
-----Original Message----- 
From: Thomas Karwaki [mailto:karwaki@yahoo.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, December 30, 2015 5:03 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: Institutional Campus Zone Comments Revised by UPNA 

The University Park Neighborhood Association submits the following comments that expand on its 
previous comments and testimony on this matter. 
The UPNA supports the University's position that the CUMP should be allowed to operate under its full 
term, and that it should be up to the Institution and Neighborhood as to whether to use a CUMP or 
Institutional Zone. 

Thomas Karwaki 
253.318.2075 

UNIVERSITY PARK NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION Board Approved Comments December 2015 

RE: Campus Institutional Zoning Project  

The UPNA Board approved these comments at its September 14 meeting and reviewed and approved 
them again at its December 14 meeting. 

The UPNA has a thirty five year experience working with the University of Portland. University Park was 
platted, sold and developed initially to fund a Methodist college which closed after 10 years after 
moving to Tacoma (becoming the University of Puget Sound).  For over one hundred years the 
neighborhood has welcomed and had issues with college students.  UPNA was able to participate in the 
advisory group that helped create the document based on its collaborative experience in developing 
the current University of Portland Conditional Use Master Plan.  However, the UPNA has several 
concerns with the document in its current form and cannot support it until 33.150.050 is amended to 
REQUIRE Good Neighbor Agreements. 

First, it is inherently not in the interest of a neighborhood association to be in favor of this document 
and the policy of institutional zones whereby the neighborhood has little if any recourse to influence 
the actions or development of an institution. The current conditional use process does provide a 
mechanism for neighborhoods to raise concerns in a collaborative or adversarial manner. For instance, 
in the most recent University of Portland CUMP over 100 University Park neighbors were able to 
constructively raise their concerns about student behavior and public safety, development of certain 
parcels of land and the rampant growth of off-campus student housing. 

As a result, the approved CUMP addressed public safety (the first time in a master plan), delayed and 
limited construction on University lands adjacent to two residences, and the University committed to 
house 75% of the undergraduates on campus.  As a result of these changes, the UPNA Board 
unanimously supported the final Master Plan proposal, and has since supported a proposed street 
vacation and demolition of houses along Willamette Boulevard for student dorms. This would not 
happen under an Institutional Zone.  

UPNA feels strongly that short of intense media exposure, there is no other mechanism for REQUIRING 
institutions to work with their neighborhoods in a formal manner.  Therefore, the UPNA OPPOSES a 
single Institutional Campus Rezone, unless there is a formal mechanism for regular (5 or 10 year 
maximum timer period) reviews and negotiations with the neighborhoods. 

Second, the document assumes that educational institutions are stationary.  In fact these institutions 
do relocate as did the Methodist college that was the original institution at what is now the University 
of Portland, and as Heald College recently did. Higher educational institutions need the freedom and 
flexibility to develop their resources and adjust their business plans to meet future needs.  The current 
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document, places too many restrictions on the ability of an educational institution (p.24-37 or 
33.150.100). It assumes that only small retail would benefit a neighborhood, when in fact offices, labs, 
warehouses, parking, outdoor recreation and religious facilities might provide benefits and should not 
be apriori prohibited. The University of Portland provides significant parks and open space, religious 
and community facilities under its Master Plan but would be prohibited or restricted from doing so 
under Table 150-1.  
 
Why should the Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Map limit potential public-private or community-
business-institutional partnerships? Nationally, many universities are developing labs, offices, senior 
and assisted living facilities and mausoleums or columbariums which would be limited or prohibited 
under the proposed rules. 
 
Third, creation of these institutional zones may make it difficult to redevelop surplus properties. An 
institution may need to sell land, and this new set of zones restricts the potential uses, purchasers and 
value of such land in a manner that discriminates against the institution as opposed to commercial, 
industrial or residential zones.  A neighborhood has a vested interest in such decisions.  
 
Fourth, the UPNA supports the intention of the proposed Neighborhood Contact and Outreach 
(33.150.050) as a good minimal standard.  However, the steps called forth require only notification to 
the community of an institution’s development plans. It does not require any meaningful dialogue or 
recourse if a neighborhood disagrees with an institution’s plans.  All of the power rests with the 
institution. Therefore, the UPNA calls for a mechanism for dialog with the neighborhood or for 
resolving disputes beyond annual meetings.  
 
Good Neighbor and Community Benefit Agreements are recommended, but not required under the 
proposed 33.150.050. Such agreements should be required.  Until this section is changed, the UPNA 
cannot support this institutional zoning proposal. 
 
The UPNA notes that Map 150-2 reflects the approved University of Portland Conditional Use Master 
Plan, and will create a clear delineation of the campus while providing a reasonable transition to the 
single family neighborhood across Willamette Boulevard. 3 
 
Sincerely, 
Thomas Karwaki 
UPNA Vice Chair and Land Use Committee Chair 
7139 N. Macrum Ave. 
Portland, OR 97203 
253.318.2075 cell 
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38638-0052/129056783.1  

TESTIMONY OF MIKE ROBINSON ON BEHALF OF PROVIDENCE HEALTH & 
SERVICES – PORTLAND AT DECEMBER 15, 2015 PORTLAND PLANNING AND 

SUSTAINABILITY COMMISSION (“PSC”) PUBLIC HEARING ON THE PROPOSED 
CI-2 LAND USE REGULATIONS

Good evening, Chair Baugh. 

My name is Mike Robinson.  My mailing address is 1120 NW Couch Street, Tenth Floor, 
Portland, OR  97209-4128. 

I am here on behalf of Providence Health & Services-Oregon, which owns and operates Portland 
Providence Medical Center (“PPMC”). 

I have submitted a letter to the PSC dated today.  Please review it before you deliberate and 
make a recommendation to the City Council. 

Providence appreciates the time that staff has given them and addressed many of Providence’s
issues and we appreciate their assistance and professionalism. There is a lot that is right with the 
land use regulations and Providence appreciates that.

Providence would like you to consider two (2) issues: 

1. Eliminate the proposed code language that terminates the CUMP before its 2022 
expiration date.  PPMC’s CUMP is valid through 2022 and Providence wants the CUMP to 
remain valid for its entire 10 year period. 

2. Eliminate the proposed code language requiring a new Transportation Demand 
Management Plan until we have seen how that requirement will be implemented by PBOT.  
Providence’s Comprehensive Transportation Plan for PPMC is attached to our letter.

Thank you for your time tonight. 
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Dec. 15, 2015 (Transmitted this day via e-mail to the following) 
 
City of Portland 
Planning and Sustainability Commission - psc@portlandoregon.gov 
& John A. Cole, Senior Planner - John.Cole@portlandoregon.gov 
1900 SW 4th Ave, Suite 7100 
Portland, OR 97201 
 
CC: Susan Anderson, BPS Director, Susan.Anderson@PortlandOregon.gov 
 Joe Zehnder, Long Range Planning Manager, Joe.Zehnder@portlandoregon.gov 
 Eric Engstrom, Senior Planner, Eric.Engstrom@portlandoregon.gov 

Nan Stark, BPS NE District Liaison, nan.stark@portlandoregon.gov 
 Alison Stoll, Executive Director Central NE Neighbors, alisons@cnncoalition.org 
 
Subject: RCPNA Support of Campus Institutional Zone with Amendments 
 
Honorable Chairman Baugh and Commissioners:  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to testify on the Proposed Campus Institutional Zone Draft on 
behalf of Rose City Park Neighborhood Association. I served on the Campus Institutional Zone 
Advisory Committee for most of the year and have great respect for the work that John Cole 
has done to try to balance all the interests as we developed policy.  Although we had major 
concerns with the original draft of the CIZ the Proposed Draft contains much more certainty for 
on-going neighborhood involvement with the institutions as they change and grow over time.   
 
The RCPNA Board met on Dec. 1, 2015, and approved recommendations from their Land Use 
and Transportation Committee to support the Proposed Campus Institutional Zone with 
amendments, as follows: 
 

1. RCPNA still has concerns that satellite campus facilities for the institutions represented 
by the CIZ are not included in the transportation analyses.  It is our experience with 
Portland Providence Medical Center that the proximity of their office complex developed 
at 4400 NE Halsey and warehouse at 6500 NE Halsey increase the number and 
frequency of vehicles between these locations and the Portland Providence Hospital, 
located at NE 47th and Glisan. We recommended that Transportation Impact Review 
and Demand Management include factoring in the frequent travel between satellite 
facilities located within a one-mile of the primary institution. 
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RCPNA Testimony Page 2 of 2 Dec. 15, 2015 
Proposed CIZ 
 

The following amendments are proposed: 
Additions = bold and underlined 
Deletions = strikethrough 
 

2. “33.150.050 Neighborhood Contact and Outreach” 
“D. Annual meeting. Colleges and Medical Centers must conduct at least one 
community meeting per year: 
1. The meeting must provide the following information: 
a. The status of and any updates to the College’s or Medical Center’s 
Transportation Demand Management Plan, Transportation Impact Analysis, and related 
mitigation measures, including the Good Neighbor Agreement(s);” 
 

3. “33.852.110 Approval Criteria for Transportation Impact Review” 
“D. Transportation improvements adjacent to the development and in the vicinity 
needed to support the development are available or will be made available when the 
development is complete or, if the development is phased, will be available as each 
phase of the development is completed.”1 
<New Language> E. CIZ Good Neighbor Agreement (GNA) with neighborhood(s).  
A Good Neighbor Agreement shall be developed between the Institution and 
neighborhoods contiguous to the facility that shall be reviewed annually in a 
public meeting with the impacted parties.  The GNA shall serve as the guiding 
document to help all parties monitor transportation impacts and stimulate 
possible changes to the demand management strategies and/or phased 
development. 
 
  

Proposed Chapter 33.150.050 A. Purpose states “The requirements of this section promote 
ongoing communication between campus institutions and their surrounding communities.” Our 
proposed amendments, stated above, provide the implementation language needed for 
requiring a Good Neighbor Agreement (GBA) be established between the Institutions and the 
surrounding communities.  In the Conditional Use process, which is being traded for the CIZ, 
Good Neighbor Agreement have always been a condition of approval for institutional 
developments.  It is vitally important that we do not lose the GNA tool as we work together to 
improve the overall process for expediting institutional development.  Thank you again for the 
opportunity to comment on this important policy document for our community.  We look forward 
to continuing our work together in building a livable and vibrant community.  
 
Respectfully, 
 
 
Tamara DeRidder, AICP 
Chair, Rose City Park Neighborhood Association 
1707 NE 52nd Ave. 
Portland, OR  97213 
                                                 
1 Campus Institutional Zoning – Proposed Draft. PP111-112 
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UNIVERSITY PARK NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION
LAND USE COMMITTEE
September 13, 2015

RE: Campus Institutional Zoning Project

The UPNA Land Use Committee proposes adoption of the following
comments by the UPNA Board at its September 14 meeting.

The UPNA was able to participate in the advisory group that helped create this
document based on its collaborative experience in developing the current
University of Portland Conditional Use Master Plan. However, the UPNA has
several concerns with the document in its current form and cannot support it until
33.150.050 is amended to REQUIRE Good Neighbor Agreements.

First, it is inherently not in the interest of a neighborhood association to be in
favor of this document and the policy of institutional zones whereby the
neighborhood has little if any recourse to influence the actions or development of
an institution. The current conditional use process does provide a mechanism for
neighborhoods to raise concerns in a collaborative or adversarial manner. For
instance, in the most recent University of Portland CUMP over 100 University
Park neighbors were able to constructively raise their concerns about student
behavior and public safety, development of certain parcels of land and the
rampant growth of off-campus student housing.

As a result, the approved CUMP addressed public safety (the first time in a
master plan), delayed and limited construction on University lands adjacent to
two residences, and the University committed to house 75% of the
undergraduates on campus. As a result of these changes, the UPNA Board
unanimously supported the final Master Plan proposal, and has since supported a
proposed street vacation and demolition of houses along Willamette Boulevard
for student dorms.

Second, the document assumes that educational institutions are stationary. In
fact these institutions do relocate as did the Methodist college that was the
original institution at what is now the University of Portland, and as Heald College
recently did. Higher educational institutions need the freedom and flexibility to
develop their resources and adjust their business plans to meet future needs.
The current document, places too many restrictions on the ability of an
educational institution (p.24-37 or 33.150.100). It assumes that only small retail
would benefit a neighborhood, when in fact offices, labs, warehouses, parking,
outdoor recreation and religious facilities might provide benefits and should not
be apriori prohibited. The University of Portland provides significant parks and
open space, religious and community facilities under its Master Plan but would be
prohibited or restricted from doing so under Table 150-1.
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Why should the Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Map limit potential public-
private or community-business-institutional partnerships? Nationally, many
universities are developing labs, offices, senior and assisted living facilities and
mausoleums or columbariums which would be limited or prohibited under the
proposed rules.

Third, creation of these institutional zones may make it difficult to redevelop
surplus properties. An institution may need to sell land, and this new set of zones
restricts the potential uses, purchasers and value of such land in a manner that
discriminates against the institution as opposed to commercial, industrial or
residential zones. A neighborhood has a vested interest in such decisions.

Fourth, the UPNA supports the intention of the proposed Neighborhood Contact
and Outreach (33.150.050) as a good minimal standard. However, the steps
called forth require only notification to the community of an institution’s
development plans. It does not require any meaningful dialogue or recourse if a
neighborhood disagrees with an institution’s plans. All of the power rests with
the institution. Therefore, the UPNA calls for a mechanism for dialog with the
neighborhood or for resolving disputes beyond annual meetings.

Good Neighbor and Community Benefit Agreements are recommended, but not
required under the proposed 33.150.050. Such agreements should be required.
Until this section is changed, the UPNA cannot support this institutional zoning
proposal.

The UPNA notes that Map 150-2 reflects the approved University of Portland
Conditional Use Master Plan, and will create a clear delineation of the campus
while providing a reasonable transition to the single family neighborhood across
Willamette Boulevard.

Sincerely,
Thomas Karwaki
UPNA Land Use Committee Chair
7139 N. Macrum Ave.
Portland, OR 97203
253.318.2075 cell
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