homes Northwest 
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QUALITY? “Vintage” Homes Northwest 
My 
Home 
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QUALITY? “Vintage” Homes Northwest 
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QUALITY? “Vintage” Homes Northwest 

Ord. 187832 Vol. 2.3.G, page 16575



7209 SW Third Avenue | Portland Oregon | 97219 

QUALITY? “Vintage” Homes Northwest 
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100% out of character with 100+ year old neighborhood 
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Collateral Damage: “Vintage” Homes NW 
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Collateral Damage: My Neighborhood 
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Collateral Damage: My Neighborhood 
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Collateral Damage: My Neighborhood 
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2014 -- 7209 SW Third Avenue | Portland Oregon | 97219 

Collateral Damage: My Neighborhood 

Can’t the city do better? Don’t the 
citizens – the existing character – the 
quality of  life, the environment for 
the other critters we share this place 
we call home, and pay hefty taxes for 
such protections – deserve better? 
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NWDA Transportation Committee Comments on the Proposed Comprehensive Plan 
November 4, 2014 
 
The Northwest District Transportation Committee supports the following comments on 
the proposed Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Our committee believes it is premature to provide input on the transportation-related 
policies in the proposed Comprehensive Plan because the update of the Transportation 
System Plan is still in its infancy. Without more detail relating to street classifications 
and more-specific policies and actions that, presumably, will be part of the TSP update it 
is hard to know whether the policies before you are appropriate and adequate. 
Therefore, our comments are predicated on the presumption that the Comp Plan 
policies will be revised as necessary to be consistent with the TSP. 
 
Our comments are as follows: 
 
Lack of a vision for the next 30 years. The policies are reflective of current practice and 
don’t address the huge changes that will occur in Portland as it continues to grow, 
become more congested, and as climate changes accelerate. What should the 
transportation system look like in 30 years? How do we get there? 
 
Policy language is generally weak. The policies use words such as ‘encourage’, 
‘promote’, ‘coordinate’, ‘improve’ and ‘support’. These words are ambiguous and leave 
little hope that anything will be accomplished. An example is Policy 9.59, “Encourage the 
development of a range of stable funding sources . . . “ Why not, “Develop a range”? 
 
Comp Plan designations versus TSP classifications. It is not clear what designations such 
as Civic Corridor (applied to Burnside) means in relation to its TSP classifications. How 
will aspirational designations, such as Civic Corridor, be reconciled with the street’s 
existing constrained elements such as inadequate sidewalks? 
 
Regional Coordination is given short shrift in the proposed policies. Increasingly, in NW 
Portland, we are suffering from large number of commuters accessing our streets from 
Washington County. We have been in contact with Metro representatives and staff and 
have basically been told there is nothing they can do; the local jurisdictions need to take 
the lead in dealing with regional traffic issues. This is not a satisfactory response. The 
Comp Plan policies should make a strong statement on how to resolve of issues, 
including classification conflicts across jurisdictions, not just talk about coordination. 
 
Transportation Demand Management should have more emphasis, as the ability to build 
new traffic capacity is very limited. Currently, TDM is only required of developers via 
quasi-judicial land use approvals. This applies to a relatively small percentage of 
development.  Both BPS and PBOT need to develop citywide requirements to reduce 
auto usage across the range of development types and locations. 
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The proposed Institutional Zones will not be able to address the unique needs of 
neighborhoods to ensure that large institutions address their transportation impacts. 
Required TDM measures for institutions are frequently complex and change over time in 
response to changing circumstances. How will the proposed zones deal with these 
critical issues and preserve neighborhood livability? 
 
Transit needs are increasing beyond TriMet’s ability to provide it. Rather than ‘punt’ the 
responsibility for transit provision to TriMet, the city needs to take a more aggressive 
role in defining the future transit network. Just as developers pay system development 
charges for street, bike and pedestrian facilities, they should contribute to transit 
service as well. Also, when transit operations are funded through employee taxes, 
transit service is reduced during recessions to unacceptable levels that reduce people’s 
ability to get to jobs. The city should be supporting development of a sustainable 
operating budget for transit service during good times and bad. 
 
Commercialization of the right-of-way. Policy 8.37 allows more use of the right-of-way 
for commercial uses such as street seats and private utilities that take up valuable space 
needed for pedestrians, bicycles and even parking. This is a significant expansion of 
existing policy and ignores the value and need in the right-of-way for more bicycle lanes, 
wider sidewalks and on-street parking to support economic activity. The northwest 
district neighborhood has been subjected to this increasing use of the right-of-way for 
non-transportation purposes and, over time, it has led to overly congested sidewalks.  
 
And speaking of parking, while the proposed parking policies are extensive, Policy 9.50, 
On-Street Parking, is in direct conflict with Policy 8.37. Parking management is currently 
reactive when it needs to be pro-active and turn its eyes to other areas of the city 
outside the Central City before parking problems migrate to more neighborhoods. It 
took ten years, in the most recent effort, for the City to adopt and begin to implement a 
parking management plan for NW Portland. Other neighborhoods shouldn’t have to 
wait that long. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Jeanne Harrison 
Chair, NWDA Transportation Committee 
837 NW 25th Avenue 
Portland, OR 97210 
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November 4, 2014 
Bonny McKnight 
  
To the Planning & Sustainability Commission, 
 
Please consider these comments on the proposed update to the Comprehensive Plan:   
 
One of the areas that needs to be more prominent in the Comprehensive Plan which will 
guide our future is the issue of noise.  The current plan is essentially silent on this key 
livability and health issue and the noise code the city continues to use was written in 
1976, when the city was far less dense and had about 1/5 of our current population in 
the same amount of land within our city boundaries.   
 
There are many noise issues that are important but first there needs to be stipulation in 
the Comprehensive Plan of a noise policy upon which future code and/or development 
guidelines can be built. 
 
Here are just a few Comprehensive Plan areas that need to be updated for this purpose:  
 
HOUSING 

 As development in Portland continues to become more dense, and neighbors are 
 living in closer proximity to each other, and mixed uses are encouraged, I ask 
 you to consider the impacts of noise.  This is especially important in a number of 
 situations, such as: 
  *The higher density Single-dwelling residential zones; 
 
  *Multi-dwelling zones; 
 
  *Mixed-use zones where residential uses abut or are in close proximity to  
  more intense development patterns and uses that can result in noise  
  impacts - for example, noise at times of the day that are at odds with what  
  would be expected in a residential area (late night restaurant activity, night 
  deliveries, etc. 
 
  *Residential uses along transit corridors and in town centers. 
 
  *The Comprehensive Plan will establish the policies, that might then be  
  translated into zoning code regulations, guiding development in Portland.   
  We need a policy that addresses noise and its impact on residential uses,  
  quality of life, livability, etc. and acknowledges that as we become a more  
  dense city, we need to take greater measures to mitigate these increasing  
  impacts, in order to maintain our quality of life.   
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 This policy could then be translated into zoning code requirements for sound 
 insulation in the situations described above.  Currently, the zoning code requires 
 sound insulation in certain situations near the airport (33.470).  With a new policy 
 addressing noise and noise impacts and the importance of mitigating these 
 impacts, we can potentially get some requirements for noise insulation, 
 appropriate windows, etc. in the zoning code to address the noise impacts in 
 these situations. 
 
  The noise issue also pertains to design and development of centers and corridors 
           (See Goal 4). 
 Part of the purpose of zoning was to separate uses to prevent or reduce negative 
 impacts, such as noise and activity.  As we move more toward offering mixed-use 
 zones, which provide a number of benefits, we can and should do a better job of 
 mitigating the negative noise impacts that result from mixing what previously 
 were considered  conflicting uses.  For example residential units above 
 commercial space could and should be insulated well from the noise below.  
 Also, commercial corridors that have residential development (or zoning) abutting 
 them should be required to provide sound insulation in their buildings, not just 
 visual screening at the lot line.   

  
NOISE & HEALTH 
 Studies have shown that there is a negative health impact on people who   
 live in close proximity to high traffic streets, not only from air pollution but   
 from noise.  Recent research on this includes “Health Risks of Residents   
 Living Near Major Roads or Freeways by Ann Spake; Health Effects from   
 Noise (Wikipedia); and How The Street You Live On May Harm Your Health from 
 Everydayhealth.com.  New data is being gathered and published daily. 
 

  *The Comprehensive Plan will establish the policies, that will then be  
  translated into zoning code regulations, guiding development in Portland.   
  Currently, the Zoning Code requires buildings along transit streets to be  
  brought up close to the front lot line along the transit street.   
 
  If the proposal is for ground floor residential use, the building should not  
  be brought up so close to the street due to impacts on the residents:  a)  
  noise; b) air pollution; and c) lack of privacy.  Living in a ground floor  
  unit set right at the front lot line along a transit street residents would not  
  only lose privacy but would also be unable to leave their windows open  
  for security considerations, air quality, and excessive noise reasons. 
 
  Essentially, itʼs a bad idea to have residential units at a zero-lot line along  
  transit streets, or any busy street.  Since most of these residents would  
  likely be low income it also becomes an equity issue. These issues also  
  need to be addressed in design and development of centers and corridors. 
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Maplewood Neighborhood Association

c/o SW Neighborhoods, Inc.
7688 SW Capitol Highway

Portland, OR 97219
maplewood@swni.org

November 4, 2014

City of Portland - Planning and Sustainability Commission
1900 SW 4th Ave.
Portland, OR  97201-5380

The Maplewood Neighborhood Association submits the following comments regarding the 2035 Compre -
hensive Plan Update Proposed Draft.

1. Maplewood NA supports the City's partnerships with school districts in siting schools (Policy 8.99)  
and believes that cooperation should be more integrated into the overall planning process. Maple -
wood Elementary, West Hills Montessori School and St. John Fisher School serve the families in  
Maplewood and all require improvements to public infrastructure, such as roads and sidewalks, to  
provide for safe pedestrian and vehicle access.

2. Policy 8.96 proposes that schools be considered for gathering and aid distribution centers during a  
natural disaster.  This policy should be accompanied by a plan for assessing whether or not a  
school is adequately constructed to withstand a major earthquake.

3. Maplewood NA supports Policy 8.89 to enhance community preparedness through public facility
investments.  We believe the Sears Armory on Multnomah Blvd. would be a good choice for such a  
community safety or emergency management facility.

4. The Maplewood Neighborhood Plan, as adopted by City ordinance in 1997, and updated in 2001,  
should be listed with other adopted neighborhood plans and incorporated by reference in the 2035  
Comprehensive Plan.

5. SW Vermont should be classified as a district collector rather than a neighborhood collector. This  
street is the designated bicycle route as well as a walking route and is safe for neither use cur -
rently. The street serves West Hills Montessori School and St. John Fisher School as well as  the  
SW Community Center and Gabriel Park, and is the only public right-of-way that provides an east-
west connection along or through Maplewood.  

6. Maplewood NA also supports SWNI's request to extend the public comment period to 120 days  
after release of the policy language on Institutions and Employment Centers and Multi-use 
Districts.

Sincerely,

Karen Font Williams, SWNI Board Representative
Maplewood Neighborhood Association 
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