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Allison J. Reynolds
AReynolds@perkinscoie.com

D. +1.503.727.2168

July 26, 2016

VIA EMAIL (PSC@PORTLANDOREGON.GOV)

Ms. Katherine Schultz, Chair
Planning and Sustainability Commission
City of Portland
1900 SW Fourth Avenue, Suite 7100
Portland, OR  97201-5380

Re: SolTerra Testimony Requesting 4:1 FAR at 25 N Fargo Street to Prevent New 
Mixed Use Developments from Becoming Non-Conforming

Dear Chair Schultz and Members of the Planning and Sustainability Commission:

This office represents SolTerra Architecture, Inc. (“SolTerra”) which owns property located at 
25 North Fargo Street (the “Woods Site”).  The Woods Site is proposed to be down-zoned from 
RX to RH.  The Woods Site is not included on the 4:1 FAR maps in the Miscellaneous Zoning 
Amendments Project, which will make SolTerra’s brand new development non-conforming.  We 
request that the Commission include this property on the 4:1 FAR maps and establish a 75-foot 
height limit for the site.

The Woods Site is proposed to be down-zoned from RXd to RHd, which we understand is part of 
the City’s effort to eliminate the RX zone outside of the Central City and Gateway Plan Districts.  
SolTerra’s proposed development, which in the last stages of building permit review, and will be 
constructed before the Composite Zoning Map changes become effective, will conform to the 
Property’s current RX zoning.  The development will also conform to the RH development 
standards if the 4:1 FAR and 75 foot height limits are imposed. SolTerra requests that if the RH 
zoning is imposed, the Woods Site is allowed a 4:1 FAR and 75 foot height limit.

Thank you for your consideration of this request.
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Very truly yours,

Allison J. Reynolds
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From: Jim Laubenthal [mailto:laubenthaljim@gmail.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, July 26, 2016 2:26 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov>; Cole, John 
<John.Cole@portlandoregon.gov> 
Cc: Lucas Miller <lmiller@riversidegcc.com>; John Lof <jlof@riversidegcc.com> 
Subject: Miscellaneous Zoning Testimony Submittal - Peninsula Canal Trail 
 

This email comments on the recent submittal by the Bureau of Environmental Services to 
relocate a future trail adjacent to Riverside (trail # 2922) from the top of the existing levee onto 
active course areas.  We oppose the change of alignment for this section adjacent to 
Riverside.  We support the current location on the top of the levee as shown on the existing Map 
App.   

We only found out yesterday about the idea of relocating this section of trail onto active parts of 
the golf course.  There has been no conversation with us regarding the feasibility of this major 
change.  We are quite surprised at this last minute switch.    

By way of background, we worked cooperatively with Metro to locate an easement for this 
section of the trail on the levee. At that time we had concerns about public safety, but felt a trail 
made sense.  This area proposed by BES is an active part of the course and would not be safe for 
trail users.   The other trail section to the north is probably more feasible for this concept of 
moving to the toe of the levee.  

We are hoping that staff and the PSC will continue with the current alignment for this 
section.   Riverside must strongly object to this last minute change, as it would cause severe 
adverse impacts on us. 

Jim Laubenthal, Riverside Land Use 
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From: Ken Richardson [mailto:ken_richardson@ddsd40.org]  
Sent: Tuesday, July 26, 2016 8:32 AM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: PSC Misc. Zoning Update Testimony 
 
Dear Mayor Hales and City Commissioners, 
 
David Douglas School District is comprised of 12 square miles in East Portland.  Currently the district has 9 elementary 
schools, 3 middle schools and one high school.  In fact, David Douglas High School is the largest in the state with over 
3,000 students. We are currently at capacity in all our elementary schools with a projected growth in student population 
that will bring our total enrollment over the next 10 years above 13,000 students. I am writing today to provide testimony 
on behalf of the David Douglas School District in regards to the miscellaneous zoning updates. Specifically, I would like 
to share our support of the package of changes that includes giving the David Douglas School District the power to veto 
any land divisions (11 or more lots) or zone change requests. I see this as an essential change that will allow the District to 
be more proactive in planning for our growth. 
 
Our hope is that this change will  provide us the opportunity to be in the conversation and truly look at how development 
will impact our local schools. As you know we are currently at capacity within our District and have been in conversations 
with city, county and private entities to purchase land and and other partnerships to develop plans for the growth of our 
District. We believe this would add a needed tool for us us to help manage our school district and continue to provide a 
first class education. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide this information. 
 
Ken 

 
 
--  
Ken Richardson 
Superintendent 
David Douglas School District 
503.261.8201 
Learn~Grow~Thrive 
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Dear Planning and Sustainability Commission, 
 
Columbia Steel Casting Co., Inc, operates a foundry, pattern shop and machine shop in 
North Portland on land owned by Heron Leasing Company.  I am CEO and President of 
Columbia Steel Casting Co., Inc and a shareholder and Director of Heron Leasing.  We 
were on record with Metro during the trail alignment process as opposing the south shore 
route and continue to strongly oppose a public trail across private industrial property.  
Nothing has changed our position since a letter was provided to Jane Hart of Metro in 
September of 2005.  A copy of that letter is attached.   
 
Martha B Cox, CEO 
Columbia Steel Casting Co., Inc. 
PO Box 83095 
Portland, OR  U.S.A. 
503-286-0685 ext 207 
martha_c@columbiasteel.com 
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Columbia Steel Casting Co., Inc. 
PO Box 83095 
Portland, OR  97283-0095 
 
 
September 29, 2005 
 
Ms. Jane Hart 
Metro Regional Parks and Greenspaces Dept. 
600 NE Grand Avenue 
Portland, OR  97232  
 
 
RE: Smith and Bybee Wetlands Natural Area Trail Study 
 
Columbia Steel Casting Co., Inc. remains strongly opposed to a trail alignment through 
our property for the following reasons. 
 Security – There is both a concern for public safety and security concerns for our 
property and employees. I continue to be amazed at the brashness of thieves entering the 
property to the East of ours.  They have pulled our fencing out, four-wheeled over the 
bank, cut of fence locks with bolt-cutters, stripped electrical wiring in the unoccupied 
buildings and even brought in equipment to steal the gutters off the building and removed 
steel tanks.  In response, we have taken measures to limit access to our property with 
employee passes, enforcing use of visitor badges, restricted access routes and security 
guards.  Even with posted notices of private property, there are still occasions that people 
looking for boat launches, nature trails, or alternate street routes have to be asked to 
leave.  At public meetings, individuals have bragged about gaining access to our property 
via canoe.  Public access via the camouflaged north side of our property would increase 
our exposure to this risk, with or without fencing. 
 Wetlands impact – a trail alignment along the top of bank on the Slough would 
require removal of trees and could impact bank stabilization.  As part of our mitigation 
plan for a fill permit, we are required to make extensive plantings between the Slough 
and a long side channel on our property, right where the path would go.    
 Cost - A trail alignment below and immediately south of the top of bank would 
run through the Wapato wetlands and would require construction in a wetland with either 
a floating or elevated trail because the area is often inundated with water.  There are 
many ditches, side channels and mini-sloughs to be traversed by a south shore trail 
alignment making it a very expensive option to provide compliance with ADA 
requirements.   
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Martha B Cox,  
Chief Financial Officer      

Ord. 188177, Vol. 2.3.A, page 8899



Dear Mayor Hales and Commissioners, 
 
This is a further follow up to my brief testimony in front of the City 
Council on November 19, 2015, and my subsequent letter to the 
Portland Planning and Sustainability Commission dated November 23, 
2015, which is attached.  At the time of my testimony, the proposed 
Comprehensive Plan contemplated rezoning the above captioned 
properties on SW Main Street to R2 from R5.   After numerous 
meetings and discussions with stakeholders in the Goose Hollow 
Neighborhood, including property owners, neighbors, tenants, the 
neighborhood association and Friends of Goose Hollow, it became 
apparent that virtually no one was in favor of the proposed change in 
zoning to R2.  I think people realized that R2 zoning would have a 
negative impact on these  handsome and now well-maintained former 
residences and on the surrounding neighborhood.  In addition, it would 
cause serious financial hardship to the property owners.  I think it is 
important to recognize that these structures were saved from 
demolition in the early 1970s because of a  decision by the City Council 
to allow revocable permits for professional office use provided there 
would be no change in the external appearance and residential 
character of the buildings.  That decision made it feasible for me and 
the other property owners to convert the buildings to professional 
office use at that time, subject to the terms of the revocable permits.  
 
I am glad there now has been a realization of the benefits of retaining 
the R5 zone when compared to the  potential negatives of the 
proposed R2 zone.  In my opinion, thoughtful preservation of important 
historic areas and structures within the City is not only good for the 
surrounding neighborhood, but it also plays an important role in 
retaining the history and character of the City as a whole. 
 
I would like to call to your attention the critical link between 
preservation of these former residences and the ability to rent them for 
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discreet office use.  It was the rental income from office use that saved 
them from demolition in the 1970s, and it is that ongoing rental income 
that continues to preserve these buildings now.  It is my understanding 
that the issue of the revocable permits for office use will not be 
addressed until after the Comprehensive Plan has been finalized.  I 
think you should be aware that the revocable permits have created 
some difficulties for the owners and tenants of these 
buildings.  Because of the tenuous nature of the permits, the owners 
haven’t been able to assure renters of continuing occupancy.  This has 
been a worry and has created uncertainty for both the land lords and 
the tenants.  Also, I have heard that the revocable permits have at 
times caused problems for the City.  To help eliminate these problems, I 
would urge that you give careful consideration to replacing the 
revocable permits in this case by creating a special R5 zone on the 
South half of our block that will allow discreet office use to run with the 
property, rather than the owner. 
 
Thank you for considering my comments and suggestion. 
 
Respectfully, 
Phil Brown 
 
Philip F. Brown, MBA, CPA 
Brown/Armstrong, A Professional Corporation 
2177 S.W. Main Street 
Portland, OR  97205 
Phone: (503) 221-1776 
Fax: (503) 223-6918 
E-mail: Phil@brownarmstrong.com 
www.brownarmstrong.com 
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Steven L. Pfeiffer 
SPfeiffer@perkinscoie.com 

D. +1.503.727.2261 
F. +1.503.346.2261 

 

 

 

July 26, 2016 

VIA EMAIL (PSC@PORTLANDOREGON.GOV) 

Ms. Katherine Schultz, Chair 
Planning and Sustainability Commission 
City of Portland 
1900 SW Fourth Avenue, Suite 7100 
Portland, OR  97201-5380 

Re: Miscellaneous Zoning Amendments Project (Proposed Draft, June 2016)  
Joseph W. Angel’s Request to Include Amendment to PCC 33.563.410 and 
Remove the Future Urban (f) Overlay Zone 

Dear Chair Shultz and Members of the Commission: 

This office represents Joseph W. Angel with regard to his property located at 5100 NW Skyline 
Road (the “Property”) within the Northwest Hills Plan District.  For over six years we have 
worked with the City to find a solution to long-standing regulatory uncertainty surrounding this 
specific Property, and believe that the Miscellaneous Zoning Amendments Project is the 
appropriate code amendment tool.  Mr. Angel requests: 

1. Amend PCC 33.563.410 so that “Rural Lands Outside of the Urban Services Boundary” 
that are divided may be served by septic systems and private water sources; and  

2. Remove the future urban (f) overlay from the Property. 

Requested Amendment to PCC 33.563.410 

The Property is one of relatively few properties within the City’s boundaries but outside of the 
Urban Growth Boundary (“UGB”).  The 2035 Comprehensive Plan characterizes the Property as 
“Rural Lands Outside of the Urban Services Boundary.”  See Figure 8-1. Urban, Urbanizable, 
and Rural Lands, attached.   

The code requires all land divisions in the Northwest Hills Plan District to be served by public 
sewer, but state law prohibits the extension of public sewer outside of the UGB.  Compare PCC 
33.563.410 and Goal 11.  This discord between regulations can be resolved by allowing 
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properties within the City limits but outside of the UGB to be served by septic systems and 
private water sources.   

The following amendment to an existing regulation in the Northwest Hills Plan District solves 
the issue (deletion in strikethrough, additions underlined): 

"33.563.410 Land Divisions and Planned Developments 
The following regulations apply to land divisions that will create four or more lots and to 
all Planned Developments within the Skyline subdistrict.  Adjustments are prohibited. 
 
 * * * * * * 
 
B.  Additional requirements for approval.  In order to be approved, proposed land 
divisions and Planned Developments must meet the following requirements: 
 
1.  Public sewer and water service must be available to the sites located within the Urban 
Growth Boundary; and" 

The requested amendment is consistent with many elements of  the 2035 Comprehensive Plan, 
including (emphasis added): 

Policies -- Service provision and urbanization  

The policies in this section support the maintenance of an urban services boundary to 
coordinate planning and provision of public facilities.  These policies also identify which 
urban facilities and services are and will be provided by the City of Portland within this 
boundary.  This section supports Statewide Planning Goal 11 — Public Facilities.  

The Portland Comprehensive Plan addresses three distinct types of land: rural, 
urbanizable, and urban.  Some rural land is within the City Limits, having been annexed 
prior to establishment of the Regional Urban Growth Boundary.  This land must maintain 
its rural character, and public facilities and services in this area should be planned 
accordingly.  Urbanizable land is beyond the City Limits, within the Regional Urban 
Growth Boundary and within the City’s Urban Services Boundary.  Urbanizable land will 
eventually be annexed to the City of Portland, and full urban services may then be 
extended.  Urban land is within the City Limits, the Regional Urban Growth Boundary, 
and the City’s Urban Services Boundary. 
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Policy 8.2  Rural, urbanizable, and urban public facility needs.  Recognize the 
different public facility needs in rural, urbanizable and urban land as defined by the Regional 
Urban Growth Boundary, the City Urban Services Boundary, and the City Boundaries of 
Municipal Incorporation.  See Figure 8-1 — Urban, Urbanizable, and Rural Lands. 

Policy 8.19  Rural service delivery.  Provide the public facilities and services identified 
in Policy 8.3 in rural areas only at levels necessary to support designated rural residential 
land uses and protect public health and safety.  Prohibit sanitary sewer extensions into rural 
land and limit other urban services. 

Requested Removal of Future Urban (f) Overlay 

Because the Property is not designated as an Urban Reserve, it is unlikely to be included in the 
Urban Growth Boundary (“UGB”) in the next fifty years, if ever.  Therefore, the future urban (f) 
overlay zone should be removed from the Property.  

Background 

The history of the circumstances involving the Property provides useful context for these 
requests.  The Property consists of 48 contiguous acres comprised of five parcels in single 
ownership located entirely within the City of Portland, with only a limited portion of the 
Property located within the UGB.  Starting in 1965, the City of Portland began providing water 
service to the Property, replacing well water as the source of water to the Property.  In 1971, the 
Property was annexed to the City of Portland at the request of the City based, in large part, upon 
the City's commitment to provide additional City services.  At the time, we understand the 
Property was designated to accommodate residential densities of 4.5 units per gross acre, or 
10,000 square foot lots, and such zoning remained in place until 1977.   

At the time Mr. Angel purchased the Property in 1978, the applicable zone map designation was 
Farm/Forest, which allows a minimum lot size of two (2) acres.  In 1981, a new Natural 
Resources (NR) overlay zone was adopted by the City, which required a 20 acre minimum lot 
size.  The NR overlay zone applied to the part of the Property located outside of the UGB.  In 
1991, an exception to Statewide Planning Goal 4 was taken for four of the five lots to allow 
continuation of the 2 acre residential zoning of the Property through the Northwest Hills Natural 
Areas Protection Plan, which also applied the Environmental overlay zone designation to limited 
portions of the Property.  Also in 1991, the City of Portland required that all NR zoned land be 
changed to a future urban (f) overlay zone.  It is worth noting that the future urban overlay zone 
has the sole effect of increasing the minimum lot size applicable to the Property under the 
acknowledged comprehensive plan and zoning designations from 2 acres to 20, thereby reducing 

Ord. 188177, Vol. 2.3.A, page 8907



 

Ms. Katherine Schultz, Chair 
Planning and Sustainability Commission 
City of Portland 
July 26, 2016 
Page 4 
 
 

132062638.1  

the number of available lots from approximately 24 to 2 notwithstanding the base zone density 
allowance and availability of City water.  The stated basis for this mapping was to retain the 
potential for future urbanization of the property through inclusion within the Urban Growth 
Boundary.   

Metro included the Property within its Urban Reserve areas designated to be future locations for 
UGB expansion in 1997.  In 2002, Metro voted to include all of the Property within the UGB and 
the Land Conservation and Development Commission ("LCDC") affirmed Metro's decision; but 
in 2005, the Court of Appeals remanded Metro's decision for reasons wholly unrelated to the 
Property.  Since Metro declined to respond to the Court's ruling through readoption of the 
amendment, the Property has yet to be addressed again by Metro.  Thus, the bulk of the Property 
remains outside of the UGB notwithstanding the earlier policy choice of Metro and LCDC.  
Further, the Property is not included as an Urban Reserve area, so it is unlikely to be included in 
the UGB for decades, if ever.  Obviously, this fact further underscores the inappropriateness 
today of the (f) overlay designation. 

In order to reconcile the Property's regulatory history and resolve the regulatory uncertainty 
surrounding the property, Mr. Angel requests that the future urban (f) overlay zone be removed 
from the Property because it is highly unlikely that the Property will be included within the 
UGB.   
 
Following the removal of the future urban overlay, Mr. Angel intends to apply for a land division 
or planned development establishing the specific development plan for the Property, consistent 
with the existing RF base zone designation.  In addition, Mr. Angel has worked over the years 
with Metro to undertake a land trade or acquisition to facilitate improvements to the Saltzman 
Road frontage and enhance this key access portal to Forest Park.  Further, previously the 
Portland Parks Bureau was interested in acquiring a portion of the Property as a neighborhood 
park.  However, it is necessary to resolve the final development scenario of the Property through 
this Miscellaneous Zoning Amendment Project and subsequent land division prior to 
incorporating proposed acquisitions by Metro and the Parks Bureau.   
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Thank you for your consideration of these requests. 

Very truly yours, 

 
Steven L. Pfeiffer 

SLP:crl 
Enclosure 

cc: Mr. Joseph W. Angel (with enc.) (via email) 
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Figure 8-1. Urban, Urbanizable, and Rural Lands 
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Dana L. Krawczuk 
DKrawczuk@perkinscoie.com 

D. +1.503.727.2036 
F. +1.503.346.2036 

 

 

July 25, 2016 

VIA EMAIL (PSC@PORTLANDOREGON.GOV) 

Ms. Katherine Schultz, Chair 
Planning and Sustainability Commission 
City of Portland 
1900 SW Fourth Avenue, Suite 7100 
Portland, OR  97201-5380 
 
Re: Broadmoor Inc.’s Objection to Proposed Major Public Trail Designation Across 

Broadmoor Golf Course (3509 NE Columbia Boulevard) –  
Miscellaneous Zoning Amendments Project (June 2016) 

Dear Chair Shultz and Members of the Commission: 

This firm represents Broadmoor Inc. (“Broadmoor”), which is comprised of a family that has 
owned and operated the Broadmoor Golf Course located at 3509 NE Columbia Boulevard (the 
“Property”) for over 100 years.  Please include this testimony in the record of the Miscellaneous 
Zoning Amendments project proceedings, and provide us with notice of the final decision.  

Broadmoor provided the attached testimony to the PSC at its July 12, 2016 public hearing 
regarding the Zoning Composite Map.  That testimony related to zoning map issues, including 
the proposed Major Public Trail designation across the Property.  The Major Public Trail 
designation is also a part of the Miscellaneous Zoning Amendments Project, so we resubmit the 
July 12th testimony into the record for these proceedings. 

The Major Public Trails function on the Portland Map App as applied to the Property is depicted 
below, and illustrates the trail immediately adjacent to active fairways running east-west, and 
then making a 90-degree turn so that it cuts through two active greens and two active tee boxes 
as it runs north-south.  Most of this area is in a “p” or “c” environmental overlay zone.   

As detailed in our testimony, we request that the PSC remove the proposed Major Public Trail 
that crosses the Property, for the following reasons: 

 Broadmoor received no notice of, and was not aware of any discussion relating to, the 
new major public trail that the Comprehensive Plan process that proposed to bisect the 
Property.    The lack of notice and public dialogue is inconsistent with Policies 2.39 
(Notification) and  8.55 (Trail coordination). 
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 The trail has devastating negative consequences on the ongoing operation of the Property 
as a public golf course, which is recreational use.  Limiting the recreational opportunities 
of the Property as a golf course are inconsistent with Goal 8.H (Parks, natural areas, and 
recreation), Policies 8.92 (Acquisition, development, and maintenance), 8.99 
(recreational facilities) and 8.101 (Self-sustaining and inclusive golf facilities). 

 The new trail requirement also has an outsized impact on Broadmoor’s Property because 
of the Code’s triggers for dedicating and constructing trails.  Requiring Broadmoor to 
dedicate a trail easement for small structural improvements that do not provide large 
amounts of value to its operation makes the new trail requirement particularly egregious.   

 

Source: 
https://www.portlandmaps.com/bps/mapapp/maps.html#mapTheme=majorTrails  
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For all of these reasons, Broadmoor requests that the zoning map be amended so that the Major 
Public Trail does not cross the Property.  There are two alternative and more suitable locations 
for the trail: 

 Relocate the trail so that it crosses the Metro-owned open space, which is already 
publicly-owned land, or so that it follows the right of way.  A Metro-oriented 
realignment would be more consistent with Goal 8.H (Parks, natural areas, and 
recreation) and Policies 8.54 (Trail system connectivity) and 8.59 (Trail and Habitat 
Corridor coordination) related to connecting trails to recreational opportunities and 
natural areas, such as the publically owned, but not currently publically accessible, 
54-acre Catkin Marsh Natural Area. 

 Relocate the trail so that it is within the right-of-way.  This alignment is consistent 
with Goal 8.D (Public rights-of-way), because it would enhance the right of way by 
providing a “multi-purpose, connected, safe and healthy physical space for movement 
and travel…,”  as well as Policies 8.40 (Transportation function) and 8.47 (Flexible 
design). 

Thank you for your consideration of these requests. 

Very truly yours, 

 
Dana L. Krawczuk 

DLK:dlk 
Enclosure 
cc: Scott Krieger, Broadmoor, Inc. (with enc.) (via email) 
 Erik Krieger, Broadmoor Inc. (with enc.) (via email) 
 Steve Kountz, Senior Economic Planner, BPS (with enc.) (via email) 
 Tom Wright, Mackenzie (with enc.) (via email) 
 Gabriela Frask, Mackenzie (with enc.) (via email) 
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Dana L. Krawczuk 
DKrawczuk@perkinscoie.com 

D. +1.503.727.2036 
F. +1.503.346.2036 

 

 

July 12, 2016 

VIA EMAIL (PSC@PORTLANDOREGON.GOV) 

Ms. Katherine Schultz, Chair 
Planning and Sustainability Commission 
City of Portland 
1900 SW Fourth Avenue, Suite 7100 
Portland, OR  97201-5380 
 
Re: Broadmoor Inc.’s Testimony Requesting Zoning Map Amendment for  
 22.08 Acres at Broadmoor Golf Course (3509 NE Columbia Boulevard) 

Dear Chair Shultz and Members of the Commission: 

This firm represents Broadmoor Inc. (“Broadmoor”), which is comprised of a family that has 
owned and operated the Broadmoor Golf Course located at 3509 NE Columbia Boulevard (the 
“Property”) for over 100 years.  Please include this testimony in the record of the Composite 
Zoning Map proceedings, and provide us with notice of the final decision.  

We have three requests: 

1. Amend the zoning of the Property’s 22.08-acre frontage on NE Columbia Boulevard 
General Employment 2 (EG2) (see attached map); or 

2. In the alternative, amend the zoning of the Property’s 22.08-acre frontage on 
NE Columbia Boulevard to General Industrial 1 ( IG1); and 

3. Remove the proposed Major Public Trail that crosses the Property.  

Rezone the Property’s 22.08-Acre Frontage on NE Columbia Boulevard 

In June 2016, the City Council adopted an Industrial Sanctuary Comprehensive Plan designation 
over the Property’s 22.08-acre frontage on NE Columbia Boulevard.  During that process, the 
PSC was supportive of Broadmoor’s October 27, 2015 request to have the zoning map 
designation amended concurrently with the Comprehensive Plan designation.  However, the 
current Composite Zoning Map does not make that change and retains OS zoning for most of the 
22.08-acre area.   

We request that the 22.08-acre area depicted on the attached map be rezoned to support 
employment uses.  The issue then becomes a question of which zoning designation, EG2 or IG1, 
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is most appropriate for the 22.08-acre area.  No change to the proposed Prime Industrial overlay 
is requested. 

As Broadmoor has evaluated the feasibility of redeveloping the Property’s frontage, we have 
determined that the topography of that area is better suited for the slightly more flexible uses 
allowed in the EG2 zone than the limited uses in the IG1 zone.  For example, the steep 
topography makes truck access from NE Columbia Boulevard challenging, and significant fill 
would be required to provide level building pads suitable for industrial uses.  The EG2 zone is 
more appropriate because it allows all of the IG1 uses (except for Railroad Yards and Waste-
Related) but also allows slightly more office and retail sales and service uses.  See Code 
Table 140-1.  Zoning the 22.08-acre portion of the Property EG2 would allow job-intense uses; 
particularly those that support nearby industrial uses.  Also, EG2 uses would provide the 
economic lift necessary to facilitate natural resource enhancement on the remaining 111 acres of 
open space on the Property. 

Broadmoor acknowledges that the Comprehensive Plan designation approved by City Council 
for the 22.08-acre area is Industrial Sanctuary, which is not compatible with the EG2 zone.  
Broadmoor believes that the more appropriate Comprehensive Plan designation for this area is 
Mixed Employment, which corresponds to the EG2 zone, but also allows IG1 zoning.  
Broadmoor requests that, in consideration of the practical infeasibility of developing IG1 uses on 
the Property, that the Commission recommend rezoning this property to EG2 with a 
recommendation to the City Council to consider reconciling the Comprehensive Plan designation 
to allow this more appropriate zoning. 

Removal of Major Public Trails Designation 

Broadmoor participated in the Comprehensive Planning process.  During that extensive process, 
Broadmoor received no notice of, and was not aware of any discussion relating to, the new major 
public trail that is proposed to bisect the Property.  Broadmoor’s lack of awareness is not 
surprising.  No mailed notice was provided, and the sole reference to the trail across the Property 
is buried on the “Major Trails, Public Trails” map; a single map located on the last page the 
Comprehensive Plan’s “Chapter 8: Public Facilities and Services” (Figure 802, page GP 8-29, 
attached).  Broadmoor first learned of this proposed trail when it received a notice of this public 
hearing, which occurred after the public record was closed on the Comprehensive Plan. 

This single map and faint “future public trials” line that runs through the golf course was not 
subject to any public discussion, and yet it has devastating negative consequences on the ongoing 
operation of the Property as a golf course, and further reduces the likelihood that the frontage 
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acreage will redevelop with IG1 uses.  Broadmoor strongly objects to the zoning map 
amendment designating a Major Public Trail through the Property. 

The Major Public Trails function on the Portland Map App is depicted below, and illustrates the 
trail immediately adjacent to active fairways running east-west, and then making a 90-degree 
turn so that it cuts through two active greens and two active tee boxes as it runs north-south.  
Most of this area is in a “p” or “c” environmental overlay zone.   

 

Source: 
https://www.portlandmaps.com/bps/mapapp/maps.html#mapTheme=majorTrails  

At least five of the golf course’s 18 holes are directly impacted by the trail’s alignment.  Not 
only are more than a quarter of the golf course’s holes encroached upon by the trail, but 
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Broadmoor’s ability to operate the golf course is significantly impacted.  It is unreasonable to 
require Broadmoor to bear the risk of inviting the public to cross through an active golf course 
where they may be injured by golf balls that are propelled at great rates of speed.  Members of 
the public using a public trail would not be engaged in the sport of golf (and therefore unaware 
of the risks of the game) and would likely be distracted (e.g., jogging with headphones on), 
presenting even greater risk of injury.   

The new trail requirement also has an outsized impact on Broadmoor’s Property because of the 
Code’s  triggers for dedicating and constructing trails.  The Code requires dedication of the 
mapped trail if a building permit is issued, and the trail must be constructed (including permitting 
through the environmental overlay zone) for any “new development” or improvements to the 
exterior of an existing development in excess of 35% of the assessed value of the existing 
improvements.  For most types of development that derive their value from structured 
improvements, the trail costs are triggered by activities that simultaneously provide a large 
amount of value (e.g., building a new office development).  Broadmoor’s use is on undeveloped 
land and involves some necessary, but not high value-enhancing, structures (such as a golf cart 
storage shed).  Requiring Broadmoor to dedicate a trail easement for small structural 
improvements that do not provide large amounts of value to its operation makes the new trail 
requirement particularly egregious.   

For all of these reasons, Broadmoor requests that the zoning map be amended so that the Major 
Public Trail does not cross the Property.  An alternative, more suitable location would be for the 
trail to be relocated so that it crosses the Metro-owned open space, which is already publicly-
owned land, or so that it follows the right of way. 

Thank you for your consideration of these requests. 

Very truly yours, 

 
Dana L. Krawczuk 

DLK:dlk 
cc: Scott Krieger, Broadmoor, Inc. (via email) 
 Erik Krieger, Broadmoor Inc. (via email) 
 Steve Kountz, Senior Economic Planner, BPS (via email) 
 Tom Wright, Mackenzie (via email) 
 Gabriela Frask, Mackenzie (via email) 
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Figure 8-2. Major Public Trails 

 

 
 

JUNE 2016                                                                2035 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN                                            
PAGE GP8-29 

Ord. 188177, Vol. 2.3.A, page 8939



Ord. 188177, Vol. 2.3.A, page 8940



Ord. 188177, Vol. 2.3.A, page 8941



Ord. 188177, Vol. 2.3.A, page 8942



40-Mile Loop Land Trust 
 P.O. Box 262 

Portland, OR 97207-0262 
 www.40mileloop.org 

•
•
•
•

Ord. 188177, Vol. 2.3.A, page 8943



Ord. 188177, Vol. 2.3.A, page 8944



Ord. 188177, Vol. 2.3.A, page 8945



Ord. 188177, Vol. 2.3.A, page 8946



Ord. 188177, Vol. 2.3.A, page 8947



Ord. 188177, Vol. 2.3.A, page 8948



Ord. 188177, Vol. 2.3.A, page 8949



Ord. 188177, Vol. 2.3.A, page 8950



Ord. 188177, Vol. 2.3.A, page 8951



Ord. 188177, Vol. 2.3.A, page 8952



Ord. 188177, Vol. 2.3.A, page 8953



Ord. 188177, Vol. 2.3.A, page 8954



Ord. 188177, Vol. 2.3.A, page 8955



Ord. 188177, Vol. 2.3.A, page 8956



Ord. 188177, Vol. 2.3.A, page 8957



Ord. 188177, Vol. 2.3.A, page 8958



Ord. 188177, Vol. 2.3.A, page 8959



Ord. 188177, Vol. 2.3.A, page 8960



Ord. 188177, Vol. 2.3.A, page 8961



Ord. 188177, Vol. 2.3.A, page 8962



Ord. 188177, Vol. 2.3.A, page 8963



Ord. 188177, Vol. 2.3.A, page 8964



Ord. 188177, Vol. 2.3.A, page 8965



From: Jan Yost [mailto:jyost@dsutrucks.com]  
Sent: Thursday, July 21, 2016 9:28 AM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: proposed zoning map change 
 
We received this notice for our property 5036 N. Lagoon Ave.  State ID # 1N1E20A 
The city is proposing major public trails near this property 
This property is a 4+ acre fenced property that has class 8 tractors, trucks and trailers being moved in 
and out  throughout the day and night. 
It would be extremely dangerous to allow the public near this property 
The class 8 trucks would also pose a liability to the city as an attractive target for theft and vandalism 
If the city wants to have a public trail there are other areas that would be safer for the public  
 
 
Thank You 
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From: Beverly_Metz@homedepot.com [mailto:Beverly_Metz@homedepot.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, July 19, 2016 12:32 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: Portland Trails Project / The Home Depot 
 
While HD is supportive of Portland’s trail project, it has concerns surrounding the landscaping and slope 
areas affected by the trail location.  HD requests confirmation that the City will construct a retaining wall 
to support HD’s property, move trees in the slope area, assure that HD’s landscaping requirements are 
still met after removal/relocation of trees on the slope, and provide compensation to HD for any lost 
property.  Please feel free to contact me to discuss.  Thank you. 
 
Beverly Metz 
Senior Real Estate Manager  
Northwest Region (AK, ID, MT, OR, WA)  
Pacific North Region (Northern CA, Northern NV, UT) 
Pacific Central Region (Central CA, Los Angeles County, Southern NV) 
Pacific Mountain Desert Region (AZ, CO, NM, WY) 
THE HOME DEPOT  
3800 W. Chapman Ave. | Orange, CA 92868 
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From: Matney, Julie  
Sent: Friday, July 08, 2016 1:50 PM 
To: Cole, John <John.Cole@portlandoregon.gov>; Wright, Sara 
<Sara.Wright@portlandoregon.gov> 
Cc: Roth, Emily <Emily.Roth@portlandoregon.gov>; Hendrickson, Nancy 
<NANCY.HENDRICKSON@portlandoregon.gov>; Walkiewicz, Marie 
<Marie.Walkiewicz@portlandoregon.gov>; Guderyahn, Laura 
<Laura.Guderyahn@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: Peninsula Canal Trail 
 
John and Sara, 
 
BES and PP&R would like to make a recommendation to the Planning and 
Sustainability Commission regarding the Peninsula Canal Trail alignment.  
 
Peninsula Canal is home to one of the largest remaining populations of native western 
painted turtles in the state of Oregon (Conservation Plan for Native Turtles in the 
Columbia Slough, 2012 Oregon Wildlife Institute). The western painted turtle is 
identified as “Sensitive-Critical” by the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife. 
Therefore, the importance of Peninsula Canal to the present and future conservation of 
western painted turtles in the Portland Metro region is paramount. Western painted 
turtles are very sensitive to recreational impacts. Regardless of the alignment of the 
trail, a trail along Peninsula Canal will have a negative impact on the turtle population. 
 
The Lower Willamette Turtle Working Group includes representatives from Oregon 
Department of Fish and Wildlife, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Metro, City of Portland, 
Oregon State Parks, Clean Water Services, Port of Portland, and Oregon Wildlife 
Heritage Foundation. In 2012 the Working Group wrote a letter (attached) to Metro, 
Portland Parks and Recreation, and the Port of Portland. The letter voices the Working 
Groups’ concerns regarding the negative impact the planned trail and resulting 
recreation would likely have on the native turtles present in Peninsula Canal and 
recommendations to minimize such impacts. 
 
If the trail must be constructed, constructing it on the lowest flank of the levee (see 
attached map), avoiding line-of-sight to the waterway, would lessen the impact on the 
turtle population. Portland Parks and Recreation (per 6/6/16 conversation with Emily 
Roth) approves of this recommendation to move the trail alignment to the lowest point 
on the levee. Also, for your information, the most recent version of “Metro Trails 
Inventory” layer on the hub shows the northern part of the trail at the bottom of the 
levee, along Port of Portland property. 
 
Julie Matney    :  City of Portland Environmental Services  
(503) 823-2774   :   julie.matney@portlandoregon.gov  
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Lower Willamette Valley Turtle Working Group
  

July 18, 2012 
 
 
To: Leif Anderson, Metro 

Emily Roth, Portland Parks & Recreation 
Travis Ruybal, Portland Parks & Recreation 
Robert Spurlock, Metro 
Mark Witsoe, Port of Portland 

 
From: Lower Willamette Turtle Working Group 
 
 
RE: Sensitive turtle populations and the planned Peninsula Canal Trail 
 
On June 7, 2012 Metro trails planning staff met with the Lower Willamette Turtle Working 
Group (LWTWG) to discuss the trail planning process and specifics related to the 
development of the Peninsula Canal Trail in northeast Portland.  This collaborative 
meeting resulted in productive information sharing and identification of opportunities to 
better align trail and natural resource regional priorities, including conservation of 
Oregon’s native turtles.   
 
Peninsula Canal is home to regionally significant turtle populations.  This letter identifies 
several concerns LWTWG members have related to trail development along the Canal and 
prioritized recommendations aimed at avoiding and minimizing potential adverse impacts 
of the planned trail development on Oregon’s turtles. 
 
The western painted turtle (Chrysemys picta bellii) and the western pond turtle (Actinemys 
marmorata) are Oregon’s two native turtle species and are classified by ODFW as 
“Sensitive-Critical”.  Both turtle species are considered semi-aquatic in nature, seeking out 
quiet backwater habitats with ample sun exposure and basking structures.  Nesting occurs 
on the land in sunny, sparsely vegetated soils near suitable aquatic habitats.  In recent 
years, research and field surveys have determined that Peninsula Canal is home to one of 
the largest remaining populations of western painted turtles in the state of Oregon 
(Conservation Plan for Native Turtles in the Columbia Slough, 2012 Oregon Wildlife 
Institute).  These surveys have confirmed multiple age classes are present at the site, 
indicating the turtle populations are breeding and nesting successfully.  Relatively few 
reproducing native turtle populations have been confirmed in the Willamette Valley, 
especially in urban areas where most upland habitats adjacent to suitable aquatic turtle 
habitat have been subject to development.  Thus, the importance of Peninsula Canal to the 
present and future conservation of western painted and western pond turtles in the Portland 
Metro Region is further elevated.     
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The City of Portland and Metro have been working to close many gaps in the 40-Mile 
Loop Trail system.  Our understanding is the trail alignment along Peninsula Canal dates 
as far back as the 40-Mile Loop Master Plan developed in 1983.  While the LWTWG 
recognizes the multiple benefits of trails including access to nature, the planned alignment 
along Peninsula Canal raises serious concerns relative to native turtle conservation. 
 
The planned alignment is on the top/centerline of the levee along the east side of the canal.  
Five easements are required to move to the design phase and four of these are acquired.   
The final easement needed is from the Port of Portland along the north end of the canal. 
 

 
Western Painted Turtles in Peninsula Canal May 2011.  Photo Credit: Oregon Wildlife Institute 

 
LWTWG members are in agreement that the planned trail and resulting recreation would 
likely have many negative impacts on native turtles present in Peninsula Canal.  As a result 
of surrounding land uses, this water channel has had essentially no public access to date, 
allowing turtles to prosper un-disturbed. Western painted and western pond turtles are very 
sensitive to recreational impacts.  These species are relatively defenseless and depend on 
camouflage, hiding, and relatively undisturbed places to survive. When threatened, their 
main behavioral response is to quickly dive into the water.  As a result of this flight 
response, natural behaviors/functions are disrupted, primarily thermoregulation, digestion, 
egg development, and shell health.  Disturbance resulting from trails and recreation are 
considered a major threat to turtle conservation in the Portland Metro Area (Conservation 
Plan for Native Turtles in the Columbia Slough, 2012 Oregon Wildlife Institute).  
Expected negative effects from the new trail include: 
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 Loss of available nesting habitat from habitat conversion (e.g., conversion of 
existing gravel road to paved surface) 

 Increased disturbance / interruption of basking behavior resulting from walkers, 
runners, and bikers causing repeated flushing of turtles from basking logs 

 Increased interference with nesting attempts from trail users 
 Disturbance from dogs of basking and nesting efforts 
 Direct mortality from dogs (note: this has been documented in Portland)  
 Disturbance from presence of anglers 
 Direct injury and mortality from fishing by-catch 
 Disturbance from boaters including kayakers 
 Increased risk of illegal trapping and capture / removal from the wild 
 Increased risk of exposure to non-native invasive turtles (e.g., red-eared slider) 

resulting from increased access 
 
The cumulative effects of the planned trail have the potential to have significant negative 
impacts on these important remnant populations of native turtles.  In order to avoid, 
minimize and reduce impacts to native turtles, the LWTWG would like to make the 
following recommendations.  These are in prioritized order, with the most productive 
actions listed first. 
 
Recommendations: 

 
1. Consider an alternate route for a north-south connector trail between the Slough 

trail and the Marine Drive trail. 
 

2. Recognizing that four out of five easements have already been finalized, the Port of 
Portland easement provides the best opportunity to take meaningful action to 
reduce impacts on the turtles.  Eliminating and minimizing line-of-sight between 
the open water turtle habitat and the trail is the best way to avoid the myriad 
impacts listed above. For the length of levee within the Port tax lot, we propose 
dropping the trail down onto the east flank of the levee low enough to eliminate 
line-of-sight to the canal.  This will create a “turtle refuge” along approximately 
1000 feet of canal at the north end.  The intended result would be to have a small 
portion of the channel free from continual disturbance.   See attached map. 

 
3. Although the easement has been finalized with the City of Portland Bureau of 

Maintenance, we suggest initiating a conversation with that facility about 
implementing the same design described in Recommendation 2 above for the 
length of their property.  This would extend the north end turtle refuge another 800 
feet. 

 
4. Although the easement has been finalized with the Riverside Golf and Country 

Club, we recommend re-initiating a conversation with that facility about 
implementing the same design described in Recommendation 2 above for the 
length of their property. The levee would then be able to provide a visual barrier at 
the south end of the trail. 
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5. Whenever the trail is on top of the levee, we recommend a solid fence 6-12 inches 
from the ground be installed to provide a visual barrier while trail users are on top 
of the levee. One lookout point or a couple of wildlife blinds could be constructed 
in the fence to allow for wildlife viewing. 

 
The LWTWG first and foremost desires that Recommendation 1 be implemented.  In an 
urban area, it is extremely significant that native species classified as “Sensitive-Critical” 
not only exist, but are successfully breeding.  Good stewardship of rare and sensitive 
resources is the only way to maintain the relatively high level of biodiversity Portland has 
experienced thus far within its boundaries.  While allowing residents to experience nature 
is very important, it is equally important to consider the species that will be ‘experienced’. 
If the populations declines, stop breeding, or leave, user’s experiences will be less 
meaningful. 
 
Understanding that there has been much work to come to this point for this particular trail 
project, the LWTWG feels that implementing Recommendations 2-5 above may be an 
acceptable alternative.  Re-aligning the trail as much as possible while installing solid 
fencing next to the trail that would be installed on top of the levee would alleviate some of 
the visual disturbance issues.  However, the LWTWG would like to reiterate that this 
alternative would not address the other indirect impacts to the population such as illegal 
capture, fishing by-catch, disturbance from dogs, release of pet turtles (disease and 
competition), and human off-trail disturbance.  Cumulatively, these indirect impacts, with 
road kill mortality, have already led to the drastic decline of native turtles across the 
region.  
 
Regardless of which trail alignment is constructed, we suggest the following Best 
Management Practices be implemented during the construction phase to reduce short-term 
negative impacts to native turtles in the area: 
 
Construction Best Management Practices: 
 

1. Reduce the size/width of this segment of trail if possible. 
 

2. Build the trail of compact gravel instead of asphalt. 
 

3. Construct the trail during winter months, while turtles are hibernating to reduce the 
number of turtles that will flee the site from sound, vibrations, and visual 
disturbance. 

 
4. Use a qualified biologist to survey for turtle nests along the alignment before 

construction begins or install silt fencing or other barriers in mid-May to prevent 
turtle nesting within the construction area. 

 
5. Install visual barriers (e.g., plantings) well before turtles emerge in the spring 

(typically March-April). 
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In addition, we recommend the following actions be implemented as part of the long-term 
site operations/maintenance plan to further reduce impacts to native turtles after the trail is 
built. 
 
Recommendations for Trail Operation / Maintenance: 
 

1. No dogs in this segment of trail. 
2. No fishing allowed on canal. 
3. Adequate signage displaying reasons for the above restrictions. 
4. Closing the trail during the most critical turtle breeding/basking/nesting season 

(March 15th to August 1st).  
 
The LWTWG is aware that any and all design considerations for this trail must meet with 
approval from the Multnomah County Drainage Distinct (MCDD) because this is a 
federally certified levee.  It’s worth noting that in 2008, MCDD removed cottonwood trees 
along this levee to comply with federal standards.  The presence of native turtles was 
known at the time and the District proactively placed the trees in the channel for basking 
habitat.  This highlights the fact that local agencies have invested in turtle conservation at 
this site. 
 
The LWTWG also acknowledges that some of our recommendations may be in conflict 
with trail designs intended to provide the ideal user experience. 
 
If you have any questions about the above comments or recommendations please contact 
me or another member of the LWTWG. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 

 
 

Susan Barnes  
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Co-Chair, Lower Willamette Turtle Working Group 
 
 
CC: Dave Hendricks, MCDD 
 Byron Woltersdorf, MCDD 
 
 
 

The Lower Willamette Valley Turtle Working Group was formed by agencies and 
organizations with an interest in conserving Oregon’s native turtles and their habitats. 

Members include Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 
Metro (including the Oregon Zoo), the City of Portland, Oregon State Parks and 

Recreation Department, Clean Water Services, City of Gresham, Tualatin Hills Park & 
Recreation District, the Port of Portland and Oregon Wildlife Heritage Foundation. 
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Attachment 1. 
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Hartinger, Kathryn

From: Dorothy Cofield <cofield@hevanet.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 06, 2016 7:16 AM
To: Cole, John; Planning and Sustainability Commission
Cc: 'David Himmelberger'; lmerricson@yahoo.com; robert.spurlock@oregonmetro.gov; 

Roth, Emily
Subject: Miscellaneous Zoning Amendments Testimony
Attachments: CCF07062016_0002.pdf

Mr. Cole,
We spoke last month about this public trail on my clients' Saltzman Road
property. Since we spoke, I have found out from Metro the trail location
is a mapping error.
Please review the attached public testimony on behalf of David Himmelberger and Louise Erricson and submit a copy of
it into the record of the planning commission proceeding.

When you have reviewed the map correction letter and proposed amendment, please get back to me on how you will
proceed. My clients would like to see the mapping error corrected as soon as possible and before the planning
commission hearing on July 26, 2016. Thank you for all your assistance.

Best,

Dorothy S. Cofield
Attorney at Law
1001 SW 5th Avenue
Suite 1100
Portland, Oregon 97204
COFIELD LAW OFFICE
T: 503.675.4320
C: 503.709.9859
www.cofieldlanduse.com

Your message is ready to be sent with the following file or link
attachments:

CCF07062016_0001

Note: To protect against computer viruses, e mail programs may prevent sending or receiving certain types of file
attachments. Check your e mail security settings to determine how attachments are handled.
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May 5, 2016 
 
Portland Planning & Sustainability Commission 
1900 SW 4th Ave. Suite 7100 
Portland, OR  97201 
 

Re:  Residential and Open Space Zoning 

 
Dear Planning Commissioners: 
 
The Maplewood Neighborhood Association (MaNA) met on May 3, 2016, to discuss the zoning changes 
proposed as part of the Comprehensive Plan 2016.  There are two zoning changes that are the subject of 
this letter.  One is the proposed zoning change for property located at 6825 SW 45th Avenue from R7 to 
R1 as designated in the Residential Zoning Map.  The other is Amendment #25 that proposes to change 
the zoning from R7 to R1 on property located at 4545 SW California.   
 
The meeting was attended by XX neighbors who are all voting members as well as the developer/owner 
of 6925 SW 45th and some of his consultants.  After an hour of discussion, the members of the MaNA 
voted 10 to 7 to oppose the proposed zoning changes on both of these properties.  There were many 
reasons for this opposition.  The biggest concern was the increase in traffic that would result from a 
multi-unit structure to be built.  There was also concern about having adequate parking for all the 
residents and their guests.  Parking is already a problem at the Southwest Community Center, located 
across the street, and thus there would be no other area for overflow parking for the apartments.  Other 
issues included:  removal of trees and other environmental impacts, safety of pedestrians crossing 45th, 
the lack of adequate infrastructure to accommodate so many additional cars and residents, and the 
allowable height that would be out of scale with the rest of the neighborhood.  Additional comments 
from residents included a sense that large multi-family apartments don’t fit the character of the 
neighborhood and that moving from R7 to R1 would be a big change.  We should note that Maplewood 
is almost entirely zoned R7 or R10 except for two small Commercial zones and one property zoned R2.   
 
Conversely, there were a number of neighbors that were more supportive of the zoning changes.  Some 
of them felt that a multi-family dwelling was preferable to more McMansions.  In addition, they thought 
that these two sites were the best locations for multi-family units in the neighborhood because of the 
commercial zoning to the north and northeast, the availability of a bus line and existing apartments in 
the vicinity.   
 
Respectfully, 
 
 
Maplewood Neighborhood Association  
 
 
Cc:  Joan Fredericksen 

Commented [B1]: Not sure that this should be in the 
letter.  Let me know what you think.   

Ord. 188177, Vol. 2.3.A, page 9025



Ord. 188177, Vol. 2.3.A, page 9026



1

Hartinger, Kathryn

From: Judith Huck <judith.huck@comcast.net>
Sent: Sunday, July 03, 2016 11:55 AM
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission
Subject: PSC MISC Zoning Update Testimony

To Portland Planning and Sustainability Commission,

Our family has lived in the Eastridge Park neighborhood for 22 years and in Portland for 56 years.  

We have great concern regarding the proposed trail being created through the middle of our neighborhood.  While 
we are hikers and love to explore new areas none of the hiking trails we’ve been on run through 
neighborhoods.  Having trails that lead to our neighborhood could lead to more crime than we already 
have.  Crime in our neighborhood has increased considerably in the last 5 years.

Our neighborhood offers no public amenities for hikers, the same as most residential neighborhoods in Portland or 
Gresham.

There is an alternative route around the north end of our neighborhood leads to the same end, Eastridge Park park, 
as the trail that’s proposed to go through our neighborhood.  So the trail through our neighborhood is not necessary 
for hikers to enjoy access to Eastridge Park from the Springwater Trail.

We request that trail segment #’s 2252, 2888, 2889, 2890 and 2891 through our neighborhood be removed from 
consideration. 

Respectfully,

Judith and Joe Huck
7636 SE 140th Drive
Portland, OR 97236

Judith: 503-936-6661
Joe: 503-953-3073
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